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Consider the lilies: prolepsis and the
development of complementation

By BRUCE Fraser, Cambridge

Synopsis: In the paper, an examination is made of prolepsis in ancient Greek,
concentrating on its grammatical and prosodic structure. The feature is
analyzed not as a stylistic curiosity, but as a syntactically anacoluthic con-
struction, which demonstrates a transitional phase in the development of
finite subordination, when an expansion in the transitivity of reporting verbs
was taking place. The proleptic element is interpreted as a “building block”
in the inter-clausal link, functioning syntactically in both clauses. The study
is structural rather than historical, but a developmental sequence is inferred
from the features of proleptic and other accusative constructions observed
in Homeric and classical texts'.

Definitions

Prolepsis does not here refer to the classical trope of rhetorical
anticipation?, but describes the presence, in a completive construction,
of a word or phrase in the main clause, which functions syntactically
in it, and is also co-referent with the subject (or sometimes object)
of the following subordinate clause. In the most common type, the
proleptic element functions as accusative object of the main verb. By
completive is meant a complex sentence in which the subordinate
clause functions as the complement of a “reporting verb”. These may
be categorized as verbs of emotion, cognition (including perception
or judgment), and speech’. The dependent completive clause may be

! Especial thanks are due to Professor Geoffrey Horrocks, under whose
supervision the initial research was undertaken, and to Professor James Dig-
gle, who very kindly read a draft of the paper, and by his corrections and
suggestions has enabled me to improve both the presentation and the argu-
ment.

2 For this sense, see Hermogenes, Meth. 10.17 and Quintilian, Inst. 4.1.49,
9.2.16. Its connection with the grammatical construction discussed here can
be seen from its definition in the Oxford English Dictionary (1933): “A figure
in which a matter is stated in a brief summary manner, before being set forth
in detail.”

3 Noonan (1985, 10-133) gives a taxonomy of the verb types, as utterance
predicates (“say”), propositional attitude predicates (“believe”), pretence
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8 Bruce Fraser

a declarative, a question, or a final clause, and may be introduced by
a variety of conjunctions, canonically called “complementizers™.

A frequently-cited Homeric example, from /. 2.409, illustrates the
construction’:

fidee yap #atd Bupov AdEAQEOV ¢ £noveito

for he knew in his mind his brother, how he was troubled
It is common in classical, and especially dramatic, texts, and occurs
also in NT Greek, as in the celebrated instance at Matthew 6.24:

XOTAPGOETE TA *QIVA TOD AYEOD TS avEdvovoty

consider the lilies of the field, how they grow

It occurs also in Latin®, and has lasted into modern languages (where
the typical use of pronominals suggests a loss of prosodic prominence
compared with most finite classical constructions), as in Boccaccio,
Decameron 7.8.29:

Tu il saprai bene, rea femina, chi e.
You shall soon have cause enough to know him, lewd woman, who
he is.

and Shakespeare, 3 HenryVI 11.1.11-12:

I saw him in the battle range about,
And watch’d him how he singled Clifford forth.

The problems

Though familiar in classical languages, the form has proved sur-
prisingly difficult to analyze structurally. The central problem is to
explain the position and function of the proleptic element (48eApedv,
10 %Qiva to0 &ypov, i, and him in the previous examples). Three
specific questions require explanation:

1) Is the proleptic element best viewed as having moved out of the
subordinate clause, or as functioning “in situ,” as the object (or
subject) of the main verb?

(“imagine”), commentative or factive (“regret, be significant”), knowledge
(“know, see”), manipulative (“persuade, let”), and others.

* The term “complementizer” to denote a complement-introducing con-
junction was introduced by Rosenbaum (1967). ;

5 Similar Homeric constructions include /. 1.536-8, 3.192, 5.85-6; Od.
4.832-3, 17.373, 19.245.

¢ See discussions by Touratier (1980) and Christol (1989).
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2) What is the relation of the proleptic accusative to the subordinate
verb?
3) Is the proleptic element emphatic?

These questions have been approached in two ways: syntactically
and stylistically. The traditional structural interpretation is that the
proleptic element has moved from the subordinate clause as a form
of hyperbaton, or, in structural terminology, as a “transformation”
or “raising movement™. Alternatively, the element may be analysed
entirely by its function within the main clause, which requires it to
have circumstantial or relational force (“he knew about his brother
... think about the lilies of the field”).

An explanation of the structural relationship between the two
clauses must then be given. A satisfactory structural model is the more
difficult to achieve because of the existence of syntactic variation.
Rather than accusative objects, genitives and datives may occur. A
variety of introductory conjunctions appear, and the proleptic element
may have different functions within each clause: it may represent the
subordinate verb object, as at Hdt. 3.130: glpdta 6 Aapeiog TV tELVRY
el énictauto (Darius asked if he understood the art), while it has
nominative case in impersonal constructions like Hdt. 2.174.1:

Aéyetal 8¢ O "Apactg, xai 4te NV BLOMG, OGS GLOTOTS AV ...
It is said that Amasis, even when he was a private man, was fond
of drinking ...

The position of even accusative objects is variable within the main
clause too. In the most common form, it immediately precedes the
complementizer, but also occurs earlier. It may be a single word, or
a phrase, whose constituents may be separated, as at S.O7 842-3:

Anetag Epaoxes adtov Gvdpag Evvénely
®C VIV XATORTELVELQLY ...
you were saying of robbers, that he said

that they killed him ...

There is, rarely, a co-referent word in the subordinate clause, as at
S.Ph. 549ff. (one of the few constructions involving 6tu):

. O¢ firovoa TOvE vavtag Ot
OOl MAVTIES ElEV GUVVEVAULGTOANKATES,
£30EE pot p1 olya ... TV TAovV mosicBat

7 These terms derive from the work of Chomsky (1965, 1981).
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... when I heard that the sailors were all of your crew,
I resolved not to silently ... complete my voyage

Accusative elements also function as subjects of non-finite subordinate
clauses, including participials like S.O7 955-6:

"Ex 1fic KopivBov, natépa tov 60V ayyehdv

¢ ovxET dvta TOAvBov, AL drAwAOTA.

... from Corinth, to announce your father

as no longer living, Polybus, but dead.

and accusative and infinitive (henceforth AI) constructions, as at
X.An. 4.6.18:

EATIL 88 00OE TOVG TOAERIOVG PEVELY ETL
And T hope that the enemy will remain no longer ...

Other variations and “prolepses manquées” are noted by Kiihner-
Gerth (1904, 578-82) and Sibilot (1983, 356-8). Structural variety
may, clearly, affect stylistic interpretations, and the differences of
structure and style make it difficult to identify whether the proleptic
element is emphatic.

However, three distinctive features are common to all types, and
may help to identify the structural and communicational influences
behind the form: i) The proleptic element is almost always animate,
and in fact human. ii) The construction is particularly common in
dramatic texts. iii) The complementizer involved is very rarely 6.

The proposal

Prolepsis is not the result of movement, or of a regular anaphoric
relationship, but is anacoluthic, because the accusative functions in
both clauses: it is a real object of the main verb, as well as having a
semantic function in the subordinate clause. This double role typically
leads to prosodic emphasis.

The construction may be analyzed in historical terms as an early
form of complementation, structurally more inchoate than the more
conventional types, but close to circumstantial relative clauses on the

8 Tuvvevavotodrotes at line 550 is Dobree’s conjecture: the codd. have
oi vevavotolrotee. The textual crux does not directly affect the point at
issue, though it illustrates the interpretative difficulties of constructions with
éu following an accusative, as discussed below.
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pattern of oid& 6g d¢ / &g &l (“I know you who/how you are”), which
are common in ancient Greek®.

Its existence demonstrates an expansion in the transitivity of re-
porting verbs, from having an object with real-world reference, to a
purely formal one: a clausal complement. This change is mediated
through the proleptic accusative itself, which identifies the main verb
object with the subordinate subject, and introduces the introductory
conjunction as an adverbial. Later structural developments may be
seen in the use of textually-referring pronouns rather than proleptic
accusatives, and finally the change of function of the subordinating
conjunction from an adverbial to a complementizer, which itself serves
as the main verb object.

The organization of the paper

First, previous structural and stylistic analyses are briefly described.
Then, a structural and stylistic interpretation of prolepsis is advanced,
and a formal model outlined. A chronology of the development of
the form is proposed, with particular attention to demonstrative pro-
nouns, both as proleptic elements and as emphatic textual links in
conventional complementation. This leads to a structural comparison
between proleptic accusatives followed by d¢ and the syntactic and
semantic functions of completive 6t Finally, the possible influence
of participial and of Al clauses on the origin of the form is discussed,
and its structural and historical significance is summarized.

Structural approaches

The central question is whether the position of the proleptic element
can best be explained by movement from the subordinate clause, or
whether it functions as a regular object of the main verb. The tradi-
tional analysis is that the element has moved out of the subordinate
clause, in some type of hyperbatic movement. This interpretation is
followed by Kiihner-Gerth (1904, 577-8) and Chantraine (1963, 234).
However, it is then difficult to explain the accusative case.

A number of interpretations have been advanced, suggesting that
the construction is the result of interference between forms (as Paul

% See Smyth (1956, 601-2).
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1920, 166), or is an imperfect form: Monro (1891, 238) analyzed /L.
2.409 (cited above) as a relative construction with a suppressed ante-
cedent (“he knew of his brother, [as to the manner] in which he
laboured”). Other alternatives to movement into the main clause in-
clude “extraposition” out of the sentence, along the lines of the “nomi-
nativus pendens” (Touratier 1980); and case attraction, as may have
occurred with the Al construction. Christol (1989) proposes that the
accusative element is case-marked, not according to its own function,
but to that of the whole dependent clause as complement of the main
verb. This effectively means that it functions as a complementizer (a
view that will be explored later in this paper). Such interpretations
identify plausible structural influences behind the form, but not their
motivation, or the details of their development.

Gonda (1958, 120-1) was the first commentator to describe a lin-
guistic function for prolepsis, viewing it not simply as a stylistic phe-
nomenon, but as a narrative tool for ordering ideas according to their
importance:

The construction is an excellent device in composing larger sentences con-

sisting of small units which, being complete in themselves, do not strain the

hearer’s or reader’s patience or intelligence by postponing to a later clause
elements necessary for a right understanding of a preceding unit of the
sentence . .. it allowed the speaker to pronounce a dominant idea in the first

clause of the sentence postponing particulars or explications to a following
unit.

The feature identified by Gonda as “a dominant idea” may be
described as the “topic” of the sentence: what it is about'®. This
interpretation of the construction as a linking device gives it a his-
torical significance too: 7/2.409 is, as Gonda (1958, 19) puts it, “a
more or less mechanical reproduction of an originally paratactic sup-
plementation to a short sentence” (“for he knew in his heart with
regard to his brother how he worked hard” - a somewhat surprising
translation). The proposal is plausible, but does not model the result-
ing structure: the clauses in a proleptic construction are not simply
placed paratactically, but linked by a conjunction. An integrated syn-
tactic model would be desirable, to complete the explanation.

9 The topic may be defined as the logical subject. Lyons (1977, 501)
describes the difference as categorial: “The subject, then, is the expression
which refers to and identifies the topic and the predicate is the expression
which expresses the comment.”
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An interpretation of the proleptic element’s syntactic function within
the main clause was proposed by Lecarme (1978), who calls it an
“accusatif de relation.” This seems to be a type of “accusative of
topic,” as identified in clauses with speech verbs by Jacquinod (1988),
who notes that the meaning “speak of” with accusative occurs in
Homer ("Avdpé pot évvene ... Od.1.1) and is quite common in Aris-
tophanes and Plato too. Jacquinod describes four types, involving
slight changes in the meaning of the governing speech verb:

1) “invoke” or “name” a person (Od. 19.162: dAl& xoi S pou eine
180V yévog, onmobev éooi. Yet, even so, tell me of your stock from
where you are);

2) “refer to” (Ar.Ra. 124: "Apa ndvewov Aéyeis; Are you referring to
hemlock?);

3) “mean” something (Isoc. 12.26: Aéyo 8¢ TV 1€ yeopeTpiav xai Ty
dotgoroyiav ... I mean geometry and astronomy ...);

4) “talk about” a person or thing (PLR. 571c: Aéyewg 8¢ »at tivag, €om,
tavtag; Which of these are you talking about? he said).

Many of Jacquinod’s examples (as Od. 1.1, Od. 19.162, and Isoc.
12.26 above) introduce subordinate relative clauses, with the “accusatif
du topique” anticipating an element (normally the subject) within the
subordinate clause. It therefore seems reasonable to consider a prolep-
tic accusative as a type of topical accusative, as Jacquinod does. Its
syntactic function in the main clause is close to that of an accusative
of respect''. However, a proleptic accusative appears to have a closer
relationship with a cognitive governing verb, so the transitive, clumsy
hyphenation, meaning (“he knew his brother”) is also discernible, and
indeed is an integral part of the stylistic effect (as is discussed below).
This stronger verb-object relation may have a historical implication,
since most early prolepsis involves cognitive verbs.

The structural relation between a proleptic accusative and the sub-
ordinate clause must also be defined. Milner (1980) proposes that the
proleptic element has a co-referential relation with a “null anaphor”
in the subordinate clause: that is, an implied pronominal in it. This
paper adopts a similar but not identical view, arguing that there is a
realized anaphor in the subordinate clause, namely the verb inflec-
tion!2, and that the proleptic element in fact has a structural relation

1 That is, “to denote a thing in respect to which the verb ... is limited”
(Smyth 1956, 360).
2 This is, of course, true only for proleptic elements which express the
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with the subordinate clause, by virtue of its position preceding the
complementizer.

Structural interpretations have a bearing on the stylistic question:
is the proleptic element emphatic? Traditionally, it has been consid-
ered so (as by Kiihner 1904 and Gonda 1958), but Panhuis (1984)
argues that it is not, because it is usually in the latter part of the
main clause (rather than in the initial position of the following, sub-
ordinate, one) and so is narratively “thematic” rather than “focal”?’.
Slings (1992), using a similar theoretical apparatus, considers that the
placing of the proleptic element is a way of “better articulating the
focal information,” that is, of making the remaining part of the sub-
ordinate clause more prominent than it otherwise would be: the main
clause effectively becomes a presentational frame for the subordinate
predicate. The variety of these interpretations suggests that stylistic
criteria, while suggestive, are not sufficient to identify emphasis. The
structure must be considered first.

The formal model

The sentence structure is described in terms of a basic clause with
emphatic elements and subordinating conjunctions preceding it. The
basic clause is termed the “inflection phrase” (IP), since its head
element is the verb inflection!*, and subordinating conjunctions and
empbhatic elements are analyzed as in a “complementizer phrase” (CP)
preceding it'>. The CP is modelled with an initial emphatic position
and a following head position. The proleptic accusative may, then,

subordinate subject: the few which express the object may well be co-referent
with a null anaphor.

5 These terms are adapted by Panhuis from the functional grammar of
Dik (1978, 1989), in which they have specific structural meanings. The essence
of the distinction is that theme is less prominent than focus. In this paper it
is termed “narrative theme,” in distinction from “thematic” in the sense of
having “real-world” reference.

1 The head of a phrase may be defined as the governing element. How-
ever, a number of other definitions are possible: see Lyons (1977, 391-2).

15 These terms derive from the X-bar schema of Jackendoff (1977) and
Chomsky (1981, 1986). The tree diagrams in this paper are marked accord-
ingly, with co-referent elements marked by orthogonal lines. However, the
diagrams are intended as a general visualization, and may be understood
aside from the X-bar terminology.
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be analyzed either as being within the basic clause (IP) of the main
clause, or in the initial position of the subordinate CP. Only in the
second case is it communicatively emphatic.

If it is in the main clause, the configuration might, provisionally,
be shown as in Fig. 1:

IP  (of the main clause)

/\

NP (Noun Phrase)

natauaﬂsts /\

Object CP (of the subordinate clause)
T ®piva Tob Aypod : :
avéavovorv
_

Figure 1

In this configuration, it is not specified whether the complementizer
is emphatic: this depends on its position within the CP (not defined
here). The proleptic phrase is not emphatic, though it would be, if
preposed within the main clause, as at S.Ph. 444: tobtov oiob &i (dv
%vpet .. Do you know of him if he is alive?).

However, textual observations (considered below) show that a
clause-final proleptic element is generally prosodically prominent. The
weakness of the structure in Fig. 1 derives from its failure to describe
this. The prosodic trajectory is therefore better modelled with the
proleptic element in the emphatic position of the subordinate CP,
followed by a conjunction in the head position. As the emphatic
element also functions as the object of the main verb, the double
co-reference is marked in Fig. 2:
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/IP\

RUTOUABETE Object NP
CP
(emphatic) C
1 ®piva Tod dypod /\
h%.l TG 1P

avéavovoy
1

Figure 2

The clauses could equally be modelled as overlapping, since the
main clause NP and the emphatic position in the subordinate CP are
occupied by the same element. In either case, the construction is
formally anacoluthic, because (in X-bar terms) a verbal argument can
have only one thematic (“real-world”) role'®. However, the broken-
backed structure models the construction accurately, integrating its
stylistic and syntactic features, and suggests how it may have devel-
oped.

The difference between the structures in Figs. 1 and 2 also affects
the status of mdc, which is in complementizer position in Fig. 2, and
bears no emphasis. The construction therefore demonstrates the de-
velopment of separate emphatic and complementizer positions in the
CP, within which the linking conjunction follows an emphatic element

16 See Chomsky (1981, 36). “Thematic” is used with this sense here and
throughout this paper. Thematic functions may be defined in terms of cau-
sality or agency (Tesniére 1959, Fillmore 1968), or of spatial or temporal
goals (Gruber 1976, Jackendoff 1983). The roles of most relevance to this
paper are “patient” and “goal” (often corresponding to direct and indirect
objects respectively).
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which functions in the main clause, but is also in subordinate focus
position, and is prosodically emphatic.

Its relationship with the subordinate clause IP is of co-reference
with the verb inflection. It is unnecessary to hypothesize a null ana-
phor (as proposed by Milner 1980, 42), as this is applicable only to
languages like French and English where subjects are obligatory (“con-
sider the lilies; of the field, how they; grow”). In Greek, where pro-
nouns are optional, the inflection may constitute the anaphor (as also
in the Italian vulgate translation of Matt. 6.24, where there is no
resumptive pronoun: guardate li gigli; del campo, come crescono).

Textual support: main verb objects preceding s -complements

Prolepsis demonstrates, in particularly vivid form, a general struc-
tural feature of early complementation: the presence of an element
functioning as main verb object. Explicit objects regularly precede
dc-completives, and it will be proposed that even complementizing
$ carries a pronominal meaning, and functions as an accusative in
the main clause.

Objects preceding completive dc-clauses may be divided into three
categories, which accord with a chronological sequence: indirect “cir-
cumstantial” objects, proleptic accusatives, and, finally, nouns and
demonstrative pronouns with purely textual reference.

1) Circumstantial constructions with indirect objects, often intro-
duced by prepositions, constitute the most primitive type. It can be
seen at Od. 8.266ff.17:

AVTAQ O QOQUILOV GVEBAAAETO RAAOV GEldELY

apg’ "Apgoc @AOTTOS EloTEQGvOL T A@oditng,

®¢ 1 npdT éniynoav év ‘Heailotolo dopoiot

ABom- ...

Then he struck the lyre and began singing well about Ares

and sweet-garlanded Aphrodite, how they first lay together

in the house of Hephaistos secretly ...

‘This is very close to the “paratactic” model of Gonda (1958), as the
clauses are joined through a (narratively) thematic link. Structurally,
the dc-clause is adverbial, so the whole construction has a double
meaning: Demodocos sang the familiar story, and also described its
details (“how™).

v This type is discussed in detail by Monteil (1963, 354-7).
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2) Proleptic accusatives create a syntactically more integrated con-
struction. They appear in Homer, and are common in tragic comple-
mentation: every instance of completive o¢ in the Oresteia (11), and
most in O7 (10 out of 15) and Medea (10 out of 14)'8, follows a
main clause accusative element, many of which are proleptic (the
function of the others is discussed below). There are at least 90
instances in Aristophanes (Sibilot 1983).

3) The remaining accusative elements are textually-referring words:
they seem to be a structural development from the proleptic type.
They are of two kinds. NPs may explicitly name “these words”: here,
the object refers to the whole subordinate clause, and also comments
on its form, along the lines of the Homeric introductory phrase énea
ntepoevtal®. Instances include 7 17.641-2:

... énel o pv olopon ov8E emMHGBaL
Avyefig ayyehing, 6t ol gilog dAeD étaipog.
. since I think he has not yet heard
the terrible news, that his dear companion has perished.

and E.Med. 776-7:

poAovTL & avt® parBaxovg Aéfo Adyovg,
O¢ %ol BOxEL poL TALTA %ol RaADC Exel ...
when he comes I shall speak soothing words
how the matter seems the same to me ...

A few other such constructions occur in tragedy?. A more common
structural link, however, is provided by the neuter demonstrative 168¢
(or occasionally the plural t48¢)?, used with textual reference (rather
than as a proleptic element which functions as subordinate subject).
It occurs with verbs of speech and of knowing. The construction
occurs at A.Ag. 494-7:

.. LOQTLEEL 8E POl XAOLg
mmiov Edvovpog dupio xnovic Tade,

8 These texts were chosen at random, and there is no reason to think
that a different sample would evince a lower proportion.

1 “Winged words,” at Il 1.201, 2.7, 3.155, 4.92, and 110 other occur-
rénces.

2 Suggestions to replace the uncertain xet in line 777 include 8ewv (Page)
and yopei (Bolkestein), but do not affect the point at issue.

2 They include E.Or. 892-3 and (with a dative) S.EL 44: Mdy@ 8¢ yod
@, 51t Eévog piv &l ... (Use this story, that you are a foreigner ...).

2 Constructions with 148¢ occur at A.Ag. 494ff., E.Med. 1405, Ph. 692;
Hdt. 5.97.2, 8.84.2, 8.94.3; X.Eq.Mag. 1.11; Pl.Lg. 661b5.
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@¢ ot &vavdog oUTé oot Saiwv proya
bAng dpeiag onuavel xanvd mveog”
. and the neighbouring brother of mud,
thirsty dust, witnesses to me this,
how he is not voiceless, nor for you kindling the flame
of mountain wood will he signal with smoke of fire

It seems to become more common over time. In Homeric comple-
ments, main-clause 168 always has proleptic function (co-referent
with the subordinate subject), as at Od. 3.255:

7 1oL pev 108¢ xavtog Oteat dg xev £TOXOM ...
Indeed, you yourself surmise for yourself this, how it would have
happened ...

The textually-referring uses are quite different, with the demonstrative
referring to the whole subordinate clause, as a complementizer does
(this will be argued below). The clauses are prosodically integrated,
since they always involve @c, often adjacent to the pronoun, as at
A.Ag. 494-7 (cited above) and S.O7'729-30:

"ES0& dnovoat cob T8, @g 6 Adiog

AATACPAYEL TROS TOUMARIS apagLtois.

I thought I heard from you this, that/how Laius

was killed where three roads meet™.

E.Med. 85-6:

... GpTL YIyvaoxes T6dE,

O¢ TES TIC AVTOV TOL TEAUG HAAAOV QUAEL .. .;
Have you only just now learned this,
that/how each loves himself more than others?

and S.Ant.735:
0pac 108 ¢ slpnrag ©g dyav vEos;
Do you see this, that/how you have spoken too much like a child?

The object may be preposed within the main clause, as at E.Med.
1405:

Zeb, 148 dxovelc ¢ dmelavvoped ...
Zeus, do you hear this, that/how I am driven away ...

Two features show that the form is not motivated purely by metrical
convenience. Firstly, the demonstrative can be used on its own to

3 Op the demonstrative force of the definite article here, see Dawe (1982,
165).
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stand for a whole utterance, as in the exchange between Ismene and
Antigone at S.OC 1730ff:

OV ovy, 0p4s; Do you not see?
11 168 Enéninéac; Why do you make this rebuke?
nal 108, o¢ ... And (do you not see) this, that ...

i 108g péd’ adg;  What is “this,” again?
Secondly, the textually-referring function is also common in prose,
occurring in Herodotus, as at 3.108.1%%
Aéyovot 8¢ xai t0dg "ApaBlor d¢ ndoa Gv yi Enipniato
TOV 0PIV TOUTOV, £l U YivesHul xat adTOLS OLOV TL RATO TOG
£xidvag ruotapny yiveobot.
The Arabians say this, that the whole world would swarm with
these serpents, unless the same thing happens with them as I under-
stand happens among vipers.

and in Xenophon, as at Hell. 5.2.18.7%:

Sel ye v Opac #ai 168g €idévar, m¢ fiv elpfrapev dvvaputy peydiny
ooy, oVT® SVGTAAUIGTOC EGTLY.

But you must understand this also, that the power which we have
described as great is not yet hard to wrestle with.

It seems to be a particular feature of Platonic style, providing intro-

ductions to at least 19 complements, most elaborately at Lg. 723b3%:
1adT ovV &NV, T 1O petd TovTo &v pot BovAndeinv elpficBar; t0dE,
@G TOV VOROBETNV TR0 TAVIOV 18 GEL TOV VOR®V XOEDV ECTLV U
QROIQOVE AVTOVS TIROOLImY TTOLElV xal e ExaoTtov ..
Having said this, what is the next statement I would wish to make?
This: that the lawgiver must never omit to furnish preludes, both
to the laws as a whole and to each one ...

The use of a demonstrative gives great structural cohesion to the
inter-clausal link when the demonstrative is clause-final. The pro-
posed structure is shown in Fig. 3, where the principal formal dif-
ference from Fig. 2 is that the clauses are shown as overlapping (as
the main clause object NP is interpreted as being also in the subor-
dinate CP)¥:

2 QOther instances are at Hdt. 8.68.29-31 and 9.95.3-4.

5 See also X.Eq.Mag. 8.16.1.

% Other Platonic examples of 08¢ with &g occur at Sph. 248d10; Pit.
259¢c6, 266¢.10, 276c6; Phlb. 20d7, 32d9, 43al; Phdr. 245b5, 265c¢5; Men.
93e2; R. 370b7, 387d11, 526b5, 572b4; Lg. 788d4, 791b5, 805c2, 80%e3.

7 The citation is from E.Med 85-6, “Have you only just learned this,
that each loves himself more than others?”
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VP (Verbal Phrase)

PN

Adv. V CP (=NP of the main clause)
GOTL YLYVQOORELS
(emphatic) C'
100¢ /\
og P

T

NAC TIC AVTOV TOV TEAUG ROALOV QLAEL

Figure 3

The difference between proleptic and textually-referring elements
is that the latter have a syntactic function only in the main clause,
although (when clause-final) they are in the emphatic position in the
CP of the following subordinate clause. The construction therefore
represents a development beyond prolepsis, to conventional (though
emphatic) complementation. This textually-referential use of 168 is,
as will be discussed below, analogous to the early use of 61t

4) Finally, @&c becomes fully grammatical and loses its adverbial
sense, and the inter-clausal link becomes prosodically weaker (“I tell
you this, how x” becomes the unemphatic “I tell you that x”)*.

Prolepsis, verb types, and transitivity

The development of complementation involves an expansion in the
transitivity of the introductory verbs: the ability to take textually-re-
ferring as well as thematic objects represents an increase in formali-
zation, because a clausal complement does not have a (real-world)
referring function, but is a purely formal relation”. Though transitive

% On the meaning of @g, see Neuberger-Donath (1982), Biraud (1985),
and Cristofaro (1998).

» However, Gruber (1976, 128) and Jackendoff (1983, 203) identify even
clausal complements of speech verbs as thematic, in a rather abstract way:
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relations presumably originally reflected real-world ones, their expan-
sion to encompass textual objects as well as referring expressions is
evident throughout Homeric and tragic complementation. The impor-
tance of proleptic objects lies in their function in the clause link, both
as object of a reporting verb, and as mediating the change in function
of &g from an adverbial to a complementizer.

This increasing formalization reduces any logical or causal (as op-
posed to purely linguistic) link between the clauses. There is progres-
sively less causal force in the sequence [emotional > cognitive >
speech] verbs: in the first type, the conjunction effectively means
“because” or “in that,” which presupposes the truth of the subordinate
proposition, rather than merely asserting it, while speech verbs are
purely assertive (“say that x is y”)*°. This increase in formalization
accords with the historical sequence of completive-introducing verbs
proposed by Chantraine (1963, 288-299) and Monteil (1963, 248).
However, these categories could be more exactly defined, since some
cognitive verbs are causal while others seem to be purely assertive’!,
and speech verbs may carry causal force when used with topical
accusatives. This may explain the greater frequency with which verbs
like einov, évvéno, dyopedw (Sibilot 1988, 110), xoataréye (at
0d.4.832) and pvBéopor (at Od. 19.245: xai 16v o1 pudfeopar, oiog
énv nep and I will tell thee of him too, what manner of man he was)
appear in proleptic constructions. The simple verb Aéyo appears later:
there are no Homeric examples, and few in tragedy®2.

By contrast with speech verbs, the link between a cognitive verb
and a proleptic object frequently exploits its intra-clausal meaning.
This is evident at E.Med. 37 (8é3owma & adtiv pf t Povievon véov I
fear her, lest she plot some new plan), and similarly at 39-40, where
the fear is also “of” Medea, and not simply “that™:

the clause itself is interpreted as a thematic entity [“patient”] moving from
the speaker [“agent”] to the hearer [“goal”]. See Munro (1982) and Amberber
(1996) for further discussion.

% See Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1970) and Lyons (1977, 599-606 and
794-809).

3 “See that x is y” presupposes [x is y], but (despite Lyons 1977, 794)
“know x is y” could be interpreted as asserting rather than presupposing [x
is y], at least with a first-person main verb.

32 Twice with non-animate objects, at A.Eu. 308-311 and 7h. 375-6, and
three times with human objects: A.Ag. 672, E.Med. 248-9 and 452. Topical
accusatives follow Aéyw in Aristophanes, Plato, and Menander (see Sibilot
1988, 106-7), but none of these is proleptic.
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. £Yy®da. TAVOE, depaive TE VIV
B} OxTov dom edoyavov 8t fimatog
... I know her, and fear her,
lest she drive a sharpened sword through her liver

It may be demonstrated that the double transitivity of such construc-
tions was perceived in the fifth century, from the evidence of an
Aristophanic joke at Ra. 41, where a transitive sentence is re-inter-
preted as a complement main clause, by the addition of an unexpected
subordinate clause. The humour depends on the double transitivity of
8édowa, so “afraid of” becomes the circumstantial “afraid for/about”:

Q¢ opddoa | Edeioe. NTy Ala, pn paivotd ve.
(Dion.) How terribly afraid of me he was. (Xan.) Yes, [afraid] that
you were mad.

A comparable example of proleptic double meaning occurs with d¢
at Ar. Nu. 842, where, as suggested by Siivern (1836, 9), the humour
appears to involve an allusion to the Delphic inscription I'vaft cavtov
(know thyself)®, and so to make “a pleasant and comic allusion to
the practice of the real Sokrates™

YVOoEL & GAVTOV OG Apabic el xol Taxds.
and you will know yourself, how stupid and thick you are.

Knowledge in a more serious, religious, sense is described at E.Ba.
859-61*:

... yvooetat 8¢ tOV Alog
Advoeov, G¢ TEQUREY £V PEQEL BEOG
SEVOTATOC, GVOPOTOWOL & NUAOTATOG .

. and he will recognise the son of Zeus
Dionysus, how he is by turns a most awesome
and a most gentle god to mortals.

Similarly, at Luke 13.25 = 13.27 (o0 0ido, Opdg n60ev £oté I know
you not, whence you are), the rejection of the sinners is emphasized
by the grammar.

» See X.Mem. 4.2.24.

% This construction was brought to my attention by Professor Diggle,
who takes the main clause to be “complete, before the dc-clause, which then
shows that we must acknowledge prolepsis” (personal communication).

% The text is as Diggle (1994b). The change from té)e to pége (discussed
in Diggle 1994a, 468-70) does not affect the point at issue. However, if 6¢
instead of Gc were read, the construction would exemplify the 0184 o€ O¢ €l

type.
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This sort of word play is not, perhaps, surprising, since the verbs
have not simply changed, but rather extended, their meaning. We can
still perceive the jokes, because the corresponding modern verbs have
the same double transitivity. In prolepsis with cognitive verbs, then,
we can see the resonance between the meanings of two originally
independent clauses, and this accords with the early appearance of
such constructions.

Objects and Oti-complementation

The rarity of proleptic constructions involving 6t may be explained
by its pronominal form: since a demonstrative is morphologically
emphatic, it is very difficult to place an emphatic element immediately
before it, and as it is pronominal, it can itself function as main verb
object, in a similar way to the textually-referring use of 168¢ discussed
above. “Oti, therefore, has a syntactic function in the main clause,
and this is reflected in the prosody.

In early specifying constructions, where 61t has a meaning of “in
that,” or “because,” it is unambiguously in the second clause, as at
Il 1.56:

#Ndeto yap Aavadv, 6t pa Bviorovtag 6pato.
for she pitied the Danaans, because/in that she saw them dying.

and I 23.555-6:

"Q¢ @ato, peidnogv 8¢ nodapxng diog 'Ayihiedg

YOV AVIIAOY®, STL ol @ilog Nev £Taigog

So he spoke, and brilliant swift-footed Achilles smiled,
favouring Antilochos because/in that he was his dear companion

These are the causal “substantivals” which Chantraine (1963) and
Monteil (1963) consider to mark the origin of complementation.
Structurally they constitute a primitive type, because the clauses are
not formally linked. This may be seen from the placing of the into-
nation break, and from the presence of enclitics (typically dative
pronouns) which are normally placed in the second position in the
clause, so here signalling that 6t is in emphatic first position.

A similar prosodic trajectory is evident in the rare transitive con-
structions with cognitive verbs, as at Od. 8.461-2:

xoipe, Eelv, tva nal mOT £V &v matEidt yain

pvrion ERET, OTL pot medTY Lodypl OQEMLELS.
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Good-bye stranger and think of me sometimes when you are back
at home, because/in that I was the first you owed your life to.

In tragedy, by contrast, the intonation break occurs after 61, so it
is prosodically within the main clause. Strikingly, it appears in very
few proleptic constructions: of the 53 subordinates with 6t in trag-
edy*, only two follow proleptic elements”. In Aristophanes, as Sibilot
(1983, 351-2) notes, out of at least 90 constructions, only one (Ach.
375-6) is associated with complementizing 61t (and this also appears
to have a causal, specifying, sense):

TOV T o YEpOVIOV 01da Tag Wuxag 6t
oVdEV BAETOVOLY GAAO ANV YnENSaxXEDV.
And I know the minds of the elderly jurors, in that
they see nothing other than biting with their ballots.

Other emphatic elements occasionally precede &1, yet retain their
subordinate case, at S.O7 525-526, E.Hel. 1491-4, Ba. 173-4, and
Ar.Ra. 519-20. All may be explained as the preposing of an element
into the emphatic position of the CP (see Fig. 2) without its function-
ing as main verb object, and all are structurally irregular and inter-
pretatively difficult.

It is proposed (as argued in Fraser 1999) that the structural reason
why proleptic accusatives are so uncommon with complementizing dtt
is because it retains its meaning as a demonstrative pronoun, and so
functions as object in the main clause as well as complementizer in
the subordinate.

This function seems to be a structural development of the Homeric
use of dotic in free relative constructions which depend on the same
verb types’s. These demonstrate an inter-clausal overlap: 6otig func-
tions syntactically in the relative clause, but is also semantically the
object of the main verb, as at Od.10.109-10%":

% They comprise: 3 in Aeschylus (Eu. 98-9, 970-1, and the relative Ag.
97-8), 7 in Prometheus, 30 in Sophocles, and 13 in Euripides. Many are cited
in Fraser (1999, Appendix 3B).

3 These are S.Ph. 549ff. (cited earlier) and A.Eu. 970-1 (where 61 is
substantival, and is followed by the enclitic dative pot).

38 There are 13 Homeric examples. By “free relative” is meant a construc-
tion in which there is no antecedent to the relative pronoun. Following re-
porting verbs, they are often called “indirect questions”.

» The others are at I 3.167, 3.192, 11.219, 14.509, 16.424, 20.363, Od.
4,380 = 423 = 469, 4.552, 8.28, and 9.331-2.
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Ol B¢ TAPICTAREVOL TIPOCEPOVEOV, € T EQEOVTO

8¢ Tig 1@VY &in Pacikels xai oioty GvaoooL.

My men stood by her and talked with her, and asked her who was
king of these people and over whom he was lord.

The closest analogue of complementizing 61, however, is the neuter
form 6, which is common in Homeric free relatives, mostly following
speech verbs*. These demonstrate a syntactic clausal overlap, since case
does not restrict the pronoun to either clause, and it is therefore possible
to interpret it as functioning in both, as at 7.14.195 = Od.5.89*"

atda 6 TL PEOVEELS . ..

Say what you are thinking ...
There is no evidence that the step from such free relatives to a
complement (“say that you are thinking”) eliminates the pronominal
meaning, and some evidence that it does not - in particular, the
parallel use of pronominals as complementizers in Latin (“quod”),
English, Italian, and other languages. The structure of &ti-comple-
mentation may, therefore, be shown as in Fig. 4%

VP
gl yap oty NP
Object CP
ot IP

PN

VOOELTE TIOVTEG

Figure 4

4 There are 39 Homeric constructions, all cited in Fraser (1999, Appendix
3A).

4 Speech and cognitive verbs are quite often (as here) both involved in
the same construction.

2§ 0T 59-60: “for I know well that you are all sick”. The complementizer
is here (as almost always in Sophoclean trimeters) prosodically highlighted
by its position in the last foot of the line (the only exception appears to be
S.Ant. 2: a notorious crux).
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The double syntactic function of 1t (as demonstrative and com-
plementizer) seems to derive from the clause sequence. However, the
pronominal force becomes even clearer if the reporting clause follows,
and the reference is retrospective: a point first made, for English, by
Davidson (1968), where the logical form of the complement “Galileo
said that the earth moves” is shown to be equivalent to the two
sentences: “The earth moves. Galileo said that”.*

The presence of a demonstrative object in the main clause, there-

fore, leaves no place for a proleptic phrase. However, the use of 6u
does not preclude the co-occurrence of another pronoun with purely
emphatic force. This occurs in five tragic constructions, creating a
very emphatic effect, as at S.Ant. 98**:
... t0Dt0 § 100, 011
dvovg pev oxm, 1ol @ilog & 0pBdS eiin.
But know this much, that

you are foolish in your going, but truly dear to those who are your

own.

The possibility of such reinforcement shows that 1., while usually
prosodically prominent, is not necessarily communicationally em-
phatic. In Fig. 4, therefore, the position of 6t within the subordinate
CP is ambiguous.

The value of the analogy between complements with 6t and prolep-
tic constructions with éc¢ is that it illustrates how both complemen-
tizers may have emerged independently, but on semantically parallel
lines, using a main verb object as the semantic component of the
inter-clausal link.

Accusative and infinitive

It has been shown that an accusative element is regularly associated
with the inter-clausal link in finite complementation. The Al construc-
tion provides a non-finite analogue, because it has been identified (by

# The same clause order occurs in Greek too, with cognitive verbs, as at
S.Ant. 276 (ndpeyu & dxwv ovy, éxodow, oid St “and I am here unwilling to
those who do not welcome me, I know that”), Ph. 1616-7, Ar. Lys.154, Plu.
838, and PL. Cri. 53a3.

“4 At S.Ant. 188, EL 988, and E.£.951.1, too, the pronoun is the normally
anaphoric toto, rather than the standardly anticipatory t6de. At S.EL 332,
the main clause reads: 1060016V v 0ida xépavty, o1t ... (I know this much
about myself, that ...).
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Meillet and Vendryes 1927, 589; Aitchison 1979, 53) as the forerunner
of finite constructions. If that is so, it might be expected to influence
proleptic complements. It is also likely, as argued by Christol (1989),
that the function of the accusative element is semantically parallel in
both (case-marking the subordinate clause as main verb object).

There is, however, structural evidence to suggest that the Al
construction is not a direct forerunner of finite prolepsis, as may be
seen by looking at the functions of the accusative. Case assignment
in Al is usually described on the analogy of jussive sentences, where
a semantically indirect but accusative object has a thematic relation
with the main verb, as goal (“order someone” = “give an order to
someone”). Variations of case in jussives (8éopai cov éBelv or déopal
oe £éMBelv, I beg you to go) are traditionally explained with the
accusative as default, and other cases as the result of case attraction
to that of the main verb object (Kiihner-Gerth 1904, 24; Smyth
1956, 438-440): a description that does not explain the origin of the
supposed default, other than by citing jussives which do take accu-
satives (xeheb® meaning “urge on,” mpoginov “proclaim,” vovBetéw
“advise”). Yet the high proportion of jussives which take datives
(Bruotélo, mapavém, nopayyéAlw, mpootdtio etc.) and of other
verbs which may do so when used in jussive sense (Aéym, einov,
POVED, Podw, pealw) weakens the argument for an accusative norm:
there is likely to have been another, transitive, construction which
provided the analogy*.

In addition, there is little historical support for the view that Al
complements are the precursors of finite constructions, as early in-
stances of the relevant types are quite rare. Homeric Al constructions
may be grouped in three categories*®, only one of which is semanti-
cally analogous to prolepsis:

2]

1) Jussive constructions, as II. 2.11:

Bwpftai & xéleve xaon ropdovtag Ayaiodg
Bid him arm the flowing-haired Achaians

and 71 17.30:

% There is, as Smyth (1956, 444) notes, a difference in meaning: with
accusatives, it is not specified to whom the order is given.

4 The first three are derived from discussions by Monro (1891, 202-203),
Kiihner-Gerth (1904, 26-33), Meillet and Vendryes (1927, 561ff.), and Chan-
traine (1963, 312-318).
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GAMG 6 Eyoy dvayopnoavia xeiedm / &g TANBLY iEval

but I myself tell you to get back into the multitude
Meillet and Vendryes (1927, 561) consider this to be the earliest
type. As noted above, the accusative element is semantically an
indirect object, and so its case must be motivated by some other
construction.

2) Final clauses, where the accusatives also function as “goals,” as
at Od. 4.209-210:

®¢ vOv NEOTOQL BdxE SLUUTIEQES THATAL TAVTQ,

avTOV PEV MTUE®OS YTOAOHEREY £V HEYEQOIOLY ...

As now he has given to Nestor, forever, all his days,

for himself to grow old prosperously in his own palace ...

The function of accusatives as thematic goals may derive from their
use as physical goals with verbs of movement®. In impersonal con-
structions, too (“it seems that/it is necessary that [x]”), as at IL 1.126
(énéowe), 2.24 (xon), Od. 14.193 (gin), the accusative element is
semantically an indirect object, and must occur by analogy with some
other construction.

3) Constructions following perceptual and judgmental verbs ap-
proach the proleptic type, because the accusative element is logically
the object of the main verb, and the infinitive describes an additional
fact or action, as at IL 4.247:

7 pévete Tedag oxedov EMOEpey;

Are you waiting for the Trojans to come close?

and at 7. 6.386-7:

. obvexr dxovoe / teigecbon Tedag . ..
... because she heard of the Trojans being pressed hard ...

The analogy with prolepsis is the stronger because of the rare ap-
pearance in such constructions of speech verbs (which, it has been
suggested above, take only “topical” objects in early prolepsis). Only
one speech verb, onui, is regularly involved, as at 7L 1.521:

vewel, xoi 16 pé onot payn Tedeoow apnyswv

she accuses [me], and speaks of how I help the Trojans in battle

47 Similar constructions occur at I 14.62, Od. 10.531-3, and Od. 23.258.

4 The thematic roles of accusatives following Homeric verbs of movement
(BéMro, (o, ixdvo, etc.) are discussed by Kithner-Gerth (1898, 303), Haudry
(1977), and Boel (1988).
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Moorhouse (1955, 179-81) estimates there to be 191 infinitive con-
structions with this verb in Homer, and cites the figures of Fournier
(1946, 138), showing there are only five with other verbs*. He
explains this by categorizing @nui as a cognitive rather than a speech
verb: “enui is basically subjective, ‘affirm, maintain, declare, think,’
it gives expression to a judgment or opinion.” He also observes that
in many constructions the subject is omitted, even if it differs from
the main verb subject, suggesting that the accusative is “a later addi-
tion to the [infinitive] construction.”

Of these types, the jussives (1) cannot, as argued above, motivate
the accusative use in complementation. The “goal” accusatives in final
clauses (2) could provide the earliest analogue, as they derive from
accusatives after verbs of movement: it is plausible that all thematic
relations derive ultimately from spatial ones®°. However, circumstan-
tials involving reporting verbs (type 3) are semantically closer to the
proleptic type, as the function of the accusative as a “topical” object
of the main verb is the same.

These constructions do not, however, pre-date finite prolepsis. As
Christol (1989, 66) notes, the Al construction is not of Indo-European
date (rarely occurring in Sanskrit), yet prolepsis appears in the earliest
texts, including Sanskrit (Haudry 1977, 328). Al does not predate
circumstantial participial clauses either, and so is not likely to be a
significant influence.

Participial complements

Participial constructions are more plausible as an influence, partly
for structural reasons®!: they appear to derive, as Smyth (1956, 471)
suggests, from circumstantial use following cognitive verbs, when ov
yap fidecav adtov 1e@vmuota (“they did not know him as being dead”)
may be interpreted as completive (“... know that he was dead”). The
accusative subject of such a construction is functionally the object of
the main verb, just as proleptic accusatives are.

The origin of the accusative is, however, less clear if the main verb
is not transitive: for example, as Kiithner-Gerth (1904, 49) notes, a

4 The verbs are sinov (3 instances), avdéw, and pvBéopat.

% See Gruber (1976) and Jackendoff (1983).

51 There is a chronological reason too: participials appear in the earliest
Indo-European texts.
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dative is normal after cOvoda (6Ovodé ot g0 mowoavtt), and seems
to be the basic form: the prefix implies an indirect object. The accu-
sative (cOvoida oe €0 mowoavia) may then be a stylistic variation.
The cases can be varied with great freedom, as at A.Ch. 216-7, where
the change of case from the dative creates some ambiguity, hiding
the object (Opéotnv) among the other accusatives:

%ol Tiva 6OvoloBa pot xahovpévy Potdv;

ovold 'Opéotv MOAG G EXTMAYAOLREVTV.

(EL) And whom among men do you know of me that I call upon?
(Or.) I know that it is Orestes whom you very much admire.

It is likely that such accusatives developed by analogy with construc-
tions depending on verbs which do take accusatives®. The importance
of cognitive verbs is that most do.

In sum, prolepsis does not derive from Al complements, though
there may be some influence from participials. There is a structural
feature common to all types: the accusative element, depending on a
reporting verb, and marking the subordinate clause as its object. Yet
there is no evidence for a historical genealogy: the chronology suggests
that any influences are likely to have been mutual.

Emphasis

The question of emphasis can now be answered, in terms of the
structural features described above. The view of Panhuis (1984, 38)
that “there is nothing emphatic or vivid etc. in a sentence containing
a prolepsis” seems mistaken: the proleptic element is regularly proso-
dically emphatic, so is therefore likely to be communicatively em-
phatic®, and its double function in both the main and the subordinate
clauses gives it a structural prominence.

This view is supported by three features: firstly, the morphology.
Proleptic elements are usually morphologically heavy: typically nouns
or NPs. Proleptic pronominals are (in classical texts) typically demon-
strative pronouns, where the suffix itself creates some phonetic promi-
nence (in contrast with Al, participial, and post-classical construc-

52 The increase over time of transitive constructions is discussed by Cole-
man (1989) and Bauer (1993).

53 A relation between prosodic and pragmatic prominence is normal in
many languages: it might be said that “loud” often implies “important”.
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tions). The complementizers are generally phonologically light, such
as ¢, st or pf, which create a contrast with the preceding element.
Secondly, emphasis is implied by the function of the proleptic ele-
ment as main verb object®*. By completing the syntax of the main clause,
it finishes the word group and forces an intonation break, and so creates
some emphasis through the lengthening of the final syllable®. As with
case attraction of a relative pronoun to that of a preceding main clause
(Gonda 1954, 29), the accusative also demonstrates the grammatical
integration of the subordinate clause in the main. This may be seen in
minimal clauses of the oi8a oe 6¢ / ¢ &l type, as at [, 9.527-8:

péuvnuat t0de €oyov £yo mdAat ob T vEOV e
[og v- ...] o .
I remember this behaviour of old, it is not a new thing, how it was

and A.Eu. 454:

yévog 8¢ TOOPOV [@¢ E£xet] mevon Tdya.
you will soon learn my race, how it is.

Such constructions always reduce the subordinate clause to a paren-
thesis, and usually emphasise the accusative®.

Finally, proleptic elements are likely to be communicatively promi-
nent, as they announce the topic of the following clause®. They may
have inter-textual reference too, as in the allusion to the Delphic
inscription at Ar.Nu.842 (cited earlier), and, in the construction at
Matt. 6.28 (cited at the start of the paper), where the proleptic element
16, %piva 10D dypod may be an echo of &vBog tov dypov (a flower of
the field) in Psalm 103.15%.

54 An association between syntactic object and communicative emphasis in
modern languages is noted in Hopper and Thompson (1982).

5% The tendency for the last syllable of a word group to be lengthened is
discussed by Allen (1973, 204-7), and the emphatic effect of a final long
syllable is described by Quintilian, /nst. 9.4.91-3 and Demetrius, Eloc. 39.

% As with other types of prolepsis, the construction is more common in
Euripides than in the other tragedians: @g &xet occurs 15 times (Alc. 280, EL
427, HF 956, Ion 1416, Tr. 394, 923, 931, 1144, IA 106, 446, and in the
fragments) as against two in Aeschylus (E#. 454 and Frag. 726 g), three in
Sophocles (77. 622, OT 1172, EL 791), and one in Aristophanes (Eq. 153).
‘Q¢ fv occurs in tragedy only in Euripides (Andr. 381, HF 27, EL 690, IT
532, Ph. 1280).

5 As the logical subject, a topic tends to be an agent, and so dynamic:
see Lyons (1977, 502).

%8 Psalm 102.15 in the Septuagint.
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Such prominence of the accusative has a structural implication,
because it shows that a prosodic trajectory of declining emphasis is
not followed: the main clause has final rather than (the more normal)
initial weight®®. The construction therefore provides an example of
how clause linking in complex sentences may change intra-clausal
prosody. It can change word order too: both the clause-final proleptic
accusative and its textually-referring descendants create VO order in
the main clause.

Conclusions

Answers have been proposed to the three questions posed at the
start of this paper:

1) Is the proleptic accusative best viewed as having moved out of the
subordinate clause, or as functioning as the object of the main verb?

2) What is the relation of the accusative to the subordinate verb?

3) Is the proleptic element emphatic?

No movement is required, since the element functions semantically
in the main clause. The proleptic element has a double function, as
a regular object in the main clause, and as co-referent with the in-
flection of the subordinate verb. The construction is, in structural
terms, overlapping, with a prosodically and communicatively emphatic
element in common.

Explanations can therefore be offered for the three features of the
construction noted near the start of the paper.

1) The construction almost never involves dti, because that com-
plementizer occupies the object position in the main clause, just as it
does in the indefinite relatives which are the forerunners of §ti-com-
plements®.

2) The construction is particularly common in dramatic texts, both
tragic and Aristophanic (and Kiithner-Gerth 1904, 578 observes that
Latin examples are particularly common in Plautus and Terence). This

% Most commentators, as Denniston (1952, 44), consider that “the weight
of a Greek sentence or clause is usually at its opening, and the emphasis
tends to decline as the sentence proceeds.”

& Co-reference between elements in each clause may also be encouraged
by the use of @c, which, as Monteil (1963, 329) notes, was originally ana-
phoric: “Ancienne forme casuelle d’instrumental, @¢ a di primitivement se
référer 3 un substantif antécédent, a Pintérieur d’'un énoncé anaphorique puis
relauf.”
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might be expected from a topic-based linking function, as proposed
by Gonda (1958): there is less burden on the memory if the topic of
the following clause is already stated in the previous one.

3) The reason why the proleptic element is typically animate, and
indeed usually human, is related to its topic function: there seems be
a cross-linguistic tendency for a topical element to be animate®’.
Prolepsis is primarily a way of talking about people: an animate topic
creates a particularly vivid narrative link®2.

In conclusion, prolepsis is a regular feature of ancient Greek, re-
sulting from the developing structure of complementation. It demon-
strates an incompletely grammaticalized inter-clausal link, with a (nor-
mally human) topic referring to the following clause. This proleptic
accusative seems to be the structural forerunner of textually-referring
pronouns (exemplified by 108¢) and of 6t (which retains an identi-
fiable pronominal force), and, like them, it is, normally, prosodically
and communicatively emphatic.
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