
 

 

UNIVERSITY OF GHENT 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities 

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

IIIINFORMATION NFORMATION NFORMATION NFORMATION SSSSTRUCTURE IN TRUCTURE IN TRUCTURE IN TRUCTURE IN JJJJOHN OHN OHN OHN CCCCHRYSOSTOMHRYSOSTOMHRYSOSTOMHRYSOSTOM’’’’S S S S HHHHOMILIES OMILIES OMILIES OMILIES AAAADVERSUS DVERSUS DVERSUS DVERSUS IIIIUDAEOSUDAEOSUDAEOSUDAEOS::::    
TTTTHE DISTRIBUTION OF HE DISTRIBUTION OF HE DISTRIBUTION OF HE DISTRIBUTION OF ἌΝ    AND THE ENCLITIC PERAND THE ENCLITIC PERAND THE ENCLITIC PERAND THE ENCLITIC PERSONAL PRONOUNSSONAL PRONOUNSSONAL PRONOUNSSONAL PRONOUNS    

WITH A PRELIMINARY IWITH A PRELIMINARY IWITH A PRELIMINARY IWITH A PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION INTO THNVESTIGATION INTO THNVESTIGATION INTO THNVESTIGATION INTO THE DISCOURSE MARKER E DISCOURSE MARKER E DISCOURSE MARKER E DISCOURSE MARKER ΕΙΠΕ ΜΟΙ 

    
Samuel ZAKOWSKI 

Master’s Thesis 
Academic Year 2011-2012 

 

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

Advisor: Prof. Dr. Mark JANSE



1 

 

0.0.0.0. IIIINTRODUCTION AND ACKNNTRODUCTION AND ACKNNTRODUCTION AND ACKNNTRODUCTION AND ACKNOWLEDGMENTSOWLEDGMENTSOWLEDGMENTSOWLEDGMENTS    
    
In this paper, I present a functional and cognitive account of the information structure in John 
Chrysostom’s homilies against the Jews by examining the distribution of the postpositive ἄν and enclitic 
personal pronouns; and by analyzing the expression εἰπέ µοι, mainly in relation to discourse markers in 
English. 
I first give some brief specifics on John’s life and education, the context in which he preached and the 
concept of homilies (§1). Then, I provide general theoretical preliminaries on clitics (both in Greek (§4) 
and other languages (§2)) and information structure (§3). After that, I  turn to my own analysis of ἄν 
(§5), the enclitic personal pronouns (§6) and εἰπέ µοι (§7). In the last chapter (§8), I formulate my 
conclusions; I also give a summary of my results in Dutch (§9). References for works cited throughout 
this paper can be found in §10. 

 
First of all, however, I would like to express my profound gratitude to my advisor, Prof. Dr. Mark Janse. 
It was his course on Herodotus during my second year at university which sparked my interest for 
information structuring in Ancient Greek; the next year, several classes on the connection between clitic 
positioning, intonation and information in Homer fanned the flames even more. He invested a truly 
extraordinary amount of time in reading and discussing various stages of my Bachelor paper and 
Master’s thesis, and his corrections and advice contributed greatly to all aspects of this paper – I shudder 
to think about the results had this paper been submitted without his help. 
Many thanks go out to Professor Janse’s doctoral student, Jorie Soltic, as well. Besides providing me with 
a seemingly endless amount of thought-provoking articles and information, she always stood ready to 
assist with any and all questions I had, and frequently made vital suggestions for improvements. 
A word of thanks to Thomas Van Der Goten, too. For both him and me, English is not our first 
language – nevertheless, his grasp of English is genuinely remarkable and humbling, and his assistance in 
weeding out non-idiomatic or non-academic English expressions was invaluable. All remaining errors 
are, of course, my own. 
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1.1.1.1. JJJJOHN OF OHN OF OHN OF OHN OF AAAANTIOCHNTIOCHNTIOCHNTIOCH::::    CCCCHRISTIANITY AND RHETHRISTIANITY AND RHETHRISTIANITY AND RHETHRISTIANITY AND RHETORIC IN AN EASTERN PORIC IN AN EASTERN PORIC IN AN EASTERN PORIC IN AN EASTERN POWDER KEGOWDER KEGOWDER KEGOWDER KEG    
 
Born in 349 A.D. to a wealthy if not exactly politically powerful Christian family,1 John, later called 
“Chrysostom”2, grew up in the moneyed class of the eastern metropolis of Antioch (Kelly 1995: 4; 
Wilken 1983: 5; Jones 1953: 171). As a result, John had the privilege of enjoying the finest education 
Antioch had to offer. He enrolled in the rhetorical school of the distinguished orator Libanius, where he 
excelled and acquired the skills which allowed him to succeed as a public speaker (ibid.). His gifts 
became evident early on, and a prestigious career at the bar or in the imperial service, drafting official 
edicts, beckoned.3  
Instead of choosing a secular profession, however, John decided to join the clergy, a career move not 
just inspired by religious convictions, but probably also by financial concerns – a successful ecclesiastical 
career was quite profitable in late antiquity, often on a par with a job as provincial governor.4 After 
several years of Scriptural hermeneutics, John became a lector, a lowly position which nevertheless 
offered the perspective of higher office (Wilken 1983: 7-8). Before assuming his role as lector, he 
retreated from the hustle and bustle of Antioch and led a monastic life for the next couple of years at 
Mount Silpius (Wilken 1983: 8-9; Kelly 1995: 21). After resuming his clerical career (most likely in 378), 
he quickly advanced to the rank of deacon (381) and subsequently became presbyter (386), before 
assuming the role of patriarch of Constantinople in 398 (Wilken 1983: 9-10; Kelly 1995: 21).  
The next section will discuss John’s education at the hands of Libanius in greater detail, since this period 
will provide the most cogent underpinnings for John’s rhetorical style in the Homilies against the Jews. 
 

1.1. THE ROLE OF LIBANIUS 
 
Libanius has long been noted as one of the most important orators of late antiquity – Baur simply calls 
him “le Rhéteur le plus célèbre de l’époque” (1907: 1). He not only trained one of the greatest Christian 
orators in John and one of the most important theologians in Basil the Great, but also worked tirelessly 
to improve Antioch’s status as a centre of education (Cribiore 2007: 2 and 81).  
His influence on John had been minimalized by scholars who saw profit in severing the link between 
Libanius’ ‘shallow’ rhetoric and John’s ‘profound’ rhetoric,5 but there has recently been a reconnect, and 
Libanius’ impact on John’s rhetoric is now firmly established.6  

                                                           
1
 There has been considerable discussion about the exact date of John’s birth. Since it is not really relevant in the 

context of this paper, I will not go into it, but only refer to Appendix B in Kelly’s study (1995) for an overview of 
John’s life.  
2
 According to the Liddell-Scott-Jones dictionary (accessed via http://archimedes.fas.harvard.edu/pollux/; 

abbreviated from here on as ‘LSJ’), “of golden mouth, i.e. dropping words of gold” (LSJ s.v. χρυσόστοµος). Kelly 
(1995: 4) argues that this epitheton ornans was widely used to describe “admired orators” from the fifth century 
onwards. 
3
 Wilken (1983: 5). Jones (1953: 172-173) asserts that a career in the imperial service is most plausible, mainly 

because of the rhetorical requirements in writing the emperor’s declarations. For this, dixit Jones (1953: 173), “a 
first class literary education was indispensable”. Just why this explanation would make a career in the emperor’s 
service more likely, is unclear to me. If anything, the rhetorical requirements are more pressing for the bar than for 
a career in writing. 
4
 Wilken (1983: 6-7). John’s rhetorical excellence is illustrated by the (possibly apocryphal) anecdote of the fifth-

century Church historian Sozomen, cited by Kelly (1995: 8). When Libanius was asked who should succeed him 
as professor of rhetoric, he answered that “it ought to have been John, had not the Christians stolen him from us” 
(see also Wilken 1983: 6). 
5
 For instance, the Reverend Thomas Ameringer (1921: 24-25). It has to be noted that Ameringer does see John as 

the embodiment of the union of “Hellenism” and Christianity. He argues that John’s frequent attacks on paganism 
amount to little and that this union is present throughout John’s works. Why he would then see John’s attacks on 
Libanius as showing rhetorical estrangement from his former teacher, is not entirely apparent to me. It is 
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The most powerful effect of Libanius’ teachings on John lies in the latter’s synthesis of pagan rhetorical 
techniques and Christian thought. This apparently awkward fusion is rooted in the educational system of 
late antiquity. Wilken shows that both secular and clerical leaders had gone through an entirely secular 
education in the fourth century – of which rhetoric had been a cornerstone for many centuries (Wilken 
1983: 6 and 20). In other words, social advancement was inextricably linked to pagan rhetorical 
schooling.7 Consequently, rhetoric left an indelible imprint on early Christian preaching (Wilken 1983: 
87; Hubbell 1924: 262). 
John underwent the same influence when he studied at Libanius’ school – in fact, he managed to 
harness the strengths of this education expertly, which leads Wilken to call him “the greatest of the 
Christian sophists.”8 Interestingly, Ameringer notes that John himself “required rhetorical ability in his 
preacher” (Ameringer 1921: 27), which would suggest that Christian writers and orators welcomed 
rhetorical skill without scorn, obviously with some important caveats.9 
 

1.2. PERFORMANCE 
 
One of the most important aspects of rhetoric (from Gorgias onwards), which exerted a great amount of 
influence on Christian preaching, was performance. Orators and sophists attracted huge audiences and 
an eager student following by the art of performance. With the Second Sophistic (roughly from the 
second century A.D. onwards), their status grew even further, and “rhetoric blossomed in the cities of 
the Roman Empire.”10 The rhetorical style of this Second Sophistic had a huge influence on early 
Christian preaching, as a result of the bond between rhetoric and Christianity.11 I will now focus on the 
most important performance-related aspects of the Second Sophistic in light of this paper. 
The rhetoric of the Second Sophistic had departed from earlier rhetoric, i.e. of classical Athens, in no 
small way. The emphasis lay on grandstanding, with rhetoric gradually losing its connection to everyday 
political life and focusing on “art for art’s sake” (Ameringer 1921: 19). Fabulous epideictic speeches and 
impressive yet entirely fanciful improvisation became the norm, and even Christian orators could not 
escape a baroque and bloated way of public speaking that became feverishly popular.12 The orator’s 
audience, whether in Church or at the forum, expected to be entertained with a show.13 Accordingly, the 
audience showed their appreciation or disapproval viscerally, with common reactions including 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
established that John fell out with Libanius due to their religious differences, but Libanius’ influence on John’s 
writings persisted (Wilken 1983: 5-6). 
6
 For instance, see Cribiore (2007: 2, along with footnote 8) 

7
 In no way do I wish to create the perception that rhetoric was a sufficient condition for social advancement. I 

maintain only that an education in rhetoric was a necessary condition for ‘getting ahead’. 
8
 Wilken (1983: 105). Unfortunately, ‘sophist’ and all tangential forms have a negative meaning in English due to 

historical blackballing of rhetoric. Wilken uses ‘sophist’ as a synonym for ‘orator’, without any negative 
implications.  
9
 One can imagine, for example, that the fundamental disconnect between morality and rhetoric as it was 

propagated by Aristotle was not accepted by the Church. 
10

 Wilken (1983: 96); cf. also Ameringer (1921: 11). 
11

 Wilken (1983: 101). Kinzig (1997: 645-6) simply states that the “writings [of John and other fourth-century 
theologians], albeit to a varying degree, display all the features of the Second Sophistic.” What that influence 
consists of specifically, other than certain “lexical or stylistic features”, is much harder to define Kinzig 1997: 646-7) 
and lies outside the scope of this paper. 
12

 Although John’s style has been almost universally acclaimed as ‘classical’ or ‘Attic’, and hence clear and balanced 
(see Wilken 1983: 104-105), there are certainly aspects of his writings which are touched by the artificial, ornate 
character of Asianism (see especially Ameringer’s study (1921)).  
13

 Wilken (1983: 105). It is interesting to note, for example, that pulpits in late antiquity were built in the middle of 
the audience, and not at one end of the church (ibid.). 
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rapturous applause, stamping of feet, catcalling and heckling, which must seem quite bizarre to modern 
Church congregations (Wilken 1983: 105; Osgood 1846: 35; Visser 1954: 195).14 
We can try, briefly, to deduce the orator’s manner of performance. For this, I will apply Virginia Burrus’ 
article (1989) on a polemical portrait stereotyping the orator Paul of Samosata as a “bad rhetorician” 
(1989: 215). I argue that stereotypes must find their origins in reality, and that certain habits ascribed to a 
bad orator had to have been quite widespread among all orators. As Burrus demonstrates, several 
defects attributed to Paul were actually pretty prevalent in rhetorical circles. Whereas the portrait 
complains of Paul’s thigh-slapping and foot-stamping, Burrus notes that both are recommended in 
“serious treatises on rhetoric”, for example Cicero’s De Oratore, the Rhetorica ad Herennium or 
Quintilian’s Institutio Oratoria (1989: 218). Furthermore, while theatrical gestures were commonly 
derided by rhetoricians, they applied them all the same – Cicero advises orators to “strike their 
foreheads”, and Longinus recommends studying with actors (Burrus 1989: 219). We can certainly 
assume, if not exactly prove, that John was not averse to using these types of rhetorical gimmicks in 
swaying his assembly. At any rate, John was born to perform and enjoyed his time in the pulpit 
immensely (Wilken 1983: 106). 
 

1.3. JOHN’S STYLE 
 
I will now provide a short overview of John’s rhetorical style. However, it must be noted that there has 
been, to my knowledge, no linguistic analysis of the Homilies against the Jews to date, and that all 
statements about his style should therefore be viewed in their proper context. 
Osgood, who calls John “the most brilliant preacher of the ancient church in its palmy days” (1846: 23), 
emphasizes John’s aptitude for rich metaphors, his extemporaneous way of speaking and his love for 
“colloquial address” (1846: 33-5). His remark about John’s persistence in hammering home his point is 
reflected in the Adv. Iud. – John only closes the subject of Judaizing Christians when he feels that his 
audience has understood the crux of the problem, in this case after eight distinct speeches (Osgood 
1846: 37). 
Ameringer underlines the importance of parallelism and symmetry in John’s writings, mainly by means 
of the “Gorgianic” figures of parison and antithesis (1921: 14-5 and 42).15 He also covers the different 
schemes and tropes in John’s works in some depth, but since this would lead us too far from my main 
point, I will not discuss them here. Ameringer’s conclusion is far more relevant, and demonstrates that 
John’s speeches must be viewed primarily through a rhetorical prism: “[T]he rhetoric of the second 
sophistic has exerted a profound influence on [John’s] oratory” (1921: 101). 
 

1.4. THE HOMILIES AGAINST THE JEWS 
 
The Homilies against the Jews (abbreviated from here on as Adv. Iud. in accordance with the Latin title, 
Adversus Iudaeos) are a collection of eight polemical speeches prompted by the conduct of Judaizing 
Christians in Antioch, probably delivered by John in 386 and 387 A.D.16 They consist of a truly 

                                                           
14 There is evidence for this type of behaviour in the Adversus Iudaeos as well – when John is describing the 
reaction to one of his previous sermons, he notes the following: καὶ πολὺς ὁ κρότος ἐγίνετο, καὶ διεθερµαίνετο τὸ 
θέατρον, καὶ ἐπυροῦτο ὁ σύλλογος. (Hom. 1 587C) “And there was great applause, and the audience was heated, 
and the congregation was afire.” Even taking into account that John might be exaggerating, this remark suggests that 
the audience did not shy away from voicing its (dis)approval. 
15

 Interestingly, the use of parallelism and contrast is also one of the possible strategies in structuring information 
(see §3.2 below)  - in this way, rhetoric is bound up with information structure. 
16

 Visser (1954: 194). Consequently, as Wilken points out, the Adv. Iud. are not primarily conceived as an attack 
against Judaism, but against Judaizing Christians, an important distinction (1983: 67). 
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astonishing barrage of attacks on the very essence of Judaism, resulting in what can plausibly be called 
one of the earliest known examples of anti-Semitism (Visser 1954: 193 and 206). They were hugely 
influential in shaping the attitude of Christians vis-à-vis the Jews, and provided some important themes 
for Christian assaults on Jews later on.17 I will first provide some background on the concept ‘homily’, 
and then turn to specifics on John’s homilies. 

Greek ὁµιλία does not refer to religious speeches in itself, but simply means “conversation” (Siegert 
1997: 421). Only in Jewish and later Christian theology did ‘homily’18 obtain its present, religious 
connotation  of “[a] public explanation of a sacred doctrine or a sacred text” – in other words, a ‘sermon’ 
or ‘homily’ consists of some type of religious exposition and is always performed orally (ibid.). Siegert 
differentiates between four types of homily (in the broad sense) based on the size of the audience and 
the subject matter:  
 
 Speeches on religious matters Speeches explaining a sacred 

doctrine 
Mass communication/literature 
(professional) 

    Religious Panegyric       Panegyrical Sermon 

Private/classroom 
communication (colloquial) 

    Religious Diatribe             Homily 

   
      Figure 1.1 – the different forms of “public religious teaching” (based on Siegert 1997: 421-2) 

 
Following this four-way distinction, I am inclined to regard the Adv. Iud. not as homilies in the narrow 
sense but as ‘religious panegyric’, mainly because of John’s highly polished style and what we can assume 
to have been a considerable audience. 
The “art of preaching”19, as Siegert calls it, may find its origins in the city of Alexandria, where a large 
segment of the Jewish population came into contact with the highly advanced rhetorical theory and 
teaching of Greek culture from the end of the fourth century BC onwards (1997: 434).20 
Within Christianity, there were two opposing tendencies in regards to pagan culture – and rhetoric, a 
fundamental part of pagan culture and education (Kinzig 1997: 634-6). One called for a highly 
exlusivistic Christian doctrine, which would shield their religion from any kind of pagan influence. On 
the other hand, there were some Christians who argued for the integration of the Christian creed and 
Greek culture.21 This second group recognized the potential of rhetoric for Christians, mainly pertaining 
to reasoning and refuting the enemies of the Church. At the same time, converting the Greek-speaking 
elite, which expected a refined rhetorical style in writings and performances, was nigh on impossible with 
the “simple and unrefined Greek” of early Christianity (Kinzig 1997: 638). This second group prevailed, 

                                                           
17

 Wilken (1983: xv). The enormous amount of copies of the Adv. Iud. which are transmitted in the manuscript 
tradition of John’s writings suggests a long-standing popularity (Wilken 1983: 161). 
18 Or its Latin equivalent, sermo, which also developed a religious meaning that supplanted the original, neutral 
sense of ‘conversation’ (Siegert 1997: 421). 
19

 With “art” to be taken quite literally, in the sense of Latin ars. a highly sophisticated and systematic way of talking 
about religious matters, in a perfectly rhetorical tradition (Siegert 1997: 434). 
20

 At least, the more affluent class of the Jewish citizens. Siegert also points out that there is no evidence of any 
“ancient Jewish school of rhetoric”, which seems to hint at a connection between Greek rhetoric and Jewish 
preaching – where would Jewish preachers have been educated in the ways of rhetoric, if not in Greek schools? 
(Siegert 1997: 437) 
21

 Kinzig (1997: 636-7). As Kinzig underlines, this does not mean that pagan culture had to be absorbed fully or 
without question; rather, Greek culture had to be filtered for those elements that were (or could be made) 
compatible with Christianity (Kinzig 1997: 638). 
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by and large, and early Christian preaching was defined by pagan culture and education – with John as 
one of its exponents.  
The above-mentioned association between Jews and Greeks underlies the religious situation in Antioch 
in the fourth century as well, which provides the context for John’s Adv. Iud. Jews had been part of 
Greek and Roman society for many centuries and had undergone extensive acculturation – many Jews 
had become ‘hellenized’, most famously the philosopher Philo, and had emerged as respected denizens 
of Greco-Roman society. Acculturation works both ways, however, and the Jewish way of life, which had 
always retained an alien aspect to the Greco-Roman community at large, held a considerable appeal to 
the Christian collective in Antioch (Wilken 1983: 65). For John, however, a wishy-washy compromise 
between Christianity and Judaism was entirely unacceptable – one had to be either a Christian or a Jew, 
not both at the same time. His attitude was probably induced by the “loss of credibility” of Christian 
leaders in light of a fundamentally similar, competing religion (Wilken 1983: 92). The Church’s position 
was weakened substantially due to the rivalry created by the Judaizing Christians’ behavior. By 
participating in parallel rites, they paved the way for questions like ‘Which religion is more effective?’, a 
surefire way to a battle the Church did not want to wage then (Wilken 1983: 87). This was not an 
encounter fought on paper, but a legitimate threat to the Church’s survival – after all, if it were to have 
been established, for example, that Jewish rites were more potent in driving out disease than Christian 
ones, what use would there have been for Christian ceremony (ibid.)? John hoped to contain this threat 
by snuffing out the spread of Judaism among the Christian community in Antioch. The only way to 
ensure the continued and exclusive loyalty of his Christian congregation was to come down on Judaism 
with almost biblical fury and thereby scare his followers into submission to the Church. 
To summarize, it is apparent that John’s rhetorical training allowed him to unleash his full potential as 
an orator. My goal in the rest of this paper is twofold. I will attempt to prove that John structured and 
distributed the information in his speeches in a very conscious and deliberate way via enclitic and 
postpositive elements, and that a linguistic analysis of these elements can add to our understanding of 
John’s rhetorical expertise.22 First, however, I will provide a theoretical framework which will help in a 
linguistic analysis of the Adv. Iud.  
 

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

                                                           
22

 ‘Enclitic’, ‘postpositive’ and several other problematic terms will be defined, clarified and delineated below. 
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2.2.2.2. PPPPRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIES::::    CLITICS AND CLITICIZCLITICS AND CLITICIZCLITICS AND CLITICIZCLITICS AND CLITICIZATIONATIONATIONATION    
 
Since this paper will focus primarily on clitics (and postpositives23), it is necessary to define just what 
constitutes a clitic. This is not a straightforward task. For one, there is still no complete, clearly defined, 
universally accepted definition of clitics (as opposed to independent words and bound affixes). 
Moreover, research into clitics is not always done in a theory-neutral way, which leads, for example, to 
confusing discussions on whether cliticization is a morphological or syntactical phenomenon.24 I will 
provide an overview of the groundbreaking works in the field of clitics, but will limit myself to what is 
relevant for this paper. There is (relatively speaking) a substantial body of work on clitics, much of it 
valuable and interesting but not really related to the goal of this paper -  a functional and cognitive view 
of information structure via the distribution of enclitics (and postpositives).25 In other words, I will focus 
not on what enclitics (and postpositives) are, but on what clitics (and postpositives) do in the Greek of 
John Chrysostom, or, alternatively, how clitics (and postpositives) function in the Greek of John 
Chrysostom. This means that my research will concentrate on (a) enclitics and postpositive in Greek and  
(b) information, and how it is structured throughout a particular Greek text. The next chapter will be 
devoted to clitics in general; after that, I will treat the essentials of information structuring. I will end 
these theoretical preliminaries with a status quaestionis of enclitics (and postpositives) in Greek. 
 

2.1. WHAT IS A CLITIC? 
 
To begin, I give two definitions of ‘clitic’. Crystal defines a clitic as  
 

“[…] a form which resembles a word, but which cannot stand on its own as a normal utterance, 
being phonologically dependent on a neighbouring word (its host) in a construction” (2003: 76). 
 

This is pretty similar to, but not equivalent with the definition provided by Hopper & Traugott: 
 

“the word “clitic” is usually used to refer to a set of unaccented forms that tend to be found 

attached to a more heavily accented form (known as the “host”)” (2003: 142). 
 

These characterizations reflect a general consensus on the fact that clitics are (a) unaccented and (b) 
dependent on a contiguous word, phonologically speaking. Put differently, clitics are dependent on 
accented words and cannot form an utterance in and of themselves. There are, however, two problems 
with the two interpretations cited above: 
 

- Do clitics resemble words, as Crystal suggests, or are they, in fact, more like affixes? 
- What is meant by “host”? In languages with relatively free word order (like Greek), the clitic 

does not always attach to its syntactical ‘host’, i.e. the word to which it belongs syntactically, but 
to a different word, which then becomes the phonological host. This means that there is no a 
priori overlap of syntactical and phonological host and that a more complicated picture can 
emerge. 

                                                           
23

 Postpositives are quite similar to clitics, but not entirely identical. ‘Postpositive’ will be explained below, since it is 
a term that I will define specifically in relation to Ancient Greek. 
24

 See Anderson (1993). I do not mean to say that Anderson’s work is pointless, just that it contributes little to an 
understanding of what clitics are. 
25

 For an extensive bibliography on everything regarding clitics, see Nevis & Joseph & Wanner (1994); also see 
Janse’s additions (1994b). 
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I will turn to these two questions in a moment; first, however, I will shed some light on the development 
and different types of clitics. 
Cliticization (the process of words becoming clitics) is a component of the wider mechanism of 
grammaticalization.26 Grammaticalization (or morphologization), in the words of Hopper & Traugott, is  
 

“how lexical items and constructions come in certain linguistic contexts to serve grammatical 
functions or how grammatical items develop new grammatical functions.”27  
 

It is an evolution whereby full words, with “relative phonological and syntactical independence” (Hopper 
& Traugott 2003: 4), begin to lose their freedom of movement in “a specific syntactic context”.28 In this 
way, independent words develop into clitics, which attach to a (phonological and possibly syntactical) 
“host”.29 The type of host depends on the type of clitic (Hopper & Traugott 2003: 143): 
 

- phrasal clitics: “the host belongs to a specific word class and the clitic has a functional affinity for 
just that class and no other.” 

- sentential clitics: these are not dependent on a particular word class, but are more mobile. (ibid.) 
 
An example of a phrasal clitic is the possessive pronoun in English, which typically attaches 
phonologically to its syntactical host, a substantive (ibid.). 
 

(1a) That man’s dog has been sick for two months. 
(1b) It’s been a long time since I’ve seen that man’s dog. 
 

The position of the clitic -‘s is defined by the position of that man. It is not mobile (relative to its 
syntactical host) or bound to a specific position in the surface structure of the sentence – in other words, 
in accordance with Hopper & Traugott’s view, -‘s always follows its syntactical host (a noun), wherever it 
may be located.  
(2) gives an example of a sentential clitic, Latin –que (ibid.): 
 

(2a) Naves duasque legiones vidit. 
(2b) Naves legionesque duas vidit. 
“He saw the ships and the two legions.” 
 

-que can latch onto legiones (a substantive) or duas (an adjective) without any difficulty or change in 
meaning. 
Sentential clitics can be further subdivided into two classes, depending on the relation of their 
dependence: procliticsprocliticsprocliticsproclitics precede their host; enclitics enclitics enclitics enclitics follow their host – Latin -que is thus an enclitic.30 
Specifically, this implies that proclitics can never form the end of a clause and that enclitics can never 

                                                           
26

 The term ‘cliticization’ can be used diachronically (as it is in this case), but also synchronically, in the sense of a 
clitic attaching to a word in any given utterance. 
27

 Hopper & Traugott (2003: 1). In light of this paper, only the first part of this definition is relevant. 
28

 Hopper & Traugott (2003: 142). For Greek personal pronouns, as noted below, there is no significant semantic 
difference between the accented and the enclitic variants. 
29 Ibid. The host is of course a (phonologically and otherwise) independent word. 
30

 Ibid. Zwicky (1977: 7-8) also introduces the term ‘endoclitic’ for a clitic which is infixed between the morphemes 
of a word, but this does not really pertain to the paper at hand. 
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begin the clause. All other positions are theoretically possible clitic positions. There is, however, a 
constraint on the position of sentential clitics: Wackernagel’s LawWackernagel’s LawWackernagel’s LawWackernagel’s Law states that enclitics are usually located 
in clause-second position (P2) in Indo-European languages.31 
 The next and final step in the diachronic grammaticalization process is the “fusion of a lexical item [i.e., 
the host, SZ] and a clitic as stem and affix” Hopper & Traugott (2003: 154). The evolution from lexical 
item to affix can be schematized as follows:32  
 
 
 
                                     Figure 2.1 – continuum of grammaticalization 

 
There are, however, some fundamental problems with Hopper & Traugott’s view on clitics. Most 
importantly, their definition of ‘phrasal clitics’ is extremely close to that of an affix, and it is not clear, in 
their definition, where exactly clitics end and affixes begin.33 As Klavans points out, “one of the 
differences between a clitic and an affix is that a clitic is generally less selective of its host” (1985: 97). 
This is clear when we compare the English adverbial affix –ly with the clitic –’s. The affix can only 
combine with a specific word class (adjectives), whereas the clitic can attach to the nearest word, as long 
as that word is not a clitic as well (ibid.) – for example,  
 

(3) We found the dog whom the man shot’s toy under the sofa yesterday.34 
 

where the clitic attaches to a verb, and not a substantive. In other words, Hopper & Traugott’s view on 
‘phrasal clitics’ is too narrow, since there is in general no 1:1 correspondence between a clitic and its 
host’s word class.  
In another sense, though, Hopper & Traugott are right, namely in their use of the term ‘phrase’. Klavans 
asserts that “clitics seem to attach to entire phrases, not just to words” – that is, clitics attach to, for 
example, a NP and not to single words (Klavans 1985: 99). For example, in (3), the clitic –‘s attaches to 
the NP [the dog whom the man shot] to which it belongs syntactically, and not to that part of the NP to 
which it belongs specifically (the dog). Klavans’ position is contradicted by Anderson, who expresses 
that, following Wackernagel’s Law, clitics can follow either a phrase or the first word.35 Either way, it is 
obvious that clitics have to be differentiated from affixes, which I will do now. 
 

2.2. CLITICS: NEITHER WORDS NOR AFFIXES
36 

 
Keeping figure 2.1 in mind, clitics are to be distinguished from words on the one, and affixes on the 
other hand. The main distinction between clitics and words is that clitics are, as mentioned, reliant on 
                                                           
31

 Hopper & Traugott (2003: 144) and Harris & Campbell (1995: 215). Both also underline that Wackernagel’s 
Law is not a strictly Indo-European phenomenon, but “is widespread outside the Indo-European family as well” 
(Harris & Campbell 1995: 233). The situation regarding Wackernagel’s Law in Ancient Greek is not quite as clear-
cut as the definition above suggests; I will return to Wackernagel’s Law in a later chapter (§4.3.). 
32

 Hopper & Traugott (2003: 142). This evolution is unidirectional but naturally not obligatory. 
33

 Other problems include their categorization of pro- and enclitics. It is not clear to me why only ‘sentential clitics’ 
should be subdivided into these two groups. Surely there are, in keeping with H&T’s terminology, pro- and enclitic 
‘phrasal clitics’? 
34

 Of course, this is not a fluent construction – but it is grammatical. 
35

 Anderson (1993: 72-73). Anderson’s position is certainly the correct one for Ancient Greek. 
36

 Much of the work in discriminating between clitics and affixes (and independent words) has been done by 
Zwicky. 
 

               Independent word � clitic � (derivational or inflectional) affix 
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another word, accentually speaking; words, on the other hand, are “accentually independent” (Zwicky 
1985: 287)  
The most important difference between clitics and affixes is the aforementioned “degree of selection 
with respect to […] hosts” (Zwicky & Pullum 1983: 503). Affixes generally have one class of words to 
which they can attach; clitics are less picky. 
However, there are also marked similarities.37 One crucial correlation between clitics and words is that 
clitics are semantically notably close to full words – in effect, there is no difference between the meaning 
of a full word and the meaning of a clitic (Klavans 1985: 100). Particularly interesting in this regard is the 
fact that many languages have clitic and non-clitic (i.e., accented) variants of the same word (Hopper & 
Traugott 2003: 142). This duality forms the basis for the three-way clitic distinction in Zwicky’s seminal 
work, On Clitics (1977). Indeed, when distinguishing between different types of clitics, Zwicky’s 
categorization is preferable to Hopper & Traugott’s, essentially because Zwicky avoids the awkward 
overlap with affixes. Zwicky’s division is as follows38: 
 

- First class (‘special clitics’): the clitics in this class are alternative forms of (non-clitic) words; the 
non-clitic variant is the disjunct, the clitic variant the conjunct. These clitic variants are 
fundamentally different from their stressed counterparts, both syntactically and phonologically. 
Zwicky gives a French example (1977: 4): 
 

(4a) Je vois Jean 
(4b) Je le vois 
 

Le in (4b) is the clitic variant of the proper name Jean; both sentences show entirely different syntax. In 
(4a), the direct object must follow the verb; in (4b), the (clitic) direct object must precede the verb. 
 

- Second class (‘simple clitics’): clitics which are “pholonogically reduced” forms of free words; 
the difference with the first class lies therein that clitic and non-clitic variants behave alike 
syntactically, and that the clitic variants by and large undergo phonological processes which are 
“of general applicability in the language” (Zwicky 1977: 6). Dutch dialects present many 
examples of this type of clitic, of which I will give one: 
 

(5a) Ik zie de jongen. 
(5b) ’k Zie de jongen. 
“I see the boy.” 
 

’k in (5b) provides the phonologically reduced form of ik (‘k). 
 

- Third class (‘bound words’): this type of clitic clearly approximates an affix, since it is always 
bound morphologically; however, it still shows a considerable amount of syntactical plasticity 
and can be adjoined to several word classes. A good example is Latin –que (see (2) supra).39  

 
There are also numerous parallels between clitics and (inflectional) affixes. The most important ones are 
the following, as pioneered by Zwicky (1985: 287-9): 

                                                           
37

 I will not go into too much detail here; see Zwicky (1985: 286-290) for the exhaustive list. 
38

 See Zwicky (1977: 3-17). 
39

 As mentioned in a previous note, Zwicky also introduces the class of endoclitics; it need not detain us here. 
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- Binding: a unit which cannot comprise a sentence in and of itself, is either an affix or a clitic. 
- Construction: an affix/clitic “combines with stems or full words” (but words with “other words or 

with phrases”).40 
- Ordering: differences in the sequencing of affixes coincide with differences in meaning (whereas 

word order is largely discretionary).41 
- Complexity: affixes generally do not consist of two (or more) morphemes; consequently, “a 

morphologically complex item is probably an independent word” (Zwicky 1985: 288). 
 
There are other ‘tests’ for determining the status of a linguistic element, but these four are primary. 
 

2.3. CLITICS AND HOSTS: THE MATTER OF ‘DUAL CITIZENSHIP’ 
 
The second problem with definitions of clitics was that the ‘host’ on which the clitic leans42 was not really 
well delineated. The complications in this area of clitic theory form the linguistic bedrock of this paper. 
The most important concept in this respect is what Klavans terms “dual citizenship” (1985: 104):  
 

“[this is] a situation in which a clitic is structurally [i.e., syntactically, SZ] a member of one 
constituent but phonologically a member of another.” 
 

 In other words, certain clitics can ‘lean on’ any accented word phonologically, while their syntactical 
host can be a different word altogether at the same time. Schematically, this could give something like 
this: 
   

 
Figure 2.2 – dual citizenship, with X as the phonological host; Ce as the enclitic; A/B as other words; Y as 
the syntactical host. The phonological link between host and enclitic is indicated via the ‘=’ symbol. 

 
The enclitic (Ce) links phonologically with the preceding word, as we have seen, while the enclitic’s 
syntactical host is not tangential to it in any way. This phonological connection is called “liaisonliaisonliaisonliaison” sensu 
Klavans (1985: 100). To avoid confusion on syntactical and phonological relations, I will henceforth 
refer to the syntactical host of a clitic as the ‘head’ of the clitic43; and to the phonological host as the ‘host’ 
of the clitic. 
 
In conclusion, clitics are unaccented elements which ‘lean on’ accented elements. They can be 
subdivided into proclitics (which precede their host) and enclitics (which follow their host). The relation 
between clitic and host is phonological in nature and can be (but does not have to be) syntactical. 
Morphologically, clitics are somewhere between full, independent words and bound affixes. Enclitics 
generally follow Wackernagel’s Law, which states that enclitics will usually end up in second postion in 
the clause. 

                                                           
40

 Zwicky (1985: 287). But: see Klavans (1985: 99) on clitics as ‘phrasal affixes’. 
41

 This is not to be understood as an indictment of pragmatics; rather, Zwicky means to say that changes in word 
order do not result in changes of the basic meaning of the sentence – after all, if word order were completely 
random, this paper would be irrelevant. 
42

 Quite literally: ‘clitic’ is derived from Greek κλίνω, which can mean ‘to lean’ (LSJ s.v. κλίνω) 
43

 After Horrocks (1990: 38); I will return to dual citizenship in the chapter on Greek clitics (see mainly §4.1. and 
§4.6.). 

                                      X=Ce A B … Y 
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3.3.3.3. PPPPRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIES::::    FFFFUNCTIONAL APPROACHESUNCTIONAL APPROACHESUNCTIONAL APPROACHESUNCTIONAL APPROACHES    TO INFORMATION STO INFORMATION STO INFORMATION STO INFORMATION STRUCTURETRUCTURETRUCTURETRUCTURE    
    
I now turn to the second element of these theoretical preliminaries, information distribution. Since it is 
not my ambition to simply analyze the sentence structure of the Adv. Iud., but to give an answer 
(whenever possible) to the question why this particular sentence structure was chosen, it is essential to 
identify a certain terminology within a given linguistic framework. My starting point will be the concept of 
“allosentences”, semantically identical sentences which are distinguished from each other formally and 
pragmatically.44 An example45: 
 
 (6a) In Republican 2012 presidential race, Rick Santorum roars back.  
 (6b) Rick Santorum roars back in Republican 2012 presidential race. 
 
Although these sentences are fundamentally similar, they are not (pragmatically) identical. Why an 
author would choose sentence (6a) instead of (6b) (or vice versa) or, more generally, why an author 
would choose sentence pattern X instead of Y (or Z or…), will be the main question of this paper.  
I will mainly be looking at the Adv. Iud. from a functional (and cognitive) viewpoint; in this chapter, I 
provide a (brief) overview of the central tenets of different functional approaches to information. 
 

3.1. INFORMATION THROUGH COMMUNICATION: THE CONCEPT OF IUS 
 

Language is first and foremost an instrument of communication; the purpose of communication is 
primarily the transmission of information.46 In order to be an effective medium of interaction, language is 
structured in such a way as to make information as easily transmittable as possible. The different 
strategies and conventions that underlie language in general as an “instrument of social interaction 
among human beings”, is the centerpiece of so-called ‘Functional Grammar’ (FG), as it was 
conceptualized by Simon Dik (1997: 3). First, however, a short introduction to the concept of 
‘information’ is required. 
A text is not a linear sequence of constituents. One of the universal components of language is that 
constituents are structured syntactically into noun phrases and verb phrases. For this paper, however, it is 
necessary to look at the text through a pragmatic prism – how is information structured? Syntactically 
speaking, a text is divided into sentences, clauses and phrases; pragmatically, it is divided into 
information units (Halliday 1967: 200). One information unit corresponds to one intonation unit (or 
breath group, cf. infra), i.e. “one tone group” (ibid.). There is no necessary identity between a syntactical 
unit and an information unit (IU) – one IU can comprise more or less than one clause, with its length 
limited by phonological and cognitive processing constraints.47  

                                                           
44

 The term “allosentence” is, as far as I know, Lambrecht’s (1994: 35). 
45 Taken from the online edition of Politico on the 8th February 2012; Burns, A., “In Republican 2012 
presidential race, Rick Santorum roars back” (http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0212/72596.html). 
46

 Brown & Yule differentiate between a transactional view on language (in which “the most important function is 
the communication of information” (1983: 2)) and and an interactional view (in which language is used “to 
establish and maintain social relationships” (1983: 3)). I am inclined to accept this dichotomy (although the two can 
obviously interact); I will concentrate on the transactional view in this paper. 
47

 Halliday (1967: 201-2). Usually, a clause consists of one or two IUs (ibid.); according to Cruttenden, 40% of IUs 
“correspond with clauses”, which means that “on many occasions [IUs] correspond with something less than a 
clause” (1986: 76). He even provides examples of IUs which comprise two clauses, but these are exceedingly rare 
(1986: 78-9). 
I use the abbreviation ‘IU’ for information units and intonation units, since they are de facto highly similar in 
Ancient Greek, a language for which we have almost no indications as to how it was produced. An information unit 
pertains to written language, whereas an intonation unit pertains to spoken language; information units are 
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However, syntax and information distribution should not be seen as totally separate from each other. 
Any utterance is guided by “competing motivations” – how to maintain informational transparency 
within “syntactical constraints”.48 Put differently, the syntactical structure of the sentence is (certainly in 
part) defined by its informational structure, just as informational considerations are partly determined by 
syntactical constraints. This entails that there is no such thing as an informationally neutral sentence, 
since every clause bears some sort of information structure – certain structures are just used more 
regularly, and in this way seem “pragmatically neutral.”49 
There is no systematic way of distributing information into IUs in most languages – as Cruttenden notes 
(1986: 36): 
 

“[…] even with the most experienced of readers and speakers, there are many cases where it 
remains difficult to decide whether a boundary [between IUs, SZ] is present or not.” 
 

In English, then, it is largely a matter of interpretation:50 
 

(7) (on the 2012 African Cup of Nations in football, following the headline “Zambia 1-0 
Ghana”) 
Zambia will meet Ivory Coast in the final after Emmanual Mayuka's goal beat Ghana.51 

 
There is only one plausible possibility for distribution into IUs for this sentence52: 
 
 (8) Zambia will meet Ivory Coast in the final # after Emmanual Mayuka’s goal beat Ghana. 
 
IUs can be further subdivided into a pretonic segment and a tonic segment – the last segment consisting 
of either one or two “point[s] of information focus” (i.e. the most informative part of the IU), which is 
(or are) marked by “pitch movement” (Halliday 1967: 203). Pretonic material a priori precedes tonic 
material, but is optional on the part of the speaker – according to Halliday, an utterance has to contain a 
tonic segment, but not necessarily a pretonic segment.53  
In order for the speaker to effectively communicate information stored in his own consciousness, he has 
to package this information in such a way that it is easily receivable and understandable by his audience. 
The sender conjectures what is in the consciousness of his audience when he writes or utters something, 
and then structures his information so that ‘given’ information (i.e., information that is assumed to be in 
the audience’s consciousness at the time of writing) is placed first as an anchor for the rest of the 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
separated via syntax and punctuation, whereas intonation units are separated via some sort of prosodic boundary (a 
‘pause’). However, in the overwhelming majority of utterances, an IU is an informational and a prosodical unit – 
information and intonation should not be seen as two entirely distinct entities, not only in Ancient Greek, but 
across languages. It is highly likely that the notion of IUs (in the sense of intonation units) is a language universal 
(Cruttenden 1986: 72). 
48

 Lambrecht (1994: 26). Brown & Yule note that “information structure is realised partly by syntax [...] and partly 
by phonological systems including phonological prominence and pause” (1983: 167). In other words, there is a 
continuous interaction between syntax, phonology and information structure in each utterance. 
49

 Lambrecht (1994: 16-7). In the Adv. Iud., however, it is not always clear if ‘general’ and ‘divergent’ structures can 
be discriminated, statistically speaking (cf. infra). 
50

 In Ancient Greek, though, as we shall see, there are indicators. 
51

 From the Guardian website, accessed on the 9th February (http://www.guardian.co.uk/football).  
52

 IUs are separated via ‘#’ symbols. 
53

 Halliday (1967: 203-4). As noted below, however, there are  instances where an IU can consist of only ‘given’ 
information, for example topic dislocations. 
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sentence.54 This ‘given’ information is followed by ‘new’ information, “which [the sender] assumes is not 
[in the audience’s consciousness]” (Chafe 1974: 112). Pretonic material corresponds to ‘given’ material, 
i.e. information already in the speaker’s and the audience’s consciousness; tonic material is ‘new’ 
material, which is “not […] recoverable from the preceding discourse.”55  
As Chafe notes, one IU cannot comprise more than one new ‘idea’, with ‘idea’ defined as “a single 
referent, event or state” (1994: 108-9). This means that there can be less than, but never more than one 
new piece of information in one IU.56 An IU can transmit either given information; given and new 
information; or new information - it cannot convey new and new information. 
 For example (8), all of this results in (9) for the first IU57: 
 
 (9) [Zambia]pretonic | [will meet Ivory Coast in the final]tonic (#) 
 
‘Zambia’ is pretonic, since it is ‘recoverable’ from the title (“Zambia 1-0 Ghana”), which precedes (8). It 
is ‘given’ that the next clause will revolve around Zambia, since they are established as the winners of the 
game against Ghana.  
The tonic segment includes two points of information focus – ‘Ivory Coast’ and ‘final’. The ‘new’ 
information of this IU thus consists of Zambia’s next opponent together with the phase of the 
tournament in which they will meet. 
However, as noted, a large percentage of IUs do not contain a pretonic segment. This is the case in the 
second IU of this sentence: 
 
 (10) (#) [after Emmanual Mayuka’s goal beat Ghana.]tonic 

 

All information in this sentence can be considered ‘new’ information, in the sense that the goalscorer 
cannot be active in the audience’s consciousness based on the title of the article (“Zambia 1-0 Ghana”). 
Interestingly enough, the fact that Emmanual Mayuka (and with him, Zambia) beat Ghana should be 
active in the audience’s consciousness – yet if this were to be recognized as pretonic material, the tonic 
segment would precede the pretonic segment. I will return to this conundrum shortly. 
 

3.2. TOPIC AND FOCUS 
 
The distinction between pretonic and tonic material has been elaborated by Dik in his Functional 
Grammar (FG). The principal features of FG revolve around topicality and focality, similar to pretonic 
and tonic segmentation respectively. These two aspects of information structuring are crucial for anyone 
who is interested in analyzing language as a repository of information. 
Consider again our example: 

 
(11) [Zambia]pretonic | [will meet Ivory Coast in the final]tonic # [after Emmanual Mayuka’s goal beat 
Ghana.]tonic 

 

                                                           
54 Chafe (1974: 112); see also Cruttenden (1986: 88-9). 
55 Halliday (1967: 204). Chafe introduces an intermediate level, ‘accessibility’, which amounts to semi-activeness 
(1994: 72). Moreover, ‘given’ information is not always conveyed via language – non-linguistic factors, if at the 
center of the conversation, can function as ‘given’ information (Chafe 1994: 78). 
56

 (Chafe 1994: 116 and 119). However, as noted below, ‘one new piece of information’ is a deceptively difficult 
concept. It rarely coincides with a single constituent; rather, it pertains to relations between constituents and 
propositions about the constituents (Lambrecht 1994: 210). 
57

 Pretonic and tonic segments are separated via ‘|’ symbols. 
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As I have mentioned, this sentence follows the headline “Zambia 1-0 Ghana”. After reading this 
headline, there are several packages of given information in the audience’s (and the speaker’s) 
consciousness: 
 

(i) Zambia and Ghana have played a game of football against each other. 
(ii) Zambia is in the Africa Cup of Nations (CAN)58. 
(iii) Ghana is in the Africa Cup of Nations. 
(iv) Zambia has won the game against Ghana. 

 
Of these four elements, however, only one (and possibly two) are inferable from the headline of the 
article alone, namely (iv). (i) is semi-inferable, since the headline and (11) are located in the Football 
section of the Guardian website. (i) is thus not made explicit by the headline or (11) – based on these, 
the article could be about any sport ranging from lacrosse to water polo. (i) is implicit and inferable 
based on extra-textual factors. In other words, given information does not always have to be mentioned 
in the discourse itself. The same problem does not arise for (ii) and (iii); ‘African Cup of Nations’ is 
mentioned between the headline and (11) and can be considered ‘given’ information. 
What is important is that all four elements are now prime candidates for pretonic position in the next 
sentence – specifically, this results in a couple of possible pretonic elements: 
 

- Zambia (in regards to the CAN) 

- Zambia vs. Ghana (in regards to the CAN) 
- Ghana (in regards to the CAN) 

 
These are ordered from more to less likely, since it is presumably good journalism to write an article 
about the winner of the game, and give less attention to the losing side59. 
In sum, if one were to predict what the following sentence would ‘be about’, one would say that it is 
probably going to be about Zambia; it could be about the game between Zambia and Ghana; it will most 
likely not be about Ghana. This ‘aboutness’ provides the basis for what is called, in FG terms, the topic topic topic topic 
of the sentence. Topicality is defined by Dik as “characterizing “the things we talk about, [...] [it] 
concerns the “players” in the play staged in the communicative interaction” (Dik 1997: 310-2). This 
implies that a topic consists of ‘given’ information, in the sense that it is already active in the speaker’s 
consciousness and is assumed by the speaker to be active in the audience’s consciousness. This results 
almost universally in a strong correlation between (pragmatic) topic and (syntactical) subject (Lambrecht 
1994: 136). Given information is also, understandably, usually prosodically unmarked (i.e., does not 
receive high pitch60). However, this does not mean that all prosodically unmarked information is ‘given’ – 
for example, Greek postpositives are prosodically unmarked but are neither ‘given’ nor ‘new’, as they are 
“unstressed grammatical words” (Brown & Yule 1983: 164). 
If ‘Zambia’, in (11), is highly predictable as topic of the clause, the rest of the sentence is not. The rest of 
the sentence thus consists of ‘new’ information, i.e. information which is not in the audience’s 
consciousness. Taken in isolation, none of the elements in the first IU constitute new information – after 
all, ‘Ivory Coast’ or ‘final’ as such do not mean much in themselves. Rather, the new information in the 
first IU consists of the relation between Zambia, the Ivory Coast, the final (of the CAN) and both teams’ 

                                                           
58 A biennial football tournament contested only by African countries. 
59 Unless something extremely newsworthy has happened with regard to the losing side, of course. 
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 Chafe (1974: 113); see also Brown & Yule (1983: 169). Bolinger (1972: 644) makes the crucial point that pitch 
(what he calls ‘accent’) is not the same as ‘stress’. Pitch is “determined by [...] semantic and emotional highlighting”; 
stress is lexically determined. In other words, pitch is established by pragmatic and/or functional considerations. 
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meeting there. The supposition that ‘will meet Ivory Coast in the final’ is new information is supported 
by the fact that (except for ‘will meet’), this segment is pronounced with higher pitch than the pretonic 
material – new information is characterized by high pitch.61 This is also consistent with Dik’s definition of 
focality – “[focality characterizes] the most important or salient parts of what we say about the topical 
things” (Dik 1997: 310). In effect, the focus focus focus focus of a sentence changes what the audience knows about a 
topic – either by adding information about the topic, or by replacing earlier knowledge about the topic 
with other information (Dik 1997: 326). Focus does not usually amount to one constituent, but is 
established in the relation between a constituent and a proposition about that constituent (Lambrecht 
1994: 210). In (11), the focus is then not ‘Ivory Coast’ or ‘final’, but the fact that Zambia (the topic) will 
face the Ivory Coast in the final of the CAN –  we now know more about the topic of the sentence.62 In 
this way, the status of a given element (or, at least, an element that is regarded by the speaker as ‘given’) 
is updated with new information. 
To give some sense of the difficulties surrounding these terms, Gundel & Fretheim (2004) point out that 
the concept ‘topic’ is ambiguous. On the one hand, the topic indeed consists of ‘given’ information (in 
Gundel & Fretheim’s terms, it is ‘referentially given’), in the sense that it is active in the listener’s 
consciousness. On the other hand, ‘topic’ is also used pragmatically or functionally, in Dik’s sense – in 
other words, to denote what the sentence is about (what Gundel & Fretheim call ‘relationally given’). 
These two types of topic (active knowledge and ‘aboutness’) can and often will overlap, but this is not 
necessarily the case – a constituent (or a proposition) can be referentially active, but relationally 
(pragmatically) focal.63 An example should make things clear: 
 

(12) A. Who called? 
            B. Pat said SHE called. (Gundel & Fretheim 2004: 177) 
 
In (12), ‘she’ refers anaphorically to Pat – as a result, there is no doubt that it is active in A’s 
consciousness. Yet it is still used as the focus of B’s reply, since it relays new information to A – it is an 
answer to A’s question, and, as such, fills in blanks in A’s knowledge of the world (ibid.). Put differently, 
focus ultimately depends on what the speaker wants to present as the focus. 
To avoid confusion, I will use the term ‘topic’ in a functional sense – in other words, my ‘topic’ denotes 
‘aboutness’. This is purely do keep things simple – after all, a (relational) topic is almost always 
referentially active as well (Chafe 1994: 90), but the opposite is not always true.64 
 
There is still the matter of the second IU – I designated it as tonic (focal) information, but identified 
certain aspects as given. This seemingly contradictory analysis has to be qualified.  
In reading (11), it can be inferred intra-linguistically that Emmanual Mayuka is part of the Zambia squad 
– after all, the headline mentioned that Zambia beat Ghana by a single goal, so it is only logical to 
assume that it was scored by Mayuka for Zambia. However, the fact that Mayuka is part of the Zambia 
squad is, strictly speaking, not explicitly mentioned anywhere in (11); it can nevertheless be ascertained 
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 Chafe (1974: 113). In a later work, Chafe refines this statement, and says that “language gives more prominence 
to new ideas than to given ones” (my italics), not only via high pitch but also full nouns (1994: 71). 
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 The properties of focus are still problematic; however, Halliday’s notion that an IU contains only one or two 
points of focal information has largely been abandoned (see Brown & Yule 1983: 165). Chafe’s notion of ‘one new 
idea per IU’ should not be considered similar to Halliday’s ‘one or two points of tonic information per IU’ – it is, 
in fact, closer to Lambrecht’s idea of relational focus. Still, although focus is indeed relational, there can often be 
points of ‘main focus’ within the general focus. In that regard, to maintain a somewhat intelligble discourse, I have 
often chosen to identify focus with single constituents in my own research on the Adv. Iud. 
63

 For a similar idea, see Chafe (1994: 105). 
64

 As Chafe notes, if the topic is indeed ‘new’ information, it is “of trivial importance” (1994: 91). 
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by just about anyone, whether they are acquainted with (African) football or not. In effect, this means 
that ‘Emmanual Mayuka’ is implied in ‘Zambia’ – put differently, ‘Emmanual Mayuka’ can be subsumed 
under the more general topic ‘Zambia’, even if people who read this sentence are totally unfamiliar with 
him, Zambia or football. ‘Emmanual Mayuka’ is, in FG terms, a ‘Sub-Topic’ (‘SubTop’):  
 

“A SubTop may be defined as a Topic which may be legitimately inferred from [the main topic, 
SZ] on the basis of our knowledge of what is normally the case in the world.”65  

 
As such, ‘Emmanual Mayuka’ can be regarded as ‘given’ information, even though he has not been 
mentioned before and cannot in any way be active in the audience’s consciousness.66 
It is clear, however, that the second IU, on the whole, cannot be ‘given’, i.e. cannot be in the audience’s 
consciousness. This is another example of the relational property of focus. As I have said, ‘Emmanual 
Mayuka’ as such is not ‘new’, but ‘given’ information – however, this ‘given’ status only pertained to 
Emmanual Mayuka’s status as a member of the Zambian national team’s squad. The fact that Mayuka 
scored the only goal of the game against the Ghanaian national team is the focal information of this IU – 
in other words, the relation between Mayuka, his goal and the fact that Zambia won the game against 
Ghana 1-0 can be viewed as forming the focus of this IU. The fact that Mayuka as a member of the 
Zambian football team beat Ghana is, of course, ‘given’ information; the fact that Mayuka scored the 
goal which proved to be the winner in  Zambia’s game against Ghana, is ‘new’ information.67 
However, this is not all. Sentences do not exist in a vacuum, but are usually part of larger network of 
sentences – a text. This means that what seem like focal elements at first glance can, in the greater 
scheme of things, actually be considered the first realisation of a topic. Consider the following example68: 
 

(13) At the National Prayer Breakfast last week, seeking theological underpinning for his drive to 
raise taxes on the rich, President Obama invoked the highest possible authority. 

 
Divided into IUs, this should give something like this: 
 

(14) At the National Prayer Breakfast last week, # seeking theological underpinning for his drive 
to raise taxes on the rich, # President Obama invoked the highest possible authority. 

 
The first IU ‘sets the scene’ for the rest of the sentence; the second IU is a proleptic apposition the third 
IU; the third IU seems to contain the primary focus of the sentence. However, since the rest of the 
article is a denunciation of the President, ‘President Obama’, seen in light of and embedded into the 
information structure of the rest of the text, is not really strictly focal. In this sense, a focal element (i.e., 
an element within the focus) can, in certain circumstances, be considered as introducing  a new topic (in 
FG terms, a ‘NewTop’). From there on, the NewTop would be regarded as a given topic (‘GivTop’). 
Interestingly with regard to (13), NewTops have a tendency to be introduced late into the clause; 
moreover, NewTops will usually consist of full names (or, in this case, the official title of a person) as a 
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 Dik (1997: 323-4). Lambrecht indicates something similar with “automatic coactivation” (1994: 249). 
66

 Unless they saw the game, of course, but that is a different matter altogether. My example is predicated on the 
fact that the audience has not seen or read about the game in any way before reading the headline and (12). 
67

 It should be clear about now that not all information within the focus is ‘new’. As Lambrecht notes, “focus 
domains must be allowed to contain non-focal elements” (Lambrecht 1994: 216). The opposite is true as well – not 
all information contained in a topic can always be regarded as ‘given’. It is obvious that it is not always easy to make 
a binary distinction between ‘given’ and ‘new’ information. 
68

 From the Washington Post website, on the 10th February; Krauthammer, C., “The Gospel According to 
Obama” (http://tinyurl.com/77bjhon). 
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way of introducing someone into the discourse (Dik 1997: 316). ‘President Obama’ can, then, be 
regarded as a NewTop.69 
 
Dik distinguishes four ways in which focal information can be marked (“focalizing devices”)70. For the 
purposes of this paper, the first and the third strategies are important; in some cases, the second one will 
also play a part in some cases. 
 

- Prosodic prominence: “emphatic accent on (part of the) focused constituent.” 

- Special constituent order: “special positions for Focus constituents in the linear order of the 
clause.” 

- Special Focus markers: “particles which mark off the Focus constituent from the rest of the 
clause” 

- Special Focus constructions: “constructions which intrinsically define a specific constituent as 
having the Focus function.” 

 
The first ‘device’ can be connected with the aforementioned high-pitching of focal constituents. The 
third one will be described in more detail below, in the section on Ancient Greek clitics. Suffice to say, 
for now, that (Ancient) Greek enclitics can be used to structurally mark focal elements. 
To further complicate the picture, ‘given’ information can receive sentence accent (i.e., high pitch) as 
well, even though I have stated that only ‘new’ information is high-pitched. ‘Given’ information can be 
accented in a process of contrastingcontrastingcontrastingcontrasting, to which I now turn. Consider the following example, taken from 
the Showtime series Dexter71: 
 
 (15) ARthur has a place to put HIS lamp72 
 
In this scene, Dexter is walking around his nemesis Arthur Mitchell’s house and sees a lamp. He then 
turns over this sentence in his head, referring to an earlier scene where he wanted to find a place to put 
up his own lamp but could not due to the objections of his wife. 
The sentence accents in (15) do not correspond to the neutral pronunciation of this clause: 
 
 (16) Arthur has a PLACE to put his LAMP 
 
‘Place’ and ‘lamp’ receive sentence accents in (15) as well; however, they are weakened by the 
conspicuous high-pitching of ‘ARthur’ and ‘HIS’. It follows that the sentence accents on ‘ARthur’ and 
‘HIS’ on one hand, and ‘PLACE’ and ‘LAMP’ on the other, are not one and the same. 
As noted by Chafe, there are two different sorts of pitch (1974: 118-9). One is used for marking new 
(focal) information, one is used for “contrastive items” (Chafe 1974: 118). In (15) and (16), Arthur is the 
topic of the sentence, even though he has not been mentioned before. ‘Arthur’ is a topic that can be 
inferred extra-linguistically73 – after all, Dexter has just been invited into Arthur’s house by Arthur 

                                                           
69

 However, there is, in my view, no signficant difference between a NewTop and a focus which can then go on to 
function as a topic. 
70 All taken literally from Dik (1997: 327). In a way, the use of ‘constituent’ in what follows, distorts the true picture 
of focus – focus can, as we have seen, not usually be constrained to this or that constituent, but is a relational 
concept. However, as noted, (a) point(s) of main focus can usually be indicated. 
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 6th episode, season 4, “If I Had a Hammer”. 
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 Sentence accents will be denoted from here on with small capitals, following Chafe (1974). 
73 See Chafe (1974: 123). 
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himself, so Arthur is ‘on scene’, communicatively (and dramatically) speaking. Nevertheless, ‘Arthur’ 
receives sentence accent, while I have just said that ‘given’ (topical) information is characterized by low 
pitch. This is an example of contrastive pitch, where Arthur is implicitly contrasted with Dexter – the 
show’s writers conjecture that the earlier situation with Dexter’s lamp is still fresh in the audience’s 
consciousness. The same situation underlies the accent on ‘his’. Even though pronominal forms can be 
focal, ‘his’ is contrastively topical in this case – Arthur is again implicitly contrasted with Dexter.74 With 
all implicit and inferable information in (15) made explicit, the sentence would look like this (from 
Dexter’s viewpoint): 
 
 (17) Arthur has a place to put his lamp [, as opposed to me; I have no place to put my lamp]. 
 
‘Place’ and ‘lamp’ are the focal elements in this sentence; particularly, the relation between the two is the 
focus (‘having a place to put one’s lamp’). Both elements receive high pitch, as they constitute the ‘new’ 
information of the sentence. This accentual emphasis is not identical to the high pitch given to 
contrastive elements. Whereas focal emphasis is “sustained”, contrastive emphasis is “always falling” – 
thus, in (16), Dexter’s intonation is ARthur, and not ARTHUR (Chafe 1974: 118-9). 
 
To summarize, I give one more example, adapted from Dik (1997: 328): 
 
 (18a)  X: Where is JOHN going? 
 (18b) Y: (i) John is going to the MARKET. 
 (18c) Y: (ii) To the MARKET. 
 
In (18a), ‘John’ is the NewTop (and receives high pitch); in (18b), ‘John’ has become GivTop. In (18b) 
and (18c), ‘market’ is the focus of the sentence, identified by the ‘focalizing device’ of prosodic 
prominence (high pitch). (18c) also indicates that a sentence does not obligatorily contain both topic and 
focus – as Halliday notes, “the element ‘given’ [or ‘topic’, SZ] is optional” (1967: 209). 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
74 Of course, pronouns can be focal as well if they are used deictically (which is not the case here). 
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4.4.4.4. PPPPRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIESRELIMINARIES::::    CLITICS AND POSTPOSICLITICS AND POSTPOSICLITICS AND POSTPOSICLITICS AND POSTPOSITIVES IN TIVES IN TIVES IN TIVES IN AAAANCIENT NCIENT NCIENT NCIENT GGGGREEKREEKREEKREEK    
    
This section will deal mainly with enclitics, but also (some) postpositives in Ancient Greek. I turn first to 
enclitics. 
 

4.1. GREEK ENCLITICS AND LIAISON 
 
I dealt with clitics in general in the first part of these theoretical preliminaries. To review my findings, 
clitics are unaccented elements which attach themselves phonologically to accented constituents. These 
accented constituents are called ‘hosts’; the phonological link between clitic and host is called liaison. 
This host can be, but is not necessarily the same as the syntactical constituent to which the clitic belongs 
(the ‘head’). This discrepancy is indicated by Klavans’ “dual citizenship” (1985: 104), whereby a clitic 
can belong to one (accented) word phonologically, and to another syntactically.  
Clitics can be typologically subdivided into proclitics and enclitics (and endoclitics). Proclitics precede 
their host; enclitics follow their host. The rest of this paper will deal with enclitics (and postpositive 
elements) only. 
This paper will mainly revolve around the concept of dual citizenship. Until Modern Greek, there was 
no obligatory identity between syntactical head and phonological host with regard to enclitics.75 Enclitics 
in Ancient Greek are often located in second position (P2), a tendency common to Indo-European 
languages and referred to as Wackernagel’s Law. What ‘P2’ means, however, has been the subject of 
some discussion and misunderstanding. I will return to Wackernagel’s Law later on. 
Liaison between an accented word and a clitic results in a phonological word – “a more or less complete 
phonological unity [between clitic and host]” (Janse 1995-96: 155). This often results in assimilation; 
more specifically, regressive assimilation, which is a sure sign of enclisis (Janse 1995-96: 164). Since there 
is no actual word separation between host and enclitic in pronunciation, internal sandhi rules can apply 
(Janse 1995-96: 157). An example: 
 
 (19) οὐ παρέλαβέµ µε, ἀλλ’ ἔλαθέµ µε (PHamb. 27.9; Janse 1995-96: 159)  
 
The synchronic assimilation of the dental nasal –ν of both verbs to the labial nasal µ- of the enclitic is 
similar to the diachronic assimilation of the dental nasal to the liquida in συν-λαµβάνω > συλλαµβάνω. 
Liaison can also, under certain circumstances, lead to an ‘extra’, so-called “enclitic accent” (Janse 1995-
96: 156). If the phonological word (i.e., the unit consisting of an accented host and an unaccented, in this 
case monosyllabic enclitic) is accented on the syllable that precedes the antepaenultima, the paenultima 
receives an ‘enclitic accent’ (ibid.): 

 (20) συλλήψοµαί σε 
 
If these two elements were regarded as different words, there would be no need for an extra accent on 
the syllable –µαί. Greek accents can be thrown back to the antepaenultima at most, so συλλήψοµαι in 
itself is perfectly accented. However, if the combination of [accented word + clitic] is perceived as one 
(phonological) word, the accent on -λή- is located on the syllable before the antepaenultima – a distinct 
impossibility in Greek. The syllable -µαί, then, receives an enclitic accent due to the proximity of the 
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 However, at that point, the enclitic would usually be placed immediately to the left of the verb – consequently, 
enclitics in Standard Modern Greek have been reanalyzed as proclitics “in realignment with their syntactic 
dependency” (Janse 2008: 181); also see §4.5. below. 



24 

 

enclitic σε – the enclitic accent is not facultative (Janse 1995-96: 155-6). In the same way, (21) is 
impossible: 
 
 (21) *συλλάµβανοµεν 
 
Accents cannot be placed before the antepaenultima; the enclitic σε, in (20), could then be considered 
as an extra syllable added to the phonological word. However, whereas enclitic attachment results in an 
extra accent (next to the lexical accent, as in (20)), adding the suffix causes the accent to shift – the 
correct accentuation for (21) would be συλλαµβάνοµεν. This distinction confirms that clitics and affixes 
do not overlap; prosodically speaking, their presence results in different accentual outcomes. An enclitic 
can induce accentual addition; suffixes produce accentual shifting. 
The enclitic accent is not in any way inferior to the lexical accent; in fact, in “Koine Greek, [...] [it] was 

probably the primary accent” (Janse 1995-96: 156). 
The concatenation and subsequent assimilation of word and clitic is identical regardless of whether the 
host is also the head. Cases like ἐάµ µοι (as opposed to ἐάν), where the enclitic assimilates to a host but 
not to its head (as is the case in (19) and (20)) show that Ancient Greek enclisis is not necessarily linked 
to syntactical unity (Janse 1995-96: 164). 
 

4.2. ENCLITICS IN GREEK: SIMPLE CLITICS? 
 
I will now concentrate on the enclitic personal pronouns.76 In Greek, there are two forms of the personal 
pronoun in the first and second person singular. One form is an accented, independent word; the other 
is the unaccented, clitic variant of the first one. In other words, the clitic alternative is the phonologically 
reduced form of the ‘full’, accented form, and should thus, following Zwicky (1977), be qualified as 
simple clitics (cf. supra, §2.2.). Syntactically speaking, however, EPPs operate as if they are special clitics 
– they take up entirely different positions than the full forms. This will become clear later on. First, 
however, I will give an overview of the various accented (also called ‘orthotonic’) and enclitic personal 
pronouns. This binary distinction is largely the work of one grammarian, Apollonius Dyscolus (2nd 
century BC) (Janse 1995: 5).  
The division between orthotonic and enclitic is largely phonological in nature. Enclitic forms have 
undergone accentual regression, whereby monosyllabic words (like the EPPs) lose their accent (Janse 
2002a: 238). These enclitic forms are thus for phonological purposes dependent on the preceding word, 
with which they form a phonological union – a phonological word (ibid.). Orthotonic words, in contrast, 
have their own accent. The following table will provide a rundown of all orthotonic forms and their 
enclitic counterparts77: 
                                                                CaseCaseCaseCase                                    1111stststst    person sg. PPperson sg. PPperson sg. PPperson sg. PP                                                        2222ndndndnd    person sg. PPperson sg. PPperson sg. PPperson sg. PP    

     
               Figure 4.1 – 1st and 2nd person singular PPs 
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 Abbreviated from here on with ‘EPP(s)’. Their orthotonic counterparts will be shortened with ‘OPP(s)’. 
77 The table is adapted from Janse (1995: 5). The nominative is always orthotonic, so only the casus obliqui have 
enclitic variants (ibid.). 

  Orthotonic     Enclitic   Orthotonic       Enclitic 
            Nominative       ἐγώ         –         σύ           – 
              Genitive      ἐµοῦ       µου       σοῦ       σου 
               Dative       ἐµοί       µοι       σοί        σοι 
            Accusative       ἐµέ        µε        σέ         σε 
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Note that the enclitic form of the first person singular is not only phonologically, but also formally 
different: the orthotonic form has an ἐ- in the Anlaut (Janse 1995: 2). 
As mentioned, the two variants cannot be used interchangeably. Apollonius himself remarks78: 
 

Ἔστιν οὖν ὁ γενικώτατος τρόπος τῆς ἐν αὐταῖς ὀρθῆς τάσεως, ἐπὰν ἔµφασις ἑτέρου 
προσώπου παραλαµβάνηται· (Synt. §169.58.15-16; Lallot 1997: 163) 
“Thus, the most typical use of the orthotonic accent is as follows, when emphasis emphasis emphasis emphasis is  transferred 
to another person.”  
 

Orthotonic PPs are used in ‘emphatic’ shifts, usually between different referents – in other words, either 
when marking someone unconditionally, or when contrasting between two different persons. The term 
‘emphasis’, however, is not without its pitfalls. It is used in varying ways in publications on Greek 
enclitics, which often gives rise to confusion and ambiguity.  
Traditionally, the term ‘emphasis’ can be adopted for phonological and semantic purposes. 
Phonologically (or, more specifically, prosodically), ‘emphasis’ is used to separate accented (‘emphatic’) 
forms from unaccented forms – which are then called ‘absolute’ (Janse 1995: 6). In the case of the PPs 
outlined above, the orthotonic forms are emphatic; the enclitic forms absolute. Semantically, ‘emphasis’ 
is utilized to denote the highlighting of a specific element constituting important information in the 
context of the discourse – in other words, focal information or contrastive topical information (cf. supra, 
§3.2.) (Janse 1995: 8-10). To avoid cluttering, I will use the opposing pair ‘orthotonic’/’enclitic’ for 
phonological emphasis, and ‘emphasis’ only for semantic emphasis or contrasting. In principle, every 
(lexically) accented constituent can receive semantic emphasis (i.e, sentence accent or high pitch). 
Syntactically, there is also a patent difference between orthotonic and enclitic PPs. To return to 
Apollonius: 
 

[...] καθὸ ἡ ἀπολελυµένη σύνταξις αἰτοῦσα ὑποτακτικὴν ἀντωνυµίαν µετατίθησιν καὶ τὴν 
τάσιν, τουτέστιν ἐγκλιτικὰς αὐτὰς καθίστησιν, ἡ δὲ πρός τι ἐν ἀρχῇ παρεδέξατο τὴν  
ἀντωνυµίαν, ᾗ σύνεστι καὶ ἡ ὁλόκληρος φωνὴ καὶ ἡ παρεποµένη γραφή· πρόδηλον ἐκ τοῦ δός 
µοι καὶ ἐµοὶ δός.  (Synt. §177-178.70.18-22; Lallot 1997: 167) 
“The absolute construction, which requires postpositionpostpositionpostpositionpostposition, also loses its accent; this is what makes 
them enclitic. The opposing construction secures the pronoun ‘at the onset’ [i.e., in 
prepositionprepositionprepositionpreposition], by which it receives the full form, as well as the corresponding spelling. This is 
clear from ‘Give to me’ and ‘I am the person to whom you have to give.’” 
 

According to Apollonius, orthotonic PPs are used ‘prepositionally’, by which he means ‘placed before 
the verb to which they belong syntactically.’ Enclitic PPs, in contrast, are located ‘postpositionally’, i.e. 
behind the verb to which they belong syntactically. Applying Zwicky’s categorization of clitics to 
Apollonius’ thinking, enclitic PPs should be regarded as special clitics, since their syntax deviates from 
that of their non-clitic counterparts. Apollonius illustrates the difference with an example: ἐµοὶ δός has 
the (orthotonic) PP preceding the verb, whereas δός µοι has the (enclitic) PP following the verb. 
Apollonius’ example is not really instructive, however. Since enclitics always have to follow their host, a 
minimal pair consisting of an independent word and an enclitic will always assume the structure 
[independent word + enclitic], never *[enclitic + independent word] – the utterance *µοι δός would 
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 All citations of Apollonius Dyscolus are from Lallot’s edition of Apollonius’ Περὶ συντάξεως (‘On Syntax’; 
abbreviated as ‘Synt.’) (1997); all translations are my own. 



26 

 

simply be ungrammatical.  On the other hand, δὸς ἐµοὶ would be perfectly grammatical, so there is no 
necessary correspondence between preposition and orthotonicity. 
Not all of Apollonius’ examples are as artificial as the previous one – apart from the examples which he 
himself constructed (as is the case in the minimal utterance above), he also collected a significant amount 
of examples from extant literature. In the next one, he contrasts two verses in book XI of the Odyssey:79 
 

[...] ἔγνω δὲ ψυχή µε ποδώκεος Αἰακίδαο, 
καὶ ἐν ἑτέροις 
ἐµὲ δ’ ἔγνω καὶ προσέειπε. (Synt. §179.73.14-19; Lallot 1997: 168)80 
“’The soul of the swiftfooted Aeacid recognized me’, 
and in the other cases, 
‘Me he recognized and talked to.’”  
  

In his first example, the enclitic form is postpositional, as can be expected based on Apollonius’ theory. 
However, the enclitic does not immediately follow the verb ἔγνω, and does not form a cluster with the 
postpositive δέ in Wackernagel’s P2 position, which Homer is otherwise wont to do: 
 

(22) (Agamemnon is repudiating Achilles) 
ἔχθιστος δέ µοί ἐσσι διοτρεφέων βασιλήων (Iliad I.176) 

 “You are the most inimical to me of the god-nourished kings.” 
 
The three orthographically marked elements in  (a postpositive followed by two enclitics) form a group 
in P2. The same mechanism of clustering is active in (23): 
 

(23) (Andromache is describing to Hector how Achilles murdered her family) 
οἳ δέ µοι ἑπτὰ κασίγνητοι ἔσαν ἐν µεγάροισιν (Il. VI.421) 
“I had seven brothers in my house.” 
 

Here as well, there is no separation of the postpositive and the enclitic, as opposed to the situation in 
Apollonius’ example. The distinction between postpositive and enclitic (or between two enclitics) is 
linked to a re-interpretation of Wackernagel’s Law, to which I will turn shortly. 
Contrary to Apollonius’ neat demarcation, however, there are numerous instances of EPPs in 
preposition relative to their verb. Similarly, OPPs in postposition relative to their verb are not exactly 
rare either. (24) provides an instance of a postpositional OPP: 
 
 (24) (Achilles is praying to Zeus) 
 τίµησας µὲν ἐµέ, µέγα δ’ ἴψαο λαὸν Ἀχαιῶν (Il. XVI.237) 
 “After having honored me, you greatly punished the Achaean people.” 
 
Apollonius was not unaware of these counter-examples. He has this to say about them: 
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 A few words on denotation: EPPs and ἄν (and twice an OPP, in examples (22) and (24)) will be underlined; 
other postpositives and enclitics will be italicized; and the heads of the enclitics will be in bold type (when they are 
relevant to my analysis). 
80

 The first quote is from book XI.471; the second is from XI.91. Book XI consists of Odysseus catabasis into the 
underworld.  



27 

 

καὶ δῆλον ὅτι τὸ τοιοῦτο ὑπερβατόν ἐστιν, τὸ δὸς δέ τ’ ἔµ’ ἄνδρα ἑλεῖν. (Synt. §345-46.87.20-
21; Lallot 1997: 236) 
“And it is clear that something like this is hyperbatonhyperbatonhyperbatonhyperbaton, ‘Let me be the one to take [that] man.’”81 
 

Hyperbaton, in this sense, is the shift of an OPP to postposition, or, conversely, of an EPP to 
preposition, both relative to the verb of the clause.82 As Janse notes, Apollonius’ hyperbaton, or 
“transposition”, “implies a “regular” [...] as opposed to an irregular [...] order” (2002a: 236). This 
‘regular order’ can then be breached via hyperbaton.  
This view on the positioning of PPs is not based on an empirical study of the facts, but rather forms a 
prescriptive theory on how to write appropriate Greek (Janse 2002a: 246). For Apollonius, the 
syntactical head and the phonological host of an EPP are necessarily the same word – after all, EPPs are, 
according to him, “inherently “postpositive””, i.e. have to (directly) follow the verb to which they belong 
syntactically.83  
OPPs, “inherently “prepositive”” according to Apollonius (Janse 2002a: 245), are phonologically and 
syntagmatically independent (Janse 2002a: 240) – more  to the point, they ought be located in first place 
in the clause (Janse 2002a: 243). OPPs are, in other words, what Sir Kenneth Dover labels “preferential” 
words: words which are liable to appear clause-initially, or at least as clause-initially as possible (Dover 
1960: 20). This notion of preferentiality is highly relevant to any research into enclitics in Ancient Greek, 
and I will go into more detail soon. 
 

4.3. WACKERNAGEL’S LAW 
 
As I have said, prepositional EPPs (relative to the verb) are extremely common in Ancient Greek, contra 
Apollonius’ instructions: 
 

(25) (Agamemnon is sending the priest Chryses away) 
µή σε γέρον κοίλῃσιν ἐγὼ παρὰ νηυσὶ κιχείω 
ἢ νῦν δηθύνοντ’ ἢ ὕστερον αὖτις ἰόντα (Il. I.26-7) 
“So that I do not meet you, old man, next to the hollow ships, 
either delaying now or returning later.” 

 
The enclitic σε belongs syntactically to the verb κιχείω; nevertheless, it is not only situated preverbally 
but also separated from its head – it is located as far from its head as is grammatically possible. 
 

(26) (Bias of Priene is talking to Croesus, who is planning to attack the Greek mainland) 
Τὸν δὲ ὑπολαβόντα φάναι· Ὦ βασιλεῦ, προθύµως µοι φαίνεαι εὔξασθαι νησιώτας 
ἱππευοµένους λαβεῖν ἐν ἠπείρῳ, [...] (Herodotus, Historiae I.27) 
“The man answered: “Majesty, you seem to me be praying eagerly to snare the islanders ahorse 
on the mainland.””  
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 The quote is from the Iliad, V.118. Diomedes is praying to Athena. 
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 Hyperbaton in this sense should be distinguished from the more widely known type of hyperbaton, i.e. the 
strategy of “separat[ing] [...] two or more syntactically closely connected words or groups of words” (Markovic 
2006: 127). This other type of hyperbaton will be discussed below (§5.2.1.2.). 
83

 Janse (2002a: 244-5). As Janse remarks (1995:8), Apollonius has nothing to say about EPPs which belong to 
nouns or NPs syntactically. Even so, EPPs which occur with nouns or NPs (primarily genitives or datives) are not 
exactly few and far between in Greek (Janse 1993a: 85). 
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The enclitic µοι depends on the verb φαίνεαι, but is placed preverbally. 
 
 (27) (Socrates is ready to drink his poison; he is asking what he is supposed to do) 

Οὐδὲν ἄλλο, ἔφη, ἢ πιόντα περιιέναι, ἕως ἄν σου βάρος ἐν τοῖς σκέλεσι γένηται (Plato, 
Phaedo 117a9-b1) 
“Nothing else,” he [i.e., his guard] said, “except walk around having drunk [the poison], until 
heaviness sets in in your limbs.” 

 
In this case, the enclitic is a possessive genitive with τοῖς σκέλεσι. As in (25), the enclitic is not only 
placed prepositionally, but is also not in the ‘sphere’ of its head, i.e. not located either directly before or 
directly after its head. 
In all these cases, the EPPs have been subjected to what is called Wackernagel’s Law, after the seminal 
article by the Swiss scholar Jacob Wackernagel (1892). Since Wackernagel’s Law is in large part the 
groundwork on which my own research rests, I will go into quite some detail regarding the interpretation 
of this law. 
Wackernagel himself notes that 15 years before his article, Bergaigne had already established that Greek 
EPPs “se placent de préférence après le premier mot de la proposition.”84 Wackernagel notes that this 
tendency often results in syntactic discontinuity, since the predisposition for P2 can and regularly will 
cleave word groups, as in example (23), where the enclitic separates the article from its corresponding 
noun (1892: 337 and 360). He explains that enclitic µε, in archaic texts,85 is usually located directly 
behind the first word of the clause; on the other hand, orthotonic ἐµέ is normally not placed in P2 
position. If this is not a statistical anomaly (which it is not), this means that “die regelmässige Stellung von 
µε hinter das ersten Wort nicht zufällig [ist] und dass sie durch seine enklitische Natur bedingt ist” 
(Wackernagel 1892: 351). The same tendency towards P2 is in play for the other EPPs; for enclitic τις/τι 
(“someone”/ “something”); ποτε (“at some time”), που (“somewhere”); and for some other clitic 
elements which are primarily found in Homer, and will therefore not be the focus of my investigation 
(Wackernagel 1892: 367).86 
There is another group of words, closely related to but not identical with enclitics, which undergo 
Wackernagel’s Law. These are the so-called “postpositivespostpositivespostpositivespostpositives”, words which – like enclitics – never begin a 
clause (excluding exceptional circumstances), and are usually located in P2 (Dover 1960: 12). The major 
difference between enclitics and postpositives is the fact that postpositives generally receive an accent – 
this is an orthographical convention, as postpositives can be considered phonologically enclitic, but it is a 
difference nevertheless (Wackernagel 1892: 377). I will provide a (very) brief overview of those 
postpositives which will appear in some shape or form in this paper:87 
 

- γάρ: used primarily in confirmatory and/or causal sense (‘because’, ‘for’) (Denniston 1950: 58). 
- δέ: used to either connect two utterances (‘and’) or contrast them (‘but’).88 
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 Bergaigne, cited in Wackernagel 1892: 342). 
85

 By which he means texts between Homer and Herodotus (including Homer but not Herodotus). In Herodotus, 
the P2 tendency is no longer active “ohne weiters” (yet still in place in 50% of all cases); the Attic writers of the 5th 
and 4th century BC are even less inclined to trigger Wackernagel’s Law (Wackernagel 1892: 352). 
86

 For the full list, see Wackernagel (1892: 367-377). 
87

 I have no space for a diachronic survey of the evolution of the different postpositives. For an excellent review of 
everything regarding particles, see the fundamental opus of Denniston (1950). 
88

 Denniston (1950: 162-3). However, adversative δέ should be regarded as somewhat ‘weakened’ compared to 
ἀλλά. As Denniston notes, δέ is only used “where the expressions are eiusdem generis: ‘his brother, and and and and my 
cousin’” (Denniston 1950: 163; bold type added). 
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- µέν: used in earlier Greek to add emphasis to the preceding word, “strongly affirming an idea or 
concentrating the attention upon it” (Denniston 1950: 359). More generally, it is used 
antithetically, co-ordinated with another particle (mostly δέ) (‘on one hand... on the other’) 
(Denniston 1950: 369). 

- οὖν: employed connectively and/or conclusively from the 5th century onwards, in the sense of 
advancing to the next action in a sequence (‘so’, ‘then’) (Denniston 1950: 416 and 425-6). 

- γε: similarly to µέν, γε focuses the attention on a certain constituent. However, whereas µέν is 
usually used in conjunction with another element, γε is usually in isolation (Denniston 1950: 
114-5). 

- ἄν: a modal particle to mark either potentiality or irreality. In Homer, κε(ν) is used as a quasi-
synonym.89 

 
Most of these postpositives are what I would call ‘absolutely’ postpositive. As Dover notes, some 
postpositives are unconditionally found in clause-second position (Dover 1960: 12; Marshall 1987: 7-8) 
– they apply and modify the sentence as a whole, or are employed connectively between two 
expressions, and can be indicated, for the moment, with the term ‘sentential’ (or, alternatively, ‘clausal’) 
postpositives.90 However, ἄν, γε, (in most cases) µέν and the EPPs do not pertain to the sentence as a 
whole, but to a constituent or a phrase – ἄν modifies the verb or the VP; γε or µέν usually highlight a 
noun/NP; and EPPs belong to a verb/VP or a noun/NP. As such, they can, for the moment, be 
considered ‘phrasal’. This distinction paves the way for a differentiated pattern of distribution, and 
means γάρ, δέ and οὖν should be treated separately from ἄν, γε, (in most cases) µέν and the EPPs, 
following Scheppers.91  
This does not mean, however, that enclitics or postpositives always follow their head – far from it. I 
argue only that γάρ, δέ, µέν, οὖν and γε are more often found in clause-second position, following a 

plethora of possible words; equally, that γε and (in most cases) µέν are more often found in phrase-
second position; and finally, that ἄν and EPPs are often found in varying positions, following a plethora 
of possible (accented) words (which can either be their head or not). An example should make this clear: 
 
 (28) (Athena is advising Telemachus to sleep in Nestor’s palace) 

ἀλλ’ οὗτος µὲν νῦν σοι ἅµ’ ἕψεται, ὄφρα κεν εὕδῃ 
σοῖσιν ἐνὶ µεγάροισιν· (Od. III.359-60) 
“But this boy here shall follow you now, in order to sleep in your palace.”92 

  
This clause begins with a so-called “prepositiveprepositiveprepositiveprepositive”, words which never finish a clause (excepting 
exceptional circumstances) (Dover 1960: 13). If enclitics and postpositives are often placed in P2, 
prepositives should usually be regarded as ‘P0’, since prepositive and enclitic/postpositive will usually be 
separated by another, “mobile” word in P1.93 This is not a rule, as a combination of [prepositive + 
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 For the minutiae on ἄν and κε in Homer, see Wackernagel (1892: 371 sqq.). See also example (27) for ἄν in P2, 
its position triggered by Wackernagel’s Law. 
90

 For a quite similar view, see Ruijgh (1990: 630-1). 
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 Scheppers (2011: 57). Of course, I do not mean to say that EPPs cannot be located in clause-second position; 
they often are, especially in earlier Greek. Conversely, δέ can mark a single element, and not the entire sentence. 
Statistically speaking, however, it more often concerns the sentence as a whole, just as EPPs more often affect a 
single constituent or a phrase. 
92

 Translating particles in Greek is no trifling matter. Since µέν, as noted above, is often used to add emphasis, I 
translated with ‘here’. 
93

 “Mobile” words may be found at the beginning, in the middle, or at the end of a clause (Dover 1960: 12). The 
bulk of words in any natural language is mobile. 
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postpositive] is certainly not unheard of;94 however, since µέν is not used sententially here, but phrasally, 
in marking οὗτος as the topic of the sentence, it follows that the postpositive follows the mobile word 
(and not the prepositive ἀλλά) in P2. 
In the subordinate clause introduced by ὄφρα, κεν is placed in clause-second position. It is still located 
in the ‘sphere’ of its head (εὕδῃ), i.e. placed directly prepositionally relative to the verb which it modifies, 
yet it is still in clause-second, and not phrase-second position. In many instances, ἄν (or κε(ν)) is an 
ambiguous case, and it is perhaps best to regard it, with Scheppers, as forming a “class on its own” within 
the category of postpositives (Scheppers 2011: 171) – in other words, ἄν behaves neither like a 
‘sentential’ particle nor as a ‘phrasal’ particle/enclitic, as my analysis will demonstrate (§5). 
This leaves the position of the EPP σοι, which is problematic. One possible view on its position is the 
generative one – on this view, σοι is analyzed as phrase-second, as a part of the VP of which ἕψεται 
forms the head. This is Taylor’s view (1996), who argues that phrases are basically self-contained – in 
other words, that there is a prosodical boundary between the phrase which contains the clitic (or 
postpositive) and the preceding phrase (Taylor 1996: 477).95 She goes on to state that EPPs can be 
located in P1 or P2 in their syntactical phrases, which is puzzling – if there is indeed a prosodical 
boundary between phrases, this would mean that an EPP in P1 in, for example, a NP would be the first 
word of a new prosodical unit (Taylor 1996: 480). This is a clear violation of the prosodic principle that 
enclitics need a preceding word to ‘lean on’.96 Moreover, (28) is just one example of several cases of 
enclitics/postpositives following an adverb (and nothing more). Since an adverb cannot form a phrase on 
its own, and regarding an adverb as the first constituent of a VP does really amount to clutching at straws, 
(28) calls for an explanation for the location of the EPP which departs from the generative approach. 
In fact, another, more prosodically based interpretation is possible and preferable, also due to the fact 
that most Ancient Greek texts were performed orally. I will now turn to this analysis, since it will provide 
the template for my own analysis of the Adv. Iud. This does not mean that the above distinction between 
‘sentential’ and ‘phrasal’ is pointless – in fact, EPPs and ἄν will often attach to the first word of a phrase 
(Janse 2008: 173). However, they do not always attach to the first word of a phrase, and since they are 
enclitic and cannot be located in any P1 position, the generative analysis of the pre-head positioning of 
EPPs and ἄν falls short of becoming a truly comprehensive theory.97 
 

4.4. COLA AND SEGMENTS: WACKERNAGEL’S LAW REDUX 
 
In the chapter on information distribution above, I remarked that a text conveys information – how  that 
information is transmitted, is up to the speaker, who can choose from several different strategies. The 
most prevalent tactic is to structure information in such a way that ‘given’ information (as the topic of the 
sentence) is communicated first; after that, ‘new’ information (as the focus of the sentence) is provided, 
which centers around the topic. In other words, you first say what you are going to talk about; then you 
say what you have to say about what you said you were going to talk about. Cognitively, this requires the 
least strain from both speaker and audience. ‘Given’ information is discretionary (it can either be made 
explicit or not, according to the speaker’s choice), ‘new’ information is not. However, this is not 
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 Scheppers (2011: 70-1) provides examples from Plato and Lysias.  
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 Taylor mainly treats NPs, but presumably would extrapolate her conclusions to (at least) verb phrases as well. 
96

 It is strange, then, that Taylor purports to give a prosodic account of enclitic positioning: “[...] In this paper I 
pursue the line that the alternation between the phrase-initial and the 2W [i.e., P2 within a phrase] position is a 
prosodic phenomenon.” (Taylor 1996: 477; my italics) 
97

 For the ‘sentential’ particles (γάρ, δέ and οὖν), the analysis holds, as they will be overwhelmingly located in 
sentential or clausal P2. 
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absolute, as dislocated topics (i.e. topics which are taken out of their syntactic structure and placed in 
front of the clause proper) are separate segment, even if they only contain ‘given’ information.  
To indicate a package of information, I used the term ‘IU’. As mentioned above, this can refer to both 
‘information unit’ and ‘intonation unit’ – in other words, an IU is a prosodical and informational unit, 
which consists of one of three possible informational constellations – only new information; only ‘given’ 
information; both given and new information. 
This insight, however, is not new; in ancient grammatical and stylistic theory, a very similar view on 
discourse existed, concentrated on the concept of the “coloncoloncoloncolon”. This term has been used in many 
different contexts, of which I will now give the key points.98 
In the stylistic-rhetorical tradition, Aristotle distinguishes between ‘continuous style’ and ‘periodic style’ – 
in other words, between a style which goes on without any noticeable breaks versus a style which divides 
the text into smaller units. The periodic style can then be subdivided into two further styles, the 
‘monocolon’ and ‘colon’ style (Scheppers 1993: 294-6). Interpretation of the monocolon style is 
problematic and shall not concern us here. The λέξις ἐν κώλοις is more relevant; Aristotle remarks that 
one period (περίοδος) consists of two cola, which can either be used in parallel or contrastively 
(semantically and stylistically speaking) (Scheppers 1993: 297). In this sense, cola are stylistic units of the 
discourse, which form the basis of the larger concept of the ‘period’. Most importantly, cola are always 
used in relation to each other. 
In a more phonological (but still largely semantic) sense, a colon can be defined as a unit of the 
discourse which is either equal to or larger than a word, but usually smaller than a clause.99 The 
phonological aspect lies therein that two cola are separated by a prosodical boundary. This break 
between cola does not always amount to a distinctive pause (Cruttenden 1986: 39) – other possibilities of 
separating different cola include extending the final syllable or declining pitch (Chafe 1994: 58-60). 
However, a new colon will be preceded by a fresh intake of air – put  differently, one colon can be 
identified with a “breath [...] group” (Janse 1993b: 19). The similarity with an IU is evident: an IU 
usually (but not always) comprises pretonic (unaccented) and tonic (accented) material, i.e. is a unit 
which can be pronounced in one breath.100  
All in all, a colon can be regarded as an IU; the term that I will use is ‘segmentsegmentsegmentsegment’. A segment is then, like 
an IU, both a phonological (or prosodical) and an informational building block of an orally performed 
text (as the Adv. Iud. were). I will use the terms ‘segment’, ‘colon’ and ‘IU’ interchangeably. 
The notion of a segment (in modern linguistic theory) was pioneered by one of the most important 
classical scholars of all time, Eduard Fränkel. In a series of articles on segmentation (or, as he calls it, 
Gliederung), he provides an overview of segmental theory in Latin and Greek. His main insight is that 
Wackernagel’s Law is active  
 

“so wie am Anfang des Satzes auch am Anfang jener kleineren Einheit, die in mehrfacher 
Hinsicht ein Abbild des Satzes ist, nämlich des Kolons” (Fränkel 1964b: 93).  
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 For a more extensive introduction to the concept of ‘colon’, see Scheppers (1993). 
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 See Scheppers (1993: 306). Although he maintains that a colon is larger than a word and smaller than a clause, 
both are not necessarily the case, as will become obvious throughout my analysis of the Adv. Iud. 
100

 Scheppers (2011: 38-9) distinguishes between a colon (used in written language) and an intonation unit (used in 
spoken language); I will use the umbrella term ‘segment’, following Janse (1993b), or IU. ‘Segment’ or ‘IU’ then 
refers to the (oral) performance and the written representation of an orally performed text. The conflation of 
written and spoken language is of course infelicitous, but unavoidable for dead languages. Since only indirect 
evidence of the performance of ancient Greek texts remains, assumptions about performance should not be made 
lightly. However, if we are to deduce anything at all about the performance of these texts, some of these 
assumptions are inevitable as a platform. 
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In other words, Wackernagel’s Law applies to the level of the clause and to level of the segment – more 
to the point, a clause is a form of a segment, but the segment is not necessarily a clause (Janse 2000: 
233).101 Consequently, enclitic and postpositive elements have a tendency to drift towards clause-second 
and segment-second position – if the segment is indeed an intonational and informational unit (Janse 
2008: 173), they can be regarded as 
 

“‘punctuation after the fact’: on the evidence of a postpositive [in P2, SZ] we may conclude that 
we have just passed a textual boundary.”102 (Dik 1995: 35) 
 

However, it is still not clear how to delineate segments from each other. We have no indications as to 
how ancient texts were actually pronounced or distributed into segments – punctuation marks are no 
credible markers, since they were added afterwards to the manuscript.103 Enclitic or postpositive elements 
should also not really be used to demarcate segments – one cannot presume that the accented word 
preceding an enclitic or postpositive element in segment-second position is in segment-initial position; 
the ambition is to analyze either way if enclitic or postpositive elements are indeed found in segment-
second position, and, more generally, what actually constitutes a segment.  
Still, one has to start somewhere, and since it is obvious that not all enclitic and postpositive material is 
found either directly following its head or in clause-second position, and disregarding the possibility that 
it is just a question of randomization, the ‘colon hypothesis’ and subsequent reinterpretation of 
Wackernagel’s Law and enclitic/postpositive distribution is certainly tenable. 
Fränkel lists the following constellations as commonly constituting individual segments:104 
 

- Absolute genitives 
- Antithetic/parallel structures (this type of ‘Kolon’ is of course quite close to the notion of 

‘κῶλον’ in Aristotle as explained above) 
- Participia coniuncta 
- Certain prepositional sequences, i.e. phrases introduced by a preposition. 
- Certain ACIs or ACPs after verba sentiendi or declarandi 
- Left-dislocation or topicalisation (whereby certain constituents are dragged out of the sentence 

proper and inserted in an initial position, preceding the sentence proper) 
 
Scheppers adds some others, of which I give some significant ones:105 
 

- Main clauses and subordinate clauses (with a finite verb) 
- Substantivized infinitives 
- Parentheses (“constituents which syntactically do not belong with their grammatical 

surroundings” (Scheppers 2011: 198)) 
- Vocatives and oaths 

                                                           
101

 In the rest of this paper, I will use ‘segment-second’ or ‘P2’ for both second position in a segment if the segment 
amounts to a clause and if the segment amounts to less than a clause. Again, the clause is considered a type of 
segment. 
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 Dik uses the term ‘postpositive’ to indicate postpositives in the sense as I have used it throughout this paper, 
and enclitic elements in P2. For her, in other words, they form one group. Moreover, a “textual boundary” can, of 
course, be identified with the notion of a segmental boundary. 
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 Besides that, they are pretty much subject to the editor’s whims. 
104

 For a wide range of examples, see Fränkel (1964b: 94-115). 
105

 For an overview, see Scheppers (2011: 194-219) 
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- Expressions like ἔφη (‘he/she said’), οἶµαι (‘I thought’), εἰ δοκεῖ (‘if it seems (okay)’), ... often 
form a separate segment. 

 
It is quite impossible to treat all these in detail, but the pertinent ones will be considered in more detail 
where and when they appear in my own research. However, it should be noted that a segment can 
consist of something else entirely than the different structures just mentioned. A segment can, for 
example, amount to a noun, or a verb, or even only a prepositive;106 it can contain part of a main clause; 
it can contain a main clause and an ACI; and so on. On the whole, however, a segment can often be 
identified with a phrase (be it a VP, an NP, a PP, an articular VP, and so on).107 Still, a segment is first 
and foremost an informational and phonological unit, not a syntactical one, and it should be viewed as 
such.  
In the previous paragraph, I tried to shed some light on the concept of segments and segmentation. As I 
have said, a segment often equals a phrase of some kind. There are, however, some markers to 
distinguish between different segments without having to analyze the sentence as a whole. 
As noted, enclitics and postpositives can be located in segment-second position.108 Therefore, if an 
enclitic or a postpositive is not directly following its head, it can be assumed that it is following the first 
non-prepositive word of a segment.109  
Moreover, enclitics and postpositives are informationally and “prosodically weakened forms”, located in 
P2; it is only natural that the word in P1 will then be informationally and prosodically marked – in other 
words, informationally and prosodically marked forms occur in P1.110 This P1-position is consistently 
preferred by the same words, which provides another marker for segmentation – if one of these words 
appears in the discourse, a segment boundary right in front of this word should be considered (especially 
if an enclitic or postpositive follows in P2) (Dik 1995: 35).  
What follows is an outline of what exactly happens in P1 and P2. However, it should be noted that a 
Greek author does not go through these steps one by one – the mechanism of Wackernagel’s Law 
would have come naturally to a trained orator like John whenever he felt he needed to use it. Still, for 
purposes of clarity, I will distinguish the different steps:111 
 

(1) A certain word is marked informationally and prosodically; it will then be placed in P1.  
(2) Informationally and prosodically weakened forms (like EPPs and postpositives) are then 

attracted to this ‘strong’ word in P1. 
(3) This ‘weakened’ form will be ‘sheltered’ in P2 by the prosodically and informationally strong 

word in P1. 
(4) The enclitic (or, to a lesser extent, the postpositive) will attach to the word in P1. 
(5) The word in P1 will then be even more marked (Janse 1993a: 87-9). To denote this 

‘markedness’, the term ‘focal’ (or ‘emphasis’) is used – a genuinely infelicitous name, since it can 
cause unnecessary confusion with ‘focus’ in the functional grammar tradition. Not every word in 
P1 is ‘focus’ in the functional grammar sense of the word (cf. supra, §3.2.); yet every word in P1 
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 Unlike Scheppers (2011), however, I am not inclined to regard prepositives as constituting separate segments.  
107

 See Horrocks (1990: 37-8) 
108

 See also Scheppers (2011: 163). 
109

 Enclitics/postpositives in clause-second position also indicate a new segment – a new clause is obviously a new 
segment. 
110

 Scheppers (2011: 163). It should be underlined that a certain word is marked first and placed in P1 second, and 
not the other way around. P1-position is the consequence of the markedness, and not the cause. 
111

 Here, it is the order of the different steps which is important – the content of the different steps has been 
accounted for above. 
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is undoubtedly focalized as one of the “most salient pieces of […] information” in the segment 
(Janse 2008: 173). 

 
In other words, the word order of any given utterance depends, to a large extent, on the information 
structure of that utterance – focal words are highlighted as much as possible to convey as much 
information as possible as transparently as possible.112 
The words with a tendency towards P1 can be divided into three general groups: 
 

- ‘Absolutel‘Absolutel‘Absolutel‘Absolutely’ focal wordsy’ focal wordsy’ focal wordsy’ focal words, i.e. words which by their very nature have a certain focal quality (Janse 
1993a: 94). These include interrogatives, imperatives, negative particles, nominative PPs113; also 
µή, demonstrative pronouns and demonstrative adverbs (Janse 1993a: 92-3). Dover terms all 
these words (and others, which I will indicate where and when they appear) “preferential” – 
mobile words which are liable to appear in P1. Hence, ‘absolutely’ focal words are identical to 
preferential words preferential words preferential words preferential words (Dover 1960: 20-1).    

- Subordinators Subordinators Subordinators Subordinators and relative pronounsrelative pronounsrelative pronounsrelative pronouns. As Janse indicates, these are prone to take up P1 not due 
to an inherent focal quality, but because they make the transition between a main and a 
subordinate clause – they function, more expressively, as linguistic ‘hinges’ (Janse 1995: 367-8).    

- ‘Ad hoc’ focalized words‘Ad hoc’ focalized words‘Ad hoc’ focalized words‘Ad hoc’ focalized words.114 In principle, every lexically accented and mobile word can be 
located clause-initially or segment-initially (Janse 2002a: 251). They are then ‘focal’ in the 
specific context of the segment. 

 
A couple of examples should make the general point clear.115 
 

(29) (Socrates has been charged with impiety; Eutyphro is showing his support for him) 
ὡς οὖν καινοτοµοῦντός σου περὶ τὰ θεῖα # γέγραπται ταύτην τὴν γραφήν (Pl., Eutyphro 3b6-
7) 
“So because you instituted some new things concerning the gods, the indictment was delivered 
[...]” 

 
The first segment consists of a genitive absolute with its complements. It is introduced via a 
subordinator; as we have seen, subordinators are liable to appear in clause-initial (or segment-initial) 
position. The ‘sentential’ postpositive οὖν follows in P2, as can be expected – this means that the 
boundary between this segment and the preceding segment will, in all likelihood, lie in front of the word 
preceding οὖν, i.e. the word in P1 (ὡς). There are then, two arguments for delineating a new segment 
starting with ὡς:  
 

- The presence of a subordinator: subordinators have a tendency to adopt clause-first or segment-
first position. 

                                                           
112

 At this point, a clear distinction between postpositives on the one hand and EPPs and ἄν on the other hand 
should be made explicit. Whereas the function of particles like µέν and γε is to mark certain words in P1, EPPs 
and ἄν can be attracted to P2 by marked words in P1, during which process they ensure that the word in P1 is even 
more marked. Consequently, ‘steps’ (1) through (5) are only relevant for EPPs and ἄν – for µέν and γε, there is 
really only one step – the author uses them in P2 to mark something which strikes him as important, located in P1. 
113

  Janse (1993b: 20-1). But: see Dik (2003) on non-emphatic nominative PPs. 
114

 This term is, as far as I know, Janse’s (1995); Soltic (2010) uses it as well. 
115

 Segments, like IUs in the preceding chapter, will be separated via ‘#’ symbols. 
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- The fact that a ‘sentential postpositive’ can only appear in clause-second or segment-second 
position in Greek. 

 
The segment ends with the kernel of this sentence, the absolute genitive καινοτοµοῦντός σου (and the 
prepositonal expression περὶ τὰ θεῖα, which in this case I do not view as a separate segment). After this 
segment, the main clause begins and thus another segment. Segmentation could in this case be rendered 
visible via punctuation: 
 
 (30) ὡς οὖν καινοτοµοῦντός σου περὶ τὰ θεῖα, γέγραπται ταύτην τὴν γραφήν 
 
The individual segments are cleaved orthographically by the comma. 
 
 (31) (The Armenian soldier Chatatoures is pleading for his life) 

Ἀλλ’ εἴ µου φείσειας, # ἔφησε, # καὶ εἰς τόνδε τὸν στρατηγὸν ἀπαγάγοις # (τοὔνοµα 
προσειπὼν), # ἐµπλήσει σοι δώρων τὴν δεξιάν (Psellos, Chronographia VII.40) 
“But if you spare me”, he said, “and take me to this commander” (of which he had given the 
name), “he will reward you.” 

 
Again, punctuation marks are no indicators of segments; however, they often can and will coincide with 
segments, as is the case here. The first segment is introduced by a prepositive (ἀλλά) in ‘P0’, followed by 
the subordinator εἰ in P1. Wackernagel’s Law has placed the EPP µου (which belongs to φείσειας 
syntactically) in P2, so there is probable cause for a segment boundary before P1 (or ‘P0’). 
As mentioned above, ἔφη and tangential expressions can generally be considered as individual segments, 
since they depart from the rest of the sentence both syntactically and pragmatically - ἔφησε (‘he said’) is, 
in effect, the author ‘disrupting’ Chatatoures’ direct speech. 
The next segment starts with καὶ, which, as a connector, is an obvious candidate in introducing new 
segments. The prepositional expression should probably not be seen as separated from the verb, which 
results in a single segment. 
The fourth segment comprises a participium coniunctum (προσειπὼν) and its direct object; in 
accordance with Fränkel, this VP is a separate segment. Moreover, this segment can be regarded as 
parenthetical – it amounts to an aside by Psellos himself, similar to ἔφησε. 
The last segment contains the main clause, introduced by the finite verb of the clause (ἐµπλήσει). The 
EPP σοι is where Apollonius Dyscolus dictated that EPPs should be, i.e. directly after their head – in 
other words, Wackernagel’s Law interacts with postverbal position in this segment116. The rest of the 
segment is made up of the valences of the verb (a complementary genitive and the direct object). 
 
 (32) (Socrates has asked Phaedrus if he seems ‘inspired’) 

Πάνυ µὲν οὖν, # ὦ Σώκρατες, # παρὰ τὸ εἰωθὸς # εὔροιά τίς σε εἴληφεν. (Pl., Phaedrus 
238c6-7) 
“Absolutely, Socrates; it is some sort of uncommon fluency that has taken hold of you.” 

 

                                                           
116

 This is not entirely unusual – if the EPP’s head (in this case, ἐµπλήσει) is focalized, it will occur in P1, and the 
EPP will be ‘attracted’ to P2 – the syntactically most neutral position (postverbal position) will coincide with P2. In 
other words, Wackernagel’s Law is active in determining the position of the EPP in (31); the focalized word just 
happens to be the head of the EPP as well.  
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The first segment consists of an adverb and two postpositives, which form a so-called ‘cluster’. I have 
mentioned clustering (a series of postpositives and/or enclitics appearing in the same position) before, 
but I have not said anything about the internal ordering in clusters. Under normal circumstances, a 
sequence of postpositives and/or enclitics is arranged as follows, going from initial to last position117: 
 

περ, γε > µέν, τε, οὖν  > δέ, γάρ > adverbial particles with their own internal order118  > one or 
two indefinite (enclitic) pronouns and adverbs > one EPP 

  
The second segment contains a vocative – as we have seen, vocatives regularly form a separate segment. 
The rest of the sentence consists of the main clause. However, in accordance with the segmental 
reinterpretation of Wackernagel’s Law, the main clause has to be divided into two segments. The clitic 
cluster τίς σε (an indefinite pronoun followed by an EPP – perfectly regular), has undergone 
Wackernagel’s Law, since both enclitics precede their head εἴληφεν. Consequently, the word preceding 
this cluster should be regarded as P1. Since εὔροια is neither ‘absolutely’ focal nor a subordinator, the 
only logical conclusion is that it should be ‘ad hoc’ focalized. If the main clause is indeed segmented like 
this, παρὰ τὸ εἰωθός, a prepositional expression, constitutes a segment as well. 
In sum, my research will be centered around segments, which are the informational and phonological 
building blocks of orally performed texts. A segment will often, but not necessarily, coincide with a 
phrase – be it a NP, a VP, a prepositional phrase, an articular verbal phrase, and so on. Different 
segments are separated by a phonological pause, which is symbolized via ‘#’ symbols. The different 
points of segmentation can be located via enclitic and postpositive elements which are not positioned 
directly after their head (or via ‘sentential’ postpositive elements, which are generally in clause-second 
position), but are in segment-second position due to Wackernagel’s Law. Wackernagel’s Law, then, 
should not be confined to the level of the clause, but applied to segment level as well.119 As Janse puts it 
(1993b: 22): 
 

“(quasi-)enclitics [i.e. enclitics or postpositives, SZ] are either placed after the word on which 
they depend syntactically or they are placed after the first word of the sentence or a segment 
there-of […].” 

 
P1, on the other hand, is generally occupied by one of three classes of words: ‘absolutely’ focal words; 
subordinators or relative pronouns; or ‘ad hoc’ focalized words. If one of the constituents belonging to 
these categories appears, there is a relatively high probability that it introduces a new segment. 
 
With this in mind, the problematic EPP in (28) can be explained by segmental theory: 
 

(33) ἀλλ’ οὗτος µὲν # νῦν σοι ἅµ’ ἕψεται, # ὄφρα κεν εὕδῃ 
σοῖσιν ἐνὶ µεγάροισιν· (Od. III.359-60) 
“But this boy here shall follow you now, in order to sleep in your palace.” 
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 Adapted from Ruijgh (1990: 637-8) and Wills (1993: 63-4 and 70). It should be noted that Ruijgh’s and Wills’ 
results only pertain to Homeric Greek; to my knowledge, however, no significant reordering has taken place 
between Homer and Plato (or John). 
118

 Of these, only ἄν really matters for this paper. 
119

 Again, a new clause can be regarded as a new segment, so ‘clause-second’ or ‘clause-initial’ is identical to 
‘segment-second’ or ‘segment-initial’. In contrast, ‘segment-second’ or ‘segment-initial’ is not automatically the same 
as ‘clause-second’ or ‘clause-initial’ – a segment is not necessarily a clause. 
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The main clause, which runs from ἀλλά to ἕψεται, is divided into two segments. Dover indicates that 
νῦν is indeed ‘preferential’, i.e. ‘absolutely’ focal – in other words, it can be placed in P1. At the same 
time, it is clear that Wackernagel’s Law has been activated, since the EPP σοι, which belongs to ἕψεται 
syntactically, is not in a directly postverbal position. The original interpretation of Wackernagel’s Law (as 
pertaining to the clause) is not adequate for explaining the position of the EPP. The syntactical view also 
falls short – νῦν does not form the beginning of a new phrase, and analyzing σοι as the first word of the 
VP disregards its enclitic nature. The segmental interpretation of Wackernagel’s Law, however, casts a 
new, fundamentally prosodical light on this sentence, which can be translated ‘segmentally’ as follows: 
 
 (34) “But this boy here # now he shall follow you # in order to sleep in your palace.” 
 
All of this raises a different question – how is the alternation between P2-enclitics/P2-postpositives and 
post-head enclitics/postpositives to be understood? Put differently, why does Apollonius prescribe post-
head position for EPPs when there is, as we have seen, a certain preference for variance between the two 
possibilities among quite a few different authors? Other than the fact that a situation where syntax and 
phonology harmonize (i.e., where the host and the head of an enclitic or a postpositive are one and the 
same) is arguably more inherently elegant, there is a diachronic answer to this question. 
 

4.5. THE EVOLUTION OF WACKERNAGEL’S LAW AND POST-HEAD POSITIONING 
 
This paragraph will treat only enclitics and ἄν – the other postpositives only occur in segment-second 
position, so their position is not open to the same variance as enclitics (and ἄν).120 The only major 
diachronic shift for most postpositives is the evolution from clustering in sentence-second position to 
distribution across different segments (Horrocks 1990: 37). As we shall see, there is a shift from a period 
of dominance for Wackernagel’s Law to what Horrocks calls “head-dependence” in later Greek (1990: 
35). However, it should be kept in mind that there are no definitive cut-off points for when one type of 
distribution ends and another one begins. Language is always fluid, so the evolution described below is 
an evolution of global tendencies, which should not in any way be regarded as rules. 
In PrePrePrePre----Classical GreekClassical GreekClassical GreekClassical Greek, Wackernagel’s Law exercises an enormous amount of influence121 – enclitics will 
be located overwhelmingly in P2, even if, as mentioned above, they split the syntactical continuity of the 
sentence (Wackernagel 1892: 337; Horrocks 1990: 36). In Homeric Greek, however, enclitics are not 
yet distributed across segments, but clustered in sentence-second (or clause-second) position (Horrocks 
1990: 37). Together with the aforementioned tendency of postpositives to cluster in clause-second 
position, one of the obvious consequences is, of course, the creation of clusters of considerable size122: 
 
 (35) (Diomedes is telling Dolon the bad news that he will not be leaving alive) 
 εἰ µὲν γάρ κέ σε νῦν ἀπολύσοµεν ἠὲ µεθῶµεν (Il. X.449) 
 “Because if we were to let you go now or were to send you on your way, […]” 
 
No less than 3 postpositives and an EPP follow each other in clause-second position. For µέν and γάρ, 
this is not all too surprising, since they are ‘sentential’ postpositives; κε and σε, however, are 
phonologically attached to a host (εἰ) which is not their head (ἀπολύσοµεν and µεθῶµεν). 
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 As Hajdú notes, at least with regard to Pindar and Bacchylides, ἄν is similar to EPPs in that it can either follow 
its head, the verb, or drift to segment-second position (1988: 153). 
121

 Pre-Classical Greek includes Herodotus as well, of course; however, the amount of post-head enclitics is higher 
in Herodotus than in the Odyssee (Hajdú 1988: 153). 
122

 The example is Wills’ (1993: 72). 
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This tendency for clustering stands in sharp contrast to Classical GreekClassical GreekClassical GreekClassical Greek, where 
 

“there is a progressive tendency to distribute clitic elements within a sentence instead of 
concentrating them in the position immediately after the first non-clitic word” (Horrocks 1990: 
37; my italics). 

  
In other words, clitics wil spread out across the sentence, which results in a shift towards “close 
proximity” with their heads (Horrocks 1990: 38). However, this does not mean that enclitics (or ἄν) will 
automatically attach phonologically to their respective heads – rather, they will now attach to the initial 
mobile word in the segment where their head is located (ibid.).123 As indicated, this segment-initial 
position (P1) will be consistently occupied by the same types of words. Naturally, the shift towards a 
fundamentally segmental reinterpretation of Wackernagel’s Law can only come to fruition in this 
stadium of enclitic distribution, even though there is already, as we have seen, a certain tendency towards 
this in Homer in some places (cf. example (33)). Another instance of the distribution into segments is 
the following example: 
 

(36) (Socrates has asked Eutyphro if he thinks the gods wage internecine battles) 
νυνὶ δὲ # ὅπερ # ἄρτι σε ἠρόµην # πειρῶ σαφέστερον εἰπεῖν. (Pl., Eutyphro 6c9-10) 

 “Now, try to say more clearly what I asked you just now.” 
 
There has been a distribution of the enclitic and postpositive elements in this example. ‘Sentential’ δέ 
has remained locked in clause-second position; in contrast, the EPP σε has been moved to segment-
second position, behind focalized ἄρτι in P1. However, the EPP has not taken up phrase-second 
position, since it would then have to follow ὅπερ, which introduces the relative clause of which σε forms 
the direct object. Instead, the relative clause has to be divided into two sub-segments – ἄρτι is not 
postpositive in its own right, but an ‘ad hoc’ focalized word in this case. A segment, again, does not have 
to correspond to a phrase.  
A ‘segmental’ translation of (36) could go as follows: 
 
 (37) Now # this thing # just now I asked you about it # try to say it more clearly. 
 
From the 4th century BC    onwards, the enclitic (or ἄν) will usually follow its head (Horrocks 1990: 39). 
This, of course, is a logical result of the increased freedom of movement – if language should be an 
effective means of communication, it should be as transparent as the constraints of the language allow. 
Consequently, elements which belong with each other syntactically will, given the chance, be placed 
together as much as possible (Janse 1993a: 107). Nevertheless, the tendency towards segment-second 
position is retained as well, so that the positioning of enclitics (and ἄν) is guided by competing 
motivations – post-head position or segment-second position?124 
If the enclitic (or ἄν) precedes its head, it will generally be located directly in front of its head (Horrocks 
1990: 39-40). In this P2 position, the enclitic (or ἄν) will then be syntactically dependent on the following 
word but phonologically on the preceding word (Horrocks 1990: 41). In other words, the enclitic (or ἄν) 
will now always be located in the ‘sphere’ of its head, i.e. it will either directly precede or follow its head, 
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 Marshall’s statistics show that ἄν is located in P2 in 36% of all instances “in Attic prose” (i.e. in Thucydides, 
Plato and Demosthenes); in Homer, only 16% is not P2 (1987: 8). 
124

 Wackernagel (1892: 393-4). As argued above (see example (31)), the two can overlap as well. 
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all the while retaining its status as enclitic (or postpositive). This paves the way for a phonological 
reanalysis, described infra. 
In κοινή    GreekGreekGreekGreek, the predisposition towards postposition (i.e., a position where the head is identical to 
the host) is even stronger, even though Wackernagel’s Law is still active as well (Horrocks 1990: 43-4). 
Clitic and head now move as one, and should be seen as a single unit, regardless of whether the clitic 
precedes or follows its head (Horrocks 1990: 45-6). 
 

(38) µ[ελη]σ̣ά̣τ̣[ω] σ̣οι̣ οὖν περὶ τοῦ γράµµατος τῆς [ὑ]π̣ο̣θήκ[ης… (P.Oxy 1666; Horrocks 
1990: 46) 

 
In (38), the head µ[ελη]σ̣ά̣τ[̣ω] is placed in sentence-initial position; consequently, the EPP σ̣ο̣ι follows it 
in P2, even though this results in the awkward position of οὖν, which is a ‘sentential’ postpositive and 
would be expected to precede the EPP in P2. The fact that [head + EPP] is by this time pretty much 
inseparable as a complex, offers an explanation for this unusual construction. 
In explaining the shift from predominantly pre-head position to overwhelmingly post-head position, the 
influence of Hebrew has sometimes been invoked. Hebrew has no enclitics, but pronominal suffixes, 
which are of course always ‘postpositional’ in that they are added to the stem to which they belong 
syntactically (Janse 2002b: 379). Around the time of the New Testament (1st century BC), the thinking 
goes, there was substantial contact between Greek and Hebrew, which resulted (in Greek) in a tendency 
towards post-head position. 
Applying Occam’s Razor, this explanation adds an unnecessary layer of complication. Hebrew syntax 
may well have influenced Greek syntax, but in this case, it will not have been a decisive factor. As 
mentioned above, the evolution towards post-head position should be understood in the wider context 
of communicative clarity – a language is more transparent if words which belong together syntactically, 
are actually grouped together (Janse 1993a: 107). Around the 2nd century AD, post-head position will 
have been the standard position for enclitics (Janse 1993a: 85). 
I will only touch upon the evolution into Modern GreekModern GreekModern GreekModern Greek, since it does not really pertain to this paper. 
EPPs which are dependent on a noun will, without exception, now follow their head – in other words, 
syntax and phonology have harmonized, since the host is now also the head (Horrocks 1990: 48). Pre-
head position, for EPPs belonging to NPs, is now in effect impossible (ibid.). 
EPPs which are syntactically linked to verbs, have traded in their enclitic for proclitic status (Janse 2000: 
246). This transition deserves some further attention.  
First, the abovementioned P1-inclined words must have been “grammaticalized over the course of time” 
in their segment-initial position (Janse 2000: 235). Whereas their position was, at first, pragmatically 
determined, they over time became grammatically ‘fossilized’ in P1, in a process of “fixing of discourse 
strategies” (which leads Janse to call these words “canonical first position words” (Janse 2000: 245)) 
(Janse 2000: 234-5 and 243).  The pragmatic origin of segment-initial position was still active in attracting 
‘ad hoc’ focalized words to P1, however – words which are not ‘absolutely’ focal but are focalized in the 
specific context of the segment, and are thus attracted to P1 (Janse 2000: 243). 
As mentioned, clitics will, from κοινή    Greek onwards, always be located either in a directly pre-head or 
a directly post-head position. If P1 was not occupied by the head of the enclitic but by a ‘canonical first 
position word’, the complex of [canonical first position word + enclitic] was reanalyzed as a “syntactical 
rule” (Janse 2000: 245). The obvious consequence is that enclitic elements will now be located more and 
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more in a distinctly preverbal position, in contrast with the diachronic evolution towards post-head 
position.125 
The final step is the reanalysis of the clitic as phonologically dependent on the subsequent, instead of the 
preceding constituent – in other words, enclitics which belong syntactically to the verb but phonologically 
to the preceding word, are reanalyzed as proclitics which are dependent on the verb syntactically and 
phonologically.126 The following figure presents the conversion from enclitic (first figure) to proclitic 
(second figure)127: 

                                             P = Ce  V 
with ‘P’ (canonical first position word) as the host of the enclitic (‘Ce’) (liaison indicated by ‘=’). ‘V’ is 
the  verb (and head of Ce). 

 
 
               with ‘Cp’ as the proclitic (and ‘V’ as its head and host) 
 
                               Figure 4.2 – transition from enclitic to proclitic (for clitics dependent on verbs) 

 
4.6. CONCLUSIONS 

 
In conclusion, the positioning of enclitics and of postpositives ἄν is defined by competing motivations.128 
On one hand, these elements gravitate to post-head position; on the other, Wackernagel’s Law remains 
active throughout much of Greek linguistic history. Following Zwicky’s distinction between ‘special’ and 
‘simple’ clitics, enclitics in post-head position could be regarded as ‘simple’ clitics, whereas enclitics in 
P2 could be seen as ‘special’ clitics.129 The reasoning behind this is that ‘simple’ clitics have ordinary 
syntax, which means, in the case of Greek enclitics, that they are located in post-head position, where 
syntax and phonology harmonize.130 This is a slightly skewed view on things, diachronically speaking – 
after all, it could be argued that, for Homeric Greek at least, P2 is statistically the ‘ordinary’ position for 
the enclitic. Nevertheless, from classical Greek onwards, this distinction between ‘simple’ and ‘special’ 
clitics certainly has its merits.131 
Wackernagel’s Law is often misinterpreted and wrongly constrained132 – enclitics and postpositives under 
the influence of this Gesetz are located in segment-second position (P2), not (only) clause-second 
position. A segment is an informational and prosodical unit of the discourse, which will often (but not 
always) coincide with a phrase.  
The first place in a segment (P1) will be occupied by one of three types of words:133 (1) ‘absolutely’ focal 
or ‘preferential’ words (2) subordinators and relative pronouns and (3) ‘ad hoc’ focalized words. The 
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 Cf. Joseph (1990: 129), cited in Janse (2000: 245). To make matters more complicated, EPPs which are 
syntactically dependent on participles or imperatives are “obligatorily postverbal” (Janse 2000: 247; my italics). 
126

 Janse (2000: 245-6). Janse argues that this transition can only take place if Greek clitics are not enclitic, but clitic 
by nature (Janse 2000: 246). 
127

 The development towards proclitics is not universal to all Greek dialects, however. In Cappadocian, a ‘mixed 
language’ with both Greek and Turkish elements (see Janse 2002b), enclitics are usually postverbal (Janse 1994a: 
435), with evidence that some traces of Wackernagel’s Law have been retained (Janse 1994a: 441). On the whole, 
then, Cappadocian is similar to earlier Greek, and divergent from Standard Modern Greek. 
128

 The other postpositives are subject to Wackernagel’s Law only; they have no head, as such. 
129

 See also Janse (2000: 234) 
130

 Ibid. 
131

 It should be noted that this implies that one type of clitic can be ‘special’ and ‘simple’ at the same time. 
However, I do not see how that poses any significant problems. 
132

 See, for example, Collinge (1985: 217-9). 
133

 As noted, the word in P1 can be preceded by a prepositive in ‘P0’. 

                                             P Cp = V 
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enclitic or postpositive (if it is in P2 due to Wackernagel’s Law) will then be attracted to and 
phonologically attach to this word in P1.  
Words in P1 are either informationally and prosodically marked, or ‘focal’ (preferential words and ad 
hoc focalized words); or play a role in connecting two segments (‘hinge’ words); in contrast, P2 contains 
informationally and prosodically ‘weak’ elements. The ‘weak’ element is ‘sheltered’ by the marked 
element, while the ‘weak’ element ensures that the marked element is even more salient. 
In sum, enclitics and ἄν can either be located behind their (syntactical) head, or behind a word which 
only functions as a (phonological) host – if the host is not identical with the head, the enclitic (or ἄν) has 
been placed in pre-head P2 position as a result of Wackernagel’s Law. As such, Wackernagel’s Law and 
the concept of dual citizenship are closely related. 
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5.5.5.5. TTTTHE DISTRIBUTION OF HE DISTRIBUTION OF HE DISTRIBUTION OF HE DISTRIBUTION OF ἄν    IN THE IN THE IN THE IN THE AAAADVDVDVDV....    IIIIUDUDUDUD....    
 
I begin my analysis of the Adv. Iud. with ἄν. Based on the different diachronic stages in the placement of 
clitics and postpositives, and seeing as this text was written in the 4th century AD, a majority of the cases 
might be expected to appear directly behind the word they modify – in this case, the verb. However, 
given John’s classicizing education under Libanius, the statistics will probably not be this clear-cut – 
preverbal placement will still be widespread. 
Since ἄν only belongs to a finite verb in my corpus, a distinction between finite and non-finite verbs is 
not necessary.134 I maintain a division between preferential words, hinge words and ad hoc focalized 
words in P1 and provide some relevant statistics. I approach some problematic cases more 
pragmatically, and also compare a few of these cases with parallel examples found in the works of other 
authors.135 
 

5.1. IMMEDIATELY POSTVERBAL ἄν 
 
If this position is, in fact, the ‘unmarked’ one, the statistics do not support this supposition.136 Only 32 of 
144 cases of ἄν are located postverbally (22.22%), like example (1), to which I will turn again shortly137: 
 

(1) (John is arguing that the location of the Jewish Passover, Jerusalem, is more important than 
thedate at which it is observed) 

Τί τοίνυν ἔχοιεν ἂν εἰπεῖν οἱ τῆς πόλεως ἔξω ποιοῦντες; (Hom. 4 621E) 
“What, then, could they have to say, those who celebrate [the Passover] without the city?” 

 
Our intuitions about a supposed syntactical order in clitic and postpositive placement, whereby 
phonology and syntax harmonize, are, then, refuted by statistical evidence, and should be revised 
accordingly. 
More interesting is the fact that in 23 of these 32 cases (71.88%), ἄν is placed in postverbal position 
despite the presence of a preferential or a hinge word in segmental P1 position. As noted above, 
Wackernagel’s Law can, but does not have to be triggered when these are located in P1 – I provide 
some examples of non-attraction below. 
 

(2) (John is imploring his congregation to cure Antioch, which is sick with the judaizing disease) 
Καὶ ποίαν ἀπολογίαν ἔχοιµεν ἂν ἡµεῖς οἱ ὑγιαίνοντες; (Hom. 1 592D) 
“And what excuse would we have, we, the healthy ones?” 

 

                                                           
134

 There is one exception (example (21)). 
135

 Some words on methodology: I used Bernard De Montfaucon’s text edition (1839), in which the Adv. Iud. run 
from page 716 to 843. For researching distributions as such, the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (abbreviated as 
‘TLG’, accessed online via http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/) was an indispensable tool. 
There are many more instances of both ἄν and EPPs present in the Adv. Iud. than will be discussed here; 
however, they appear in the omnipresent quotes from the Bible which John inserts to prove his point. The Bible is 
not the subject matter at hand in this paper, after all; I refer to Janse (1995) especially for an exhaustive study on 
EPPs in New Testament texts.   
136

 It is impossible for ἄν to appear in a position which is not directly postverbal – if it is located behind the verb, it 
is located directly behind the verb (Marshall 1987: 15). 
137

 For all translations, I am indebted to the Preterist Archive (http://tinyurl.com/c8mvbr7); I have used this 
translation as a platform for my own translations, which differ from the Preterist Archive’s in each case. 
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The interrogative (and thus preferential word) ποίαν would be expected to attract the postpositive to its 
slipstream; however, ἄν is placed in postverbal position all the same. I return to (2) later as well; I first 
turn to (3): 
 

(3) (John is arguing that Judaism was chosen by God in an earlier time, but that it is now done for 
and has been replaced by Christianity) 

Τί γένοιτ’  ἂν αὐτῶν ἐλεεινότερον, οἳ µὴ τῇ παραβάσει τοῦ νόµου µόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῇ φυλακῇ τοῦ 
νόµου τὸν Θεὸν παροξύνουσι; (Hom. 1 589B) 
“What could be more pitiable than they, who not only by their transgression of the Law, but also by 
their continuation of the Law, provoke God?” 

 
Example (3) is essentially a carbon copy of (1) and (2) – an interrogative (in this case τί), which is 
preferential and consequently placed in segment-first position (P1), does not attract the postpositive to 
P2. It begs the question as to why all these examples seem to ignore Wackernagel’s Law, which is 
otherwise active in an overwhelming majority of the Adv. Iud. 
Turning to (3), it is interesting to note that the expression γένοιτ’ ἄν is ubiquitous throughout these 
homilies. It occurs ((3) included) 17 times, in all but one case despite the presence of a preferential or 
hinge word.138 Despite the fact that there are also 3 cases in which ἄν moves away from γένοιτο to P2, the 
complex [γένοιτ’ ἄν] should be regarded as a collocationcollocationcollocationcollocation, i.e. a fossilized fusion of two (or more) words 
who are joined whenever they are both used.139 This union is extremely integrated, and the components 
cannot be separated for any one reason – in this case, even Wackernagel’s Law cannot detach them 
from each other. A collocation is, then, defined by the fixed order of its components and the 
inpossibility of separating these components from each other.140 
(2) and (3) work in a very similar way. Words like ἔχω (‘to have’) are low-content verbs, i.e. words which 
do not significantly contribute to the sentence semantically or which are, in other words, often highly 
predictable based on contextual implications. As such, they are informationally (and prosodically) weak, 
and will often follow informationally (and prosodically) marked constituents – a sentence is distributed 
according to peaks and lows informationally as well as prosodically. More specifically, “particularly 
unemphatic” words (Marshall 1987: 6), like (but not exclusively) low-content verbs, can “assume the 
syntactic behaviour of clitics”, i.e. be located in either post-head position or P2 (Matic 2003: 598). Put 
differently, low-content verbs can be located in P2 behind a marked word in P1, which it will then in 
turn reinforce, like ἄν or the EPPs. In this way, low-content verbs can often be considered ‘postpositive’ 
in their own right, and can, in the case of (1) and (2), form a sequence in P2 with other postpositives. 
Example (1), then, contains a cluster of 2 postpositives (the particle τοίνυν and ἄν), with low-content 

                                                           
138

 The exception can be found in Hom. 4 624E (Καὶ ὅτι αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ αἰτία, καὶ ἀπ’ αὐτοῦ τοῦ χρόνου γένοιτ’ ἂν 
καταφανὲς τὸ λεγόµενον.); there is no preferential or hinge word in this instance. 
139

 It should also be noted that this collocation must have been older than John. The optative mood, as in γένοιτο, 
had started to disappear shortly after Classical Greek and had become exceedingly rare over the course of the 
Hellenistic period (1st century AD) (George 2010: 271). It died out soon after, around the time of the New 
Testament – except in “a couple of fossilized phrases” (ibid.). 
140

 These two conditions are taken from Matic’ treatment of what he calls “idioms”, like βαρέως φέρω – the same 
conditions apply to what I term ‘collocations’ (Matic 2003: 621).  
Under these conditions, [γένοιτ’ ἄν] cannot be considered a collocation stricto sensu, since there are, as 
mentioned, 3 deviations from the standard pattern. However, statistically speaking, there is a highly significant 
tendency for the components of [γένοιτ’ ἄν] to appear together and in that order – still, a language with relatively 
free word order like Greek generally remains fluid until clear and widespread grammaticalization of word order 
patterns has taken place. 
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ἔχοιεν in between; on this view, consequently, ἄν is located in P2 as part of a larger sequence of 
unemphatic material, following preferential τί in P1.  
In (2), [unemphatic ἔχοιµεν + postpositive ἄν] still does not immediately follow the interrogative, but it 
follows the main focus of the clause, ποίαν ἀπολογίαν.141 The sequence [ἔχω + ἄν] appears 9 times in the 
Adv. Iud.; of these, only three follow the pattern [V + ἄν], while the rest are constructed according to [ἄν 
+ V]. These other 6 cases indicate more clearly that ἔχω should be considered a low-content verb.142 
Take the following example: 
 

(4) (John is asking rhetorically when God deserted the Jews) 
οὐδὲ γὰρ ἂν ἔχοιµεν ἄλλον καιρὸν εἰπεῖν, ἐν ᾧ ταῦτα ὑπέστησαν, ἢ τοῦτον τὸν µακρὸν καὶ πολὺν 
καὶ πλείονα πάλιν ἐσόµενον. (Hom. 5 644A) 
“In no way could we speak of another moment, in which these things [i.e., God’s threats] took fruit, 
than those long and heavy years [in the past] and that period which is going to take even longer.” 

 
Example (4) contains a segment consisting of a negative preferential word in P1 (οὐδέ), followed by the 
sentential postpositive γάρ and postpositive ἄν; the focus is on ἄλλον (καιρόν). This leaves ἔχοιµεν, 
which should be regarded as either a separate segment or an add-on to the first segment. The first option 
can be disregarded for the simple fact that it makes no sense to construct a segment containing only 
ἔχοιµεν, since it contributes little to nothing to the sentence informationally. The second option, on the 
other hand, seems less awkward if the scope of the unemphatic material is expanded to encompass 
ἔχοιµεν as well. 
The next example can be analysed along these lines as well: 
 

(5) (John is making the case that the Jewish fast has become even more corrupt now that the Jews 
have slain the son of God) 

Εἰ δὲ, ὅτε τοὺς συνδούλους ἔτυπτες, βδελυκτή σου ἦν ἡ νηστεία, ὅτε τὸν ∆εσπότην κατέσφαξας, 
τότε σου προσδεκτὴ ἡ νηστεία γίνεται; Καὶ πῶς ἂν ἔχοι λόγον; (Hom. 1 590A) 
“And if your fast was abominable when you were hitting your fellow slaves; when you kill your 
Master, does the fast then become acceptable? How could this make sense?” 

 
The interrogative πῶς is located in P1; the postpositive follows in P2. Besides πῶς, the main focus of the 
utterance is on λόγον – John is asking rhetorically whether his previous proposition makes any sense.143 
This leaves ἔχοι, which is caught in no-man’s land between a postpositive and the focus. It cannot be 
focal, since it is not semantically or informationally significant to the segment. It is more appropriate to 
assume that [ἂν + ἔχοι] functions as a sequence of [postpositive + unemphatic V] in P2, which is 
attracted to a preferential word in P1 and followed by the main focus of the sentence. 
At this point, enclitics and postpositives should be explictly distinguished from low-content verbs. Low-
content verbs can function as enclitics or postpositives, but this does not mean that their syntactical 

                                                           
141

 The focus is not just the excuse, but the fact that there is actually no excuse, a fact transmitted by the use of the 
rhetorical question. 
142

 These cases are, of course, regarded as preverbal in my analysis. The same applies to the 2 of the 3 cases of [ἄν 
+ γένοιτο], mentioned above – both elements are attracted to P1; all the same, ἄν is still preverbal in these 
instances and will be counted as such. The other case is different in that ἄν is separated from γένοιτο by another 
word – it will also be treated below (see example (60)). 
143

 It should be reiterated that ‘focal’ does not always equal ‘focus’; in other words, the word in P1 does not 
always have to be the focus. In this case, πῶς is focal and located in P1; but there is a ‘main’ focus as well, 
λόγον. 
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behavior is identical under any and all circumstances – far from it, as verbs like ‘have’ can be in focus 
under certain conditions. The P2 analysis for low-content verbs only extends the range of possible P2 
contenders, which would mean that P2 as an informational and prosodical low point of the segment is 
not just confined to enclitics and postpositives, but can also contain material which is, in the words of 
Marshall, “particularly unemphatic” (1987: 6).144  
The presence of low-content verbs could help in the analysis of other cases (most notably forms of εἰµί  
or λέγω), to which I will turn later on. 
The following table provides an overview of the different preferential or hinge words which do not 
trigger Wackernagel’s Law with regards to ἄν.145 
 
                       Preferential words                        Hinge words 
             

                            οὐδεµία (1) 
 
                            Relatives (2) 

 
                               τίς, τί (9)                      

 
                                  ὅτι (2) 

 
                          ποῖος (3) 
 
                      ἅπας/πᾶς (1/2) 
 
            Comparative/superlative (5/3) 
 
                           ἆρα (3) 
 
                           πολύς (1) 
 
                Figure 5.1 – preferential/hinge words which do not attract ἄν to P2 

 
It should be noted that this rundown contains 32 words, while I stated before that there are 23 instances 
of postverbal ἄν in the presence of a preferential/hinge word.146 This apparent anomaly occurs because 
there are certain clauses which have multiple preferential and/or hinge words which can theoretically 
attract postpositives or clitics: 
 

(6) (John is excoriating judaizing Christians for choosing the Jews over the Christian Fathers) 
[...] τοῖς χριστοκτόνοις περὶ τοῦ πάθους πιστεύοντες· οὗ τί γένοιτ’  ἂν ἀλογώτερον; (Hom. 3 
614D) 
“[...] They believe the men who killed Christ about His Passion; what could be more unreasonable 
than this?” 

 
In principle, ἄν could be attracted by either the relative οὗ (a hinge word) or the interrogative τί (a 
preferential word); instead, it is located in postverbal position. 

                                                           
144

 Interestingly, Proto-Indo-European had enclitic verbs, which could be located in P2 in the main clause 
(Wackernagel 1892: 427). Inscriptions indicate that this tendency towards P2 was preserved in specific syntactical 
contexts in Ancient Greek – the verb could be placed between the subject and its apposition (Wackernagel 1892: 
430). 
145

 The number between brackets is the number of occasions a form of this word occurs without attracting ἄν to 
P2. 
146

 There are also 4 instances of οὗτος which do not attract ἄν to P2; however, they cannot be considered 
preferential – they are, in fact, ‘particularly unemphatic’ (see §5.2.1.1.1., infra). 
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Of 9 cases of postverbal ἄν which do not involve low-content verbs, 3 are a matter of necessity in that no 
other position is syntactically (or prosodically) possible. They all follow the same pattern – the verb is 
placed in P1 position as the focus of the segment, and since ἄν can only be located postverbally if it is 
located immediately postverbally, ἄν is placed in P2 and at the same time postverbally, as in (7): 
 

(7) (According to John, Cain was not killed for the murder of Abel because God wanted to set an 
example of what happens to grave sinners) 

Εἰ µὲν γὰρ εὐθέως αὐτὸν ἀνεῖλεν, ἀπῆλθεν ἂν ἔχων τὴν ἁµαρτίαν ἐγκεκαλυµµένην, καὶ τοῖς µετὰ 
ταῦτα οὐκ ἂν ἐγένετο γνώριµος. (Hom. 8 676D) 
“For if [God] had immediately killed him [i.e., Cain], he would have died while having his sin 
concealed, and he would have been unknown to the people who came after him.” 

 
To end this paragraph, I want to turn to one more interesting case: 
 

(8) (John argues that the ‘Lord’ in one of King David’s quotes can only pertain to Jezus Christ) 
Πῶς δ’  ἂν, εἰ περί τινος τῶν πολλῶν ἀνθρώπων ἔλεγε ταῦτα ὁ ∆αυῒδ, εἶπεν [ἂν,] ὅτι ἐκ δεξιῶν 
ἐκάθισε τῆς ἀποῤῥήτου καὶ µεγάλης δόξης ἐκείνης; τοῦτο γὰρ ἀµήχανον. (Hom. 7 669A) 
“And how, if David had said these things of just someone of many, would he have said that this 
person sat at the right hand of that ineffable and great Majesty? Because this is impossible.” 

 
The first ἄν appears in a cluster with δέ – it has been placed in preverbal P2 via Wackernagel’s Law. 
Pragmatic factors play a role in positioning as well – it is less of a cognitive burden to indicate that a 
clause is counter-factual from the start of the clause, as a sentence which has to be parsed first and then 
turned counter-factual is quite difficult to grasp.147 However, the question is interrupted by a subordinate 
(conditional) clause before the verb (εἶπεν) can appear. This leads John (or one of the copyists of the 
manuscript) to add another ἄν postverbally – he judges that the information that this (rhetorical) 
question is not declarative, but counter-factual (indicated by ἄν), is no longer active or accessible due to 
the interposed conditional clause. The fact that the editor has decided to delete the second ἄν may have 
had text-critical reasons, but from an informational point of view, the repetition is not superfluous at all – 
after all, a good speaker wants to make his text as relevant and transparent as possible, to avoid 
confusion and keep the attention of his audience.148 
In sum, postverbal placement of ἄν cannot be regarded as the statiscally ‘unmarked’ order. Of the 
instances of ἄν which are postverbal, a significant number can be explained by applying the theory that 
its verb is actually ‘particularly unemphatic’ and located in P2 as well. There are 17 cases of γένοιτ’ ἄν; 3 
cases of a plural form of [ἔχω + ἄν]; and 1 case of δύναιτ’ ἄν. In three other cases, ἄν has nowhere else 
to go. In other words, in a meaningful amount of instances, ἄν is postverbal behind a low-content verb or 
as a matter of necessity. 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
147

 This is the view of Slings (1992: 102); however, he neglects to mention the effect of Wackernagel’s Law in 
locating ἄν “as early in the sentence as possible.” (ibid.) In fact, the two (Wackernagel’s Law and cognitive factors) 
will always coincide in an instance of double ἄν (unless it is in a postverbal position twice), since ἄν must be 
attracted by a focalized word in P1. In Slings’ examples taken from Plato, doubled ἄν is either postverbal or 
attracted by a preferential word (1989: 391-2). 
148

 As Slings notes, “the more complex the sentence, the higher the chance of a double ἄν” (1992: 103). 
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5.2. PREVERBAL ἄν 
 
Even if the overwhelming majority of cases are located preverbally, a statistically relevant majority of 
these cases will be expected to be positioned directly preverbally (formalized as ἄν-V), given the 
diachronic tendency towards constructing syntactically consistent units. Again, this is a slanted starting 
point, as it brushes aside the classicizing influences on John’s writings – in Classical Greek (fifth century 
BC), the EPP/postpositive and its head were statistically much less likely to be adjacent than in Greek of 
the fourth century BC (or later) (Horrocks 1990: 39-40). In fact, 65 out of 112 prepositive cases are 
immediately preverbal (58.04%) – a majority, but not by much.. These cases then follow the pattern [X 
ἄν V], with X as a preferential/hinge word or an ad hoc focalized word. This construction ensures a rigid 
order, although the possibility remains, as noted above, that a preferential/hinge word does not trigger 
Wackernagel’s Law, in which case the pattern [X(…) V ἄν] ensues. 
In this paragraph, I also discuss the instances where ἄν is attracted to P2, but the verb does not 
immediately follow it (formalized as ἄν-X-V). This should be an interesting category – on the one hand, 
the tendency towards syntactic coherence should be quite compelling in a fourth-century Greek text;149 
on the other, the author has enjoyed an education which focused on classical Attic Greek, where and 
when enclitics/phrasal postpositives had more freedom of movement (Horrocks 1990: 39).  
47 of the 112 preverbal cases of ἄν (41.96%) are not found in the direct vicinity of their head, which 
means that there is only a limited statistical predilection for immediately preverbal positioning. 
Example (9) provides an example of immediately preverbal position: 
 

(9) (John contrasts the Christian sacrifice, which will be spread to the corners of the world, with the 
Jewish sacrifice, which is limited to Jeruzalem) 

[...] τοῦ Μωϋσέως κελεύοντος εἰς µηδένα ἕτερον τόπον ἀνάγειν θυσίαν, ἀλλ’ ἢ εἰς τὸν τόπον ὃν 
ἂν ἐκλέξηται Κύριος ὁ Θεὸς, καὶ εἰς ἓν χωρίον συγκλείοντος τὰς θυσίας ἐκείνας, [...] (Hom. 5 
647E) 
“While Mozes commanded [the Jews] to perform their sacrifice in no other place, than that place 
which the Lord God chose, and to this one place he confined these sacrifices.” 

 
This example raises a chicken-and-egg problem: has the author positioned the verb behind the relative 
ὅν first, and only then inserted the postpositive, or vice versa? In the first case, this would mean that, as 
soon as Wackernagel’s Law is activated, there is only one place for ἄν to go, as each clause is self-
contained (i.e., a clitic or postpositive cannot transfer to a different clause than the one in which it 
belongs syntactically (Marshall 1987: 21)).150 In the second case, this would mean that, in (9), the verb has 
followed the postpositive, a direct result of the diachronic evolution of Greek whereby syntax and word 
order come to overlap – i.e., elements which belong together syntactically, will be grouped together as 
well.151  
However, this view misrepresents what actually happens. As the aforementioned statistics demonstrate, 
postverbal position is not the unmarked locaton for ἄν in the Adv. Iud. – put differently, ἄν is not 
transposed from a postverbal to a preverbal position under the influence of  a preferential word, hinge 
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 Cf. Horrocks, on Greek from the fourth century BC onwards: “Where the [en]clitic [and thus postpositive ἄν, 
SZ] does not follow the verb, it generally immediately precedes it” (1990: 40; my italics). 
150

 This also means, of course, that a clitic or a postpositive in a subordinate clause cannot climb to a main clause, 
or, conversely, that a clitic or a postpositive in a main clause cannot ‘descend’ to a subordinate clause – excepting 
highly specific cases of so-called ‘clitic climbing’ (Crystal 2003: 76). In Greek, the only possible form of clitic 
climbing is from an infinitive to the main verb (Janse 1998: 273). 
151

 See, for example, Janse (2008: 175-6) or Horrocks (1990: 44). 
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word or ad hoc focalized word in P1. This means that ἄν is not inserted postverbally a priori and only 
then displaced to P2, but that it floats in the sentence and can be placed at a location of John’s choosing, 
as long as this location is syntactically sanctioned. The verb and ἄν move independently from each 
other, and not as a whole, as is the case in post-Classical Greek.152 Moreover, as we have already seen, if 
the verb is not semantically relevant (i.e., is low-content), the verb can join ἄν in the infomationally and 
prosodically weak P2 position. The resulting pattern, as in example (1) or (6), is ambiguous: ἄν is 
obviously postverbal, but it is also located in P2, along with the ‘particularly unemphatic’ verb – they 
have both been attracted by a focalized word in P1. 
 

5.2.1. Preferential focalization 
 
In this section, I will give an overview of the preferential words which activate Wackernagel’s Law and 
thus attract ἄν to P2. I first provide the relevant statistics, and then analyze a few representative or 
remarkable examples of ἄν in both immediately preverbal position and non-immediately preverbal 
position. 
 

5.2.1.1. πῶς 
 
               V-ἄν           ἄν-V             ἄν-X-V 

              πῶς                  0             3                  2 

 
If πῶς appears, it attracts ἄν to P2 every time.153 
 

5.2.1.1.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 

(10) (John rejects the possibility that the presence of Scripture can make a place holy; only the 
observance of the precepts of the Scriptures can save someone) 

Εἶτα ῥήµατα µὲν προφερόµενα οὐχ ἁγιάζει, τὰ δὲ βιβλία κείµενα ἁγιάζει; καὶ πῶς ἂν ἔχοι τοῦτο 
λόγον; (Hom. 6 659D) 
“Then words which are spoken do not make [the place] holy; does Scripture which lies there make 
it holy? And just how could this make sense?” 

 
This example is very similar to (5); only τοῦτο has been added. However, τοῦτο does not function as a 
preferential word in this case – a preferential word would then precede the main focus of the clause 
(λόγον), which would mean that a focused constituent is followed by another focused constituent. It is far 
more reasonable to assume that τοῦτο is used unemphatically here, in a sequence with ἄν and (low-
content) ἔχοι.154 The fact that it is used anaphorically, referring to the previous sentence as a whole, 
establishes this proposition as feasible – an anaphoric expression, as mentioned above, can receive 
prominence if and only if it is the focus of the segment (see §3.2.), but that is not the case here. 
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 In fact, as Janse notes, this “tendency not to separate enclitics from the verbs with which they are connected” 
already reared its head over the course of the Classical period (Janse 2008: 175-6). 
153

 Sample sizes are sometimes extremely small – as everyone who has done (linguistic) research knows, drawing 
conclusions based on non-representative samples is dangerous at best. Everything read in these and following 
paragraphs should be interpreted accordingly. 
154

 In this regard, it is interesting to note Marshall’s remark that “[e]ven preferential mobiles [i.e., preferential 
words, SZ] such as ἐγώ, οὗτος may [...] be treated as ad hoc postpositives” (1987: 7).  
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5.2.1.1.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
One of the two instances of [ἄν-X-V] has already been discussed in (8), mainly with regard to the second 
ἄν in the clause: 
 

(11) (John argues that the ‘Lord’ in one of King David’s quotes can only pertain to Jezus Christ) 
Πῶς δ’  ἂν, εἰ περί τινος τῶν πολλῶν ἀνθρώπων ἔλεγε ταῦτα ὁ ∆αυῒδ, εἶπεν [ἂν,] ὅτι ἐκ δεξιῶν 
ἐκάθισε τῆς ἀποῤῥήτου καὶ µεγάλης δόξης ἐκείνης; τοῦτο γὰρ ἀµήχανον. (Hom. 7 669A) 
“And how, if David had said these things of just someone of many, would he have said that this 
person sat at the right hand of that ineffable and great Majesty? Because this is impossible.” 

 
However, the first ἄν is interesting in light of segmentation theory as well. It testifies to the fact that the 
distribution of postpositives (or clitics) cannot be seen through a purely syntactical prism – they do not 
attach to the first word of a VP, a NP, a PP, an articular VP, or so on. The positioning of postpositives 
(or enclitics) is, instead, a prosodic phenomenon, i.e. they attach to prosodically (and informationally) 
prominent constituents within the segment, not (necessarily) within the phrase or clause (Janse 2008: 
173). Πῶς cannot constitute a syntactical phrase by itself; nevertheless, it is separated from the rest of the 
clause and marked by two postpositives. 
 

5.2.1.2.  ποῖος 
 
               V-ἄν           ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

              ποῖος                  3             2              0 

 
As the table above demonstrates, there are no instances of [ἄν-X-V] with ποῖος. 
Considering ἄν’s inclination to occupy a preverbal position, it is somewhat surprising to find that the 
interrogative ποῖος does not attract the postpositive to P2 more. The two examples of the pattern [ἄν-V] 
are exactly the same, minus the fact that one refers to the second person singular, and the other to the 
first person plural: 
 

(12) (John is arguing that spiritiual health takes precedence over physical health and wealth) 
καὶ σὲ σώµατος θεραπεία ἀφίστησι; καὶ ποίας ἂν τύχοιµεν συγγνώµης; (Hom. 1 599B) 
“And does the care for your body make you abandon yourself? And what could we find as an 
excuse?” 

 
The composition of this clause is very close to that of (10): an interrogative, followed by ἄν and a low-
content verb (τύχοιµεν), with the main focus συγγνώµης placed at the end of the segment. The 
information structure of this sentence is then (13), and not (14): 
 

(13)  “And what could we find as an excuse?” 
(14)  “And what excuse could we find?” 

 
The difference is subtle, but it is there nevertheless; in (13), the main focus of the sentence is highlighted 
even more than in (14). At the same time, the interrogative is made more explicit – first, John makes 
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clear that this sentence will be a question; then, he focuses on what the question will be about (an 
excuse).  
The mechanism used to distribute focal material which belongs to the same NP across two different 
focus ‘slots’ is that of the hyperbatonhyperbatonhyperbatonhyperbaton, or the discontinuous structuring of noun phrases according to the 
pattern155  
 
 

Figure 5.2 – hyperbaton (with Y1 as the modifier of the NP and Y2 as the head of the NP; X is a 
constituent which does not belong to the NP, usually a verb (Matic 2003: 577)) 

 
The notion of hyperbaton is not only a stylistic one, limited to poetry – discontinuous phrases are one 
type of strategy to structure information, and are employed by Greek authors of all stripes to shape the 
focal elements of their discourse.156 
The theory behind hyperbaton holds that it is a peculiar kind of phrasal structuring, more specifically a 
phrasal “left branch discontinuity” (Devine & Stephens 1999: 1). The constituent which is transposed is 
the focused modifier, which is taken out of the NP and placed in a “left peripheral operator position” 
(Y1), but always within the scope of the clause to which it belongs syntactically (Devine & Stephens 1999: 
7 and 87) – in other words, Y1 hyperbaton is associated with focus (Devine & Stephens 1999: 35). 
However, the notion of hyperbaton poses a problem. In Helma Dik’s seminal study on Ancient Greek 
word order (1995), she provides a template for the information structure of the Ancient Greek sentence, 
a so-called “clause pattern” (Dik 1995: 12): 
 
 
 

Figure 5.3 – Dik’s ‘clause pattern’, with T as topic;157 PØ as focus; V as the verb; and X as residual, 
“pragmatically unmarked” material (Matic 2003: 574) 
 

On this view, all material following the verb cannot be focus; however, in example (12), it is obvious that 
συγγνώµης is, in fact, focal, even though it follows the verb, τύχοιµεν. Consequently, there are certain 
elements in position X which can be focused – in Matic’ terminology, “postverbal foci” (Matic 2003: 
578). This means that, in (12), both the first and the last word of the segment are focal, with a 
postpositive and a low-content verb in between. The postpositive and the low-content verb cannot be 
focal, as they are located in a prosodically and informationally weak position of the segment and do not 
contribute significantly to the meaning of the segment; on the other hand, they can hardly be considered 
topical – as a matter of fact, it is highly unlikely for topical information to follow focal information. As a 
result, ἄν and τύχοιµεν are located in P2, behind the focalized word in P1.  
This type of focus should not be confused with so-called broad focus, where the focus consists of 
primarily the verb and optionally (some of) the verb’s arguments (Matic 2003: 582). In (12), the verb is 
not focal; on the contrary, it is unemphatic enough to be attracted to P2 behind a focalized word. 
In sum, the hyperbaton in (12) is a result of information structuring. The focal material is split into two 
parts, i.e. focalized ποίας and the focus, συγγνώµης by hyperbaton; both are focal, but separated by a 

                                                           
155

 Other types of phrases can be subject to hyperbaton as well (see Devine & Stephens 1999: 10-13); I will 
concentrate on NPs only. 
156

 See especially Devine & Stephens’ study (1999); also Markovic (2006), who holds that hyperbaton is “used to 
reinforce the syntactic break in the Greek literary sentence” (2006: 144), in both prose and poetry. This type of 
hyperbaton should not be confused with Apollonius Dyscolus’ notion of hyperbaton (cf. supra, §4.2.). 
157

 I have chosen to replace Dik’s denotation of topic (‘P1’) with my own (‘T’), since ‘P1’ would creae unnecessary 
confusion with focal words in P1 position. 

                        Y1 – X – Y2 

                     T   PØ   V   X 
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postpositive and a low-content verb in P2. The verb is, in fact, sufficiently unemphatic to be attracted to 
P2, by which the interrogative ποίας is even more marked. In this way, both parts of the focal material 
can be highlighted separately. The information structure of (12), then, follows the pattern [P1 {ἄν V}P2 
PØ], with the main focus located in a postverbal position.158 
 

5.2.1.3. ἆρα 
 

               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

               ἆρα                  3                2              1 

 
Again, there is no clear evidence that preferential ἆρα is uncommonly often followed by ἄν.  
 

5.2.1.3.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
In the three examples where the presence of ἆρα does not lead to preverbal movement of ἄν, ἄν forms 
a collocation with γένοιτο. The strength of this collocation, as implicated above, trumps the attractive 
ability of the preferential word: 
 

(15) (John st ates that changes in Jewish sacrificial practice coincide with the end of their exiles) 
Ἆρα τί τούτου σαφέστερον γένοιτ’  ἄν; Ὁρᾷς πῶς οὐ µόνον µέχρις ἐνιαυτῶν καὶ µηνῶν, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἕως ἡµέρας µιᾶς, µετ’ ἀκριβείας ἁπάσης καὶ τὴν αἰχµαλωσίαν καὶ τὴν ἀπαλλαγὴν τῆς 
αἰχµαλωσίας προανεφώνησεν ὁ προφήτης; (Hom. 5 641B-C) 
“What could be clearer than this? Do you see how the prophet [i.e., Daniel] foretold the captivity 
and the release from captivity not only with regards to years and months, but to the very day as well, 
with enormous accuracy?” 

 
Even if anaphoric τούτου is regarded as non-preferential, there are still 3 possible preferential words to 
which ἄν can attach – either ἆρα, interrogative τί, or the comparative σαφέστερον. The fact that ἄν is 
nevertheless postverbal is testament to the tight bond between the verb and the postpositive. 
 

5.2.1.3.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
There are, in sum, 3 cases of preverbal ἄν with ἆρα and 2 of postverbal ἄν with ἆρα – the data is too 
limited to draw any conclusions. 
 

(16) (John argues that the death of one’s own son should rouse the same feelings as the death of the 
Son of God) 

Εἴ τις τὸν υἱὸν ἀνεῖλε τὸν σὸν, εἰπέ µοι, ἆρα ἂν αὐτὸν ἰδεῖν ὑπέµεινας; (Hom. 1 598A) 
“If someone killed your son, your own son, tell me, would you tolerate to look upon him?” 

 
In this case, it is the position of αὐτόν which is of interest, considering the fact that αὐτός, at least in the 
casus obliqui, can often be enclitic, from the earliest Greek onward (Soltic 2010: 11; Marshall 1987: 5).159 
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 This does not mean that Y2 must always consist of focal information – it can be unmarked. However, Y1 always 
is. 
159

 See also §5.2.1.9 infra, example (37). 
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Syntactically, it forms the direct object to ἰδεῖν – its unmarked location would then be directly behind 
ἰδεῖν. However, it is located in a preverbal position – which means that the word in P1 (ἆρα) has 
attracted it to P2. Since ἰδεῖν is not only the head of αὐτόν, but also the focus of the segment, ἆρα must 
exercise strong attraction. The information pattern from ἆρα onwards is, then, [P1 {ἂν αὐτόν}P2 PØ V].  
 

5.2.1.4. Negatives 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

           οὐδεµία                  1                  0              0 

         οὐ(δέ)/οὐκ                  0                 19              9 

           οὐδείς                  0                  0              2 

 
5.2.1.4.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 

 
There is a clear-cut pattern for [ἄν-V] with οὐ(δέ)/οὐκ in P1: [οὐ(δέ)/οὐκ + ἄν + V]. The nature of this 
pattern is not difficult to discern – the negation occupies P1 position due to cognitive constraints. If the 
negation is located clause-internally or clause-finally, cognitive processing cost is increased – the listener 
has to decode the segment first, and then turn it on its head. However, if the negation is placed segment-
initially, the segment as a whole will be analyzed with the negation in mind. The same mechanism is one 
of the reasons behind the extremely prevalent preverbal position of  ἄν – since it modifies the structure 
of the entire clause, it makes sense to introduce it as early as possible.  
The sequence [οὐ(δέ)/οὐκ + ἄν] is, then, another instance of a collocation – they move as a whole, not 
independently.160 
 

(17) (Same context as (8): King David can only call a man Lord if that man is greater than himself) 
Εἰ µὲν γὰρ ἰδιώτης ἦν, ἴσως ἄν τις εἶπε τῶν ἀναισχυντούντων, ὅτι περὶ ἀνθρώπου λέγει· νυνὶ δὲ 
βασιλεὺς ὢν ἄνθρωπον ἑαυτοῦ Κύριον οὐκ ἂν ἐκάλεσεν. (Hom. 7 669A) 
“If [David] had been a common man, maybe one of the shameless men could have said that he was 
talking about a man; but now, because he was a king, to call a man his own Lord would not have 
been possible.” 

 
This sentence serves as a good illustration of segmentation theory. The first segment is νυνὶ δέ – it does 
not actually mean ‘now’, but is intended to draw a contrast between this situation and the previous one. 
As such, it functions as a discourse marker in identifying the next clause as contrastive. It also 
demonstrates the fact that segments do not always amount to phrases, but can consist of alernative units 
which are more discourse- and information-oriented.161 
The second segment is a self-contained participle phrase, which extends the contrast – ἰδιώτης versus 
βασιλεύς. 

                                                           
160

 The tendency for negations to attract ἄν to P2 was noted by Fränkel for Classical Greek, who states that “ein in 
das Satzinnere gerücktes ἄν sich unmittelbar an eine Negation anschliesst” (1964b: 118). According to Marshall, 
whose research covers (among others) Homer, Plato and Thucydides, the expression οὐκ ἄν is “formulaic” (1987: 
121). 
161

 Expressions like νῦν δέ or ἔπειτα can be considered Kurzkola – limited expressions which structure discourse 
(Fränkel 1964c: 134-6; Marshall 1987: 12). 
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The third segment contains the semantic center and focus of the clause – ‘man’ is contrasted with ‘Lord’, 
with David in between. This is the focus of the sentence, since John assumes that it is impossible for 
David – a king – to call a man his Lord. The negation, which is highly significant for the interpretation of 
this sentence, is added at the end in a separate segment, followed by ἄν and a relatively predictable verb. 
A segmental translation of this clause could read as follows: 
 

(18) But in contrast # because he is a king # a man his own Lord # he would not call 
 
The position of ἑαυτοῦ is noteworthy, as well – it belongs to Κύριον syntactically, but has been placed in 
prenominal position. It can be assumed that ἑαυτοῦ is used unemphatically here, as αὐτόν was in 
example (16) – there is no semantic reason to assume that it contributes significantly to the information 
of the clause. As such, it can assume the syntactic behaviour of an enclitic, which can result in P2 
position, behind a focalized word. As ἄνθρωπον is the main focus of the segment and located in P1, and 
ἑαυτοῦ is located in prenominal position, there is reason to assume that ἑαυτοῦ is used unemphatically 
in P2 in this case. 
The next example is another instance of distribution of postpositives, whereby information can be 
stuctured more effectively: 
 

(19) (John fulminates against Judaizing Christians who make a cross sign when they enter the 
synagogue and try to hide their visits from family and friends) 

Πόσης οὖν οὐκ ἂν εἴη ἀνοίας, ἀνθρώπους πειρᾶσθαι λανθάνειν, τοῦ δὲ Θεοῦ ὁρῶντος, τοῦ 
πανταχοῦ παρόντος, ἀναισχύντως τὴν παρανοµίαν ταύτην τολµᾷν; (Hom. 8 687B) 
“Would it then not be so great a folly, to try to hide it from your fellow men, while God, who is 
present everywhere, sees you undertake this lawlessness in a shameless way?” 

 
The structure is very close to that of (12), i.e. hyperbaton – the clause opens with a (focal) interrogative, 
followed by the connective, summarizing postpositive οὖν; the negation introduces the next segment, 
followed by ἄν and a low-content verb (εἴη); the second part of the focus ἀνοίας ends the main clause. 
Again, there is a difference between this word order and a ‘neutral’ word order:162 
 

(20) So great, then, would the folly not be, ... 
(21) Would it then not be so great a folly, ... 

 
As in (12), there is a pragmatic reason for the hyperbaton of πόσης and ἀνοίας – John creates the 
possibility to locate a preferential word in P1 and at the same time keep ἀνοίας highlighted as the focus 
of the clause. In this way, the two parts of the focus can be marked individually. 
Fortunately, there is a carbon copy of this sentence in the Adv. Iud. without οὐκ, which is very 
instructive with regards to the power of collocational expressions: 
 

(22) Πόσης οὖν ἀνοίας ἂν εἴη καὶ πόσης παραφροσύνης, [...] (Hom. 1 597E-598A) 
 
Example (22) is another instance of so-called ‘diaclisis’ – the clitic (or, in this case, postpositive) elements 
do not appear together in one place, but are dispersed throughout the sentence (Janse 1998: 270). In 
this way, the different focalized elements can be highlighted separately. In (22), the focus is divided into 
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 In this case, it is almost impossible to maintain a coherent translation while following all pragmatic and 
functional aspects of this clause; in (19), I have therefore chosen to translate ‘neutrally’. 
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two parts which are both followed by (a) postpositive(s); put differently, (22) is an illustration of 
hyperbaton as well. In (19), however, the negation attracts ἄν to P2 because of the inescapable attraction 
of the collocation. The verb εἴη follows, since ἂν εἴη is a collocation as well.163 The resulting pattern 
leaves focal ἀνοίας without any postpositives in its wake. The patterns for (19) and (22), respectively, 
contrast as [P1 {οὖν}P2 οὐκ {ἄν V}P2 PØ] versus [P1 {οὖν}P2 PØ {ἄν V}P2] – this demonstrates that the only 
added element, οὐκ, greatly influences the position of the unemphatic material. 
 

5.2.1.4.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
The collocation οὐκ ἄν retains its strength with the pattern [ἄν-X-V] – on the whole, negatives seem to 
experience few problems in attracting ἄν to P2. 
 

(23) (John contends that God has helped the Jews to defeat insurmountable odds; if they are now in 
crisis, it is because God has deserted them) 

εἰ µὴ αὐτὸς ἦν ὁ καθάπαξ ὑµᾶς ἀφεὶς, [...] οὐκ ἂν µέχρι τοσούτου τὰ τῆς ἐρηµίας ἔµεινεν· 
οὐκ ἂν, πολλάκις ὑµῶν ἐπιχειρησάντων, ἀνόνητος ἡ ἐπιχείρησις γέγονεν. (Hom. 6 654B-C) 
“If [God] had not for once and for all left you, [...] not until now would your desolation have lasted; 
nor, after you had often tried to rebuild [the Temple], would your attempt have been in vain.” 

 
It is remarkable that ἄν is separated from its head (γέγονεν) by an intervening absolute genitive clause. 
The negative is placed as far forward as possible to lift the cognitive burden on the listener and ἄν 
follows, even to the detriment of the transparence of the rest of the sentence – unlike in (8), ἄν is not 
repeated postverbally to avoid confusion. In fact, optative γίγνοµαι, as we have seen, is usually found 
with postverbal ἄν; in this case, the collocation οὐκ ἄν has prohibited the same construction with the 
perfect γέγονεν. This is a sign of the advanced stage of the development of the collocation οὐκ ἄν – it is 
nearly impossible to separate them from each other in the Adv. Iud.164 
 

5.2.1.5. τίς/τί 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

              τίς/τί                  9                  5              7 

 
All in all, ἄν is located preverbally 12 times with τίς/τί in P1; compared to the 9 postverbal instances, 
τίς/τί attracts ἄν in a reasonably significant amount of cases. 
Yet again, a focalized word in P1 cannot attract ἄν to P2 only because of the link between a low-content 
verb and ἄν. Of the 9 cases of postverbal ἄν, 8 follow the pattern [γένοιτ’ ἄν]  and 1 [ἔχοιεν ἂν]. The 
force of grammaticalization thwarts Wackernagel’s Law, and by extension all pragmatic or functional 
considerations in the placement of ἄν. 
 

5.2.1.5.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
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 Libanius, John’s teacher of rhetoric, uses the expression ἂν εἴη 44 times in his orations; the reverse pattern 
occurs only 2 times. 
164

 As noted above, this development had already taken root in Classical Greek (Fränkel 1964b: 118). 
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Of the 5 directly preverbal cases, 2 follow the pattern [ἂν + ἔχω] – sample sizes are too small to draw 
any conclusions about this pattern reversal. 
 

(24) (John is in the middle of an excoriation of synagogues) 
τί ἄν τις προσειπὼν τὰς συναγωγὰς αὐτῶν, ἀξίαν ἔσται εὑρηκὼς ἐπωνυµίαν; (Hom. 6 661A) 
“What could someone call their synagogues, and shall be found a worthy name?” 

 
Example (24) is part of a larger problem: the internal order of the cluster τις/τι + ἄν.165 Contrast the 
following two examples: 
 

(25) Ἀλλ’ ἴσως εἴποι τις ἂν, καὶ τοσαύτη τῆς περιτοµῆς ἡ βλάβη, ὡς πᾶσαν ἀνόνητον ποιῆσαι τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ τὴν οἰκονοµίαν; (Hom. 2 602B) 

(26) Εἰ µὲν γὰρ ἤµην, φησὶν, ἐξ ἐθνῶν, καὶ ἀγνοῶν τὰ Ἰουδαϊκὰ, ἴσως ἄν τις εἶπεν ὅτι διὰ τὸ µὴ 
µετεσχηκέναι µε τῆς πολιτείας ἐκείνης, [...] (Hom. 2 603A) 

 
The location of the verb seems to be fundamental in defining the placement and order of the cluster – 
τις is closest to the verb in all three cases, a tendency which is remarkable considering the tight syntactic 
bond between ἄν and the verb to which it belongs.166 
However, this only shifts the question – if τις is indeed always located as close to the verb as possible in 
this cluster, how can the movement of the verb be explained? Of the 5 instances of this cluster, 2 verbs 
precede the cluster, 3 follow. These 2 verbs are optatives; of the other 3, 2 are indicatives and 1 is a 
participle. If mood is a defining factor in the position of the verb (at least in these examples), this would 
pave the way for the formation of collocations and the eventual grammaticalization not only of the 
position of certain verbs, but also of the position of certain clitics and/or postpositives relative to the 
verb. 
 

5.2.1.5.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
These instances are not always clear-cut. Consider the following examples: 
 

(27) (John states that Christians live for the next life; Jews live only for this one. Consequently, there 
is nothing to fear about Judaism’s power) 

Ταῦτα οὖν, εἰπέ µοι, σεµνὰ καὶ φοβερά; καὶ τίς ἂν τοῦτο εἴποι; (Hom. 1 592B) 
“Tell me: are these things [i.e., the fact that Jews do nothing but drink and eat], then, awesome and 
frightening? And who could say this?” 

 
(28) (According to John, the Jews have forsaken God through their many sins; they cannot then hold 

feasts in honor of God) 
τὸν Θεὸν ἐγκατέλιπον, καὶ ἑορτὰς φυλάττειν ἤµελλον; καὶ τίς ἂν τοῦτο εἴποι; (Hom. 3 610C) 
“It was God they forsook, and they were going to keep the feasts? And who could say this?” 

 
(29) (John is demonstrating Jezus’ power by noting that his prediction that a lowly woman who 

poured ointment over his head would become famous, has come true) 
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 A problem for which conclusions are precarious given extremely limited sample sizes. 
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 Three examples obviously do not prove much – further research is required. 
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Ταῦτα οὖν ἀνθρωπίνης δυνάµεως, εἰπέ µοι, τὸ τοιαῦτα προαναφωνεῖν; καὶ τίς ἂν ταῦτα εἴποι νοῦν 
ἔχων; (Hom. 5 630B) 
“Tell me: are these things, then, within human power, the predicting of such things? And who would 
say that who is sane?” 

 
(30) (John is of the opinion that everyone who chooses not to do something regardless of outside 

pressure to do it, can become a martyr) 
Ἆρ’ οὖν ἀπεστέρηνται τῶν τοῦ µαρτυρίου στεφάνων; καὶ τίς ἂν τοῦτο τολµήσειεν εἰπεῖν; (Hom. 
8 686A) 
Were they [i.e., John the Baptist and Abel], then, deprived of the crowns of martyrdom? And who 
could dare say this?” 

 
These four examples all follow the exact same pattern. Considering the fact that τοῦτο/ταῦτα are used 
unemphatically here, they can hardly begin a new segment. Consequently, it is possible for unemphatic 
τοῦτο/ταῦτα to assume the syntactic behaviour of enclitics and to be placed, together with ἄν, in P2.  
If I seem to consider τοῦτο/ταῦτα or verbs as unemphatic all too fancifully, this is not the case. It cannot 
be overlooked that τοῦτο/ταῦτα are often not by nature focalized but, on the contrary, do not contribute 
to the utterance in any semantically or informationally significant way. There is also no doubt that certain 
verbs contribute very little to the sentence and can make way for more prominent constituents. 
Consequently, they can be regarded as informational (and prosodic) low points – in fact, they often 
contribute less to the sentence, semantically and informationally, than ἄν, which is extremely often 
located in P2. It does not stretch the point, then, I believe, to view unemphatic τοῦτο/ταῦτα and low-
content verbs as units which can be located in P2, behind an informationally marked word in P1.167 
Finally, it is useful to keep Marshall’s remark in mind that “[e]ven ‘preferential’ mobiles [i.e., preferential 
words, SZ] […] may […] be treated as ad hoc postpositives” (1987: 7). Put differently, information 
structure ultimately depends on the individual author – he has the flexibility to really push the envelope 
when it comes to the category of ‘particularly unemphatic’ material. 
 

5.2.1.6. ἅπας/πᾶς 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

            ἅπας/πᾶς                  3                  3              1 

 
Sample is again too small to draw any definitive conclusions here.  
 

5.2.1.6.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
A look at one of the non-preverbal instances (the other ones are postverbal due to the presence of 
γένοιτο and low-content δύναµαι) will be more instructive: 
 

(31) (John wants to prevent the Judaizing sickness in his congregation rather than cure it when it has 
taken hold; in doing so, he draws parallels with a soldier, a sailor and a reaper) 
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 Also consider Morin’s remark that “the Greek author retains much freedom in the ordering of words, even M
 a
 

[i.e., preferential words], and that he may not be consistent with himself in his work as a whole or in some parts of 
his work.” (1961: 366) 
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Καὶ πάντας ἀνθρώπους ἴδοι τις ἂν πρὸ τοῦ καιροῦ τὰς τῶν πραγµάτων ποιουµένους παρασκευὰς, 
ὥστε τοῦ καιροῦ τῶν πραγµάτων ἐπιστάντος εὔκολον αὐτοῖς γενέσθαι τὴν τῶν ἔργων 
ἐκπλήρωσιν. (Hom. 4 617A) 
“And one can see all men making preparations beforehand, so that, when the time is there, it is easy 
for them to carry out their business.” 

 
John concludes his paragraph with a summary of what he has been trying to make clear – be prepared, 
so that the circumstances do not overwhelm you. He has provided examples of this from all walks of life 
(a soldier, a sailor, a reaper), so that he can now begin his concluding sentence with πάντας (ἀνθρώπους) 
as the focus of the segment. This is followed by the verb ἴδοι and the cluster τις ἄν. Once again, the verb 
can be considered low-content and thus ‘particularly unemphatic’ – after all, there is little difference 
between “One can see all men make preparations” and “All men make preparations”. The focus is then 
marked by a sequence of three unemphatic words; even if πάντας is not exactly marked by this cluster, 
the direct object as a whole is. 
Interestingly, the structure of (31) is similar to that of (25) – a focalized constituent in P1, followed by the 
verb in the optative mood, with the postpositive cluster τις ἄν located directly behind. As in (25), the 
verb is optative; as in (25), τις ἄν follows the verb; and as in (25), τις is placed closest to the verb. 
 

5.2.1.6.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
This case is quite conspicuous: 
 

(32) (John states that God would have forgiven the Jews if they had killed someone who had 
profaned His name; the fact that Judaism is now in crisis, is testament to the fact that Jezus was 
indeed God’s Son) 

Ὥστε εἰ παράνοµος ἦν ὁ Χριστὸς, ὑµεῖς δὲ αὐτὸν ἐσταυρώσατε, καὶ εἰ µυρία ἦτε ἡµαρτηκότες, 
καὶ πολλῷ τῶν προτέρων χαλεπώτερα, πάντως ἂν ὑµᾶς ὁ Θεὸς διὰ τοῦτο διέσωσεν, ἵνα µὴ τὸ 
ὄνοµα αὐτοῦ βεβηλωθῇ, [...] (Hom. 6 653D) 
“So that, if Christ were a lawbreaker, and you [Jews] had crucified him, and if you had sinned 
countless times, and much worse than your forebears, God would have completely saved you for 
this, to keep His name from getting stained, [...]” 

 
Since πᾶς is preferential by nature, it is impossible to discern if its adverbial form had any impact on its 
ability to attract ἄν (cf. infra, §5.2.3.). However, this case is interesting all the same because of 
information structure of the apodosis. It begins with the adverb πάντως, which is placed in P1 and 
attracts the postpositive. The plural personal pronouns can be enclitic as well (even if they are always 
orthotonic) (Janse 1995: 3)168 – in this case, it is obvious that ὑµᾶς should be considered enclitic, as it is 
not located behind its head διέσωσεν, but has been attracted to preverbal P2 as well. Note that ὑµᾶς 
must be active in the audience’s consciousness, as it has been established as the topic in the protasis 
(ὑµεῖς δέ); yet in the segment starting with πάντως, it is not topical, but a member of the unemphatic 
material in P2. In other words, the topic of the sentence has been fixed with ὑµεῖς δέ; ὑµᾶς need not 
reprise this function, as the topic is still active in the audience’s consciousness – as such, it is ‘particularly 
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 They also undergo accentual regression, but since they are disyllabic, they retain it (Janse 1995: 3). The 
accusative 2nd person plural EPP would then be accented as ὕµας (ibid.). However, in most text editions, there is 
no accentual distinction between plural OPPs and EPPs. 
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unemphatic’ and can be located in P2. However, all of this still leaves us without a main focus for this 
segment – πάντως is focal, as it is located in P1, but it is not the focus of the segment. 
Looking at the apodosis as a whole, the cataphoric prepositional phrase διὰ τοῦτο catches the eye – it 
announces the final clause introduced by ἵνα. The PP is remarkable since it is actually stricto sensu 
unnecessary – the final clause could have followed the main clause without it. Final clauses are by nature 
focal, since the main clauses which introduce them are usually constructed to work towards the climax 
expressed in the final clause – in other words, main clauses function semantically in relation to final 
clauses, and not vice versa. If the final clause is then announced by an expression in the main clause as 
well, there is no doubt that the focus should be on the final clause. As a result, the main focus in the 
main clause is on διὰ τοῦτο, as its function is to announce the highlighting of the following segment – in 
(32), τοῦτο is, then, highly emphatic. 
This leaves ὁ Θεός and διέσωσεν. It is clear that ὁ Θεός is at least referentially active – Christ and God 
are one and the same, and Christ has already been mentioned in the protasis. When accusative ὑµᾶς has 
already passed, it is predictable that the subject of the sentence, in this context, will be ‘God’ (or ‘Christ’) 
– there are no other actors on stage, as it were. The same goes for διέσωσεν – it is inferable from the 
context that God would have rewarded the Jews in some way if they had crucified an impostor. As a 
result, ὁ Θεός and διέσωσεν are neither particularly focal nor particularly unemphatic, but unmarked – 
they are located in informationally weak positions, as well, just before and after the focus. The resulting 
pattern for (32) is [P1 {ἄν EPP}P2 X PØ V]. 
 

5.2.1.7. Comparatives and superlatives 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

        Comparatives                  5                 2              1 

         Superlatives                  3                 1              1 

 
Neither comparatives nor superlatives seem to have a significant amount of attractive power towards ἄν. 
 

5.2.1.7.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
There is one very interesting example of preverbal ἄν with a comparative or superlative: 
 

(33) (John makes the case that good Christians cannot have contact with those who killed the Son) 
τοῦ δὲ µὴ φιλεῖν τὸν Κύριον τί µεῖζον ἂν γένοιτο τεκµήριον, ἀλλ’ ἢ ὅταν τοὺς ἀποκτείνοντας 
αὐτὸν κοινωνοὺς ἔχῃ τις τῆς ἑορτῆς; (Hom. 2 605E) 
“As to the fact that one does not love the Lord, what could be greater as evidence, than that one 
participates in their feasts with those who killed Him?” 

 
This is one of only two cases in which the order of the collocation γένοιτ’ ἄν is reversed. This could be 
connected to its information structure of, which, compared to other instances of ἄν with a low-content 
verb in P2, deviates from the pattern which has appeared many times over.169 P1 (τί) contains a 
preferential word, which is focal, but not the focus of the segment. The main focus is µεῖζον, which is 
made even more salient due to the hyperbaton with τεκµήριον. Μεῖζον is followed by unemphatic 
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 See, for example, (3), (4), (5), (10). 
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material in P2, which, like previous examples, consists of at least ἄν and a low-content verb; in some of 
these other cases, another unemphatic word is added as well (as in, for example, (3) or (10)). The rest of 
the segment consists of  τεκµήριον, which can be regarded as neither particularly salient nor particularly 
unemphatic – it is unmarked. In this case, then, the Y2 element of hyperbaton is not focused. 
As noted, the order of the collocation [γένοιτ’ ἄν] has been reversed in (33). For example, in (3), the 
order is [τί γένοιτ’ ἄν αὐτῶν ἐλεεινότερον], whereas (33) has [τί µεῖζον ἂν γένοιτο] – in more 
formalized terms, (3) follows the pattern [P1 {V ἄν αὐτῶν}P2 PØ], while (33) follows [P1 PØ {ἄν V}P2 X]. 
In other words, in (3) the focus follows the unemphatic material in P2, while, in (33), the main focus 
precedes the unemphatic material. Divergent patterning of information structure could have induced the 
reversed internal order of the collocation [γένοιτ’ ἄν] – more specifically, the hyperbaton with the focus 
µεῖζον could have played a large role.  
Comparing (33) to (12), another example of hyperbaton, it is telling that the order of the unemphatic 
material in (12) is [ἄν + V] – as it is in (33). Interestingly, examples (1) and (2), which do not have 
hyperbaton, have the order [V + ἄν]. This parallel is striking, but to posit that hyperbaton is the 
overriding factor in determining the internal order of the sequence [unemphatic V + ἄν] is erroneous – 
example (5) has [ἄν + V] without hyperbaton. Hyperbaton could be a factor in determining the internal 
makeup of the sequence of unemphatic material, but not the decisive factor, or the decisive factor in 
each and every instance. 
 

5.2.1.7.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
There are only 2 cases of non-immediately preverbal ἄν attracted to comparatives/superlatives, and both 
are lexicalized - µᾶλλον and µάλιστα. 
 

(34) (John argues that decisive proof for Jezus’ status as the Son of God lies in the enduring crisis of 
the Jews after His death, interpreted as the result of God turning away from his one-time chosen 
people because they had killed his Son, and not some impostor) 

Εἰ γὰρ φαίνεται διὰ τὴν ἑαυτοῦ δόξαν τὰ ἁµαρτήµατα ὑµῶν παρορῶν, πολλῷ µᾶλλον ἂν τοῦτο 
ἐποίησε νῦν, καὶ τὴν σφαγὴν ἀπεδέξατο ταύτην, καὶ τὰ πολλὰ [ἂν] ὑµῶν ἐξήλειψεν ἁµαρτήµατα. 
(Hom. 6 653 D-E) 
“For if [God] had, for His glory’s sake, apparently overlooked your sins, much more would he have 
done this now, and he would have approved of this slaughter, and he would have forgiven the many 
sins of your doing.”170 

 
The first ἄν is entirely straightforward – following the analysis of the previous paragraphs, it is located in 
P2; unemphatic τοῦτο and low-content ἐποίησε are also located in P2. Νῦν is the focus of the segment – 
it is employed to make a contrast with the previous situation: if the Jews were loved by God before, they 
would be even more loved now, had they have killed an impostor in Jezus. The relevant segment of 
example (34), then, patterns as [P1 {ἄν τοῦτο V}P2 PØ] – contra Dik’s clause pattern, the verb is located 
in front of the focus, as it is ‘particularly unemphatic’. 
The second ἄν is interesting as well.171 The editor has marked it as an interpolation (and, again, this will 
have had text-ciritical reasons), but it does make sense from an informational point of view. The 
apodosis consists of three clauses, each irrealis, which are marked by ἄν. The verb of the first clause 
(ἐποίησε) has to be marked by ἄν, of course; the verb of the second clause (ἀπεδέξατο) can, but does 
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 Note the awkward translation of the final part needed in order to highlight τὰ πολλά in English. 
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 It will be tallied below (§5.2.1.9.) – πολλά is obviously not a comparative or superlative. 
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not have to be marked by ἄν (connective καί implies that the construction will be identical unless stated 
otherwise).  
The ἄν in the third clause, however (introduced by τὰ πολλά), is another matter. John (or one of the 
subsequent copyists) estimated that a repeat of ἄν was cognitively required here to make sure that the 
irrealis was understood; as a result, he added it to the third clause, even though it is, strictly speaking, 
structurally unnecessary. Note that ἄν has been attracted to P2 again, by τὰ πολλά, which is located in P1 
and is the focus of the clause; moreover, the personal pronoun ὑµῶν, which, as noted above, can be 
treated as an enclitic, has been attracted to P2 as well – it belongs to ἁµαρτήµατα syntactically, but has 
been placed in a prenominal position. The final clause, then, patterns as [PØ {ἂν EPP}P2 V X] – 
ἁµαρτήµατα is unmarked, since it is inferable from the rest of the clause and, as such, does not 
contribute significantly to its meaning. 
A similar situation to (34) arises in a different context: 
 

(35) (According to John, the priest Melchizedek foreshadowed Jezus; he notes that Abraham, the 
father of the Jews, is inferior to Melchizedek and that, as a result, Judaism must bow to 
Christianity) 

Ὥστε εἰ µὴ ἦν ἐλάττων ὁ Ἀβραὰµ, ὁ πρόγονος τῶν Λευϊτῶν, τοῦ Μελχισεδὲκ, οὐκ ἂν ἐκεῖνος 
τοῦτον εὐλόγησεν, οὐδ’ ἂν οὗτος ἐκείνῳ δεκάτας ἔδωκεν. (Hom. 7 670B) 
“So that, if Abraham, the ancester of the Levites, were not the lesser of Melchizedek, Melchizedek 
would not have blessed him, nor would Abraham have given him a tenth [as tithe].” 

 
As in (34), the second ἄν can be omitted – connective οὐδέ plays the same role as καί in (34). However, 
the reason behind the inclusion of the second ἄν is not cognitive or functional in nature, but the result of 
the influence of the collocation οὐκ ἄν. The fact that this collocation appears whenever possible when 
these two words are present may have (consciously or subconsciously) affected the author’s decision to 
add ἄν in the presence of a negative, even if it is not strictly necessary. 
 

5.2.1.8. οὗτος 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

               οὗτος                  0                  3              0 

 
As with ποῖος, there are no instances of non-immediately preverbal ἄν; there are also no instances of 
postverbal ἄν with preferential οὗτος. 
In case of οὗτος, ἄν cannot move from postverbal position in the presence of γένοιτο – all four 
instances of postverbal ἄν despite the presence of οὗτος are the result of the force of the  collocation 
[γένοιτ’ ἄν].172 
In (36), ἄν is located behind a form of οὗτος: 
 

                                                           
172

 At any rate, the four instances of οὗτος which do not attract ἄν to P2 are not preferential, but should be 
considered anaphoric and unemphatic – as such, their inability to attract ἄν should not come as a surprise. This 
does not invalidate the point about the power of the collocation – in all four instances, there is another preferential 
word present which does not trigger Wackernagel’s Law as well.  
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(36) (John argues that the presence of Scripture does not make a place holy – just as executioners are 
not holy because they touch holy men) 

οἱ δὲ γράµµατα κατέχοντες ἁγίων καὶ ὑβρίζοντες οὐκ ἔλαττον ἢ οἱ δήµιοι τῶν µαρτύρων τὰ 
σώµατα, αἰδέσιµοι διὰ τοῦτο ἔσονται; Καὶ πῶς οὐκ ἐσχάτης ἀλογίας ταῦτα ἂν εἴη; (Hom. 1 594D) 
“Will those who hold the writings of the holy men and outrage them be any more revered than the 
executioners of the martyrs’ bodies because of this? And how could this not be of the highest folly?” 

 
In this case, ἄν indeed follows a form of οὗτος, but ταῦτα is used anaphorically and unemphatically. In 
fact, the three last words of (36) are all ‘particularly unemphatic’ – they can be regarded as a sequence of 
unemphatic material added to the focus, ἐσχάτης ἀλογίας. In this case, οὐκ cannot attract ἄν to P2 – it 
only modifies ἐσχάτης ἀλογίας, and not the clause as a whole (in other words, it is phrasal, not 
sentential). Note that hyperbaton of ἐσχάτης and ἀλογίας, separated by any (or multiple) element(s) of 
the sequence of unemphatic material, could have been possible, as in example (12).  
It is highly unlikely that ταῦτα is somehow more focalized than πῶς, ἐσχάτης or ἀλογίας in this context. 
It is more reasonable to assume that ταῦτα, ἄν and εἴη are all unemphatic and placed behind the main 
focus, i.e. ἐσχάτης ἀλογίας as a whole – which also prevents πῶς  from attracting ἄν.173 The clause, then, 
patterns as [P1 PØ {ταῦτα V εἴη}P2]. 
 

5.2.1.9. Rest 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

               τότε                  0                 1              0 

              πολύς                  1                 1              1 

              OPP                  0                 0              1 

            πρῶτος                  0                 0              1 

 
This category consists of preferential words which have been grouped together due to the minimal 
amount of instances in which they appear. 
 

5.2.1.9.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 

(37) (John fears the dissension between non-Judaizing and Judaizing Christians) 
Καὶ τότε ἂν ἔγνωτε καλῶς αὐτῶν τὴν ἄκαιρον φιλονεικίαν, οἳ µηδὲ λόγον περὶ ὧν ποιοῦσιν 
ἀποδοῦναι δυνάµενοι, [...] (Hom. 3 608D) 
“And then you would know well their untimely contentiousness, they who are not able to say a word 
about the things they do.” 

 
This example is enlightening in view of example (16) and a later paragraph (§5.2.3.2.). Postpositive ἄν is 
attracted to P2 by preferential τότε; the verb ἔγνωτε follows ἄν. The next part of the clause is more 
interesting, in light of the fact that unemphatic αὐτός, at least in the casus obliqui, is often enclitic, as 
stated above (Marshall 1987: 5). In this next part, αὐτῶν forms an NP with τὴν ἄκαιρον φιλονεικίαν – if 
αὐτῶν can indeed be considered (quasi-)enclitic, its unmarked location would be behind φιλονεικίαν, its 
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 Still, ἄν follows a form of οὗτος and will be counted as such. 
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head. Since it is located pronominally, it has been attracted to P2, behind a focalized word – in other 
words, καλῶς is focal and has attracted αὐτῶν.174 Within the NP, ἄκαιρον is focal as well – the unmarked 
word order for an NP comprising a restrictive adjective and a noun is NA; if the order is reversed, the 
adjective is marked (Devine & Stephens 1999: 20-1). However, φιλονεικίαν is not focal – John had 
established contentiousness as the subject of this part of his discourse a moment before.175 The 
information structure of this sentence follows the pattern [P1 {ἄν}P2 V PØ {αὐτῶν}P2 {PØ X}X] both the 
focalized word in P1 and the main focus attract unemphatic material. 
 

5.2.1.9.2.  Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 

(38) (John argues that God actually rejects sacrifices, but permitted the Jews to sacrifice all the same, 
because He saw that they were not ready to live piously without their offers) 

Εἰ γὰρ ταῦτα ἐπεζήτει, καὶ τοὺς παλαιοὺς πάντας τοὺς πρὸ αὐτῶν λάµψαντας πρώτους ἂν εἰς 
ταύτην εἰσήγαγε τὴν πολιτείαν. (Hom. 4 624C) 
“For if He had sought these things [i.e., sacrifices], he would have also led all the ancient Jews, who 
flourished before the Jews [of Isaiah’s day], as the first ones, to that way of life. 
 

In (38), preferential πρώτους has attracted ἄν to P2; after ἄν, there is Y1 hyperbaton of ταύτην and τὴν 
πολιτείαν, which means that ταύτην is in focus. More specifically, it is the main focus, as it “evoke[s] [...] 
the set of alternatives” (Devine & Stephens 1999: 49) – with ταύτην, John focuses on the fact that there 
are other, alternative ways of life which are, in the eyes of God, superior to a way of life which centers 
around offering sacrifices. God could have led the Jews to that way of life, but he did not, is the 

underlying message. The information structure patterns as follows: [P1 {ἄν}P2 PØ V X] – τὴν πολιτείαν 
is unmarked, as it is the distinction between the different ways of life, not the way of life as such, which is 
focused; moreover, it can be argued that the context suffices to infer that the direct object will pertain to 
religious conduct. 
 

5.2.2. Hinge words 
 
There are also a number of hinge words which attract ἄν to P2, with ἄν directly preceding the verb to 
which it belongs. 
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 See §2.1.3. and §2.2.3. for more on focalized adverbs. 
175 Cf. Τοῦτο τοίνυν πρὸς αὐτοὺς λέγοµεν πρότερον, ὅτι οὐδὲν χεῖρον φιλονεικίας καὶ µάχης (Hom. 3 607A; 
my bold type) “This, then, to them [i.e., Judaizing Christians] we say first, that nothing is worse than 
contentiousness and strife.” He returns to this contentiousness after an extended simile in 607B-C.  
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5.2.2.1. Relatives 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

               ὅς                  1                 4              1 

             ὅσος                  0                 1              2 

            ὅσπερ                  1                 1              1 

           ὁσάκις                  0                 3              0 

             οἷος                  0                 0              1 

 
On the whole, relatives seem reasonably capable of attracting ἄν to their slipstream (with the usual caveat 
that sample size is limited). 
 

5.2.2.1.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 

(39) (John argues that the Jews’ endeavour to rebuild the Temple during Julian’s reign was doomed, 
because it defied God’s will) 

Ὥσπερ γὰρ ἃ ἂν ἀναστήσῃ καὶ βουληθῇ µένειν, καθελεῖν ἀδύνατον ἀνθρώποις· οὕτως ἅπερ ἂν 
καθέλῃ καὶ βούληται µένειν καθῃρηµένα, ἀναστῆσαι πάλιν οὐκ ἔνι. (Hom. 5 646C) 
“Because as it is impossible for men to destroy the things which God has raised and wants to 
remain; so it is not possible to restore the things which He destroyed and wants to remain 
destroyed.” 

 
The positioning of ἄν is unremarkable in (39) – in fact, it illustrates the order which we would have 
expected to be prevalent in a 4th-century classicizing text, i.e. a compromise between Wackernagel’s Law 
and a word order generally regulated by syntactical coherence. The postpositive is attracted to P2, but 
does not stray from its head, according to the pattern common in κοινή Greek, [P1-ἄν-V] (cf. supra, 
§4.5.). 
 

5.2.2.1.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 

(40) (Same context as (31): preparing for circumstances is preferable to dealing with them 
unpreparedly when they arise) 

Καὶ θερισταὶ δὲ ὁµοίως πρὸ πολλῶν τῶν ἡµερῶν καὶ δρεπάνην θήγουσι, καὶ ἅλωνα 
παρασκευάζουσι καὶ βοῦς καὶ ἅµαξαν, καὶ ὅσα ἂν ἄλλα πρὸς τὸν ἄµητον αὐτοῖς συντελῇ. (Hom. 
4 616E) 
“And reapers, all the same, many days beforehand, sharpen their sickles, and prepare their 
threshing-floors and oxen and their wagons, and all other things which contribute to the harvest for 
them.”   

 
In this instance, however, as opposed to (39), there is no question about the separation of postpositive 
and verb – there is not a gap, but a chasm between ἄν and συντελῇ. 
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5.2.2.2. ἕως 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

               ἕως                  0                 2              11 

 
 
This table makes clear that whenever ἕως appears, it manages to attract ἄν to P2.  
 

5.2.2.2.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
The two instances of immediately preverbal ἄν pose no problems; I give one example. 
 

(41) (John maintains that the Jewish rites can only be performed in Jeruzalem; performing them 
outside of Jeruzalem is tantamount to violation of the Law) 

Ἐρώτησον γὰρ αὐτὸν, τίνος ἕνεκεν νηστεύεις, οὐκ ἔχων τὴν πόλιν; κἂν εἴπῃ, ὅτι Προσδοκῶ τὴν 
πόλιν ἀπολαµβάνειν, εἰπὲ πρὸς αὐτόν· Οὐκοῦν ἕως ἂν ἀπολάβῃς ἡσύχαζε. (Hom. 5 628B) 
“For ask him [i.e., a Jew], ‘Why do you fast, while you have no city?’ Even if he says, ‘I expect to 
take back my city’, say to him: ‘Well, then, until you take it back, be at rest [i.e., do not fast].’” 

 
This case is straightforward: The introductory adverb οὐκοῦν begins the main clause, which is 
interrupted by the subordinate clause ἕως ἂν ἀπολάβῃς, with the verb of the main clause (ἡσύχαζε) 
ending the main clause and the sentence. 
 

5.2.2.2.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
In two instances of the pattern [ἄν-X-V], X can be analyzed as ‘particularly unemphatic’: 
 

(42) (Until the dissension within the  Church is resolved, there can be no place for divine mysteries, 
according to John) 

Τί λέγεις; ἂν µὲν ὁ ἀδελφός σου ἔχῃ τι κατὰ σοῦ, οὐ συγχωρεῖ σοι προσενεγκεῖν τὴν θυσίαν, ἕως 
ἂν αὐτῷ καταλλαγῇς· (Hom. 3 614A) 
“What say you? If your brother has something against you, it is not permitted to you to perform the 
sacrifice until you reconcile with him.” 

 
(43) (Consequently, every Christian should do their very best to bring Judaizing Christians back to 

the flock) 
Κἂν ἀντιτείνωσι, κἂν σκιρτῶσι, κἂν ὁτιοῦν ἕτερον πράττωσι, µὴ ἀποκάµωµεν, ἕως ἂν αὐτοὺς 
πείσωµεν· οὐδὲν γὰρ εἰρήνης ἴσον καὶ συµφωνίας. (Hom. 3 614B) 
“Even if they resist, even if they are unruly, even if they do no matter what, do not tire, until we 
convince them. For nothing is equal to peace and harmony.” 

 
In both cases, ἄν is separated from its head only by a form of αὐτός. As with τοῦτο/ταῦτα in examples 
(27) through (30), and as in (37) and (16), αὐτός is ‘particularly unemphatic’ in these instances – in (42) it 
is only added because καταλλαγῇς requires an object as an argument, in (43) because πείσωµεν requires 
a direct object. Although they both belong to a verb syntactically, they are located in a preverbal, 
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unemphatic position – behind ἄν, but also in P2, attracted by the hinge word in P1. As such, they should 
be considered enclitic in both (42) and (43). 
Example (44) is another illustration of the possibilities in structuring information: 
 

(44) (John opens his sixth sermon with a comparison between the bloodlust of wild animals and his 
own eagerness to lambast the Jews) 

Τὰ θηρία ἕως µὲν ἂν τὰς ὕλας νέµηται, καὶ τῆς πρὸς ἀνθρώπους µάχης ἀµελέτητα ὄντα τυγχάνῃ, 
ἡµερώτερά πώς ἐστι καὶ πραότερα· (Hom. 6 649D) 
“Wild animals, as long as they live in the forests, and have no experience with battling men, are 
somehow tamer and more docile.” 

 
This is an instance of so-called leftleftleftleft----dislocationdislocationdislocationdislocation of the topic. The subject of the main clause and the 
subordinate clause introduced by ἕως, τὰ θηρία, is the very first constituent of this sentence. There are 
two arguments for regarding τὰ θηρία as a left-dislocated topic in (44).   
First, as Matic notes, µέν (when not used in conjunction and contrastively with δέ) is always located in 
clausal P2 – as such, it marks the beginning of a new clause. As µέν is not located behind θηρία, θηρία is 
not “integrated into the sentence” (Matic 2003: 580).  
Moreover, if θηρία were a ‘standard’ (and not left-dislocated) topic, it would be followed by either the 
focus or the verb of the clause – in this way, as well, it would be ‘integrated into the sentence’. However, 
in this case, it is followed by a clause – as such, θηρία forms “its own clausal domain” (ibid.). By placing 
it outside the sentence proper, even though it belongs to the sentence semantically and syntactically, it is 
highlighted as the constituent which this sentence will ‘be about’, i.e. as the topic.  
The English translation makes this clear as well – (45) is not the same as (46), where τὰ θηρία would be 
‘integrated into the sentence’: 
 

(45) As to wild animals # as long as they live in the forests # they are tamer. 
(46) As long as wild animals live in the forests # they are tamer. 

 
This device for marking topics is very flexible – there are a large number of different syntactical contexts 
where it can be applied. As such, it is quite widespread in Greek and demonstrates concerns with 
information structure influencing the syntactical order of the sentence.176 
 

5.2.2.3. Rest 
 
               V-ἄν               ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

            ὅπουπερ                  0                 1              0             

              ἔνθα                  0                 1              0 

              πρίν                  0                 0              1 

               ὡς                  0                 0              1 

 
                                                           
176

 See, for example, Panhuis, who also states that “prolepsis [i.e., topic left-dislocation, SZ] [...] is a well-known 
phenomenon in Greek.” (1984: 26); likewise Fraser and his “prolepsis is a regular feature of ancient Greek” (2001: 
34). Fränkel, as well, argued (1964b: 111-114) that “ein Glied in auffälliger Weise an die Spitze des Satzes gerückt” 
(1964b: 111) constituted a separate segment, even if they were “syntaktisch ganz eng mit dem Folgenden 
verbunden” (1964b: 113). 
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As with the relatives, nothing unexpected happens to ἄν with regard to the other hinge words – again, 
they are grouped together because the number of appearances is extremely limited. 
 

5.2.2.3.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 

(47) (Same context as (24) and (36) – John argues that synagogues are not holy just because they 
contain Scripture) 

Καὶ τί τοῦτο; Μὴ γὰρ, ἔνθα ἂν ᾖ βιβλία τοιαῦτα, καὶ ὁ τόπος ἅγιος ἔσται; Οὐ πάντως. (Hom. 1 
594A) 
“And what is this? For will not the place wherever these kinds of books are, be holy? By no means.” 

 
This example follows a pattern similar to that of (12), [P1 {ἄν V}P2 PØ] – except in this case, the word in 
P1 is not focalized, but a ‘hinge word’. The verb (a form of εἰµί, which is an enclitic verb in the present 
tense)177 in (47), can of course be considered low-content – it does not contribute anything to the 
semantic value of the segment. Again, a (low-content) verb is placed before the focus, contra Dik’s clause 
pattern. 
 

5.2.2.3.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
I give the example containing ὡς: 
 

(48) (John is on the familiar theme of Jews going against God’s will) 
Μὴ γάρ µοι τοῦτο εἴπῃς ὅτι νηστεύουσιν, ἀλλ’ ἐκεῖνό µοι δεῖξον, εἰ κατὰ γνώµην τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦτο 
ποιοῦσιν· ὡς ἂν µὴ τοῦτο ᾖ, µέθης πάσης ἐστὶν ἡ νηστεία παρανοµωτέρα. (Hom. 4 617A) 
“Do not tell me this, that [the Jews] are fasting; but it is this which you have to show me, if they do it 
following God’s will. If this is not so, their fast is more unlawful than every kind of drunkenness.” 

 
The postpositive is attracted to ὡς; however, µή is a preferential word and could, then, theoretically 
attract ἄν as well. 
 

5.2.3. Ad hoc focalized words 
 
There are also a number of ad hoc focalized words which attract ἄν to P2. 
 

5.2.3.1. Immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
There are 7 cases of non-preferential or non-hinge words attracting ἄν to P2, with the verb following ἄν. 
The pragmatic reason behind the focalization of these words in P1 is often difficult to discern, and 
largely a matter of interpretation.178 
Contrast the following examples, which I have already mentioned: 
 

(17) (Same context as (8): King David can only call a man Lord if that man is greater than 
himself)  

                                                           
177

 See LSJ, s.v. εἰµί. 
178

 One case has already been discussed (see example (22) supra). 
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Εἰ µὲν γὰρ ἰδιώτης ἦν, ἴσως ἄν τις εἶπε τῶν ἀναισχυντούντων, ὅτι περὶ ἀνθρώπου λέγει· νυνὶ 
δὲ βασιλεὺς ὢν ἄνθρωπον ἑαυτοῦ Κύριον οὐκ ἂν ἐκάλεσεν. (Hom. 7 669A) 
“If [David] had been a common man, maybe one of the shameless men could have said that he 
was talking about a man; but now, because he was a king, to call a man his own Lord would not 
have been possible.” 

 
(25) (John is in the middle of an argument that Christianity is irreconcilable with Judaism) 
Ἀλλ’ ἴσως εἴποι τις ἂν, καὶ τοσαύτη τῆς περιτοµῆς ἡ βλάβη, ὡς πᾶσαν ἀνόνητον ποιῆσαι τοῦ 
Χριστοῦ τὴν οἰκονοµίαν; (Hom. 2 602B) 
“But maybe someone could say, ‘Is there such great harm in circumcision, that it makes Christ’s 
whole plan in vain?’” 
 
(26) (John argues that Paul, by converting from Judaism to Christianity, knew that Judaism’s time 
was up) 
Εἰ µὲν γὰρ ἤµην, φησὶν, ἐξ ἐθνῶν, καὶ ἀγνοῶν τὰ Ἰουδαϊκὰ, ἴσως ἄν τις εἶπεν ὅτι διὰ τὸ µὴ 
µετεσχηκέναι µε τῆς πολιτείας ἐκείνης, ἀγνοῶν τῆς περιτοµῆς τὴν ἰσχὺν, ἐκβάλλω τῶν τῆς 
Ἐκκλησίας δογµάτων αὐτήν. (Hom. 2 603A-B) 
[John has assumed the role of Paul] “‘For if I were,’ he said, ‘a gentile, and knew nothing of the 
Jewish way of life, maybe someone could have said that, by virtue of having had nothing to do 
with this way of life, while I knew nothing of the power of circumcision, I reject it from the 
Church’s dogmas.’” 

 
It is obvious that in all three examples, ἴσως plays a role in determining the location of the postpositive 
cluster – as the focalized word in P1, it manages to attract τις and ἄν.179 As mentioned above (§5.2.1.5.1.), 
the internal ordering of the sequence [τις ἄν] relative to the verb λέγω is problematic as well. Mood 
could be a defining factor – if the verb is in the optative mood, τις and ἄν follow it (despite the presence 
of ἴσως); if the verb is not optative, τις and ἄν precede it. Remarkably, non-optative λέγω is preceded by 
a subordinative conditional clause in both cases as well – this could be coincidental, given the extremely 
limited size of the sample, but could also have had an impact on the placement of λέγω. 
It is not easy to establish which factors are at play here. There seems to be an attraction between adverbs 
and ἄν;180 there also seems to be some connection between an adverb in P1 and a form of λέγω. 
Consider the following examples: 
 

(49) (John exhorts his congregration not to neglect the Judaizing Christians because they represent a 
minority – a wound festers if left neglected) 

∆ιὰ τοῦτο µεγάλα γίνεται τὰ ἕλκη, ὥσπερ οὖν τὰ µεγάλα ῥᾳδίως ἂν γένοιτο µικρὰ τῆς 
προσηκούσης ἀπολαύοντα ἐπιµελείας. (Hom. 3 607A) 
“Through this [i.e., neglect] wounds turn serious, just as serious wounds could easily become minor 
if they enjoy the proper care.” 

 
Note the information structure – in the main clause the topic (διὰ τοῦτο) is immediately followed by the 
focus (µεγάλα), which results in the pattern [T PØ V X] – i.e., Dik’s clause pattern, with τὰ ἕλκη as 
‘pragmatically unmarked’ material. Τὰ ἕλκη is not focal – the emphasis is on the contrastive pair [neglect 

                                                           
179

 Example (25) is an instance of postverbal ἄν, of course – it is quoted here to compare the different 
constellations. 
180

 Dover calls ἴσως ἄν an “association”, which is equivalent to Marshall’s ‘formula’ (1960: 18). 
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leads to spread (of diseases)] versus [care leads to containment (of diseases)], and not so much on the 
disease itself, which has already been established.181  
In the subordinate clause introduced by ὥσπερ, οὖν is, as always, located in clausal P2; the topic (τὰ 
µεγάλα) is followed by focal material (ῥᾳδίως), which is in turn marked by unemphatic material in P2 
(ἂν γένοιτο). After the unemphatic materal, the other part of the focus follows (µικρά), which is used 
contrastively with µεγάλα in the main clause. The resulting pattern is [T P1 {ἄν V}P2 PØ].  Interestingly, 
ἄν and γένοιτο have reversed their standard position again in (49), as they did in (33) – however, in (49), 
there is no hyperbaton. This again points to the fact that hyperbaton is not a sufficient condition for the 
reversal of the pattern [low-content V + ἄν]; in fact, on this evidence, it is not even a necessary condition. 
Turning back to instances (17), (25) and (26), the common denominator, as noted, is the presence of a 
form of the verb λέγω – a fact which is also the true for the two other ad hoc focalized adverbials: 
 

(50) (John is trying to draw a clear line between the Judaizing and the non-Judaizing fractions to end 
the dissension within the Church) 

οὓς ἡδέως ἔγωγε ἂν ἐροίµην, τί ποτέ ἐστι πάσχα, τί ποτέ ἐστι τεσσαρακοστή· καὶ τί µὲν τὸ 
Ἰουδαϊκὸν, τί δὲ τὸ ἡµέτερον· (Hom. 3 608D) 
“To those [i.e., the Judaizing Christians] I, for my part, would be glad to ask, ‘What is the Pasch, 
what is Lent? And what is Jewish, and what is ours?’” 
 
(51) (According to John, the Jewish Law reigned supreme in the past, but it has now been replaced 

by the better doctrine, Christianity) 
τοῦτο καὶ ἐνταῦθα θαῤῥοῦντες ἂν εἴποιµεν, ὅτι συγκρινοµένη πρὸς ἐκείνην αὕτη ἡ θυσία, κυρίως 
ἂν λεχθείη καὶ µόνη καθαρά. (Hom. 5 648C) 
“This, too, we would be bold enough to say, that, comparing the [Christian] sacrifice to the [Jewish] 
one, the Christian one would accordingly be called pure, also as the only one.” 

 
This can hardly be coincidental – there must be some correlation between the segment-first position of 
an adverb, the segment-second position of ἄν, and the presence of a form of λέγω.182 
A possible explanation lies, yet again, in a ‘particularly unemphatic’ verb, in this case low-content λέγω. 
It would, then, form a sequence of unemphatic material with ἄν, attaching to an adverb, which by its very 
nature has some focal properties, in P1. Adverbs like ῥᾳδίως or κυρίως strengthen the force of the 
proposition, while adverbs like ἴσως decrease the force of the proposition. In both cases, they are 
employed to mark the proposition as more or less likely to happen or be true. Using unemphatic 
material to mark adverbs which are semantically important, is a distinct possibility. However, note that 
λέγω need not be distinctly unemphatic – it is definitely not focal, but that does not mean it can only be 
‘particularly unemphatic’ – markedness is a matter of degree, not a dichotomy. Certain words are 
marked, others are distinctly unmarked, but a large part of any utterance consists of unmarked or 
‘neutral’ words, which make up the rest of the proposition without being extremely relevant or 

                                                           
181 Cf. Μὴ τοῦτο εἴπῃς, ὅτι εἷς ἐστιν, ἀλλ’ ὅτι εἷς ἀµελούµενος, καὶ εἰς τοὺς λοιποὺς παραπέµψει τὸ πάθος·  
(Hom. 3 607A; my bold type) “Do not say this, that he [i.e., one who is sick with the Judaizing disease] is but one, 
but say that one, who is not taken care of, will also spread his diseasediseasediseasedisease to the others.” 
The verb, γίνεται, could, of course, also be considered low-content – on this view, it would be located in P2, 
behind the focus, and it would serve to mark the focus as even more salient. 
182

 Of course, ἔροµαι is not the same as λέγω. However, they are both lexically and semantically extremely closely 
related. 
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irrelevant.183 Using the label ‘low-content verb’ as a panacea weakens it as a theory for where it is actually 
pertinent – in these cases, I do not think there is any reason to assume that λέγω is ‘particularly 
unemphatic’; rather, it is unmarked. There is, in other words, a continuum of semantic emphasis: 
 
 

        Unemphatic � Unmarked � Emphatic  
   

  Figure 5.4 – continuum of semantic emphasis, from most unmarked (left) to most marked (right) 

 
Moreover, sample size is far too limited to make any generalizations about these examples. As noted 
below in my conclusions (§5.3.), there are certain adverbs which had already formed formulaic 
expressions with ἄν in Classical Attic Greek,184 but this does not mean, of course, that all adverbs can be 
expected to attract ἄν in a statistically significant amount of instances. 
Example (50) is somewhat problematic – it is puzzling that the intensifier –γε has been added to ἔγω. 
Dik (2003) states that, contrary to common theory, nominative personal pronouns can be unemphatic – 
however, what if an intensifier is adjoined to a seemingly unemphatic OPP? There is only one possible 
reason to mark it, and that is to highlight the transition between what Paul said, which John explained 
just before (50), and what John himself is now going to say. As such, ἄν, in (31), would be attracted by a 
preferential word (ἔγωγε in P1), and not an ad hoc focalized adverbial. However, it is also feasible that 
the OPP is indeed unemphatic, and that it is used in P2 to mark the adverb ἡδέως, as in the previous 
examples. In my final tally below, I will count (48) as an instance of attraction by a preferential word, not 
an ad hoc focalized word. 
There are 2 other cases of ad hoc focalization with the verb directly following ἄν in P2; the first has 
already been mentioned. 

 
(52) (According to John, the Jewish Law reigned supreme in the past, but it has now been replaced 

by the better doctrine, Christianity) 
τοῦτο καὶ ἐνταῦθα θαρροῦντες ἂν εἴποιµεν, ὅτι συγκρινοµένη πρὸς ἐκείνην αὕτη ἡ θυσία, κυρίως 
ἂν λεχθείη καὶ µόνη καθαρά. (Hom. 5 648C) 
“This, too, we would then boldly say, that, comparing the [Christian] sacrifice to the [Jewish] one, 
the Christian one would accordingly be called pure, and the only one.” 

 
Interestingly, the participle functions almost adverbially, strengthening the (low-content) verb. There is 
no functional difference between saying something ‘as people who are bold’ (which would be the result 
of an entirely neutral translation of (52)) and saying something ‘boldly’ – the focus, in this case, is on the 
boldness of what John is about to say. As such, (52) is not that different from the previous instances of 
ad hoc focalization of adverbs; nevertheless, a participium coniunctum and an adverb are, of course, not 
identical – (52) cannot be invoked to further the theory that adverbial expressions have a tendency to 
attract ἄν. 
 

(53) (John rejects the argument that Christians celebrated the Jewish fast before; according to John, 
this behaviour now disturbs the Church’s union) 

                                                           
183

 See also Marshall’s remark that “while mobiles [i.e., words which are not postpositive, prepositive or enclitic] 
need not be ‘emphatic’, postpositives are much more absolutely ‘unemphatic’” (1987: 3, my italics). Cf. also Dover 
(1960: 33). 
184

 See Dover (1960: 18) and Marshall (1987: 12). 
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Ὑµεῖς, φησὶν, οὐ ταύτην ἐνηστεύετε τὴν νηστείαν πρότερον; Τοῦτο οὐ σόν ἐστιν εἰπεῖν πρός µε, 
ἀλλ’ ἐµὲ δίκαιον ἂν εἴη πρὸς σὲ λέγειν, ὅτι καὶ ἡµεῖς οὕτως ἐνηστεύοµεν πρότερον, ἀλλ’ 
ὅµως προετιµήσαµεν τὴν συµφωνίαν τῆς τῶν χρόνων παρατηρήσεως. (Hom. 3 608E) 
[John has assumed the role of a Judaizing Christian] “’Did you,’ he says, ‘not fast before?’ This is 
not up to you to say to me; but for me, it would be justified to say to you that we, too, fasted like this 
before, but still preferred peace to the observance of dates.” 

 
Example (53) provides a good instance of contrast. Τοῦτο is the topic of the sentence; the focus is on οὐ 
σόν -  the segment is about the question of the Judaizing straw man, and the focus is on his misplaced 
view (that he has the right to say anything to Christians). In the next segment, John (ἐµὲ) introduces 
himself as the next topic, and reacts to the straw man; in this segment, the focus is on δίκαιον – in 
contrast with the previous segment, John does have the right to give his opinion. In other words, the two 
foci are used contrastively – a wrong versus a correct percepion of one’s right to say anything. Moreover, 
δίκαιον functions almost as an adverb, as θαρροῦντες in (51), and attracts unemphatic material (ἂν εἴη) 
to P2 by virtue of its focalization.185 
In sum, certain adverbs of degree are often placed in P1, possibly because they modify the strength of 
the proposition – they are highly relevant for the interpretation of the utterance. Sample size, once again, 
hinders efforts at forming falsifiable conclusions. 
 

5.2.3.2. Non-immediately preverbal ἄν 
 
Here, as well, there is a relatively large number of adverbs which attract ἄν to P2:  
 

(54) (John states that the martyrs carry a deep hatred for the Jews) 
ἐκεῖνοι δὲ καὶ τὸ αἷµα τὸ ἑαυτῶν ἐξέχεαν διὰ τὸν ὑπ’ ἐκείνων ἀναιρεθέντα. Ὥστε ἡδέως ἂν 
τούτων ἐπακούσαιεν τῶν λόγων. (Hom. 6 650D) 
“They [i.e., the martyrs] also poured out their own blood for the one who had been killed by them 
[i.e., the Jews], so that they would be glad to hear these words.” 

 
(55) (John argues that the Jews have had crises before, but have always returned to their homeland; 

since the death of Christ, however, their fortunes have collapsed entirely) 
Λοιπὸν δὲ ἡδέως ἂν αὐτοὺς ἐροίµην ἐγὼ, Τίνος ἕνεκεν, εἰπέ µοι, ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ µὲν τοσοῦτον 
διατρίψαντες χρόνον, ἀπελάβετε τὴν οἰκείαν πατρίδα, καὶ εἰς Βαβυλῶνα πάλιν ἀπαχθέντες, 
ἐπανήλθετε εἰς τὰ Ἱεροσόλυµα; (Hom. 6 651B) 
“So now I would be glad to ask them: ‘Why, tell me, having spent such a long time in Egypt, did you 
reclaim your own homeland; and, again, having been dragged to Babylon, did you return to 
Jeruzalem?’” 

 
(56) (John produces another straw man, a Jew who argues that the Jews have indeed sinned and will 

now suffer, but then reclaim God’s favor) 
[...] οὗτοι νῦν ἐξοµολογήσονται καὶ καταγνώσονται τῶν οἰκείων ἁµαρτηµάτων· ἡδέως ἂν αὐτῶν 
ἕκαστον ἐρήσοµαι πάλιν· (Hom. 6 651C) 
[John assumes the role of the straw man] “’They, now, shall confess, and condemn themselves for 
their own sins’; I shall be glad to ask each of them again: [...]” 
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 Obviously the same caveats apply here – δίκαιον is the predicate of the clause, and, as such, is quite close to an 
adverb. However, this does not mean that  δίκαιον is an adverb – it is still an adjective. 
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All three examples follow more or less the same pattern – an adverb as the initial word of a segment, 
followed by ἄν, one constituent and then the verb, with another constituent bringing the clause to an 
end. In (54), Dik’s clause pattern is apparent if τούτων is considered unemphatic – in which case it 
would be located in P2, along with ἄν. From ἡδέως onwards (which is also P1, of course), the pattern 
comes down to [PØ {ἂν τούτων}P2 V X] – the topic, expressed by ἐκεῖνοι δέ, has been maintained and is 
not made explicit again. Note that ἄν could have been attracted by the subordinator ὥστε as well, which 
means that the attractive power of ἡδέως must have been strong indeed. In (55) and (56), as well, the 
main focus is on the adverb, which makes clear that John thinks he is on solid ground – he would not 
just like to ask the Jews something, he would be glad to do it, since he does not expect them to be able to 
defeat his argument.  
In (55), all constituents following ἄν seem unemphatic, or at least unmarked – αὐτούς , as mentioned 
above, is often enclitic; ἐροίµην does not contribute significantly to the content of the clause. The OPP 
ἐγώ seems to be orthotonic only because, as a nominative, it cannot be enclitic – judging by the context 
of the rest of the sentence, there is no added value in regarding it as semantically emphatic.186 As such, it 
is accentually orthotonic but semantically unemphatic.187 The information pattern of (55), then, is [PØ 
{ἄν αὐτούς}P2 V X], with ἐγώ enclitic but in a ‘neutral’ (i.e., non-P2) postverbal position. 
Example (56) is similar to (55) – αὐτούς has been replaced by αὐτῶν ἕκαστον, but there is no functional 
difference between the two. However, πάλιν is not unmarked; on the contrary, according to Morin, who 
supplements Dover’s list of preferential words, πάλιν is preferential (1961: 359). Since preferentials are 
focalized by nature, they can easily become the focus of the segment, as πάλιν has in this case.188 John 
indicates that he is going to ask rhetorical questions which he had already posed in previous homilies – 
as such, they should be considered central to his argument. Example (56), then, patterns as [P1 {ἄν + 
expression with αὐτός}P2 V PØ]. This is very similar to the structure of the segment containing the first ἄν 
in example (34), and is again an example of a verb located in front of the focus, contra Dik’s clause 
pattern. As in (34), it is possible to regard the verb as part of the unemphatic material in P2 ({ἄν + 
expression with αὐτός + V}P2) – what matters is that John is confident of asking his questions (ἡδέως) and 
that he is asking them anew (πάλιν); the fact that he is asking a question, as such, will become clear 
immediately after (56). In this way, the position of the verb vis-à-vis the focus can be explained as the 
result of Wackernagel’s Law – ‘particularly unemphatic’ material can be located in P2, behind a 
focalized word in P1. 
As noted, an adverb which strengthens the force of the proposition is once again highly marked. This is 
not surprising – after all, the fact that John wants to ask something becomes clear from the moment he 
starts his question, whether he announces he wants to ask something or chooses not to. The fact that he 
is eager to ask something, however, must be made explicit. By doing so, he shows confidence in his 
abilities as an orator – to highlight that confidence is, then, only natural. 
There is also another case of the sequence ἴσως ἄν τις: 
 

(57) (John argues that the prescriptions of the Law can only be followed in Jeruzalem; the older 
pious Jews in exile who did not follow these prescriptions were, then, not impious, but rather 
followed the Law perfectly) 

Καὶ γὰρ εἰ µὲν ῥᾴθυµοί τινες ἦσαν καὶ ἀνευλαβεῖς οἱ ταῦτα λέγοντες καὶ ποιοῦντες, ἴσως ἄν τις 
ῥᾳθυµίας ἐνόµισεν εἶναι τὸ µὴ φυλάττειν· (Hom. 4 623A-B) 
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 Cf. also Wackernagel’s remark that immediately postverbal ἐγώ should be considered enclitic (1892: 413). 
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 See Dik (2003) for an overview of this phenomenon. 
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 Also see example (58) below. 
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“For if some Jews who said and did these things [i.e., did not observe the Law’s prescriptions] were 
idle and impious, maybe someone could have thought this lack of observance a sign of laxness.” 

 
The adverb is introduced at the beginning of the apodosis, and, as such, sets the tone for the rest of the 
clause – it decreases the force of the proposition and is a sign of John distancing himself from the 
content of what follows. In this case, ἄν and τις are unmistakably separated from the verb by the main 
focus of the sentence, ῥᾳθυµίας – this could be formalized as the familiar pattern [P1 {ἄν τις}P2 PØ V X], 
where the topic is again not made explicit. 
There is another adverb which attracts ἄν to P2: 
 

(58) (Same context as (54): John believes that his speeches would delight the martyrs) 
ἀπὸ δὲ τῶν κατὰ Ἰουδαίων ἀγώνων πολλὴ γένοιτ’ ἂν αὐτοῖς ἡδονὴ, καὶ σφόδρα ἂν τούτων 
µάλιστα ἐπακούσαιεν τῶν λόγων τῶν ὑπὲρ τῆς δόξης τοῦ Θεοῦ λεγοµένων. (Hom. 6 650D) 
“From my battles against the Jews they could derive great pleasure, and they would listen very 
intently to these words spoken for the glory of God.” 

 
Example (58) would have been quite close to (54), were it not for the fact that the main focus in this case 
is not on the adverb in P1, but on a different adverb, µάλιστα – as such, the information structure for 
the segment running from σφόδρα to λόγων is, for all intents and purposes, identical to that of (57): [P1 
{ἂν τούτων}P2 PØ V X].  
At any rate, in (58), as in the previous cases, a strengthening adverb experiences no difficulties in 
attracting ἄν to P2. It is testament to σφόδρα’s (and, in general, adverbs’) attractive power that it can beat 
µάλιστα, which is both preferential by nature and focus in (58), to the punch and attract ἄν. This can 
only mean that σφόδρα is somehow more focalized than the other focalized constituent in its sentence. 
 

5.3. CONCLUSIONS 
 
The following table contains the final count of the instances of ἄν in relation to preferential words, hinge 
words and ad hoc focalized words in the Adv. Iud. 
 
             V-ἄν              ἄν-V          ἄν-X-V 

Preferential word              22              43              27 

     Hinge word               4              15              15 

Ad hoc focalized word              Ø               7               5 

          Totals              26              65              47 

 
  Figure 5.5 – overview of the distribution of ἄν in relation to preferential words/hinge words/ad hoc focalized 
words  

 
For instance, in 43 of 92 cases of preferential words in segment-first position, a preferential word would 
attract ἄν to P2, but the verb would follow immediately thereafter; in 22 cases, a preferential word did 
not attract ἄν to a preverbal position.189 

                                                           
189

 Although, as noted, there are 28 preferential words which do not attract ἄν – some cases have more than one 
preferential word which does not attract ἄν. 
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However, this table is not to be taken at face value. Firstly, the number of preferential and hinge words 
which do not attract ἄν to P2, is inflated. There are three cases which are counted twice, because they 
involve both a preferential and a hinge word – as in (6), which was mentioned above: 
 

(6) (John is excoriating judaizing Christians for choosing the Jews over the Christian Fathers) 
[...] τοῖς χριστοκτόνοις περὶ τοῦ πάθους πιστεύοντες· οὗ τί γένοιτ’  ἂν ἀλογώτερον; (Hom. 3 
614D) 
“[...] They believe the men who killed Christ about His Passion; what could be more 
unreasonable than this?” 

 
In this case, both the relative οὗ and the preferential interrogative τί could theoretically attract ἄν to P2. 
As noted below, γένοιτο and ἄν can be regarded as a sequence of material in P2, in which case ἄν is 
located in P2 – but ἄν is then still placed postverbally, which means that the force of the collocation 
precludes any considerations of locating ἄν directly behind preferential τί. In other words, τί cannot 
attract ἄν to a preverbal position; it can attract the low-content verb and ἄν to its slipstream. There are 21 
instances of ἄν in postverbal position behind a low-content verb (γίγνοµαι, δύναµαι and ἔχω). 
Secondly, this table does not comprise all instances of ἄν in the Adv. Iud. – only the ones which contain 
a preferential word, hinge word or ad hoc focalized word in their clause. There are, of course, several 
clauses with postverbal ἄν which do not involve these types of words. In all, there are 32 instances of 
postverbal ἄν; 23 of those involve a preferential and/or a hinge word, and 9 do not.190 Moreover, 11 of 
these 23 case consist of postverbal ἄν behind a low-content verb which is placed in P2 as well, behind a 
preferential/hinge word in P1. Since both low-content V and ἄν can be attracted to P2, they can both be 
considered ‘postpositive’, i.e. ‘particularly unemphatic’ material which is placed behind a focalized word 
in P1. 
It is extremely difficult to separate the components of a sequence of [low-content V + ἄν] from each 
other – remarkably, in all 22 cases of [low content V-ἄν], either one or more preferential words, or a 
preferential word and a hinge word are present which do not attract ἄν to P2. This testifies not only to 
the strength of the bond between the low-content verb and ἄν, but also to the postpositive qualities of 
these semantically ‘bleached’ verbs – after all, if they were important to the meaning of the sentence, 
they would not move to the slipstream of a focalized word: 
 

(3) (John is arguing that Judaism was chosen by God in an earlier time, but that it is now done for 
and has been replaced by Christianity) 
Τί γένοιτ’  ἂν αὐτῶν ἐλεεινότερον, οἳ µὴ τῇ παραβάσει τοῦ νόµου µόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῇ φυλακῇ 
τοῦ νόµου τὸν Θεὸν παροξύνουσι; (Hom. 1 589B) 
“What could be more pitiable than they, who not only by their transgression of the Law, but 
also by their continuation of the Law, provoke God? 

 
The clause opens with the preferential interrogative τί, which is followed by the collocation γένοιτ’ ἄν. If 

this collocation was entirely grammaticalized, [γένοιτ’ ἄν] would have moved as a whole to P2 without 
exceptions – as it is, however, matters are complicated, since there are a couple of cases where the 
components are either ordered differently or move separately.191 As so often, postpositive ἄν has been 
attracted to P2 by a preferential word in P1; at the same time, γένοιτο has been placed in P2 as well – as 

                                                           
190

 In some cases, as mentioned, these cases involve both a preferential word and a hinge word. 
191

 See examples (33), (49) and (60). 
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it contributes little to the sentence semantically, it can be considered ‘particularly unemphatic’.192 In this 
way, postverbal ἄν can, in some cases, be considered to follow preferential words, hinge words, or ad 
hoc focalized words, as part of a larger sequence of postpositive material in P2.   
In sum, postverbal ἄν cannot always be taken for granted as ‘neutrally’ postverbal – in the presence of a 
low-content verb, it can still be part of the unemphatic material in P2 as well. [nalezen] As we have seen, 

the casus obliqui of αὐτός can, if used unemphatically, be enclitic as well – in example (3), αὐτῶν could 

be regarded as such, as it is located in front of its head ἐλεεινότερον, which is the main focus of the 
segment; this implies that αὐτῶν is part of the unemphatic material in P2, attracted by interrogative τί in 
P1, as well. The information structure of example (3), then, patterns as [P1 {V ἂν αὐτῶν}P2 PØ].  
This pattern also serves as a modification to Dik’s clause pattern, which states that focus (PØ) will 
precede the verb (V) (1995: 12). This is an overly simplified view – focalized material, for one, does not 
cluster in one position, but is distributed throughout the sentence. In other words, while the ‘main’ focus 
of the segment may be designated with PØ and will generally precede the verb, other focalized words are 
commonly present as well – these are indicated with the label ‘P1’. Unemphatic material may be 
attracted to P1 or to the focus; in that case, it can be marked as P2. Verbs may be part of this sequence 
of unemphatic material in P2, which leads to the second qualification of Dik’s clause pattern. If verbs are 
“particularly unemphatic” (Marshall 1987: 6), they can assume the syntactic behaviour of 
enclitics/postpositives – put differently, they can be located in P2. If the focus follows the focalized 
material in P1, and the verb has been attracted to the focalized word in P1, the verb will precede the 
focus – this can be formalized as [P1 {(X…)V(X…)}P2 PØ]. 
Turning to preverbal ἄν, it is evident that this pattern is overwhelmingly prevalent – ἄν precedes its head 
in 112 of 144 cases (77.78%). This should not be regarded as a decisive rejection of the diachronic 
tendency in Greek towards more syntactic transparence – this tendency, as a general phenomenon, is 
not in doubt – but rather as evidence of John’s atticistic education with Libanius. Classical Attic Greek 
(fifth century BC), as discussed above, had evolved from preclassical Greek in that there was a 
noticeable trend for clitics which belonged to a verb (and thus also postpositive ἄν) to gravitate towards 
the verb; on the other hand, clitics and ἄν still retained considerable freedom to attach to preferential 
words, hinge words or ad hoc focalized words (Horrocks 1990: 38-9). 
Even if the postpositive is located before its head, it could still be expected to directly precede its head. 
After all, even taking John’s atavistic tendencies into account, from the fourth century BC onwards, 
Greek was syntactically thoroughly transparent – in other words, an enclitic or postpositive which 
belonged to a verb could still attach to a word in P1, but the verb would follow immediately after 
(Horrocks 1990: 40). Word order was by and large subject to syntax by then – elements which belonged 
together syntactically, were grouped together as well. 
However, Classical Greek exerts a very strong amount of influence - immediately preverbal position 
makes up only a relatively limited portion of all preverbal instances – 65/112, or 58.04%. This means 
that more than 40% (41.96%, to be exact) of all preverbal cases of ἄν are separated from their head. 
However, there are some important caveats here as well. 
First, 12 of the 47 non-directly preverbal instances of ἄν are only separated from their verb by a form of 
anaphoric (and non-emphatic) οὗτος or non-emphatic casus oblique of αὐτός; in one other case, the 
only element separating and ἄν its head ὑµῶν – as noted, plural personal pronouns can be enclitic as 
well (Janse 1995: 3).  

                                                           
192

 This tendency for γένοιτο and ἄν to be located together even when ἄν is located in P2 obviously facilitates the 
formation of the collocation – if the verb and ἄν are placed together even when ἄν is in ‘preverbal’ P2 position, 
there are obviously very few cases where they can appear separately. 
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I argued that, if both οὗτος and αὐτός are indeed used non-emphatically, they can be regarded as part of 
the unemphatic material in P2. They can then be considered extensions to the postpositive sequence. 
This obviously does not mean that ἄν is immediately preverbal – it still follows the pattern [ἄν X V]. 
However, it does suggest that the tag ‘non-immediately preverbal’ should be qualified in these cases: 
 

(59) (John argues that the Law should be honored for having provided a springboard for Christianity) 
Ἐγὼ δὲ ὁ τοῦτον µὲν ἀφεὶς, πρὸς δὲ τὰ ὑψηλότερα τοῦ Χριστοῦ δόγµατα δραµὼν, µάλιστα ἂν 
αὐτὸν δυναίµην σεµνύνειν, [...] (Hom. 2 604B) 
“And I, even though I have cast this Law aside, having ran to the higher teachings of Christ, could 
greatly honor it all the same.” 

This example is interesting for a variety of reasons. It contains two topics - ἐγὼ, marked by δέ, as the left-
dislocated topic of the sentence as a whole (which I have quoted only in part); and τοῦτον, marked by 
µέν, as the topic of the part of the sentence I have quoted in (59). As such, τοῦτον is active in the 
audience’s consciousness, and it reappears as αὐτόν only to maintain grammatical coherence – 
σεµνύνειν, the main focus of the segment, requires a direct object, after all. It is clear, then, that αὐτόν is 
‘particularly unemphatic’ and can be analyzed as being part of the unemphatic material in P2 behind 
µάλιστα, which contains ἄν as well. The verb δυναίµην is auxiliary and can be parsed as unemphatic as 
well. The information structure of the sentence, from µάλιστα onwards, patterns as [P1 {ἂν αὐτόν V}P2 

PØ], with the topic having been expressed in a previous segment (τοῦτον µέν). 
The second caveat lies in the fact that there are 7 examples of ἄν being separate from a head which is 
low-content,193 seemingly in direct contradiction with the close connection between the two which was 
postulated above. However, some of these cases can be qualified. In one instance, ἄν and the verb are 
only separated by a non-emphatic form of αὐτός (example (59)), which can then be subsumed under the 
sequence of material in P2. Again, this does not mean that ἄν can ultimately be considered immediately 
preverbal, but it does mean that ‘non-immediately preverbal’ should be elaborated further. Another case 
is example (23), where, as noted, the strength of the formula [οὐκ ἄν] is enough to separate ἄν from its 
head – ἄν is always attracted to οὐκ, without exceptions. 
Of the other seven cases, three involve low-content verbs which are used copulatively – they can be 
presumed to act differently, since they are closely attached to their predicate.194 One of the two remaining 
cases is example (48), cited above; the other one is truly noteworthy, since it involves the separation of 
the collocation γένοιτ’ ἄν:195 
 

(60) (John argues that rituals have no effect on whether a man is good or bad; the pious men of yore 
had no need of these rituals to maintain their piety) 

Τί γὰρ ἂν ἴσον γένοιτο τοῦ ∆ανιήλ; (Hom. 4 623C) 
“For what could possibly be equal to Daniel?” 

 
If γένοιτο can, in fact, be considered unemphatic in its own right (i.e., if it can also be considered 
unemphatic separately from ἄν), this word order pattern highlights the focal points of this clause. The 
preferential interrogative is marked by attracting the postpositive to its slipstream (γάρ, of course, is a 
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 Following my own set of low-content verbs cited above. 
194

 In all three cases, the predicate immediately precedes the copula (2 times a form of εἰµί, 1 time a form of 
γίγνοµαι). Both Goodell (1890: 34) and Babcock (1953: 158) note that copulative verbs can emphasize the 
preceding word – put differently, just like low-content verbs in general, copulative verbs can function 
‘postpositively’. In these three instances, then, they place emphasis on the predicate. 
195

 The reversal of the two elements comprising this collocation is slightly more common (see above). 
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‘sentential’ postpositive and always located in clause-second position); at the same time, ἴσον should be 
marked as well – it is the main focus of the segment. Daniel had been put forward by John hardly a few 
sentences ago as an example of someone who was pious without observing the Jewish rites, and can be 
regarded as unmarked in this segment. The focus of the (rhetorical) question is that, in spite of their 
vaunted rites, no contemporary Jew can even come close to Daniel’s piety. Since ἄν is already in 
preverbal P2, this means that only γένοιτο can be attracted to P2 behind the focus ἴσον. For this, John 
separates the two parts of the collocation, which is highly unusual compared to the rest of the corpus. 
The resulting pattern of the information structure is [P1 {γὰρ ἄν}P2 PØ {V}P2 X] – in other words, in this 
case, the low-content verb follows the focus, as a ‘particularly unemphatic’ word in P2. 
There was also a tendency for adverbs which strengthened or decreased the force of the proposition to 
attract ἄν to P2. This is not exclusive to the Adv. Iud. – in Plato’s works, too, there is a tendency for 
ἡδέως, for example, to attract ἄν to P2. In Plato, there are 39 cases of ἡδέως combined with ἄν; of these, 
there are only 2 instances where ἄν is positioned postverbally.196 Similarly, ἴσως seems to exercise a 
strong attraction on ἄν in Plato – there are 49 cases of ἴσως ἄν, compared to 25 cases of postverbal ἄν 
when ἴσως is present, and 42 cases of attraction to another word if ἴσως is present. This last group often 
consists of collocations which seem to exercise a stronger attractive force on the postpositive than ἴσως 
does (usually either τάχ’ ἄν or οὐκ ἄν):197 
 

(61) (Socrates has asked Anytus whether there had been complaints of Themistocles’ son) 
Ἴσως οὐκ ἄν. (Pl. Meno 93e1) 
“Certainly not.” 

 
All the same, there can be no doubt that ἴσως has a strong influence on the preverbal positioning of ἄν 
in Plato’s works. This quick outline makes clear that certain adverbs exercise a strong amount of 
influence on ἄν (and clitics/postpositives in general) in Plato already – as this conspicuous example 
should make clear:198 
 

(62) (Socrating is mocking the idea that he flee Athens to escape death; he is talking to himself here) 
ἐκεῖ γὰρ δὴ πλείστη ἀταξία καὶ ἀκολασία, καὶ ἴσως ἂν ἡδέως σου ἀκούοιεν ὡς γελοίως ἐκ τοῦ 
δεσµωτηρίου ἀπεδίδρασκες σκευήν τέ τινα περιθέµενος, [...] (Pl. Crito 53d3-5) 
“For there [i.e., in Thessaly] there is very great disorder and licentiousness, and maybe they would 
be glad to hear you [explain] how you, in an absurd fashion, escaped prison, by disguising yourself 
with some piece of clothing.” 

 
Both adverbs (ἴσως and ἡδέως) attract elements to their slipstream – ἴσως attracts postpositive ἄν, ἡδέως 
the EPP σου. This means that both are equally, or at least sufficiently, focalized to warrant a 
clitic/postpositive element in P2 which reinforces this focalized status. 
In sum, Wackernagel’s Law is still very much active in the Adv. Iud. This is apparent just by looking at 
the statistics – 112 of 144 cases of ἄν are located preverbally. There are also certain cases of preverbal ἄν 
which follow the pattern [ἄν-X-V], in which X amounts to a ‘particularly unemphatic’ word, such as low-

                                                           
196

 Marshall states that ἡδέως ἄν is a “formula” (1987: 12); as mentioned above, his research concerns pre-Classical 
and Classical authors. 
197

 Again according to Marshall, τάχ’ ἄν is a formula as well (1987: 12), as is δικαίως ἄν, which contains another 
adverb (Marshall 1987: 35). 
198

 See also, as mentioned in previous footnotes, Dover (1960: 18) and Marshall (1987: 12). 
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content verbs or casus obliqui of αὐτός. These are then located in P2 as well (although ἄν is, in these 
cases, still non-immediately preverbal, of course).  
At the same time, this preference for P2 is linked with the diachronic evolution towards the creation of 
coherent syntactical units – in other words, ἄν will more often directly precede than be separate from its 
head.  
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6.6.6.6. DDDDISTRIBUTION OF THE ISTRIBUTION OF THE ISTRIBUTION OF THE ISTRIBUTION OF THE EPPEPPEPPEPPS IN THE S IN THE S IN THE S IN THE AAAADVDVDVDV....    IIIIUDUDUDUD....    
 
In this paragraph, I turn to the EPPs in the Adv. Iud. As I have treated them extensively in my bachelor 
paper, this chapter will be somewhat condensed – I will provide a rundown of  the results and consider 
the implications in relation to my analysis of ἄν. 
 

   Postposition   Preposition  Postposition   Preposition 

         Number of EPPs         69 199        50        22        22 

Postposition as 
% of EPPs 
belonging to a 
VP 

Preposition as 
% of EPPs 
belonging to a 
VP 

Postposition 
as % of EPPs 
belonging to 
an NP 

Preposition as 
% of EPPs 
belonging to an 
NP 

    57.98% 200     42.02%    50%     50% 
 
                                  Figure 6.1 – overview of EPPs in the Adv. Iud. 
 

As with ἄν, the EPPs do not seem to have a statistical predilection for postposition – even if a majority of 
the instances are indeed postpositive, the limited gap between the percentages for postposition and 
preposition does not warrant establishing a statistically ‘unmarked’ or ‘marked’ order. In fact, if the 35 
postpositional cases of the minimal utterance εἰπέ µοι are excluded, the balance is tipped in favor of the  
prepositional order for EPPs belonging to a verb; for nouns, the cases are split 50/50. 
Similarly to ἄν as well, EPPs in prepositional position will more often directly precede their heads than 
be separate from them – but again, not by much, at least for EPPs belonging to a VP:201 

 

               EPP-V              EPP-X-V 

  Number of preverbal EPPs                  24                     22 

As percentage of preverbal EPPs                52.17%                47.83% 

                  Figure 6.2 – overview of preverbal EPPs in immediately and non-immediately preverbal position  
 

These results are correlatable with the analysis of ἄν above – in 65 of 112 cases (58.04%), ἄν is located 

in directly preverbal position (ἄν-V); in 47 instances (41.96%), it is located in a non-immediately 

                                                           
199

 35 of the 69 instances are εἰπέ µοι. 
200

 29.41% εἰπέ µοι, 28.57% rest. 
201

 In the following table, 4 preverbal cases which had been counted in figure 6.1, have been discounted. In these 
cases, the EPP had been attracted to a preferential word (3 times) or an ad hoc focalized word (1 time) in clauses 
where the verb had been omitted. As such, it is reasonably certain that they have been attracted to a word in P1; 
however, it is much less certain where the elliptical verb would have been located had it not been left out. Any 
theory about its possible placement is too fanciful to even attempt. 

       EPPs belonging to a VP     EPPs belonging to an NP 

           Number of EPPs                 119                 44 

    As percentage of the whole               73.62%               26.38% 
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preverbal position (ἄν-X-V). As mentioned, the classicizing tendencies of John’s language a priori 

preclude any purely diachronic predictions about the position of EPPs and ἄν vis-à-vis their heads. Put 

differently, even if the general diachronic tendency for EPPs and ἄν to drift towards their heads is 
commonly accepted, it does not take into account the widespread penchant among Greek authors to 
consciously hearken back to earlier stages of Greek, where word order was not as fixed as in the later 
stages. This inclination was stimulated by the still largely pagan education, which focused on the writers 
of Classical Greece. This results in the large amount of instances which I have treated over the course of 

this paper, where ἄν is placed in P2 and not in post-head position, i.e. the location where it would be 
expected syntactically. 
Nevertheless, contemporaneous Greek cannot be expected to have had no influence on John’s wiritings. 

Even if the EPPs and ἄν can gravitate towards P2, they would be expected to appear adjacent to their 

respective heads – from Demosthenes (4th century BC) and his contemporaries onwards, EPPs and ἄν 
could still precede their head, but they would then usually be located immediately in front of their head 

(Horrocks 1990: 39-40). As figure 6.2 and the statistics on the position of ἄν illustrate, even this 
phenomenon is not statistically prevalent in the Adv. Iud, a text which was performed some 700 years 
after Demosthenes started his career as an orator.  
For EPPs belonging to an NP, the situation is even less pronounced – there is literally no statistically 
unmarked order, since the instances are split evenly between postposition and preposition. However, 
the EPP is non-immediately preverbal (EPP-X-N) in only 3 of 22 cases, two of which are highly 
ambiguous: 
 

(1) (John is making the case that the Jewish fast has become even more corrupt now that the Jews 
have slain the son of God) 

Εἰ δὲ, ὅτε τοὺς συνδούλους ἔτυπτες, βδελυκτή σου ἦν ἡ νηστεία, ὅτε τὸν ∆εσπότην κατέσφαξας, 
τότε σου προσδεκτὴ ἡ νηστεία γίνεται; (Hom. 1 590A) 
“And if your fast was abominable when you were hitting your fellow slaves; when you kill your 
Master, does the fast then become acceptable?” 

 
In (1), the EPP σου belongs to the noun νηστεία, only to be attracted by focused βδελυκτή in P2; it is 
also separated from its head by the intervening verb ἦν. However, as stated above, the verb εἰµί is 
typically low-content – as a copula, in this case, it does not contribute significantly to the meaning of the 

sentence. This means that ἦν can only be considered an informational (and prosodical) low point of the 
segment beginning with βδελυκτή and ending with νηστεία. Since the EPP is located in P2 in this case, 
and the low-content verb is situated directly behind the EPP, ἦν is part of the unemphatic and 
prosodically non-prominent material in P2. In other words, the EPP and ἦν can both be considered 
unemphatic material; they can be and are drawn to P2, behind the main focus of the segment, βδελυκτή. 
As a result, the sequence [EPP ἦν] should be considered P2 as a whole; νηστεία can then be regarded as 

unmarked, which results in the pattern [PØ {EPP V}P2 X] – as such, the designation ‘non-immediately 
prenominal’ should be qualified. 
The structure of example (2) is similar: 
 

(2) (John credits the Jewish Law with paving the way for Christianity, and the true knowledge of 
God) 

Πάλαι µου, φησὶ, τὴν παρουσίαν προανεφώνησαν οἱ προφῆται, καὶ ἐν ἀρχῇ τῶν βιβλίων τὴν 
γνῶσιν τῆς ἐµῆς θεότητος τοῖς ἀνθρώποις παρήνοιξαν. (Hom. 7 665C) 
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[In explaining a passage in the Epistle to the Hebrews] “Long ago,’ he [i.e., the author of the Epistle] 
says, ‘my arrival was predicted by the prophets, and at the beginning of Scripture they revealed the 
knowledge of my godhood to mankind.’”  
 

In this case, πάλαι is focalized and in P1; it is followed by the EPP µου, which is separated from its head 
παρουσίαν by intervening φησί. The main focus is on the verb, προανεφώνησαν - John wants to 
highlight the fact that Jezus’ coming was already predicted by the prophets, not Jezus’ coming as such. In 
fact, τὴν παρουσίαν can be considered topical – Jezus and his coming is what the segment ‘is about’; the 
focus is on the fact that the prophets anticipated his coming, which is interpreted as the culmination of 
the religious evolution which started with King David.202 The focus is followed by the verb and οἱ 
προφῆται, which is unmarked. (2) is more straightfoward than (1), since φηµι is actually an enclitic verb 
(except in the second person singular)203. This means that the analysis of (1) is also applicable to (2) – 
again, the EPP is non-immediately pronominal, but this label should be attuned to the specific 
circumstances – only the order of the enclitic elements in P2 prevents µου from being placed adjacent to 
παρουσίαν. The enclitic sequence {µου φησί}P2 as a whole is immediately prenominal. The resulting 
pattern of πάλαι to προφῆται is, then, [P1 {EPP φησί}P2 T PØ X]. 

This short overview reinforces the results of the analysis of ἄν. EPPs, on the whole, enjoy broad 
freedom in attaching themselves to preferential words, hinge words or ad hoc focalized words. For EPPs 
in preverbal position, there is no statistical tendency to remain in the ‘sphere’ of their head; EPPs in 
prenominal position seem to stay close to their heads, but, as always, sample size is limited, and any 
conclusions should be viewed accordingly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
    

                                                           
202 Cf. this statement just before (2): Εἶτα, ἵνα µὴ νοµίσῃς αὐτὸν πρόσφατον εἶναι Θεὸν, µηδὲ καινοτοµίαν τινὰ 
εἰσάγειν, ἄκουσον τί φησιν (Hom. 7 665B-C; my bold type) “Then, so that you did notnotnotnot think Him [i.e., Jezus] a 
new new new new God, or that He introduced some innovationinnovationinnovationinnovation, hear what he said: [...]”. The focus is on Jezus’ link to Judaism, 
not his coming as such. 
203

 See Hansen, H. & Quinn, G.M. (1992), Greek: An Intensive Course (New York), p. 461. 
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7. DDDDISCOURSE MARKERS IN ISCOURSE MARKERS IN ISCOURSE MARKERS IN ISCOURSE MARKERS IN THE THE THE THE AAAADVDVDVDV....    IIIIUDUDUDUD....::::    THE CASE OFTHE CASE OFTHE CASE OFTHE CASE OF    ΕΙΠΕ ΜΟΙ 
 
The next and final section will deal with an instance of so-called discourse markers discourse markers discourse markers discourse markers in the Adv. Iud. 
Since there is a lot of confusion of what exactly constitutes a discourse marker, I will first provide a brief 
conceptual framework.204 
 

7.1. WHAT ARE DISCOURSE MARKERS? 
 
The phenomenon of discourse markers presupposes a gap between the semantic and pragmatic 
domains of language (Blakemore 2002: 70). Any given utterance is a combination of what is explicitly 
communicated and what is implied and must therefore be inferred by the listener – put differently, no 
(neutral) utterance contains all information which the sender wants to convey (Blakemore 2002: 69-70). 
Semantics amount, generally speaking, to the “process of decoding messages” (Blakemore 2002: 60), or, 
in other words, the mapping of De Saussure’s signifiant and signifié (Blakemore 2002: 31). As such, it is 
concerned primarily with that part of the utterance which is explicitly communicated. Pragmatics, on the 
other hand, investigate the link between this explicit information and the implicit information which is 
derived from the context and setting of the utterance (Blakemore 2002: 60). 
This gap between explicit and implicit information can be bridged in two ways – either by the listener, or 
by the speaker, and most often by a combination of both. The problem lies in the nature of the implicit, 
contextual information. How can the speaker be sure that the person which he is speaking to has 
interpreted his utterance in the way he or she wants?205 Conversely, how can the listener be sure he or 
she has understood the speaker’s utterance correctly? In short, how can the speaker make his utterance 
easy to grasp and the listener make as sure as possible that he or she interprets it correctly? 
On one hand, the listener has the cognitive powers to make reasonable assumptions about the correct 
interpretation of the implicated information of an utterance. These are so-called “metarepresentational 
abilities”, which enable the listener to think about what the intended interpretation of the utterance 
should be by stepping into the speaker’s shoes and thinking about what he or she intended to 
communicate (Blakemore 2002: 70). 
On the other hand, the speaker has access to an array of discourse markers, i.e. expressions “which 
[encode] a procedure for identifying the intended cognitive effects” (Blakemore 2002: 79). Put 
differently, discourse markers are tools at the disposal of the speaker to constrain the possible paths of 
utterance interpretation for the listener. If the speaker wants to make clear that his utterance should be 
understood as antithetical to a previous one, for example, he or she will use a different discourse marker 
than if he wants the listener to understand that the next utterance should be considered a reinforcement 
of a previous utterance (Blakemore 2002: 95). Consequently, discourse markers function not only as 
conduits between explicit information and contextual assumptions, but also as conduits between 
different segments of a text – more to the point, they can clarify the relation between different 
segments.206 
Consider the following examples:207 

(1) (The speaker is recounting his very long, exhausting drives from Long Beach to New Mexico) 
only at the end 
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 As Jucker & Ziv remark, “there is no generally agreed upon definition of the term “discourse marker” (1998: 1). 
205

 Short of going to great pains to make every single element of his utterance explicit, which is unfeasible. 
206

 Blakemore (2002: 152); see also Fraser (1998: 302) and Chafe (1988), whose article deals with this ‘linking’ 
capacity of discourse markers. I will concentrate on discourse markers as strategies for constraining the interpretive 
paths of the listener. 
207

 Both adapted from Jucker & Smith (1998: 190 and 173). Discourse markers are underlined. 
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you’re like ‘oh god I’m gonna die’, […] 
 

(2) (Speaker and listener are due at a meeting momentarily) 
You know, it’s two o’clock. 

 
In (1), the discourse marker like is employed to mark the following statement as the non-literal 
expression of the speaker’s feelings. Put differently, the speaker did not actually utter ‘oh God, I’m 
gonna die’ at the end of one of his road trips – it is a summary of how he felt at that moment (Jucker & 
Smith 1998: 190). As such, like constrains the listener’s possible paths of interpretation of the following 
statement – due to the presence of the discourse marker, the listener cannot now parse that statement as 
the speaker’s literal words. 
Example (2) works in a similar way. In this case, and without context, it is impossible to know if the 
listener actually knows if it is two o’clock or not. This is also not relevant to the analysis at hand. Rather, 
the discourse marker serves to highlight two o’clock as a point of mutual interest for speaker and listener 
– the speaker wants to make clear that the meeting is going to start in a few minutes, and they had better 
make their way there. As such, you know functions here as a marker of the implications (‘there is a 
meeting at two o’clock’) of the explicit information (“it’s two o’clock”) (Jucker & Smith 1998: 173). 
In this way, discourse markers can be used to nudge the audience down an interpretive path, while that 
interpretive path may, at the same time, not always be clear from the explicit utterance alone. 
 

7.2.  ΕΙΠΕ ΜΟΙ: A GREEK DISCOURSE MARKER 
 

I now turn to a special case of discourse markers in the Adv. Iud., comprising an imperative and its 
accompanying EPP in postverbal position. In fact, the expression εἰπέ µοι (‘tell me’) can be analyzed as 
(a) appearing in a position which is a prosodical and informational low point of the sentence; and (b) a 
discourse marker. These functions do not contradict each other; on the contrary, there is a tendency for 
discourse markers to appear unaccented across languages.208 
This analysis could still be considered puzzling – after all, in the paragraph on Ancient Greek enclitics in 
general, imperatives (like εἰπέ) were regarded as preferential words (cf. supra, §4.4.). How could they 
then be regarded as non-emphatic here? The answer is partly contained in the previous paragraph as 
well. Consider the following example: 
 

(3) (John is in the middle of an argument that Christian churches are fearsome because of God’s 
presence; synagogues are weak compared to churches’ power) 

ἓν δὲ ἐπίστανται µόνον, γαστρίζεσθαι καὶ µεθύειν, ὑπὲρ ὀρχηστῶν κατακόπτεσθαι, ὑπὲρ ἡνιόχων 
τραυµατίζεσθαι. Ταῦτα οὖν, εἰπέ µοι, σεµνὰ καὶ φοβερά; (Hom. 1 592B) 
“And it is one thing they [i.e., the Jews] know only: to eat and be drunk, to be stricken while fighting 
for dancers, to be wounded while fighting for charioteers. These things, then – tell me, are they 
august and fearsome?” 

 
The clause containing εἰπέ µοι begins with the topic of the sentence (ταῦτα), followed by the ‘sentential’ 
postpositive οὖν in P2. After what I assume to be a discourse marker, the focus follows – the two 
adjectives σεµνά and φοβερά assert something about the Jewish behavior which was described in the 
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 Chafe (1988: 22) argues that discourse markers can be focalized, but since he dedicates a separate paragraph to 
this phenomenon, it is fair to assume that it is not widespread (as Chafe notes, “[t]o do this is not especially 
common in spoken English.” (ibid.)). 
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previous clause. The information structure of this sentence is, then, entirely straightfoward – except for 
the discourse marker, which is positioned between topic and focus. Since the expression is “syntactically 
detachable from [the] sentence” (i.e., it is not part of the syntactic structure of the sentence proper, like 
the majority of discourse markers) (Schiffrin 1987: 328), its position is not fixed – in other words, it 
could have been located either clause-initially, clause-internally (as it is in (3)) and clause-finally. Put 
differently, there has to be a pragmatic reason for εἰπέ µοι to be situated in clause-internal position. 
However, ‘clause-internal’ is too broad a description. In fact, εἰπέ µοι in (3) is located in P2, behind the 
topic and between topic and focus, after the sentential postpositive οὖν, which is also (by definition) 
located in P2. Consequently, the position of εἰπέ µοι can be defined more specifically - it is not only 
placed clause-internally, but between two segments (topic and focus), or, alternatively, behind one 
segment (the topic). This delineation has the advantage of incorporating εἰπέ µοι into the more 
discourse-oriented structure which I have applied throughout this paper – segments are IUs, and IUs are 
informational and prosodical units. 
As I have noted, this is strange, to say the least – εἰπέ is an imperative and should be focalized by nature. 
Yet the theory should not blind us to the evidence – there is no pragmatic reason to assume that the 
imperative in this case is in any way focalized. After all, imperatives are focalized because they either 
command (when used in a strong sense) or nudge (when used in a weak sense) someone to do 
something. If they lose that quality, they lose their focalization by nature too. In (1), the imperative is 
semantically ‘bleached’ because of the rhetorical nature of the question.209 John does not actually want his 
audience to respond to his question – the expected answer is a resounding ‘no’. In other words, John is 
asking a question to which the answer is already perfectly clear.  
Moreover, even if the audience answered the question, it would not be because of the imperative, but 
because of the fact that he is asking a question – the imperative is quite unnecessary, semantically 
speaking. 
Finally, evidence suggests that the imperative has been ‘fixed’, or grammaticalized, when used in the 
expression εἰπέ µοι – in other words, it is employed even when its form is both grammatically and 
semantically stricto sensu incorrect. Imperatival εἰπέ is 2nd person singular and should refer to only one 
person, yet it is obvious that John’s audience did not consist of only one (very) devout Christian.210 In 
fact, both Aristophanes and Demosthenes use εἰπέ in εἰπέ µοι when appealing to multiple persons, 
which would suggest that it had already been grammaticalized in Classical Athens.211  
In short, the fact that a grammaticalized imperative is added to a rhetorical question to which the answer 
is already known, should preclude any path to a focalized interpretation of the imperative. 
This would seem to make the expression εἰπέ µοι redundant to the sentence as a whole. However, there 
must surely be some reason for its presence. This is where its discourse marking function comes into 
play – the expression has ceased to function imperativally, and has taken on a more pragmatic use as a 
discourse marker. At this point, I should make clear that there has been, to my knowledge, no 
systematic analysis of discourse markers in Greek. Consequently, any and all interpretations will be 
extrapolated from the theory of discourse markers in other languages (mostly English) - of course, this 
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 I should make clear that this the imperative does not lose all of its semantic qualities – it is still an imperative, 
even if it is weakened. It still retains its accent, for example – only the order [εἰπέ µοι] appears; never *[µοι εἰπέ], 
as if they were enclitic and postpositive, respectively. 
210

 There is one instance where the 2nd person plural is employed: Ἔτι οὖν ἀνέξεσθε πλάνον αὐτὸν καὶ παράνοµον 
καλεῖν, εἴπατέ µοι (Hom. 6 652E). However, since the generalized singular was already very much active in 
Classical Greek, there is no reason to regard the imperative εἰπέ as any less fixed – an instance of a grammatically 
correct 2nd person plural imperative obviously does not invalidate the claim that the 2nd person singular imperative is 
used to indicate multiple persons. 
211

 See, for example, Aristophanes’ Acharnenses 328 and Pax 383; and Demosthenes’ First Philippic 10.6. (cf. also 
LSJ s.v. εἶπον, VII). 
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makes any conclusions highly tentative. Nevertheless, I think there are several aspects of discourse 
markers in other languages which can be applied to Greek as well, even given the considerable hurdles 
inherent to research of spoken Ancient Greek. 
Consider the following example, which is quite similar to (3): 
 

(4) (John argues that Jews should be avoided, as they attract demons) 
Ἀνθρώποις οὖν, εἰπέ µοι, δαιµονῶσι, καὶ τοσαῦτα ἔχουσι πνεύµατα ἀκάθαρτα, ἐν σφαγαῖς καὶ 
φόνοις ἀνατραφεῖσιν, εἰς ταυτὸ συνέρχεσθε, καὶ οὐ φρίττετε; (Hom. 1 596C) 
“Tell me: do you, then, come together in the same place with people who are possessed, and have 
such unclean spirits, who have been brought up amid slaughter and murders; and do you not 
shudder?” 

 
As in (3), εἰπέ µοι follows the topic of the sentence (ἀνθρώποις) and the ‘sentential’ postpositive οὖν212 - 
as such, it is located in P2, together with οὖν, and separates two segments. As we shall see, a P2 
hypothesis is not entirely tenable for εἰπέ µοι, but, for the moment, it seems the most logical place to 
start. However, I first turn to εἰπέ µοι as a discourse marker. 
There are many different approaches to discourse markers,213 but I will concentrate on the pragmatic 
view – i.e., discourse markers as elements of the discourse which impact both how the speaker 
constructs his discourse and how the listener interprets it. Put differently, a pragmatic approach regards 
the use of discourse markers as a ‘strategy’ by which the information structure of the utterance can be 
clarified. As mentioned above, they can also be used to illustrate the relations between utterances 
(Schiffrin 1987: 321). 
I wish to put forward the view that the discourse marker εἰπέ µοι is used to push the audience down the 
interpretive path John wants them to go down on. In other words, εἰπέ µοι is employed to make sure 
that the audience follows the speaker’s opinion by agreeing with his line of reasoning. First, however, it is 
necessary to examine what kind of discourse marker εἰπέ µοι actually is. 
In one of the first systematic analyses of the phenomenon of discourse markers, Schiffrin differentiates 
between “proximal” discourse markers (which are “focused on the speaker”) and “distal” discourse 
markers (which focus on the listener) (Schiffrin 1987: 323). However, εἰπέ µοι obviously points to both 
speaker (µοι) and listener (εἰπέ), so this distinction is made useless from the outset. This necessitates a 
different approach, one which does not rely on a dichotomy between speaker and audience but instead 
integrates the two. 
In a ‘proximal’ sense, the speaker sense would employ εἰπέ µοι to focus attention on him- or herself. 
However, it is highly unlikely that εἰπέ µοι marks this transition of focus to the speaker – after all, the 
pronoun is enclitic, and not orthotonic, which a priori precludes an emphatic focus on the speaker. Yet 
the ‘proximal’ interpretation need not be discarded immediately. The speaker can use εἰπέ µοι to focus 
on his own discourse, i.e. to either clarify preceding remarks or mark “salient information” – 
information which is “highly relevant for [the] interpretation of the speaker's overall message” (Schiffrin 
1987: 309). On this view, a proximal discourse marker can generally either mark a clarification the 
preceding discourse or the formulation of a conclusion about preceding discourse – the focus is, then, 
not so much on the speaker himself as on the his discourse (Schiffrin 1987: 299 and 309). The following 
example demonstrates how εἰπέ µοι can be used to clarify preceding material: 
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 In this case, the topic has not been mentioned before. However, ‘general’ topics like ‘people’ or ‘things’ can 
always be introduced as new topics into the new discourse without any problems whatsoever – they are always ‘on 
scene’, as it were. Here, John is generalizing from possessed Jews to possessed people in general – a small cognitive 
step. 
213

 See the different articles in Jucker & Ziv (1998) for a sample of these approaches. 
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(5) (John argues that the presence of Scripture does not make synagogues holy places) 
Τί οὖν, εἰπέ µοι, ἐπειδὴ ὁ διάβολος ἐφθέγξατο ἀπὸ τῶν Γραφῶν, ἆρα ἡγιάσθη αὐτοῦ τὸ στόµα; 
(Hom. 6 659C) 
“What is this, then? Tell me, because the devil speaks from Scripture, is his mouth made holy?” 

 
In (5), John is in the middle of an extended argument in which he makes the case for a clear distinction 
between the presence of Scripture and the observance of what is described in Scripture – as it is, John 
hates the Jews because they entice simple-minded folk with the truth of Scripture and then lead them 
down a path of lies. He makes this clear via the simple comparison with the devil in (5). 
By invoking such a straightfoward instance of his point, he not only clarifies it, but manages to get the 
audience to follow his line of reasoning – who could argue that the devil does indeed quote Scripture in 
the Bible, but is not holy all the same? The audience will accept the pitch of (5), which provides John 
with a platform from which he can make his further case against the Jews. 
In (6), εἰπέ µοι marks the beginning of a conclusion: 
 

(6) (John states that the Jewish insistence on observing rites has no basis in history) 
Πῶς οὖν σὺ νῦν νηστεύεις, εἰπέ µοι, τῶν προγόνων τῶν σῶν οὔτε θυσάντων, οὔτε νηστευσάντων, 
οὔτε ἑορτασάντων; (Hom. 4 622D) 
“Tell me: how, then, do you now fast, when your forebears did not make offers, did not fast, did not 
feast?” 

 
It is clear by οὖν already that this sentence will form some kind of conclusion; semantically, as well, this 
sentence forms the conclusion to the evidence (i.a. a story from the Book of Ezra and Zechariah) that 
ancient Jews did not observe rites, and that, consequently, contemporary Jews have no reason to observe 
the rite of Passover. As ancient customs were largely centered around tradition, this argument would 
have resonated greatly with his audience.214 
Similarly to (5), where εἰπέ µοι does not just mark a clarification, εἰπέ µοι in (6) does not just mark the 
conclusion – after all, οὖν would have been enough to identify this sentence as a conclusion. It marks a 
conclusion which John wants the audience to share with him – he wants the audience to recognize the 
Jews’ folly and their contempt for their history. In other words, he wants his audience to at the same time 
hear his conclusion and agree with it, by posing a challenge to a rhetorical question via εἰπέ µοι. In this 
sense, εἰπέ µοι is a ‘distal’ discourse marker as well.  
Since the rhetorical question is constructed in such a way as to make dissension nearly impossible, the 
audience has no choice to follow John in his conclusion. In (5) as well as (6), John seems to leave an 
opening for challenging his questions, when, in fact, there is no room to do so. Yet by asking his 
audience for improbable defiance – as the narrow nature of the question rules out any reasonable 
objections to his opinion – he creates a consensus between himself and his audience. 
In this sense, another distinction between discourse markers is relevant as well. Jucker & Smith 
distinguish between so-called “presentation markers”, which “accompany and modify the speaker’s own 
information”, as opposed to “reception markers”, which “signal a reaction to information provided by 
another speaker” (Jucker & Smith 1998: 174). The concept of ‘presentation markers’ is of course quite 
close to the above view of εἰπέ µοι as a ‘proximal’ discourse marker which can clarify and draw 
conclusions from preceding discourse. However, Jucker & Smith differentiate between “information-
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 See, for examples of the role of tradition in Roman society, Scheid on Roman religion: Scheid, J. (2007), La 
religion des Romains (Paris: Armand Colin). 
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centered” presentaton markers and “addressee-centered” presentation markers (ibid.), which combines 
the best of both worlds – a presentation marker is by definition focused on the speaker’s discourse; 
more specifically, this focus can either be on the information contained within the discourse 
(‘information-centered’), or on the relation between the speaker and his audience (‘addressee-
centered’).215 However, I do not see why this has to be a question of either-or; as with Schiffrin’s 
distinction between proximal and distal discourse markers, I see no reason why εἰπέ µοι cannot both 
signal a modification to the presented information, as in (5) and (6), and ask the audience to interact with 
that information.216 
Presentation markers can ensure that the addressee recognizes that what the speaker has just stated is 
now known by both speaker and addressee (Jucker & Smith 1998: 194). For the speaker, it is somewhat 
like putting out feelers and gauging whether the addressee is up to speed with the discourse. John uses 
εἰπέ µοι in a slightly different way (to gauge whether the audience accepts what he has said and/or is 
about to say), but the mechanism remains in place – a discourse marker which is employed to ensure 
consensus between both parties which take part in the discourse. Jucker & Smith’s remark that the 
discourse marker you know is a “strategic device” with which the speaker can “involve the addressee in 
the joint construction of a representation”, is, then, equally applicable to εἰπέ µοι, which is used to build 
a consensus (Jucker & Smith 1998: 196). The speaker involves the audience in the creation of his 
opinion, which leads to the creation of a consensus between speaker and audience. 
I give one more example of this ‘consensus-creating’ function of εἰπέ µοι: 
 

(7) (The fact that Jezus predicted that the fame of the lowly woman who poured out ointment over 
Him has spread, as opposed to that of illustrious kings, is proof of His godly power, according 
to John) 

Ταῦτα οὖν ἀνθρωπίνης δυνάµεως, εἰπέ µοι, τὸ τοιαῦτα προαναφωνεῖν; καὶ τίς ἂν ταῦτα εἴποι νοῦν 
ἔχων; (Hom. 5 630B) 
“Tell me: these things, then, are they within human power, [I mean] the prediction of such things? 
And who could say this, in his right mind?” 

 
Within the web of assumptions and opinions John has created, it is virtually impossible to answer 
anything except ‘no’ to his first question. Moreover, his Christian congregation has no incentive to deny 
Christ’s divine status. Finally, the second question reinforces the rhetorical question – if one agrees with 
Jezus’ divine nature, one is sane. In other words, Christians are sane, which means that the consensus of 
the first question is strengthened – his audience accepts that Christ is godly, and in doing so, they are 
acclaimed as sane people.  
This consensus is, of course, anything but groundbreaking – every Christian accepts that (at least some 
part of) Christ’s nature is divine. But this misses the point. John makes this consensus explicit and elicits 
the agreement of the audience to construct a platform for his further point – that the Jews cannot deny 
Christ’s divine nature based on examples like this, that they are then opposed to Christian interests, and 
that, consequently, true Christians must reject their company. Instead of just stating that the Jews deny 
Christ’s divine nature, which is opposed to Christian doctrine, he gets his audience to participate in his 
attack against Jews and Judaizing Christians. As such, εἰπέ µοι, along with the rhetorical question, 
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 It should be noted that ‘addressee-centered’ presentation markers are used by the speaker, of course – the 
speaker instigates the audience to react to his discourse. In contrast, ‘reception markers’ indicate that the speaker’s 
remark is to be understood in relation to the discourse of a previous speaker.  
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 With ‘modification’ to be understood in the broadest sense possible – a clarification is also a modification, on 
this view. 
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ensures interaction between and approximation of the speaker’s views and his audience, which is 
obviously one of the key objectives of oratory. 
In sum, εἰπέ µοι is employed, as a discourse marker, by the speaker to build a consensus between 
himself and his audience; it is also often part of some type of clarifying or concluding remarks which 
John then forces his audience to accept. The distinction between ‘proximal’ and ‘distal’ discourse 
markers is, in this sense, largely irrelevant – it is more useful to regard εἰπέ µοι as a presentation marker, 
which is always addressee-centered and sometimes information-centered as well. 
The analysis as an information-centered presentation marker is supported by the fact that postpositive 
οὖν, which marks a clause as some sort of conclusion, joins εἰπέ µοι in all five examples quoted above 
(see §4.3. above) – John presents examples (3) through (7) as though they are the logical conclusion of 
his previous arguments, which in turn serves to affirm the conclusion as a proposition which can only be 
disavowed or accepted by the audience. Here, as well, the information-centered and addressee-centered 
analyses can coexist. 
Comparing εἰπέ µοι to English discourse markers, briefly, it seems to be equivalent to a combination of 
elements from the expressions I mean and you (or y’) know. I mean is mostly used in one of two ways 
(although the two can be used simultaneously). Used in one sense, the speaker can employ it to focus 
attention on him- or herself (Schiffrin 1987: 267). On the other hand, I mean can mark “salient 
information” (Schiffrin 1987: 309). On this view, this discourse marker can generally either mark a 
clarification of or conclusion about the preceding discourse – just as εἰπέ µοι in certain instances 
(Schiffrin 1987: 299 and 309). I mean is, then, following the terminology used in this chapter, proximal 
in Schiffrin’s sense and an information-centered presentation marker in Jucker & Smith’s sense.  
In their analysis of you know, Jucker & Smith conclude that this discourse marker “invites the addressee 
to recognize both the relevance and the implications of the utterance marked with you know” (Jucker & 
Smith 1998: 194). You know can, in other words, ensure that the addressee recognizes that what the 
speaker has just stated is now known by both speaker and addressee. Schiffrin’s analysis of y’know is 
very similar. According to her, y’know  is employed to “[display] the speaker as one whose role as 
information-provider is contingent upon hearer reception” (Schiffrin 1987: 295) – in other words, the 
speaker uses y’know to establish that the addressee has understood the information he has just 
dispensed. She goes one step further than Jucker & Smith, however, in observing that y’know can “enlist 
hearer agreement” (1987: 295). Its function, then, approaches that of εἰπέ µοι as I have defined it in the 
previous paragraphs – an addressee-centered presentation marker which tries to ensure hearer 
agreement, and not (just) comprehension. 
 

7.3. ΕΙΠΕ ΜΟΙ’S POSITION: EMPHASIS AND RIGHT BOUNDARIES 
 
I now turn to the question of εἰπέ µοι’s structural position – i.e., its position in the sentence. I stated 
above that it occurred in P2, when, in fact, it seems to be situated between segments more often. 
Consider example (6) again: 
 

(6) (John states that the Jewish insistence on observing rites has no basis in history) 
Πῶς οὖν σὺ νῦν νηστεύεις, εἰπέ µοι, τῶν προγόνων τῶν σῶν οὔτε θυσάντων, οὔτε νηστευσάντων, 
οὔτε ἑορτασάντων; (Hom. 4 622D) 
“Tell me: how, then, do you now fast, when your forebears did not make offers, did not fast, did not 
feast?” 

As opposed to examples (3) and (4), εἰπέ µοι is not located behind οὖν, but between the main clause 
and the absolute genitive – two different segments. Only if the verb νηστεύεις were considered either 
‘particularly unemphatic’ or, alternatively, the focus of the segment, a P2 hypothesis could hold. 
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However, νηστεύεις cannot be considered the main focus – the main focus is on the double contrast σύ 
versus τῶν προγόνων and νῦν versus the past as it is expressed through the aorist tense of the participles 
θυσάντων, νηστευσάντων and ἑορτασάντων. It is also highly improbable that νηστεύεις is somehow 
‘particularly unemphatic’ – it is integral to the meaning of the sentence, but not informationally marked, 
and should then be considered unmarked. It is difficult to avoid the analysis that εἰπέ µοι is, in this case, 
located between a main clause and an absolute genitive, i.e. between two segments.  
This ‘intersegmental’ position raises the question whether εἰπέ µοι, then, constitutes a separate segment, 
or whether it should always be regarded as ‘postpositive’, i.e. as part of the previous segment, even if it is 
not located in P2. Data from earlier Greek verse encourages an inclusive analysis – in both Menander 
and Aristophanes, the word preceding εἰπέ µοι is often elided:217 
 

(8)  (A woman at the women-only festival of the Thesmophoria is questioning Mnesilochus, a man 
dressed up as a woman sent to spy on the women, as the women suspect he is actually a man) 

                                       σὺ δ’ ἀπόστηθί µοι 
           ἵνα µὴ ’πακούσῃς ὢν ἀνήρ. σὺ δ’  εἰπέ µοι 
           ὅ τι πρῶτον ἡµῖν τῶν ἱερῶν ἐδείκνυτο. (Aristoph., Thesmophoriazusae 627-9) 
 “And you [Cleisthenes], stay away from me, 
 so that you do not listen in, as you are a man. And you [Mnesilochus]218, tell me, 
 what was shown to us first of the mysteries?” 
 
In this case, εἰπέ µοι is located behind the left-dislocated contrastive topic σύ, marked by δέ.219 More 
importantly, postpositive δέ has been elided , which argues in favor of a single segment from σύ to εἰπέ 
µοι – if segments are intonation units, and intonation units are separated by some type of prosodical 
boundary, elision marks the opposite of such a boundary. Elision indicates a prosodical integration of 
two elements – the elided form and the following word amount to one prosodicial unit, which means 
that there is no plausible pause between δέ and εἰπέ µοι. 
Consequently, εἰπέ µοι in non-P2 position should be regarded as segment-final and not a separate 
segment. As such, indicating non-P2 position with ‘intersegmental position’ is a misrepresentation – in 
case of non-P2 position, εἰπέ µοι should actually be considered the right boundary of the segment.220  
However, the right-boundary position is not the only possible position – the following example 
demonstrates that εἰπέ µοι can indeed mark focal material: 
 

(9) (John argues that everyone who enters a synagogue is in danger of attracting a demon, whose 
only purpose is to wholly destroy humans) 

Τῆς ψυχῆς οὐ φείδονται, καὶ τῶν σωµάτων, εἰπέ µοι, φείσονται; (Hom. 1 598B-C) 
“Souls they [i.e., demons] do not spare; and bodies – tell me, will they spare them?” 

 
In this case, εἰπέ µοι is not located between segments, but behind one part of a contrastive focus pair 
(ψυχῆς versus σωµάτων). As such, in this instance, it is located in P2.  

                                                           
217

 See also, for example, Aristoph., Equites 868; Vespae 1316; Thesm. 89; Plutus 998. Also Menander, Dyscolus 
233; 553; 590; Samia 677. 
218

 Although she does not know that at this point, of course. 
219

 It is used contrastively with the previous σύ (line 627). 
220

 Of course, εἰπέ µοι is still placed in P2 in (8), but there are several cases of elision when εἰπέ µοι is 
unambiguously located between segments – see, for example, τί δράσοντ’; εἰπέ µοι (Aristoph., Thesm. 89) “Tell 
me: what will he do?”. Here, the discourse marker is not attracted to P2 by interrogative τί in P1; it is located at the 
end of the verse and thus the segment. Cf. also, for example, Men. Dysc. 553; Dis exapaton 103; Samia 453. 
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In certain cases, εἰπέ µοι is located in P2 behind an interrogative. Since interrogatives are usually focal 
across languages (Devine & Stephens 1999: 5), this could mean that a highly specified focal context (i.e., 
an interrogative) can attract εἰπέ µοι to P2, just as if εἰπέ µοι were postpositive – unfortunately, once 
again, sample size is a limiting factor. In 7 of 10 cases where an interrogative occurs with εἰπέ µοι, the 
interrogative is immediately followed by εἰπέ µοι in P2.221 
 

(10) (Same context as (7): Jezus also predicted that Peter would build the foundations of the Church 
– this came true as well) 

Τί οὖν, εἰπέ µοι, ἔχεις ἐπιλαβέσθαι τῶν εἰρηµένων, ὦ Ἰουδαῖε, καὶ δεῖξαι ψευδῆ ταύτην εἶναι τὴν 
προαναφώνησιν; (Hom. 5 630B) 
“Tell me: what, then, do you have to bring against [these] predictions, Jews, and to show this 
prophecy to be false?” 

 
The interrogative εἰπέ µοι is followed by the ‘sentential’ postpositive οὖν and εἰπέ µοι in P2. Moreover, 
in this case, εἰπέ µοι does not mark a division between two segments – τί does not constitute a segment 
on its own, in this case, which means that εἰπέ µοι is located in P2, and not the right boundary of the 
segment. The information structure from τί to εἰρηµένων, then, patterns as follows: [P1 {οὖν εἰπέ µοι}P2 
PØ X] – with (ἔχεις) ἐπιλαβέσθαι as the focus and τῶν εἰρηµένων as unmarked material. 
The following example can be regarded as an extension of the view that interrogatives can attract εἰπέ 
µοι to P2: 
 

(11) (John warns that Christians who run off to synagogues will enjoy no mercy from God) 
Καὶ ποίαν ἕξεις, εἰπέ µοι, ἀπολογίαν, τίνα συγγνώµην, ἑκὼν σεαυτὸν εἰς τὸ βάραθρον ὠθῶν, καὶ 
κατὰ κρηµνῶν ἀφιείς; (Hom. 6 659B) 
“And, tell me, what will you have as an excuse, what forgiveness will you find, while you willingly 
thrust yourself into ruin, and hurl yourself headlong into perdition?” 

 
The interrogative ποίαν is followed by a form of the verb ἔχω and then by εἰπέ µοι. As noted above, ἔχω 
can be a low-content verb – in other words, it can constitute an informational (and probably prosodical) 
low point in the utterance. As such, it can be located in P2 (as it is here), which is of course reserved for 
informational and prosodical low points. If εἰπέ µοι is indeed located in P2, as it is in the majority of the 
other cases containing an interrogative, then ἕξεις is located in P2 as well – as a verb which contributes 
very little to the utterance semantically or informationally, it cannot be considered the start of a new 
segment.222 Interestingly, the phrase ποίαν ἀπολογίαν has undergone hyperbaton, with the unemphatic 
material located in P2 between the two components of the phrase (the continuous phrase τίνα 
συγγνώµην follows immediately thereafter) – comparing (11) to, for example, case (12) of §5, there is 
very little difference. In both cases, a sequence of unemphatic material has been placed in P2 within a 
discontinuous phrase; in both cases, the unemphatic material serves to mark the word in P1 (in both 
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 In one of these 7 cases, no other order is possible: Πόθεν; εἰπέ µοι· τίνος τοῦτο ἐργασαµένου; (Hom. 5 630B). 
Note that in this case, εἰπέ µοι is located between the (minimal) main clause and an absolute genitive. In example 
(6), as well, εἰπέ µοι does not immediately follow interrogative πῶς.  
Interestingly, in one of the two cases where an interrogative is not immediately followed by εἰπέ µοι, the two are 
separated by one of the verbs which I have analyzed above as low-content under certain circumstances, λέγω: Τί 
λέγεις; εἰπέ µοι· τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ παράδοξον καὶ θαυµαστόν; (Hom. 7 664C) 
222

 There is one other case among the 8 mentioned above which is similar, where one of the verbs which I have 
analyzed above as low-content, λέγω, is located between the interrogative and εἰπέ µοι: Τί λέγεις; εἰπέ µοι· τοῦτό 
ἐστι τὸ παράδοξον καὶ θαυµαστόν; (Hom. 7 664C) 
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(11) and (12) in §5) as even more salient. As such, εἰπέ µοι seems to be subject to Wackernagel’s Law in 
the Adv. Iud., under certain conditions – mainly, the presence of an interrogative. 
However, the distinction between εἰπέ µοι in P2 and in segmental right-boundary position is not exactly 
rigid, as the two coincide quite often – in these instances, the word(s) in P1 form separate segments. 
Consider example (5) again:223 
 

(5) (John argues that the presence of Scripture does not make synagogues holy places) 
Τί οὖν, εἰπέ µοι, ἐπειδὴ ὁ διάβολος ἐφθέγξατο ἀπὸ τῶν Γραφῶν, ἆρα ἡγιάσθη αὐτοῦ τὸ στόµα; 
(Hom. 6 659C) 
“What is this, then? Tell me, because the devil speaks from Scripture, is his mouth made holy?” 

 
In (5), τί οὖν functions as a separate segment, as the part of the utterance after εἰπέ µοι begins with a 
subordinator – different clauses are different segments. In this case, εἰπέ µοι is, then, located in both P2, 
behind the focus τί, and in the right-boundary position, as the next word begins a new segment.224 
In total, there are 9 cases where the position of εἰπέ µοι can be considered both P2 and right-boundary – 
remarkably, in all instances the word(s) in P1 involve an interrogative. In 7 cases, εἰπέ µοι directly 
follows the interrogative225; there are, however, two cases where it follows the constituent containing an 
interrogative. In these 2 instances, that constituent is identical: 
 

(12) (John argues that the Jewish priests and rites were robbed of their power after the Jews lost 
God’s favor and, with it, Jeruzalem) 

Ποῖος ἱερεὺς, εἰπέ µοι, χρίσµατος οὐκ ὄντος ἐκείνου τοῦ παλαιοῦ, οὐδὲ τῆς ἄλλης ἁγιαστίας 
ἁπάσης; ποῖος ἱερεὺς, εἰπέ µοι, θυσίας οὐκ οὔσης, οὐδὲ βωµοῦ, οὐδὲ λατρείας; (Hom. 6 656E-
657A) 
“Tell me: what kind of priest is he [i.e. a contemporary Jewish priest], when that ancient oil [for 
anointing priests] is no longer, and all other rituals have vanished? Tell me: what kind of priest is he, 
when there is no sacrifice, no altar, no worship for God?” 

 
In these two cases, εἰπέ µοι is located at the right boundary of the segment, after which an absolute 
genitive construction ensues. However, they are, at the same time, both located in P2, behind a 
constituent containing an interrogative (ποῖος) in P1. In both cases, however, the entire segment consists 
of focal information – in other words, the constituent ποῖος ἱερεύς as a whole can be considered P1. 
In two other cases, εἰπέ µοι is placed in segment-initial position – both times with γάρ located between 
εἰπέ and µοι.226 
 

(13) (John states that the presence of Scripture does not make a place holy – in this simile, he argues 
that a tavern in which a morally upstanding man is beaten is not holy because of the presence of 
this man, but instead reviled for its treatment of him) 

                                                           
223

 See also the example in footnote 19. 
224

 Note the position of αὐτοῦ, as well – it belongs to the noun στόµα syntactically, but it is located in pre-head 
position, attracted by the focus, ἡγιάσθη. In this case, as in several previous instances, αὐτοῦ should be considered 
enclitic. The information structure from ἆρα to στόµα patterns as [P1 PØ {αὐτοῦ}P2 X]. 
225

 With, in 4 of 7 instances, an intervening postpositive in P2 as well – 3 times οὖν, in one case γάρ. 
226

 I have not counted these instances as cases of εἰπέ µοι which are located on the boundary between clauses –they 
should be analyzed as clause-initial, and not interclausal. Conversely, there are 5 cases of εἰπέ µοι which are located 
in clause-final position – in these instances, as well, I have treated them as clause-final and not interclausal. All 7 
cases begin a new sentence, and are not located between clauses. 
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Εἰπὲ γάρ µοι, εἴ τινα εἶδες ἄνθρωπον αἰδέσιµον καὶ λαµπρὸν καὶ περιφανῆ εἰς καπηλεῖον 
εἰσαχθέντα [...] (Hom. 1 594B) 
“For tell me: if you saw some man, revered and illustrious and renowned, dragged of to a tavern, 
[...]” 
 

As stated, this sentence is a simile, and is thus an illustration of the point of the previous sentence (i.e., 
the presence of Scripture does not make a place holy). The presence of γάρ, which, as a ‘sentential’ 
postpositive, is always located in clause-second position, indicates that the discourse marker is located in 
segment-initial (or clause-initial) position. On this view, then, εἰπὲ γάρ µοι should then be regarded as 
the left boundary of the segment. Sample size is a limiting factor on any in-depth analysis, but as εἰπέ 
µοι, and specifically εἰπέ, has been placed in P1, it is not impossible for the imperative to be focalized 
here. Alternatively, left-boundary position can also assist in examining the following example: 
 

(14) (John is urging his congregation to stay away from synagogues) 
Τί τρέχεις ἰδεῖν ἐν τῇ συναγωγῇ τῶν θεοµάχων Ἰουδαίων, εἰπέ µοι, σαλπίζοντας ἀνθρώπους; δέον 
σε οἴκοι καθήµενον στενάζειν ὑπὲρ ἐκείνων καὶ δακρύειν (Hom. 4 626A) 
“What do you rush off to see in the synagogue of the Jews who fight God? Tell me, is it the 
trumpeters? For you should groan for them and weep while sitting at home.” 

 
This case is problematic – it is not clear whether εἰπέ µοι should be considered the right boundary of the 
segment ending with Ἰουδαίων, or the left boundary of the segment beginning with σαλπίζοντας. A P2 
analysis can be excluded, since the focus cannot be on the Jews or their synagogue. In fact, the main 
focus of this clause is on the trumpeters – more importantly, its salience seems to be marked by εἰπέ µοι, 
which would then highlight the following, and not the preceding word(s). The clause works its way 
towards σαλπίζοντας ἀνθρώπους, which is almost primed by the discourse marker as the most 
important piece of information in this sentence. As such, εἰπέ µοι can, in this example at least, be 
analyzed as the left boundary of a segment consisting of the focus of the clause.227 
Sample size also precludes any realistic conclusions on the role of γάρ in locating εἰπέ µοι, but its role in 
determining the position of εἰπέ µοι should be considered. As is true for οὖν, γάρ indicates a logical 
connection with the previous clause, so its presence in the vicinity of εἰπέ µοι is not surprising as such. 
In sum, εἰπέ µοι is unequivocally located at the right boundary of a segment in 18 of 35 instances 
(51.43%) – which means that it is located in unequivocally non-right boundary position (i.e., either 
behind focal material (5 times) or in segment-initial position (3 times)) in 8 instances (22.86%). 9 
instances (25.71%) are, as mentioned, ambiguous, and can be regarded as both P2 and the right 
boundary of the segment. Consequently, there are no statistically reasonable conclusions to be drawn, 
although it should be remarked that interrogatives seem to have a tendency to attract εἰπέ µοι to their 
slipstream. It should also be noted that the P2 analysis fits nicely with the interpretation of εἰπέ µοι as an 
information-centered presentation marker – if is located in P2, it highlights information in P1. 
More generally, εἰπέ µοι can fulfill two functions. One function is highly contiguous to that of EPPs and 
postpositives, namely to highlight focal infomation by virtue of its location in P2. Interrogatives seem to 
play some role in activating this capacity – in other contexts, εἰπέ µοι is usually located between 

                                                           
227 As Soltic points out, vocatives, in Medieval Greek romances, commonly appear at the end of segments or in P2 
as well; similarly, she suggests that vocatives can appear at the left boundary of segments too, either amouting to 
emphatic material themselves or highlighting the following constituent (personal communication; forthcoming 
article on vocatives in Medieval Greek vernacular romances). For the left-boundary interpretation of (14), in 
particular, and for the structural position of εἰπέ µοι in general, her research proved tremendously useful. 
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segments, i.e. in a position in which it does not highlight any information. Put differently, εἰπέ µοι can 
either mark words within the segment, in P2 position, or it can be located between segments, or, more 
specifically, as the right boundary of a segment.228 In two (possibly three) cases, εἰπέ µοι can be 
considered the left boundary of a segment as well. 
The other, discourse-marking function is not discretionary – if εἰπέ µοι appears, it always marks a 
forceful attempt by John to develop a consensus between himself and his audience. 
I conclude this paragraph with some words of caution. It should be noted that this is a pragmatic attempt 
to analyze the function of εἰπέ µοι as a discourse marker. I have no doubt that a more pragmatic 
approach, for example, could turn up different results. Moreover, this analysis of εἰπέ µοι constitutes 
only a preliminary investigation into Greek discourse markers. As I have stated above, there has been, to 
my knowledge, no systematic treatment of discourse markers in Ancient Greek, which greatly 
complicates things.  
Also, work on discourse markers in other languages pertains to spoken language, of which we have only 
scattered hints in Ancient Greek. Finally, any comparison between languages which are so obviously 
different as English and Ancient Greek has many pitfalls and is bound to simplify matters. Nevertheless, 
the presence of discourse markers in Ancient Greek (especially in rhetoric or verse) should not be 
discounted a priori – which does not mean, of course, that there are not many hurdles to overcome 
before arriving at a fully integrated prosodical, syntactical, cognitive and pragmatic approach of Ancient 
Greek discourse markers. 
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 Of course, even in P2, εἰπέ µοι would still play a role in delineating segments – as Dik notes, 
enclitic/postpositive material in P2 can be considered “punctuation after the fact” (1995: 35). In other words, if εἰπέ 
µοι is placed in P2, a segment boundary right in front of the word in P1 should be regarded as a strong possibility. 
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8.8.8.8. GGGGENERAL CONCLUSIONSENERAL CONCLUSIONSENERAL CONCLUSIONSENERAL CONCLUSIONS    
    
In the first part of my research, I focused on the distribution of enclitic personal pronouns (EPPs) and 

the postpositive ἄν in John Chrysostom’s homilies Adversus Iudaeos. The results demonstrate a tension 
between the diachronic evolution in Greek towards “increasing head-dependence” (Horrocks 1990: 35) 

and Wackernagel’s Law. Under the first tendency, EPPs and ἄν gravitate towards a position directly 

behind their head (i.e., the word to which they belong syntactically). This order (EPP/ἄν-head) can be 
considered the ‘unmarked’ order, not so much statistically as logically, as the head is, in these cases, 

identical to the host (the word to which the EPP/ἄν attaches phonologically). 

If Wackernagel’s Law is triggered, the EPP/ἄν is placed in pre-head position – more specifically, it is 
placed in second position (P2), behind a focalized word in P1. ‘Second position’ does not (just) apply to 
the level of the sentence, clause or phrase, but to the level of the segment. A segment, also called IU 
(both intonation and information unit), is first and foremost a prosodical unit, which can, but does not 
have to be equal to a syntactical phrase. Since the Adv. Iud. are homilies, they were performed orally – 
as such, the prosodical segmental analysis is preferable to other analyses, which focus more on written 
language.  

If the EPP/ ἄν is located in P2, its host in P1 is usually not identical to its head – in this way, syntactical 
and phonological dependence do not harmonize. This phenomenon is indicated by the term ‘dual 
citizenship’ (Klavans 1985: 104). There are three groups of words which are consistently located in P1 – 
preferential words; ‘hinge’ words; and ad hoc focalized words. For the first and third group, their 
position at the head of the segment is related to their focalized status – focalized words are important to 
the meaning of the sentence, and are thus placed in first position. For the second type (which amounts 
mainly to subordinators and relatives), their P1 status has less to do with their focalized status and more 
with their function as ‘hinges’ between two segments.  
The tendency towards post-head positioning is a diachronic given in Greek, and suggests a movement 
towards syntactical coherence – units which belong together syntactically, are grouped together as well. 
On the other hand, Wackernagel’s Law was at its most active in pre-Classical and Classical Greek, when 

it managed to attract a large number of instances of EPPs/ἄν to P2 position – put simply, the earlier the 

Greek is, the more freedom of movement the EPP/ἄν will have. In the Adv. Iud., these two tendencies 
clash – John had enjoyed an education which focused on the Classical Greek authors, which gave his 

language a distinctly classicizing and Attic flavor. For ἄν, this results in a slight statistical preference for 
preverbal position; for the EPPs belonging to a VP, there is a slight preference for postverbal position;229 
and for the EPPs belonging to a NP, there is no statistical preference for either order. 
However, even if this competition between post-head and pre-head positioning was to be expected given 
John’s educational background, contemporary Greek of the 4th century AD cannot have been without its 
influence. This manifests in an (admittedly statistically almost negligible) predilection for immediately 
pre-head position – in post-Classical Greek, EPPs/ἄν could still be located in P2, but their head would 

then be located directly behind, in a pattern which can be formalized, for ἄν, as [X-ἄν-V] (Horrocks 

1990: 39-40). Yet there are a large amount of instances of ἄν located in non-immediately preverbal 

position in the Adv. Iud. (formalized as [ἄν-X-V]). 
Some of these cases were qualified throughout this paper, as the X in the pattern often amounts to a so-
called “particularly unemphatic” word (Marshall 1987: 6), which, from Classical Greek onwards, can 
assume the syntactic behavior of enclitics and postpositives – put differently, they can be located in P2 as 
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 Albeit without adjustment for the 35 postverbal instances of the minimal utterance εἰπέ µοι. 
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well, a position which is reserved for unemphatic material. Examples include non-emphatic forms of 

οὗτος (usually τοῦτο/ταῦτα) and the non-emphatic casus obliqui of αὐτός. 

In 21 of the 32 postverbal cases of ἄν, ἄν was placed behind a low-content verb, i.e. a verb which does 

not contribute significantly to the meaning of the sentence (primarily γίγνοµαι, δύναµαι and ἔχω). In 
all but one of these cases, a preferential/hinge word was present as well, yet Wackernagel’s Law was not 

triggered. This is testament to the strength of the link between the low-content verb and ἄν, which could 

not be severed – excepting one case. The reversal of the pattern (i.e., preverbal ἄν with the low-content 
verb following immediately behind) was slightly more common. 
In certain cases, low-content verbs appeared in P2 as well, along with . They are often attracted to a 
focalized word in P1, with the ‘main’ focus following behind – formalized as [P1 {(X...)V(X...)}P2 PØ]. 
This suggests that Dik’s commonly cited “clause pattern”, where the verb follows the focus, cannot be 
generalized without serious qualifications (1995: 12; see figure 5.3). As such, it also argues against a 
single point of focus – PØ designates the ‘main focus’ of the segment, but there are usually other 
focalized words as well (designated by ‘P1’). In other words, focal material is distributed throughout the 
segment, and cannot be confined to a single directly preverbal spot. 
Finally, I examined the expression εἰπέ µοι both pragmatically and structurally. Pragmatically, I suggest 
an analysis as a discourse marker, i.e. an expression which the speaker employs to guide the listener in 
his interpretation of the discourse. On this view, John uses εἰπέ µοι to interact with his audience as a way 
to ask for challenges to his point of view; this point of view is often constructed as a logical conclusion, 
which prohibits any dissension; as a result, the audience has no choice to agree with John, at which point 
a consensus between speaker and audience has been reached. As a discourse marker, then, John uses 
εἰπέ µοι to guide the audience down the interpretive path he wants them to go down on. 
Structurally, εἰπέ µοι is either located in P2, i.e. behind a focalized word in P1 (mainly interrogatives) or 
at the right boundary of a segment; moreover, these two positions can coincide, as several segments 
consist of an interrogative only. There are also two (and possibly three) cases of εἰπέ µοι being used as 
the left boundary of the segment; these instances are problematic, and require further research. 
In sum, John can be considered a great orator – his speeches are constructed to get his point across  
clearly and forcefully, and to convince the audience that his point of view is the only reasonable one. 
Standing up on his pulpit in the middle of his congregation, mercilessly pulverizing Jews and zealously 
defending the Church at the same time, he must have been quite a sight indeed. 
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9.9.9.9. DDDDUTCH SUMMARY OF CONCUTCH SUMMARY OF CONCUTCH SUMMARY OF CONCUTCH SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONSLUSIONSLUSIONSLUSIONS    
    
In deze paper onderzoek ik de informatiestructuur van Johannes Chrysostomus’ homilieën Adversus 
Iudaeos via een functionele en pragmatische analyse van de distributie van het postpositivum ἄν en de 
enclitische persoonlijke voornaamwoorden (EPP’s). Ook de uitdrukking εἰπέ µοι komt aan bod; ik stel 
een analyse als discourse marker voor, onder andere door een vergelijking met Engelse discourse 
markers als als you know en I mean. 
Ik begin (§1) met een korte inleiding over Johannes Chrysostomus’ opleiding bij de classicizerende 
redenaar Libanius en het idee van performance als een integraal deel van het arsenaal van een redenaar 
die zijn publiek aan zijn kant wil krijgen. Na een beperkte uitleg over Chrysostomus’ stijl volgt een 
overzicht van het concept van ‘homilieën’ en een schets van de explosieve context van Johannes’ stad 
Antiochië in de 4de eeuw na Christus.  
In §2 geef ik een gecondenseerde samenvatting van het idee van clitica – clitica vallen ergens tussen 
woorden en affixen en hebben een naburig woord nodig waarvan ze fonologisch afhankelijk zijn. Er 
wordt primair een onderscheid gemaakt tussen proclitica, die aanleunen bij een volgend woord, en 
enclitica, die aanleunen bij een voorgaand woord.  In verschillende talen kan, maar hoeft dit woord niet 
het woord te zijn waar het cliticum syntactisch bijhoort; deze discrepantie wordt aangeduid met Klavans’ 
term dual citizenship (1985: 104). 
Vervolgens (§3) stel ik een functionele aanpak van informatiestructuur voor, waarbij een tekst niet als 
een opeenvolging van syntactische zinsdelen (phrases) maar als een opeenvolging van ‘IUs’ wordt 
bekeken. IUs zijn zowel information units als intonation units: prosodie en informatie worden als 
overlappend beschouwd. Deze IUs kunnen, maar hoeven niet overeen te komen met syntactische 
eenheden. Ook de termen topic (dat waarover een spreker spreekt; de acteur(s) in het communicatieve 
drama) en focus (de belangrijkste info die over het topic wordt meegedeeld) worden geïntroduceerd. 
Daarna (§4) ga ik over op Griekse EPP’s en postpositiva (woorden die nooit een zin kunnen beginnen 
en vaak op de 2de positie in de zin staan). Het concept van dual citizenship speelt hier een belangrijke rol 
– enclitica en het postpositivum ἄν worden doorheen de geschiedenis van het Grieks ofwel achter het 
woord geplaatst waar ze syntactisch bijhoren (postpositie), of via de Indo-Europese Wet van 
Wackernagel op de 2de positie (P2) geplaatst (prepositie), achter een gefocaliseerd woord op P1. Op welk 
niveau die 2de positie precies werkt (de zin? Het zinsdeel?), is het onderwerp van het grootste gedeelte 
van dit hoofdstuk – in navolging van Janse wordt een prosodische analyse als 2de positie binnen het 
segment geponeerd, waarbij het segment overeenkomt met een IU. Tenslotte wordt er een diachronisch 
overzicht gegeven van de ontwikkeling van de EPP’s en ἄν, waarbij er een toenemende evolutie naar 
postpositie merkbaar is, hoewel de enclitica in het Modern Grieks als proclitica gereanalyseerd zijn. 
In de analyse van ἄν en de EPP’s (respectievelijk §5 en §6) komt duidelijk naar voren dat geen van 
beide een een statistisch overtuigende voorkeur heeft voor de ‘ongemarkeerde’ postpositie – 
‘ongemarkeerd’, aangezien in dat geval de syntactische en de fonologische afhankelijkheid 
harmoniseren. Bij het concept van ‘ongemarkeerdheid’ moeten dus echter vragen gesteld worden, 
aangezien er geen statistische voorkeur is voor postpositie. Vooral met betrekking tot ἄν kan er dan ook 
waarschijnlijk niet gesproken worden van een transpositie van postverbale naar preverbale positie; ἄν zal 
eerder in het segment ‘zweven’ en zich aanhechten waar dat voor Chrysostomus uitkomt.  
Zowel ἄν als de EPP’s worden aangetrokken door preferentiële woorden (Dover 1960: 20-1), 
scharnierwoorden (zoals relativa of onderschikkende voegwoorden) en ‘ad hoc’ gefocaliseerde woorden 
die in P1-positie geplaatst worden. Via de Wet van Wackernagel komen ἄν en de EPP’s dan op de 
prepositieve P2-positie terecht, een prosodisch en informationeel gezien zwakke plaats.  
Voor ἄν komt een overtuigende voorkeur voor preverbale positie naar voren – in 112 van de 144 
gevallen (76.19%) is het preverbaal gepositioneerd, waarbij 65 gevallen onmiddellijk preverbaal zijn 
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(volgens het patroon [ἄν-V]), en 47 gevallen niet-onmiddellijk preverbaal (volgens het patroon [ἄν-X-V]). 

Het element in positie X moet in meerdere gevallen geëxpliciteerd worden – vaak bevat het een woord 
dat als “particularly unemphatic” (Marshall 1987: 6) kan worden beschreven, d.w.z. een woord dat zich 
syntactisch als een encliticum/postpositivum kan gedragen, en zich dus mee in P2 kan positioneren. 
Voorbeelden van dit type woorden zijn zogenaamde ‘low-content verbs’, i.e. werkwoorden die weinig 
bijdragen aan de informationele en semantische waarde van de zin, zoals γίγνοµαι, ἔχω en δύναµαι; ook 
semantisch niet-emfatische vormen van οὗτος (meestal τοῦτο/ταῦτα) en de casus obliqui van αὐτός 
komen voor deze rol in aanmerking. 
Het feit dat werkwoorden op P2 kunnen komen te staan, gaat in tegen het standaard-
woordvolgordepatroon zoals geformuleerd door Helma Dik, waarin het werkwoord volgt op de focus 
(1995: 12). Ten eerste mag focus niet gelijkgesteld worden met één constituent – er kan meestal wel één 
focus aangeduid worden in een segment, maar dat betekent niet dat het gefocaliseerd materiaal daarmee 
uitgeput is. Verschillende gefocaliseerde woorden hebben immers, zoals vermeld, de neiging om op P1 
te gaan staan, terwijl de focus van het segment verderop volgt. Postpositief en ander semantisch niet-
emfatisch materiaal kan dan in P2 volgen, d.w.z. nà een gefocaliseerd woord, maar vóór de focus. Op 
deze manier kan een ‘low-content verb’ zich via de Wet van Wackernagel op P2 bevinden, achter een 
gefocaliseerd woord, maar, contra Dik’s standaardpatroon, vóór de focus: [P1 {(X...)V(X...)}P2 PØ]. 

Onder de 32 postverbale voorbeelden van ἄν zijn er 21 die zich achter een low-content verb bevinden; 
van deze 21 gevallen zijn er 20 postverbaal ondanks de aanwezigheid van een preferentieel woord of 

scharnierwoord, dat dus theoretisch ἄν zou kunnen aantrekken naar P2. Deze schijnbare anomalie 

moet gekaderd worden in de sterke band tussen het low-content verb en  ἄν - de twee vormen een nauw 
verbonden eenheid, en kunnen slechts in één enkel geval uit elkaar getrokken worden. De omkering 
van de volgorde, waarbij ἄν m.a.w. onmiddellijk preverbaal wordt, komt iets frequenter voor. 

Tenslotte onderzocht ik ook de uitdrukking εἰπέ µοι, die in het Nederlands misschien het best kan 
vertaald worden met ‘zeg me ‘ns’, zowel pragmatisch als structureel. Pragmatisch stelde ik een rol als 
discourse marker voor, d.w.z. een rol waarbij, in de lijn van Blakemores analyse (2002), discourse 
markers worden gezien als een strategie van de spreker om de luisteraar(s) te leiden in het kiezen van de 
juiste interpretatie van zijn uitingen. Via εἰπέ µοι zoekt Chrysostomus interactie met zijn publiek; de 
uitdrukking wordt echter enkel gebruikt bij retorische vragen, d.w.z. vragen die eigenlijk maar één 
mogelijk antwoord hebben. Door zijn publiek te laten meedenken met zijn argumenten, en hen de 
schijnbare kans te geven af te stappen van zijn argumentatie, zorgt Chrysostomus ervoor dat er een 
consensus wordt gecreëerd tussen spreker en luisteraars, en dat hij zijn congregatie dus aan zijn kant 
krijgt. 
Structureel gezien kan εἰπέ µοι de meest rechtse plaats binnen het segment innemen; ook P2 is een 
mogelijkheid, waarbij het, net als een postpositief element, aangetrokken wordt door het woord in P1 
(meestal een vraagwoord) en dat dan op zijn beurt extra versterkt. Een laatste optie is de meest linkse 
plaats binnen een segment; het gebrek aan voorbeelden vormt een obstructie voor het formuleren van 
harde conclusies voor deze positie, maar εἰπέ µοι lijkt op deze positie,  zoals vocativi in de Middeleeuws-
Griekse volkstalige romans, het volgende woord te kunnen aankondigen, of zelf gefocaliseerd te kunnen 
worden. 
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