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Chapter 4. Non-neutral word orders and the left
periphery

1 Introduction

This chapter examines the non-neutral word orders that I identified in Chapter 2,
namely OVS, OSV and SOV. The main goal of the chapter is to determine the
possible derivations for these word orders. Assuming canonical V to T movement,
O-initial and SOV clauses involve left peripheral arguments. For example, in the
OVS example in (1a), the object toiiton ton le:sofin occurs preceding the verb and
subject. The object consists of the proper name “Jesus” (along with the definite
article), and a demonstrative. As shown by the context in (1b), the referent has been
previously introduced. This makes it salient in the discourse, and it serves a
‘resumptive’ topic function.

(1)a. OVS clause

toiton ton Ie:sotin
this.ACC.SG.M D.ACC.SG.M Jesus.ACC.SG.M
anéste:sen ho teds

raise.up.3SG.AOR.IND.ACT D.NOM.SG.M God.NOM.SG.M
‘God raised up this Jesus, (of which we are all witnesses).’
todTov TOV Inoodv dvéomnoev 6 0edc, (0U mévteg Muelc Eouev
ndoTUEES.) (A2:32)

b. Context:
‘Avdoec Toganhital, drobdooate tovg Adyovg toiTovg Incodv tov
Noalwoeaiov, Gvdgo dmodederypévov dmo T00D 0Oeod eig VudC
duvaueol zol TépaoL xai onuelolg oig moinoev S’ avtod O Oedg v
péom VUGV, nabmg avtol oidate, Men of Israel, listen to these words:
“Jesus the Nazarene, a man attested to you by God with miracles and
wonders and signs which God performed through him in your midst, as
you yourselves know.”” (A 2:22)

Although the object is clearly dislocated to the left periphery, it is in fact very
difficult to determine whether it is a topic or a focus. In this language, there is no
access to intonation, which is a very useful tool in identifying topic and focus in
living languages. Second, both topicalization and focusing involve movement, and
the surface string is not immediately indicative of what is topic and what is focus.
Diagnostics such as clitic resumption versus lack thereof (see for example, Cinque
1990; Rizzi 1997; Beninca & Polletto 2004; Frascarelli 2004 concerning Italian) are
not applicable. The strategy I take to distinguish topics from foci is to examine
particular constructions that are associated with topic and focus in living languages.
For example, additive particles such as “also” and “too” are associated with focus,
and so I examine constituents preceded by the additive particle kai “also”, treating
them as foci. Corrective constructions such as “x and not y”, or “not x but y” are
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associated with contrastive focus, therefore I examine these constructions in detail.

Recent studies on the left periphery suggest that there are multiple Topic
projections therein (Rizzi 1997; Beninca & Poletto 2004), and some have argued
that these Topic projections are strictly ordered. Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007)
argue for the hierarchy of left peripheral discourse projections in (2).

(2) Shifting topic > Contrastive topic > Focus > Familiar topic

The pragmatic division of labour in sentences in which there are two or three
preverbal constituents is, to an extent, indicative of this order of Topic and Focus
projections in NT Greek. Many SOV examples in the NT corpus show the order
Shifting topic > Familiar topic, Shifting topic > Focus, and Focus > Familiar topic,
therefore supporting the order Shifting topic > Focus > Familiar Topic. What is
lacking however, is clear evidence for two distinct Topic projections, hosting
shifting and contrastive topics respectively, preceding the Focus projection.
Although at times, shifting topics and contrastive topics can be distinguished from
one another, there are no examples that strongly suggest the presence of both of
these. I therefore conclude that there is only one Topic projection preceding the
Focus projection, which hosts constituents that fit the descriptions of shifting as well
as contrastive topics. The structure of the clause is represented in (3) in tree format,
where the discourse projections occur above TP. This illustrates the full potential
discourse projections, but that they are only projected in a given derivation if there is
a discourse feature in the Numeration to activate them.

3) TopP
PN
Top® FocP
N
SN
Foc® FamP
PN
PN

Fam® TP
SN

(DPSUBJECT) "\

T® VP

VERB PN

DPSUBJECT "\

V¢  DPoBIECT
VERB

Recalling that the arguments are first merged in the lexical domain, VP and that
verbs raise to T in the default case, in principle, any one of the four discourse
projections can be activated to host objects in OVS clauses, and any two of them can
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be activated in SOV and OSV clauses. In the case of OSV, recalling that there is
some support for the Spec-T subject position, OSV clauses may also involve subject
movement to Spec,T, with topicalization or focusing of only the object. As I discuss
below, SOV clauses are the most indicative of the hierarchy of discourse projections
in (3).

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. In the next section, I distinguish
topic and focus constructions. I first illustrate thematic and contrastive topics in NT
Greek. In the realm of focus, I single out new information focus, contrastive focus
and additive focus. In Section 3 I illustrate the order of topic projections in Italian
proposed by Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007), and show that this order is reflected in
some NT Greek examples with multiple topics, and with topics in combination with
foci. In Section 4 I turn to SOV orders, and show that this order of topics and focus
projections also gives the right results in terms of the information structure in these
clauses. Section 5 deals with the position of dislocated quantifier arguments, as I
introduced in Chapter 3, and 6 provides the conclusion.

2 Identifying topic and focus
2.1 Topic

A sentence topic is what a given sentence is about, and invokes knowledge that is
shared by the speaker and hearer(s) (Strawson 1964; Reinhart 1981). Krifka (2007:
41) defines a topic constituent as in (4).

(4) The topic constituent identifies the entity or set of entities under which the
information expressed in the comment constituent should be stored in the CG
content.

The CG content refers to Common Ground, information that is known to both the
speaker and hearer, and which is constantly being expanded through discourse
(Reinhart 1981). These types of topics, which are often called aboutness topics or

thematic topics, may be marked with “as for”, “about” or “concerning” in English,
as in (5).

(5) As for Mary, she’s doing a good job.

These kinds of topics are often called aboutness topics, or thematic topics. These do
not undergo dislocation, but are base-generated in their surface positions.

In NT Greek, the preposition peri introduces nominal and clausal topics,
similarly to “as for” or “concerning”. Complements of peri occur in the genitive
case. Peri introduces both nominal, and possibly clausal topics. In (6), peri takes
the DP té:s hairéseo:s taite:s “this chosen opinion”, or ‘“this sect” as its
complement, and this DP is the topic of the sentence “it is known to us that it is
spoken against everywhere”. Notice that two second position particles, mén and gdr
intervene between the preposition and its complement.
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(6)  peri>nominal topic

peri meén gar té:s hairéseo:s tatite:s
about PCL PCL D.GEN.SG.F sect.GEN.SG.F this.GEN.SG.F
gno:ston he:min  estin héti ...

known.NOM.SG.N us.DAT.PL be.3SG.PRES.IND.ACT that...
‘(But we want to hear from you what your views are.) For, concerning
this sect, it is known to us that (it is spoken against everywhere).’
(dEodpev O0¢ mod cod dnoboow O dQOvelg,) mEQL UEV YAQ TS
aRE0EMG TAUTNG YVOOTOV MUV £0TLY (OTL TOVTaX 0D AVTIAEYETAL.)

(A 28:22)

In (7), the preposition peri introduces the clausal topic “the fact that the dead
rise”. The ‘subject’ of this clause, t6:n nekré:n “the dead” raises to a position
preceding the complementizer hdti, and receives genitive case from the
preposition.*

(7) peri > clausal topic
peri de td:n nekrd:n
concerning PCL D.GEN.PLM dead.GEN.PLM
héti  egeirontai
that raise.3PL.PRES.IND.MID
‘And concerning the fact that the dead rise: (haven’t you read in the book of
Moses, about the bush, how God spoke to him, saying, “I am the God of
Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob?”)’
mepl 0 TOV verpdv Ot €yelpovtar (ovx avéyvore €v th BiPro
Motoéwg ém obx avéyvote €v T BPAo Mwiotwg €mt tod Bdtov mhg
elmev avt® O 0805 Mywv, Eyo 0 0e0g ABoadu »ol [0] 0e0g Toadax xai
[0] Be0¢ Tandp;) (Mk 12:26)

Aboutness topics in NT Greek are sometimes left-dislocated and resumed with
demonstratives, as shown in the example in (8b) below. (8b) contains three copular
sentences, that are stated following the statement in (8a).

(8)a. ho speiro:n
D.NOM.SG.M $OW.NOM.SG.M.PRES.PART.ACT
to kalon spérma estin
D.ACC.SG.N good.NOM.SG.N seed .NOM.SG.N be.3SG.PRES.IND.ACT
ho huids tol ant"ré:pou
D.NOM.SGM son.NOM.SG.M D.GEN.SG.M man.GEN.SG.M
“The one who sows the good seed is the son of man.’
'O omeipwv TO ®ohOV oIEQU £0TLY O VIOG TOD AVOQMOITOU
(Mt 13:37)

* Another possible interpretation is that the subordinate clause is appositional to the
DP t6:n nekré:n “the dead”, i.e., “concerning the dead, (namely) the fact that
they rise”.
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(8)b. ho de agrés estin
D.NoM.sGM PCL field NOM.SG.M be.3SG.PRES.IND.ACT
ho késmos
D.NOM.SG.M world. NOM.SG.M
to de kalon spérma
D.NOM.SG.N PCL good NOM.SG.N seed.NOM.SG.N
hoiitoi eisin hoi huioi
this.NOM.PL.M be.3PL.PRES.IND.ACT D.NOM.PLM sSon.NOM.PL.M
té:s basileias
D.GEN.SG.F kingdom.GEN.SG.F
ta dé zizania eisin
D.NOM.PLN PCL weed NOM.PL.N be.3PL.PRES.IND.ACT
hoi huioi toli pone:roll

D.NOM.PLM son.NOM.PLM D.GEN.SG.N evVil.GEN.SG.N
‘And the field is the world; and as for the good seed, these are the sons of
the kingdom; and the weeds are the sons of evil.’
O 02 AypOg €0tV 6 1OOPOC TO 8 xahOV oméQua, 0UTOL €loty of viol
i Paoiheiag T 8¢ TIEAVLA gioLy ol viol Tod movneoD

(Mt 13:38)

In the metaphoric statement in (8a), to kalon spérma “the good seed” is introduced.
In (8b), the metaphor is expanded on, and three copular statements are made. In the
second of these, the topic f0 kalon spérma “the good seed” occurs preceding the
demonstrative hoiitoi, which is the grammatical subject of the clause. Notice that
this is a metaphorical statement, and the topic and demonstrative subject do not
agree in gender and number. The demonstrative subject agrees with the predicative
noun hoi huiof “the sons”, which is ordinary usage. Demonstrative resumption is the
typical kind of resumption in topicalization in NT Greek.*” However, it does not
always occur with topicalization, and on the whole, topicalization is more common
with no resumption.

Notice that the particle dé occurs in all three statements in (8b). In previous
literature (Bakker 1993), the Greek particle dé has been associated with topicality.
According to Bakker (1993), the use of dé corresponds to shifts in topics of
discourse, and marks discourse boundaries. The particle is an adversative connective
particle, or conjunction, which was originally an adverb meaning “however” or “on
the other hand” (Kuhner-Gerth 1904: 261ff; Smyth 1984: 644). At least in the NT, it
usually follows the first word of the sentence. For example in (8), it follows the
articles of each of the three topic constituents, therefore intervening between the
articles and nouns.*®

* There are also some instances of resumption with the strong pronominal autds in
anacoluthic relative clauses (see Maloney 1979).

% In relatively few cases, dé follows two words. In many of these cases, one of the
words is lacking in pitch accent. For example, certain prepositions such as apo
occur alongside relative pronouns, preceding dé. In this case, the final vowel of
the preposition is elided and the final p consonant becomes aspirated by
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Although it is quite frequent to see topic constituents occurring with dé, many
other types of words precede dé other than topic constituents or sub-parts of topic
constituents. For example, dé occurs in wh-questions (see chapter 5), in conditionals
and subordinate clauses and therefore occurs following wh-words and conjunctions.
It is therefore not a reliable diagnostic for topicality, even though it sometimes
occurs with topic constituents.

2.1.1  Contrastive topic

While contrast is typically a notion that is tied to focus, there is a variety of topics
that have a contrastive property. This category of topics is defined as further
specifying the referent of a salient item in the discourse, and inducing alternatives
that are salient in the discourse (see Kuno 1976; Biiring 1997; Krifka 2007;
Frascarelli & Hinterholzl 2007; Vermeulen 2008; Neeleman et al, 2010). The
following example from Krifka (2007: 44) illustrates contrastive topics."’

(9) a. What do your siblings do?
b. My sister studies medicine, and my brother is working on a freight ship.

The topic constituents, “my sister” and “my brother” further specify the salient
discourse entity “siblings”, and each of these topics is individually predicated in
(9b).

In many languages, such as English, Italian and NT Greek (also Modern and
Classical Greek), contrastive topics may occur fronted in the clause, in preverbal
position. Example (10), from Benica & Poletto (2004: 67) illustrates fronted
contrastive topics in Italian.”® The context makes the objects “the fruit” and “the
vegetables” salient in the discourse. The objects are out of their canonical object
position, and fronted to the left periphery.

(10)  Context: a farm producing a set of goods that are known to the people
involved in the conversation.
La fruttala regaliamo, e la verdura la vendiamo. ITALIAN
the fruit it give for free and the vegetables it sell
“The fruit we give for free, and the vegetables we sell.’

Contrastive topics are also fronted in NT Greek. In example (11), there are two
sentences, each of which contains two conjoined clauses. These clauses contain the
preverbal objects “the one” and “the other”. As shown in the context below, these
have just been introduced as being two masters.

assimilation with the aspiration of the relative pronoun, i.e. ap” hé:s dé .

7 In the Functional Grammar approach, contrastive topics are called sub-topics, or
inferable entities (Dik 1989).

* These authors refer to these kinds of topics as List Interpretation topics.
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(11)  Contrastive topics

[e: gar  ton héna misé:sei

either PCL D.ACC.SG.M one.ACC.SG.M hate.3SG.FUT.IND.ACT
kal ton héteron agapé:sei ]
and D.Acc.sGM other.ACcC.SGM love.3SG.FUT.IND.ACT

[&: hends ant"éxetai

or one.GEN.SG.M  hold.3SG.FUT.IND.MID

kai toll hetérou katap"roné:sei ]

and D.GEN.SG.M other.GEN.SG.M look.down.on.3SG.FUT.IND.ACT

‘(No house-servant can serve two masters;) either he will hate one and
love the other. Or, he will be devoted to one and look down on the other.’

(Ovdeig oinétng dvvatar dvol nuplolg dovhedely:) 1) Yoo TOV Eva
LonoeL »al TOV €teQov Ayamfoel, 1| £€vog avOEEeTal nal ToD €Té€Qov
1OTOPQOVIOEL. (Lk 16:13, Mt 6:24)

In summary, aboutness or thematic topics in NT Greek may be preceded by the
preposition peri “concerning”, or left-dislocated with demonstrative resumption.
Contrastively topicalized objects often occur in preverbal position, with no form of
resumption. Although the conjunctive particle dé has been associated with
topicality, it is not a reliable diagnostic for identifying topic constituents.

2.2 Focus

221 New information focus

Traditionally, the role of focus has been identified in constituent question-answer
pairs. The constituent that answers the questioned constituent is focus material, as in
the question-answer pair in (12) below, adapted from Krifka (2007: 14). Here,
capitals signal Focus stress, and F stands for focus.

(12) What did John show Mary?
John showed Mary [the PICtures]F
#[JOHN]F showed Mary the pictures.
#John showed [MAry]F the pictures.

oo

In the Alternative Semantics view, focus points out the existence of alternatives that
are relevant for a particular linguistic expression (Rooth 1985). In (b) ‘the pictures’
is evaluated with respect to the possible things which John could have bought.
Answers to wh-questions are known as new information foci. English new
information foci are pronounced with focus stress. In (b), the focus stress is on the
constituent that answers the question, and as (c) and (d) show, if the focus stress
does not occur on this constituent but on another constituent the result is infelicitous.

New information focus in NT Greek seem to occur in preverbal position,
however there is only one example of a question answer pair in which the answer
contains a verb, given in (13). The question in (a) is a “what” question. In the
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answer in (b), the demonstrative pronoun toiito, which answers the question, occurs
preverbally.

(13) a. Ti poié:so:
what. ACC.SG.N do.1SG.FUT.IND.ACT
‘What will I do, (because I have nowhere to store my fruit)?’
T{ mowow, (6TL 0Vx% €Y TOD CVVAE® TOVG RAQTOVG HOV;)
b. Tofito poié:so:
this.ACC.SG.N  do.1SG.FUT.IND.ACT
‘(And he said,) “This is what I’ll do. (I'll pull down my barns, and
build greater ones; and I will store my fruits and goods there”.”)
(xol eimev,) Todto mowow: (xabehd pov TOg Amodirag xoi
peiCovag oirodopnow, ol OUVAEM €xel TAVTA TOV OlTOV ROl TG
aya0d pov,) (Lk 12:17-18)

Notice that the question-answer pair is not ideal, as the poser and the answerer are
the same person. It is therefore not a true information seeking question. The speaker
rhetorically sets up this answer.

In Modern Greek, new information foci may occur either in pre- or postverbal
position, as the examples in (14) from Gryllia (2008: 11-12) show. In this, I-FOC
stands for information focus.

(14) a. Ti harise metaksi alon ) Yanis MODERN GREEK
what give.3SG among other.GEN the.NOM John.NOM
stin Tlektra?

to.the.AcC Ilektra.ACcC
‘What, among other things, did John give to Ilektra?’

b. Harise [ena vivlio]I-FOC stin Tlektra.
Give.35G a.ACC book.ACC  to.the.AcC llektra.AcC
c. [Ena vivlio]I-FOC harise stin Ilektra.

a.ACC book.ACC  give.3SG to.the.AcC Ilektra.ACC
‘John gave [a book]I-FOC (among other things) to Ilektra.’

The question in (a) seeks new information only, not an exhaustive answer, as
witnessed by metaksi alon, “among other things”). The answer to the question posed
in (a) contains a focused object, since the question seeks to know what John bought.
The question can be answered with the object either postverbal (b) or preverbal (c).
Gryllia (2008, Chapter 5) shows that the different positions correspond to different
intonation patterns of foci.

In summary, there is evidence from NT Greek that new information foci undergo
movement. With only one example of a question answer pair in which the answer
contains a verb, we can’t say whether new information foci also occur postverbally,
as in Modern Greek.



Non-neutral word orders 107

222  Additive focus

Additive particles such as English “also” are focus sensitive, meaning that different
realizations of focus stress result in different truth conditions. An example is given
in (15).

(15) a. John also showed Mary the PICtures
b. John also showed MARY the pictures

While (a) means that John showed Mary the pictures, in addition to showing her
other things, (b) means that John showed Mary the pictures, in addition to showing
the pictures to at least one more person. In other words, clauses containing additive
particles such as “also” entail those same clauses in the absence of the particle, and
they presuppose that (at least) one of the alternatives in the context satisfies the
denotation of the predicate (Konig 1991: 61-68).

As I have mentioned in Chapter 2, the particle kaf is a focus particle, used both
additively like “also”, and also as “even”. The particle does not have a stable
position in the clause, but directly precedes the constituent that it ‘emphasizes’
(Denniston 1954: lix-1x). An example of a fronted object preceded by kaf is given in
(16), where the clause is the apodosis of a conditional. The object fon patéra mou
“my father” precedes the verb and the modal particle dn.

(16) KaiO>V

[ei eme é:deite ] kai ton
if me.ACC.SG know.2PL.PLPF.IND.ACT also D.ACC.SG.M
patéra mou an  é:deite

father.ACC.SG.M my.GEN.SG PCL know.2PL.PLPF.IND.ACT

‘If you had known me, you would also have known my father.’

el eue f10eLte, nal TOV matéoa pov av fjoette. (IJn 8:19)
In the protasis of the conditional, the pronominal object emé “me” is fronted to
preverbal position. This object is directly contrasted with the focused object of the
main clause. The pronoun emé is an alternative that has already been asserted as
satisfying the denotation of the main clause verb, since the main and the embedded
clause verbs are identical.

Additive foci preceded by kai also occur postverbally. One example is given in

(17), where the focused object kai te:n alle:n “also the other”, referring to the other
cheek, occurs postverbally.

(17) V>L1O.>kai O

strépson autd:i
turn.2SG.AOR.IMPV.ACT  him.DAT.SG.M
kai te:n alle:n

also D.ACC.SG.F other.ACC.SG.F
‘(But, whoever should slap your right right cheek), turn the other to him,
too.’
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(@A 6otig oe pamitel eig v deElav olaydva [oov]), oTEéYov auTd
1oL TV GAAN YV (Mt 5:39)

In summary, additive foci preceded by kai are found both pre- and postverbally.

2.2.3 Contrastive focus

Contrastive foci are evaluated within a set of alternatives that possibly satisfy the
denotation of the predicate. Contrastive focus is often represented by corrective
constructions, as in (18).

(18) I want RICE, (and) not potatoes.

In English, contrastive foci often occur in-situ, like new information foci, and are
pronounced with focus stress. The focused constituent is evaluated within a
contrasting set of alternatives, and the corrective “and not” phrase removes one of
these alternatives.

In Modern Greek and Italian, contrastive foci may be fronted in the clause
(Gryllia 2008; Rizzi 1997, respectively). In (19), adapted from Rizzi (1997:290), the
direct object focus “your book™ is fronted ahead of the verb.

(19) ILTUO LIBRO ho comprato (non il suo)
the your book  have.lsg bought (not the your)
“YOUR BOOK I bought, (not his).’

It is useful to examine these constructions in NT Greek since there is no
ambiguity as to what is being focused. The “and not” phrase tells us whether the
focus on on a particular constituent of the main clause, or on the VP, or on the
proposition. To find the examples, I used digital searches of the three forms of
negation, ou, ouk and ouk”, directly following kai “and”.*® It was not feasible to
examine every instance of negation, it’s possible that I’ve missed some corrective
constructions that do not include kar.

In NT Greek, contrastive foci are found in both pre- and postverbal position, as
(20) and (21) show. In (20), the preverbal object éleos “mercy” is corrected by
"'usian “sacrifice”.

(20) éleos t"élo: kai ou t'usian
mercy.ACC.SG.N want.1SG.PRES.IND.ACT and NEG sacrifice. ACC.SG.F
‘I want mercy, and not sacrifice.’
"Eheog 06hw %ol o0 Quotoy: (Mt 9:13,12:7)

A

In (21), the postverbal PP ek pisteo:s K'ristoii “from the faith of Christ” is corrected

* When a non-aspirate (soft-breathing) vowel follows this NEG, the NEG comes
out with a final kappa (ouk), and when an aspirate (rough breathing) vowel
follows, it has a final chi (ouk").
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by the PP ex érgo:n nomou “from the works of the law”. The two prepositions are
the same, the surface difference (ek versus ex) is determined by the phonological
properties of the following word.

(21) hina dikaio:t"6:men ek pisteo:s K'ristofi
that set.right.1PL.AOR.SUBJ.PAS from faith.GEN.SG.F Christ.GEN.SG.M
kai ouk ex érgo:n némou

and NEG from work.GEN.PL.N law.GEN.SG.M

‘(even we have believed in Christ Jesus,) so that we may be justified by
faith in Christ and not by the works of the Law,’

(wai Huels eic Xouotov Inoodv émoteboapev,) va diwandduev &x
miotems XoLotod ®ol ovx € EQymv vouov, (Gal 2:16)

According to E Kiss (1998), the notion of contrastive focus involves the
exhaustive identification out of the set of possible alternatives. In contrast to new
information focus, she calls exhaustive focus identificational focus (see Brody
1990). In Hungarian, identificational foci are obligatorily moved to the Focus field
(the left periphery), while new information foci remain preverbal. This is shown in
(22), from E Kiss (1998: 249).

(22) a. Mariegy kalapot nézett ki maganak. HUNGARIAN
Mary a hat.ACC picked out herself.AcC
‘It was a hat that Mary picked for herself.’
b. Mari ki nézett maganak egy kalapot
Mary out herself.AcC picked a hat.ACC
‘Mary picked for herself A HAT.”

In (a), the interpretation is that Mary picked out a hat for herself, and nothing else.
The exhaustive interpretation is not present in (b). The focus corresponds only to
new information, which is indicated by small caps on “a hat”.

In English, exhaustive, or ‘identificational’ foci are often clefted to the beginning
of the sentence, with a copular verb and a relative clause, as in (23) below. In (a) a
set of people are given, who were presumably involved in a crime. In (b) a single
member is picked out as having performed the shooting, excluding the possibility
that any of the other members took part in this action. Another alternative is to use
the exhaustive adverb “only” preceding the focused phrase, as in (c).

(23) a.The police have arrested Anna, Benjamin and Catherine.
b. It was ANna who pulled the trigger.
c. Only ANna pulled the trigger.

NT Greek does not appear to display a cleft strategy for exhaustive focus. A
digital search of the forms of the copular verb in combination with relative pronouns
or the complementizer hoti gives no cleft constructions. One way to express
exhaustivity is with the adverbial mdénon “only”. For example, in the corrective
construction in (24), the PP eis heauton “about himself” is followed by modnon
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“only”.™® The whole constituent is fronted ahead of the object kaiik"e:ma and the
verb héxei. The PP is corrected with kal ouk eis ton héteron “and not about another”.

(24) kai téte eis  heauton moénon kaiik"e:ma
and then about self.ACC.SGM only boast.ACC.SG.N
héxei kai ouk eis ton héteron

have.3SG.FUTIND.ACT and NEG about D.ACC.SG.M other.ACC.SG.M
(‘But each one must examine his own work,) and then he will boast about
himself only, and not about another.’

(to 0¢ €gyov €ovtoD doxualétw Ex00Tog,) ®al TOTE €ig £0VTOV
UOVOV TO navyMuo EEEL ®OL OV €ig TOV £TEQOV- (Gal 6:4)

The presence of mdnon indicates that the moved focus constituent eis heauton is an
exhaustive focus.

It may also be shown that fronted constituents in corrective constructions are not
necessarily exhaustive. If mdnon occurs in the canceled “and not” phrase, that
indicates that the focused constituent is not exhaustive. For example, in (25) the
fronted PP ex érgo:n cancels the PP ek pisteo:s monon “by faith only”, implying that
a man is indeed justified by faith, but not only by faith. This implies that the fronted
PP is not exhaustive.

(25) ex érgon dikaiodtai dnt"ro:pos
from work.GEN.PL.N set.right.3SG.PRES.IND.MID man.NOM.SG.M
kai ouk ek pisteo:s ménon

and NEG from faith.GEN.SG.F only

‘(You see that) a man is justified by works, and not by faith alone.’
(0pGte O11) €€ €Qywv dwouodToL AVOQWIOg ROl OV € TOTEWG
novov. (1 Jac 2:24)

In summary, contrastive foci occur either pre- or postverbally in NT Greek.
Contrastive foci that are preverbal sometimes seem to express exhaustive
identification, but this is not always the case.

224  Contrastive focus under negation

Another corrective construction illustrating contrastive focus shows the negation
preceding the focus, in the shape “not x, but y”. This focus construction differs from
the ones seen in the last subsection in that negation takes scope over the focused
phrase, not the canceled phrase. This type of focus is referred to as bound focus in

%0 There is an additional complication here. The adverb mdnon does not decline, but
the related adjective monos “alone” does. The adverbial is identical in form to
the nominative/accusative neuter singular and the accusative masculine singular
forms of the adjective. Therefore, in some instances, such as (24), it is unclear
whether the form is an adverb, or whether it is an instance of secondary
predication.
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the literature (see Herburger 2000; Etxepare & Uribe-Etxebarria 2008), since
negation takes scope over the focus.”’ An example is shown in (26).

(26) Sascha didn’t visit MontMARTRE, (but PiGALLE)
(what Sascha visited was not Montmartre)

A digital search of the forms of negation within two lines preceding alld “but”
reveals that canceled objects occur both pre- and postverbally. The canceled object
is directly preceded by the negative morpheme, as shown in (27).

(27) kai [hos eme dékle:tai ]
and REL.NOM.SG.M me.ACC.SG receive.3SG.FUT.IND.MID
ouk eme dékPe:tai
NEG me.ACC.SG receive.3SG.PRES.SUBJ.MID
alla  ton aposteilanta me

but D.ACC.SGM send.ACC.SG.M.AOR.PART.ACT me.ACC.SG

‘And whoever should receive me will not receive me, but (he will

receive) the one who sent me.’

1ol Og av €ug Oynron, ovx éue déyeTal GALG TOV ATTOOTEIMOVTA. LE.
(Mk 9:37)

The ‘subject’ of (27) is the free relative clause, “whoever should receive me”, and it
is initial in the string. The object emé “me” is directly preceded by the negative
marker ouk. This places narrow focus on the object, which is witnessed by the fact
that the object is corrected in the following alla “but” clause/ phrase, by the
substantivized participial clause ton aposteilantd me “the one who sent me”.

An example of a postverbal object that is focused under the scope of negation is
shown in (28). As in (27), the negation is preverbal, but the object dikaious “the
righteous ones” is postverbal. It is clear that there is focus on the object, because it is
corrected by the object hamarto:loiis “the sinners”.

! The converse scope relation is called free focus (and this reading is represented by
the same clause in (26), tagged with an “and not” expression.

(i) Sascha didn’t visit MontMARTRE, (and not PiIGALLE)
(i.e., what Sascha didn’t visit was Montmartre)

I illustrate only bound foci, in the absence of found examples of free foci. I did a
digital search of the forms of negation within two lines of direct sequences of
kat, “and” and the forms of negation, however I found no examples of the scope
ordering in (i).
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(28) ou gar &lt"on kalésai
NEG PCL come.l1SG.AOR.IND.ACT call. AOR.INFIN.ACT
dikaious alla hamarto:lous

righteous.ACC.PLM but sinner.ACC.PL.M
‘For, I came not to call the righteous, but the sinners.’
oD Y& MO0V xakéoo dixaiovg AALG ApaQT®AODC.
(Mt 9:13; Mk 2:17; Lk 5:32)

23 Summary

In this Section, I introduced topic and focus, and showed how these notions can be
applied to the NT Greek data. Topics generally show an aboutness property, and are
either thematic or contrastive. Some thematic topics in NT Greek are introduced
with the preposition peri “concerning”, and some are resumed with demonstratives.
Contrastive topics tend to occur preverbally, with no resumption.

The core notion of focus is evaluation with respect to possible alternatives. There
are a few different varieties of focus that I illustrated in NT Greek: new information
focus, contrastive and exhaustive focus, and additive focus. Most of these foci are
found both pre- and postverbally, the exception being new information focus, of
which only the preverbal variety is attested. There is, however, only example of a
question-answer pair, which is the context in which new information focus can be
found.

3 A hierarchy of Topic and Focus projections

In some languages, topic and / or focus particles occur overtly in the Left Periphery.
In the example in (29) below, from Aboh (2004: 291), the topicalized constituent
directly precedes the topic marker ya, in the Specifier of TopP. The focused
constituent directly precedes the focus particle wé, following the topicalized
constituent and topic marker.

(29) dn 4> dd [dan 15] ya, GUNGBE
1SG say .PERF that snake SPF,.. Top
[Kofi] wé¢  tGn hu -1 na

Kofi Foc 1SG kill.PERF.3SG for
‘I said that, as for the specific snake, I killed it for KOFI.’

As I mentioned in the introduction, within the cartographic approach, these topic
and focus particles are taken to be heads of Topic and Focus projections, which
contain Topic and Focus features that trigger movement of a constituent with the
same kind of feature. The moved constituents end up in the Specifier of the
designated functional projection. Only in some languages the functional heads are
overt; in languages without topic or focus particles, the head is assumed to be null.
In Italian, multiple topics are grammatical, and there may be potentially any
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number of topics in the left periphery (Cinque 1990; Rizzi 1997). Sequences of
multiply fronted foci, on the other hand, are ungrammatical. The examples in (30)
and (31), adapted from Rizzi (1997:290), illustrate the possibility of multiple topics
but not multiple foci.

(30) Il libro, a Gianni, domani, glieglo daro senz’  altro
the book to John tomorrow to-himg, -ito; give.l1SG.FUT without other
“The book, to John, tomorrow, I’ll give it to him for sure.’

(31) *A GIANNI IL LIBRO daro (non a Pirio, I’articulolo)
TO JOHN THE BOOK give.1SG.FUT, (not to Piero, the article
‘I’1l give the BOOK to JOHN, (not the article to Piero).

When topics co-occur with a focus, they can occur preceding or following the focus,
as shown in (32), from Rizzi (1997:291).

(32) A Gianni, QUESTO, domani, gli dovrete dire
To John, THIS, tomorrow to-him¢,; should.2PL.FUT tell
“To John, tomorrow, you should tell him THIS.’

In Rizzi’s (1997) hierarchy of the left periphery, the Topic Phrase (TopP) is
recursive, as signaled by the asterisk, meaning that it has an unlimited number of
instantiations, while there is only one Focus Phrase (FocP) per clause. These
discourse projections occur between the Force Phrase (ForceP), which specifies the
illocutionary force of an utterance, and the Finiteness Phrase (FinP), which is the
boundary with the IP, or Tense domain, as I introduced in Chapter 1. This is re-
illustrated in (33).

(33) ForceP... TopP*...FocP...TopP*...FinP...IP/TP

More current research has suggested that TopP is not recursive (for example,
Beninca & Poletto 2004, Frascarelli & Hinterholzl 2007). Recent work by
Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007) distinguishes three subtypes of topics, which have
different functions as well as different intonational contours. They argue that the
different types of topics consistently occur in designated Topic projections, and that
the order of these Topic projections is fixed in a language. Italian shows the
hierarchy in (34).

(34)  Shifting topic [+aboutness] > Contrastive topic > Focus > Familiar topic

Shifting topics are characterized according to one of the properties of Givon’s
(1983:9) chain initial topic. This definition is given in (35).

(35) Shifting topic: A newly introduced, newly changed or newly returned
topic.
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A shifting topic always has an aboutness property. The Italian example in (36) from
Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007: 96) illustrates a shifting topic.

(36) per esempio il CD-rom invece ITALIAN
for example the CD-rom instead
non I’ avevo mai  visto
not it (CL) have.PAST.ISG never seen
‘So, for instance, I had never seen a CD Rom before.’

Shifting topics are characterized by the ‘L* + H’ contour, which is a complex low
tone followed by a high tone. At the onset of the tonic syllable, the low tone rises
sharply, and falls sharply again. The constituent forms its own intonational unit (see
Frascarelli & Hinterholzl 2007: 91 for an illustration of the contour).

Below the projection hosting shifting topics, is the projection dedicated to
contrastive topics. Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007: 92) show that the intonational
contour of a contrastive topic is different from that of shifting topic in Italian.
Contrastive topics in Italian are associated with the ‘“H*’ intonation contour, which
shows a different pitch alignment from the L* + H contour. The example in (37)
illustrates a contrastive topic in Italian.

(37) Invecealei nonl’ ha presa come speaker
instead to her not her-; have.3SG taken as  speaker
‘On the contrary he didn’t choose her to be the speaker.’

The lowest Topic projection Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007) propose hosts so-
called familiar topics. Familiar topics are given or accessible from the discourse,
where given-ness is evaluated according to Chafe (1976). Frascarelli & Hinterholzl
(2007: 96) give the following Italian example.

(38) o francamente guesta attivita particolare ITALIAN
I frankly this  activity particular
non me la ricordo.

not to.me(CL) it(CL) remember.1SG
‘Frankly, I don’t remember that particular activity.’

The topic questa attivita particolare is just mentioned, or is somehow salient in the
discourse, which in this case corresponds to the presence of the demonstrative
pronoun questa. Familiar topics are characterized by the L* intonational contour: a
low tone on the tonic vowel, but slightly higher than the lowest tone of the utterance,
which occurs right before the topicalized constituent.

The fragment in (39), adapted from Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007: 88)
demonstrates the order of topics in Italian. Note that there is no punctuation in the
example, since it comes from a recording of running speech.
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(39) ITALIAN
La situazione ¢ questa: l’insegnante come ho detto ai ragazzi ¢ in
maternitda ha una gravidanza difficile e sta usufruendo di quella legge
particolare della maternita anticipata per ora ha avuto un mese io penso
che non tornera pero lei m’ha detto ah di non dirlo ancora ai ragazzi
perché per motivi suoi- comunque io signora penso di chiudere 1’anno
[...] questo comunque io ai ragazzi non 1’ho detto direttamente.
“This is the situation: the teacher, as I told the students, is pregnant, she’s
having a difficult pregnancy and she is now having benefits from that
specific law that allows early maternity-leave. So far, she has been given
one month. I don’t think she is coming back, however she told me not to
tell the students yet, because- well, she has her reasons. However, I think
I will keep the class till the end of the year [...] This, however, I haven’t
told the students directly.’
Questo, io ai ragazzi non I’ ho detto direttamente.
this I to.the boys not it(CL) have.ISG told directly
‘I did not tell this [fact] to the students directly.’

In the sentence in question, the direct object questo precedes the subject pronoun io,
which precedes the indirect object ai ragazzi (the adverb comunque intervenes
between questo and io). Questo is a shifting topic (which is an aboutness topic), and
it is doubled with a clitic. The pronoun io is reported to have the intonational
contour of a contrastive topic, which corresponds to the fact that it is being
contrasted with the referent in the preceding discourse, [’insegnante “the teacher”.
Ai ragazzi “the boys”, or in this case “the students” is familiar in the discourse,
having been mentioned twice in the context given, and is classified as a familiar
topic.

3.1 Topic sub-types in NT Greek

The different topic sub-types identified by Frascarelli & Hinterh6lzl (2007) can also
be identified in NT Greek, and they seem to reflect the same order. As I mentioned
above, shifting topics carry an aboutness property, and are either newly introduced
topics or newly returned to topics. The passage in (40) illustrates shifting and
familiar topics. In (a), there is a shifting topic that is newly introduced. There is a
shifting topic that is newly returned to in (c), and there is a familiar topic in (b). The
whole passage is given in Greek and English in (d).

(40) a. guné: de_ tis onémati Mirt"a
woman.NOM.SG.F PCL INDEF.NOM.SG.F name.DAT.SG.N Mart"a
hupedéxato autén

receive.3SG.AOR.IND.MID him.ACC.SG.M
‘And a certain women named Martha received him.’
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b. kai té:de &n adelp"e:
and this.DAT.SG.F be.3SG.IMPF.IND.ACT sister.NOM.SG.F
kalouméne: Mariam

call. NOM.SG.F.PRES.PART.MID Mary
‘And to her there was a sister called Mary.’

c. he: de__ Mairtha periespato
D.NOM.SG.F PCL Martha trouble.3SG.IMPF.IND.MID
peri  polle:n diakonfan

about much.ACC.SG.F serving.ACC.SG.F
‘But Martha was troubling with a lot of serving.’

d. "Ev 8¢ 1@ mopeteoban adtovg ahtog eiofhbev eig vbunv tvé-
yuvi) 8¢ Tig ovopatt Mdpfo vmedéEato ovtov. nal TRide nv
adeldn rahovuévn Magidp, [1)] zol mogoaxabecbeloo mEOg TOVg
modag tod wvpiov Hrovev TOV AOYyov avtod. 1 6¢ Mdaoba
TEQLEOTATO TEQL WOMY dtaxoviay- Eémotaoa Ot eimev, Khgle, o
pELEL ool OTL 1) AdEMDT) HoU UOVNV pE RATEMTEY SLOKOVELY; eine
ovv adTi tva pot cuvavtiAdpnTa.

‘And during their journey, he entered a village. And a certain woman
named Martha received him. And she had a sister called Mary, who
sitting at the feet of the lord, heard his word. But Martha was busy
with much serving. And coming up, she said “Lord, do you not care
that my sister has left me alone to serve? Then tell her that she should
help me.’ (Lk 10:40)

In (a), the constituent “a certain woman by the name of Martha” is the preverbal
subject. This is the first time in the story that she is introduced. The constituent
contains the specific indefinite #is, which as I discussed in Chapter 2 is typical of
topicalized constituents. In (b), the demonstrative pronoun é:de “to her” refers to
Martha, thus is a familiar topic. This pronoun is a possessive dative in a
presentational sentence that introduces Martha’s sister Mary. Notice that the newly
introduced constituent “a sister called Mary” is postverbal, presumably in the VP, or
in a VP internal Focus projection. In (c), the topic of discourse is shifted back to
Martha.

The example in (41) illustrates a familiar topic that is a full DP constituent. As
shown by the previous context, the speaker has just mentioned that he has authority
(¢Eovoiav, exousian). The fronted object taiite:n té:n entolé:n “this command”
refers to the aforementioned authority.

(41) Familiar topic

taute:n té:n entolé:n élabon
this.ACC.SG.F D.ACC.SG.F comandment.ACC.SG.F take.lSG.AOR.IND.ACT
para tol patrds mou

from D.GEN.SG.M father.GEN.SG.M my.GEN.SG
‘(For, I have the authority to lay it down, and I have the authority to take
it back.) This commandment I took from my father.’
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(¢Eovotav Exm Betvan avthv, nal éEovaiov €xm maiv Aafelv avThv:)
TavTV TV €violny Ehafov mapd Tod TaTeds Hov. (Jn 10:18)

Examples of contrastive topic objects in NT Greek were shown above in (11). In
(42) below, contrastive topic subjects are illustrated with two parallel clauses. The
contrastive topic subjects are the pronouns humeis “you-PL” and egd: “I”. The
predicates are also contrastive, consisting of prepositional phrases with the copula.
These prepositional phrases precede the copulas in both instances. It is possible that
the PPs are contrastive foci, but the main point of focus here is the initial contrastive
topics.

(42) Contrastive topics

Humeis ek ton kato: esté,
you.NOM.PL from D.GEN.PLM below be.2PL.PRES.IND.ACT
ego: ek to:n 4no: eimi

I.NOM.SG from D.GEN.PL.M above be.lSG.PRES.IND.ACT
‘You are from those beneath, I am from those above.’
Yuelg éx v #Gtw £0Té, £y €1 TOV v eipl- (Jn 8:25)

Lacking intonational evidence, it is often difficult to distinguish contrastive
topics from shifting topics. This is due to the fact that newly returned to topics
(classified as shifting topics) are often inferable as belonging to a set that is given in
the discourse. For example, consider the example in (43) below, in which the
topicalized element is the direct object fon siton “the corn”. This example occurs in
a parable about the kingdom of heaven, in which it is compared to a man sowing a
good seed, which grows into wheat. During the story, it is mentioned that weeds (fa
zizdnia) also grew in the man’s field. The servant of the man suggests that they tear
up the weeds, and the man responds with the text in (43).

(43) ton de__ siton sunagdgete
D.acc.sG.M PCL corn.ACC.SG.M gather.2PL.PRES.IMPV.ACT
eis t&mn apot"é:kemn  mou

into D.ACC.SG.F barn.ACC.SG.F my.GEN.SG

‘(No, lest while gathering up the weeds, you might uproot the wheat
together with them. Let them both grow together until harvest, and in the
time of the harvest, I will say to the reapers, “Gather first the weeds and
bind them in bundles to burn them up.) And the wheat, gather it into my
barn.”’

(0¥, phmote ovihéyovteg to Cilldvia éxguwonte Guo. avtolg Tov
ottov. d¢pete ouvavEdveoOar dpdotepa €mg tod OeoLopod: xol €v
®nop® tod Beglopod €od tolg Oeglotalg, ZulAéEate mEM®TOV TA
Cultavia »ai dMoate avta €ig OEoNag OGS TO RATAXRADOL AUTA,)
TOV O¢ OlTOV OUVAYAYETE €ig TNV ATOONUNV LoV. (Mt 13:30)

The object ton siton “the wheat” has been previously mentioned, and can be
described as a newly returned to topic. It is also contrasted with ta zizdnia “the
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weeds”. Notice further that familiarity in the discourse is the hallmark of a familiar
topic. There is therefore some overlap in the properties that the different topics
display. Shifting and contrastive topics are often familiar in the discourse. If they
display no contrastive or aboutness property in addition to being familiar in the
discourse, I consider them to be familiar topics.

3.2 The order of topics in NT Greek

With no access to intonation, it is not possible to distinguish topics based on their
pitch contours. However, strings of multiple topics seem to occur in a consistent
order, based on which properties they display (aboutness, contrast and familiarity).
The two passages I illustrate in (44) and (45) below show the order Shifting topic >
Familiar topic, and Contrastive topic > Familiar topic.

The example in (44) shows that the shifting topic t6:i Abradm *“Abraham”
precedes the familiar topic di’ epangelias “by command”, which precedes the verb
and postverbal subject. The initial shifting topic is more precisely a newly returned
to topic, as the context of the example, given in (b), shows. I classify di’ epangelias
“by command” as a familiar topic, since it has been mentioned many times in the
previous discourse, and does not itself carry contrast, and does not display the
aboutness property.

(44) a. Shifting topic > Familiar topic
t6:i de_ Abraam di’ epangelias
D.DAT.SG.M PCL Abraham by command.ACC.PL.F
kek"aristeai ho t"eds
say.3SG.PERF.IND.MID D.NOM.SG.M god.NOM.SG.M
‘But to Abraham God gave it by command.’ (Gal 3:18)

b. Adehdoi, xatd dvOowmov Myw: Spmg AvOQOITOU REXVQWUEVIY
duobfunv oldeig abetel 1) émdwatdooetan. T@® O¢ APoadu
¢0péOnoav ai émayyeMow ol T@ oméouatt avtod. o Aéyel, Kal
Tolg oméQuUAOLY, MG €ml TOAALDV, GAA’ mg €¢° €vog, Kol td
oméouoti oov, 6¢ €otv XQuotds. todto O¢ Aéyw: duabfumv
TQOREXVQWUEVIV VIO TOD 0OeoD O petd TteTQomOoLd %ol
TOLANOVTA €T1) YEYOVIG VOUOS OUX AXVQOL, €l TO xoToQyfool
™y émayyehov. el ydo éx vopou 1 xAngovouio, ovxrétL €€
enaryyehog: T 6¢ APoadpu U émayyehiag neydolotan 6 0edg.
‘Brothers, I speak in terms of human relations: even though it is only a
man's covenant, yet when it has been ratified, no one sets it aside or
adds conditions to it. To Abraham the commands were spoken, and to
his seed. He does not say, “And to seeds,” as referring to many, but
rather to one, “And to your seed,” that is, Christ. What I am saying is
this: the Law, which came four hundred and thirty years later, does
not invalidate a covenant previously ratified by God, so as to nullify
the command. For if the inheritance is based on law, it is no longer
based on a command; But to_Abraham God granted it by command.’

(Gal 3:15-18)
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The example in (45) illustrates a contrastive topic preceding a familiar topic,
which in turn precedes the verb. In this example, there is another constituent
between the contrastive and the familiar topics, whose status is less clear. I have
tentatively suggested that this constituent is focused, however it does not show any
of the available diagnostics for focus shown in Section 2.

(45) a. Contrastive topic > (Focus?) > Familiar topic > Verb

Ego: pollod kep"alafou
INOM.SG  large.GEN.SG.N  sum.GEN.SG.N
te:n politefan tadte:n

D.ACC.SGF citizenship.ACC.SG.F this.ACC.SG.F
ekte:sdme:n
acquire.1SG.AOR.IND.MID
‘I acquired this citizenship with a large sum of money.”
b. Contrastive topic > verb
Ego: de kai gegénne:mai
INoM.sGM PCL even beget.1SG.PERF.IND.MID
‘But I was even born [Roman].’ (A 22:28)
c. mpooehdmv 8¢ 6 yhlayog elmev abTd, Aéye pot, o Pwuaiog &l;
0 8¢ £om, Nal. amexnoidn 8¢ 6 yhiogyog, ‘Eyo mohhod xedadaiov
T ohtetav tadtny éxtnoduny. 6 8¢ Madlog €dpn, Eyd O¢ nai
vevEVVILOL.
‘And the chief captain came and said to him, “Tell me, you are a
Roman?” And he said, “Yes.” And the chief captain answered, “I
acquired this citizenship with a large sum of money.” And Paul said,

[IEE)

“But I was even born Roman”.

In the conversation in (45), the speaker in (a), the chief captain, has just heard that
the speaker in (b), Paul, is a Roman. After confirming this fact from Paul directly,
the chief captain states the clause in (a). The pronoun egd: precedes the genitive
phrase polloii kep"alaiou “with a large sum”, referring to a sum of money, which
precedes the object fe:n politeian taiite:n “this citizenship”, referring to the Roman
citizenship. By saying this, the chief captain seems to imply the question of how
Paul acquired this citizenship. The first constituent egd: “I” is a contrastive topic,
since the chief captain is comparing his Roman citizenship with Paul’s. The direct
object te:n politeian taiite:n “this citizenship” is a familiar topic, since it refers to the
Roman citizenship, which has just been mentioned. The status of the instrumental
phrase polloii kep"alaiou “with a large sum” is less clear. Based on the context, it
seems likely that it is emphatically focused, but this can’t be tested.

In Paul’s response in (b), the pronoun ego: “I” is a contrastive topic, as he is
contrasting himself with the chief captain, with respect to how he acquired the
Roman citizenship, which was by birth, not purchase.
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3.3 Summary

In summary, in this section I have illustrated the hierarchy of Topic and Focus
projections in the left periphery of the Italian clause, as proposed by Frascarelli &
Hinterhdlzl (2007). These authors distinguish various sub-types of topics based on
different intonational contours, which occur in designated Topic projections in the
left periphery. A shifting topic has an aboutness property, and is newly introduced or
newly returned to. A contrastive topic is inferable from the discourse, and carries
contrast, and a familiar topic is highly salient in the discourse. The projections
hosting these Topics are ordered such that shifting topics precede contrastive topics,
contrastive topics precede foci and foci precede familiar topics.

Without intonational facts, it is much more difficult to distinguish topic sub-
types, since dislocated constituents often show properties of more than one kind of
topic. For example, shifting topics and contrastive topics are often familiar in the
discourse, which is the hallmark of a familiar topic. I classify topics as familiar
topics if they are familiar in the discourse, but do not have an aboutness or
contrastive property. Furthermore, newly returned to topics, which are shifting
topics, often carry contrast as well as aboutness (see example (43) above). This
makes it difficult to distinguish contrastive from shifting topics. However, in my
examination of the NT Greek data, I found that there is evidence for the fact that
shifting topics precede familiar topics, and that contrastive topics precede familiar
topics. There is an indication that a focused constituent intervenes between the
contrastive topic and the familiar topic in (45a) above, however this can’t be tested.
Evidence for the order Shifting topic > Contrastive topic is lacking. As I show in the
next section, evidence for this order is also lacking in SOV clauses, while they
provide support for the orders Shifting topic > Familiar topic, Shifting topic >
Focus, Contrastive topic > Familiar topic, Focus > Familiar Topic.

4 SOV orders

SOV and OSV clauses, in which there are two preverbal constituents allow for
further evaluation of the ordering of left peripheral elements. In general, OSV is a
very infrequent order (see Chapter 2), and most of the examples contain quantifier
arguments. In this section, I discuss SOV orders, and in the next section, I focus on
the position of preverbal quantifier arguments. There I discuss some OSV sentences.

I have found SOV clauses in which the two preverbal constituents are either two
topics, or a topic and a focus. Both the orders Topic > Focus and Focus > Topic are
found. More specifically, I find a contrastive topic preceding a familiar topic, a
shifting topic preceding a contrastive focus, a shifting topic preceding an additive
focus, and an additive focus preceding a familiar topic. There is also one example
with three preverbal constituents, in which the order Shifting topic > Focus >
Familiar topic is suggested.
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4.1 Contrastive topic > Familiar topic

In the SOV clause in (46), the subject Maridm precedes the object te:n agat'é:n
merida “the good part”, which precedes the finite verb exeléxato “chose”.

(46) Contrastive topic > Familiar topic

Mariam gar témn agat"e:n merida
Maria.NOM.SG PCL D.ACC.SG.F good.ACC.SG.F part.ACC.SG.F
exeléxato

choose.3SG.AOR.IND.MID

‘(And Jesus answered and said unto her, “Martha, Martha, you are careful
and troubled about many things. But one thing is necessary). And Maria
chose the good part (which will not be taken from her)”.’

(GonQels 8¢ elmev avth 6 x0ELog, Mabo Mdagba, peouuvis xol
0oouPaln mepl moAld, Evog 8¢ EotLy yoeia) Maguap yao thv ayadnv
peida €EeléEato (T o ddalpednoetal aTiS.) (Lk 10:42)

This sentence occurs in a dialogue between Martha and Jesus, as shown in the
context. The larger context can be found in example (40) above. Martha has just
been complaining that her sister Maria has left her to do all of the serving. She
suggests that Jesus tell Maria to help her. The response of Jesus is given in the
context of (46), where he states that Martha is troubled about many things, but that
there is only one thing that should be troubled over. The fronted object, té:n agat"é:n
merida “the good part” refers to this one thing, and I therefore classify it as a
familiar topic. The subject Maridm seems to be a contrastive topic, since Jesus is
contrasting Martha, the addressee who is troubled over many things, with her sister
Mary, who has chosen the good part to be troubled with.

4.2  Shifting topic > Contrastive focus

As I mentioned in Section 2, corrective constructions contain contrastively focused
phrases. The SOV sentence in (47) below contains a focused object that is under the
scope of negation (a “bound focus”), directly following the negative morpheme. The
object t0 pneiima toii késmou “the spirit of the world” is corrected by to pneiima to
ek toi f"eoii “the spirit of God” In this instance, the pronominal subject humeis
“you-PL” precedes the focused phrase (in bold) and the negative morpheme. This
pronoun corresponds to a newly returned to topic, and is therefore a shifting topic.
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(47)  Shifting topic > Contrastive focus
he:meis de&¢ ou to pneiima tod
we NOM.PL PCL NEG D.ACC.SG.N spirit.ACC.SG.N D.GEN.SG.M
késmou eldbomen alla to pnelima
world.GEN.SGM take.lPL.AOR.IND.ACT but D.ACC.SG.N spirit.ACC.SG.N
to ek tod t"eofi
D.Acc.SGN from D.GEN.SGM god.GEN.SG.M
‘Now we have received not the spirit of the world, but the spirit of God.’
Nuelg 8¢ ov TO TveDpo ToD #OOHOoV EMGPopev AALA TO TTvedpO TO €%
ToD Oe0D (1 Cor 2:12)

The sentence in (47) provides support for the order Shifting topic > Focus. However,
one remaining question is what the position of negation is.

As I mentioned above, contrastive foci that are under the scope of negation (or
“bound foci”) occur both pre- and postverbally. In most cases, the focused
constituent is either preverbal, directly preceded by the negative morpheme (as in
(47), and also (27) above), or it is postverbal, with the negative morpheme in
preverbal position (as in (28) above). These are summarized in (48), where XP is the
focused constituent.

(48) a. NEG> XProc >V
b. NEG >V > XProcC

Friberg (1982:179) categorizes the NEG-x but y construction in terms of
syntactic markedness (see Chapter 2, Section 3 for a discussion of Friberg (1982)).
He states, “Negative markers precede the verb, and cause the preverbal placement of
the object in certain circumstances. When the object itself contains the negative
marker, it must be fronted”. This analysis implies that the canonical preverbal
position of negation is the driving force for movement of the object. Like Friberg, I
have found no instance of V-NEG-O. When negation directly precedes a direct
object, the object is fronted, as in (27) and (47). However, negation is occasionally
found postverbally, with contrastively focused PPs. An example is given in (49).

(49) V>NEG > PP

kai é:lt"on ou dia ton
and come.3PL.AOR.IND.ACT NEG for D.ACC.SG.M
Ie:solin moénon

Jesus.ACC.SG.M only

‘and they came not only for Jesus, (but so that they might also see
Lazarus, whom he had raised from the dead)’.

7ol MABov o0 S Tov Incodv pdvov (GAL tva xai tov AdLagov
{dwaoLv OV fyelev €x vergv.) (Jn 12:9)

In this example, the PP dia ton le:soiin monon “for Jesus only” is postverbal,
directly preceded by the negative morpheme ou. This PP is corrected by a clause
headed by hina, which contains the additively focused phrase kai ton Ldzaron “in
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order that they might also see Lazarus”.*

Although the canonical position for sentential negation is directly preverbal, the
crucial fact is that negative morphemes do occur postverbally in corrective
constructions. This means that the preverbal position of negation is not the driving
force for movement of corrected objects. It suggests rather that the negation in (27),
(47) and (49) is constituent negation rather than sentential negation (see Jackendoff
1972; Payne 1985; Horn 1989). From a semantic perspective, the difference is in
scope. If the whole sentence falls under the scope of negation, it is sentential
negation, and if only a constituent falls under the scope of negation, it is constituent
negation (Zeijlstra 2004: 47).

The difference in scope corresponds to a difference in position of the negative
morpheme in NT Greek. In constituent negation, the negative morpheme directly
precedes the negated constituent, and in sentential negation, the negative morpheme
directly precedes the predicate. I propose that in NT Greek constituent negation, the
negative morpheme adjoins to the constituent in its base position, prior to potential
extraction. This is the standard analysis of English constituent negation (see Ernst
1992; Embick & Noyer 2001; Kim & Sag 2002). Adjunction of the negative
morpheme to the negated PP in (50) is shown in (50).

(50) DP
SN
NegP DP
ou /\

dia ton le:soiin monon

I assume that the negative morpheme adjoins to the object, and that the object is
subsequently moved to Spec,FocP. I do not take a stand as to the status of postverbal
corrected constituents such as those in (28) above. It is possible that they move to a
vP-internal Focus projection (see Belletti 2001), or remain in their VP-internal base
positions.

In summary, I have illustrated an example of an SOV sentence in which the
subject is a shifting topic, and the object a contrastive focus. I have argued that the
negative morpheme adjoins to the constituent prior to its extraction to Spec,FocP.
This accounts for the fact that when a corrected object is fronted, the negative
morpheme directly precedes it, interrupting it from the finite verb, while in a
pragmatically neutral clause, negation is directly preverbal. It also accounts for
examples such as (49), where the cancelled constituent as well as the negative
morpheme are preverbal. In this case, focus movement does not apply, however the

52 There is an additional complication with this example, that the in situ focused PP
contains the exhaustivity adverb monon, thus “not only for the sake of Jesus”.
The purpose clause that corrects this PP contains an additively focused phrase,
kai ton Lazaron “also Lazarus”, thus “not only for the sake of Jesus, but in order
that they see Lazarus also”. Notice that this focused phrase kai ton Ldzaron is
fronted within the corrective subordinate clause. The example is intended to
show only that constituent negation does occur postverbally, albeit rarely.
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reason why not is uncertain. This analysis differs from Friberg’s (1982) view that
the preverbal position of sentential negation is the force driving displacement of
corrected objects.

4.3 Additive focus > Familiar topic

In Chapter 2 I noted that the SOV order commonly has reflexive, or ‘identity
anaphoric’ objects. These objects include constituents made up of, or containing /0
autds “the same”. In the SOV example in (51), the pronominal subject humeis “you-
PL” precedes the object té:n auté:n énnoian, which contains ho autds.

(51) Additive focus > Familiar topic

kai humeis te:n auteé:n énnoian
and you.NOM.PL D.ACC.SGF same.ACC.SG.F mind.ACC.SG.F
hoplisast"e

make.2PL.AOR.IMPV .MID

‘(Being that Christ has suffered in the flesh), you too, be of the same
mind, (because he who has suffered in the flesh has ceased from sin).
(Xowotod ovv mafdvrog cogxi) #ol Vpelg v avtv Evvolay
omhioaoBe, (6tL 6 mobmv corl mémavtal auagtiog,) (1 Pet4:1)

The clause is initiated with kaf, and as such, kai is ambiguous between the
conjunction “and” and the additive particle “also”. In this instance, however, the
context, given below the example, indicates that kaf is an additive focus particle.
The object constituent is anaphoric, referring back to manner in which Christ has
suffered in the flesh. In this sense, the object is a familiar topic in the discourse.

Another example of a constituent focused with kai that precedes a familiar topic
is shown in (52), taken from (31) in Chapter 2. In this instance, the object consists
entirely of t0 auto “the same”, meaning “the same thing”. This same thing being
referred to is introduced in the previous discourse, doing good for those who do
good for you.

(52) Focus > Familiar topic

kai hoi hamarto:loi
even D.NOMPLM  sinner.NOM.PLM
to auto poiolisin

D.ACCSGN same.ACC.SG.N do.3PLPRES.IND.ACT

‘(And if you do good for those who do good for you, what kind of grace
do you have?) Even sinners do the same thing’.

(noi [yaQ] éav dyabomoifjte Tovg dya.fomoloDvtog VUGS, oia Dulv
% 6OLS €0TIV;) nal Ol APOQTWAOL TO AUTO TOLOTVOLY. (Lk 6:33)

As I mentioned in Section 2, objects preceded by the focus particle kai have a
strong tendency to occur preverbally, but are also found postverbally. The fact that
constituents preceded by the particle are found both pre- and postverbally indicates
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that kaf adjoins to the focussed phrase prior to movement of the focussed phrase, as
I argued above for constituent negation. It also indicates that movement of the
focused phrase is optional in NT Greek, in constructions with focus-sensitive kai.

44 Shifting topic > Focus > Familiar topic
An SOV clause with three preverbal constituents is shown in (53), which occurs in a
speech made by Jesus, wherein he argues that the testinomy that John has given

about him is the truth.

(53) Shifting topic > Focus > Familiar topic

ego: de ou  para ant'ré:pou
INOM.sG PCL NEG from man.GEN.SG.M
té:n marturian lambano:

D.ACC.SGF testimony.ACC.SG.F take.lSG.PRES.IND.ACT

‘(If I testify about myself, my testimony is not true. There is another who
testifies about me and I know that the testimony he gives about me is true.
You sent to John, and he testified to the truth.) But I, not from a human
being do I receive testimony, (but I say this so that you may be saved).’
(€0v €ym poQTLED TTEQL EPOVTOD, 1) LOQTUQLO OV 0V E0TLY AANOTS:
dAhog £0Tiv O poETLEGMV TEQL Euod, #al otda dTL AANONg EoTy 1)
poetugicn v poQTueel meQl €pod. Vel AmeotdAxote  TQOG
Todvvnv, zol pepotdonxev tf) ainbeigr) €ydm O0¢ ov  mod
avBpmmov ™V uaeTugiov Aapfdvom, (GAAG Tadta Aéym tva Vuelc
owOfjte.) (Jn 5:34)

In the preceding context, Jesus states that he is not the only one to provide testimony
about himself. He states that there has been another true testimony about him. He
then specifies that this was given by John. Then, he shifts the topic of discourse back
to himself, stating that for him, testimony from man is not crucial (later he states that
the true testimony comes from the deeds of his father, which he carries out). The
subject pronominal egdé: “I” is in initial position, a shifting topic. The phrase para
ant"ré:pou “from man” is directly preceded by negation, which suggests that it is
under focus, since it is constituent negation rather than sentential negation. The
direct object té:n marturian “testimony” is salient in the discourse, already having
been mentioned several times.

4.5 Summary

In summary, SOV clauses are suggestive of the order Shifting / Contrastive topic >
Focus > Familiar topic > Verb. I have shown examples of a contrastive topic
preceding a familiar topic, a shifting topic preceding a contrastive focus, additive
foci preceding familiar topics and one example of a shifting topic preceding a
contrastive focus, preceding a familiar topic. There is one order that I have not
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found, namely a shifting topic preceding a contrastive topic. As I mentioned in
Section 3, it is especially difficult to distinguish shifting topics from contrastive
topics, and furthermore, there is no evidence for of these co-occurring.

I have not found instances of more than one focus in an SOV clause, or in fact in
any clause, which is consistent with the hierarchy of discourse projections proposed
by Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007), as well as Rizzi (1997) in Italian. The data are
consistent with all types of foci occuring in the same projection, between the two
Topic projections.

At face value, Focus movement seems to be optional, since additive foci and
contrastive foci are found postverbally. I have argued that constituents that are
focused with kai and bound contrastive foci in the NEG-x but y construction
undergo focus movement following adjunction of the negative morpheme or the
additive particle to the focused constituent. Therefore, it is not the canonical
preverbal position of negation that causes displacement of contrastively focused
objects. Rather, it is Focus movement of a constituent that is directly under the
scope of negation.

5 The position of preverbal quantifier arguments

As I showed in Chapter 3, negative quantifier subjects have similar distributions to
negative quantifier objects, and are not likely in the Spec,T subject position. For
example, arguments are found intervening between negative quantifier subjects and
verbs. The example in (54) is repeated from (75) in Chapter 3. The negative
quantifier subject is followed by the indefinite pote, “ever” and the object té:n
heautoii sdrka “his own flesh”, with the verb last in the string.

(54) oudeis gér pote té:n heautoii
no-one NOM.SG.M PCL ever D.ACC.SG.F self . GEN.SG.M
sarka emise:sen

flesh.ACC.SG.F hate.3SG.AOR.IND.ACT
‘For, no-one ever hated his own flesh.’
ovdelg Y mote TNV Eavtod odona Euionoey, (Ep 5:29)

Universal or ‘strong’ quantifiers such as mag (pds) “all”, “every” in NT Greek
also frequently occur in the left periphery. Similarly, the distributive strong
quantifier €éxaotog (hékastos) “each” occurs as the subject of quite a few SOV
sentences, as shown in Chapter 2. As I show below in 5.2, their distribution is
similar that of negative quantifiers, and I treat them as structurally similar
categories.

5.1 Universal quantifiers and negative words in Modern Greek

Modern Greek is a language in which universal quantifiers and negative words may
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occur in the left periphery. As I mentioned in Chapter 3, strong quantifiers such as
“all” and “every” and negative quantifiers, or negative words such as “nobody” and
“nothing” are often ungrammatical as topics. The examples in (55), from
Giannakidou (2006: 350) show that bare strong quantifiers and negative words can’t
be dislocated and resumed with a clitic in Modern Greek, which is a standard test for
topicalization in this language.

(55) a. *Kathena, ton idha MODERN GREEK
everybody, him saw.1SG
“*Everybody, I saw him.’
b. *KANENA, dhen ton idha
nobody not him saw.1SG
‘*Nobody, I didn’t see him.’

Notice that the negative quantifier in (b) is in upper case. This corresponds to the
fact that it is pronounced with emphatic stress (see also Puskds 1998 for similar facts
in Hungarian). These are known as emphatic negative words, or n-words in the
literature (see note 53).

Bare n-words in Modern Greek require a gap, i.e., the absence of a clitic;
compare (56) from Tsimpli & Roussou (1996: 58) with (55b) above.

(56) KANENA, dhen idha
nobody  not saw.lSG
‘I saw nobody’

Tsimpli & Roussou (1996) and Tsimpli (1995) argue that Modern Greek preverbal
n-words undergo Focus movement, similarly to what Brody (1990) argues for
Hungarian.

Others have shown that referential strong quantifiers, as well as referential
negative words, may be dislocated and resumed with clitics. This is illustrated in
(57) from Gainnakidou (2006: 350) (see also Giannakidou 1998, 2000; see Cinque
1990 for Italian).

(57) a. Kathena dhema to paradhosa  ston paralipti tu MODERN GREEK
every parcel it delivered.lsg in-the recipient its
‘As for every parcel, I delivered it to its recipient.’
b. KANENA apo ta vivlia dhen to agorasa telika
no from the books not it bought finally
‘I bought none of the books after all.’

The crucial fact is that the quantifiers and negative words have to be linked to the

>3 Negative words such as “nobody” and “nothing” in Modern Greek are polarity
items, rather than negative quantifiers, forming a contrast with NT and Classical
Greek. Following Giannakidou (2006), I use the term negative words (n-words)
when referring to “nobody” and “nothing” in Modern Greek.
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discourse, satisfying the referentiality condition (Anagnostopoulou & Giannakidou
1995). In (57), the quantifier is Discourse-linked through the NP dhema “parcel”,
and the negative word is linked through the partitive apo ta vivlia “from the books”.

In summary, strong quantifiers in Modern Greek can be topics if they are
referential. Negative words such as “nobody” either under focus movement, or
topicalization in the case that they are referential. Notice that in both cases, the
negative words are pronounced with emphatic stress. The stress does therefore not
necessarily correspond to focus stress (Giannakidou 2006: 331, and references
there).

5.2 Universal and negative quantifier fronting in NT Greek

The distribution of preverbal universal quantifiers is very similar to that of negative
quantifiers in NT Greek. They are each found as subjects and as objects in SOV
strings. Following Giannakidou (2006), I assume that a quantifier that is referential
can undergo topicalization, and one that is not cannot. If a non-referential quantifier
is found in dislocated position (preverbal position at least in the case of oblique
quantifier arguments), I will assume that it moves to the Focus projection, following
Tsimpli & Roussou’s (1996) analysis of Modern Greek n-word fronting.

However, one interesting complication with the NT Greek data is that in many
instances, quantifiers that are linked to the discourse through modifiers are fronted,
but the modifiers are stranded in postverbal position. The two examples in (58) and
(59) illustrate this. The example in (58) is an OSV clause, of which the subject is the
negative quantifier, and the object the DP te:n glo:ssan “the tongue”. The quantifier
subject has a genitival complement, ant'ré:po:n “of men”, which is stranded in
postverbal position.

(58) tén de__ gld:ssan oudeis
D.Acc.sG.F PCL tongue.ACC.SG.F no-one.NOM.SG.M
damadsai dudnatai ant"ré:po:n

overpower.AOR.INFIN.ACT can.3SG.PRES.IND.MID man.GEN.PL.M

‘(And the tongue is fire, the world of inequity, the tongue is set out
among our members, and it defiles the entire body, and sets on fire the
course of nature and is set on fire by hell. For, every kind of beasts and
birds and reptiles and sea creatures is tamed, and has been tamed by the
species of man.) But the tongue no man can tame.’

(xoi M) YAdooo mhe, 6 ®O6opog Tig dduriag, 1 YAOdooo xabiotatol &v
Toig péAETLY MUV, 1| omhodoa dhov TO odua »al proyilovoa Tov
TQOYOV THG Yevéoews ral Gproyiopévn VIO THG YeEVVNG. TTA.OA YOQ
Ppvolg Onolwv te %ol mETEWVDY EQMETOV TE %Al EVarinv dapdleTon
®al deddpooton ) ¢phoer T dvOpwaivy-) v 0 Yhdooav ovdelg
daudoat duvatol AvOQOTWV: (Jac 3:8)

The previous context shows that the object té:n gl6:ssan “the tongue” is familiar in
the discourse, and is also under contrast, with animals, birds, etc. in that unlike
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them, it is unable to be tamed. It also fits the description of a shifting topic, since it
is a newly returned to aboutness topic. Given that there is contrast and aboutness
present, it is either a shifting or a contrastive topic. The quantifier subject can be
seen as referential, since it has a genitive complement, i.e., “no-one of men” or “of
humankind”. Furthermore, the species of mankind is just mentioned in the previous
discourse. The example could thus represent the order Shifting / Contrastive topic >
Familiar topic. It is also, of course possible that the quantifier undergoes focus
movement. Both of these scenarios are consistent with the order of Topic and Focus
projections shown above.

The example in (59) illustrates an SOV clause in which the proper name he:
Maridm is initial, and the universal quantifier follows. This object quantifier is part
of a larger constituent, containing a determiner, an NP and a demonstrative. The
quantifier is preverbal, and the other elements are stranded in postverbal position.

(59) he: d¢ _ Mariam panta suneté:rei
D.NOM.SG.F PCL Mary.NOM.SG.F all.ACC.PL.N keep.3SG.IMPF.IND.ACT
ta r"émata talita

D.AcC.PLN thing. ACC.PL.N this.ACC.PL.N

‘(And all of those who heard it marveled at those things which were told
to them by the shepherds.) But Mary kept all these things, (pondering in
her heart.)

(rai whvteg ol dnoloovteg 0alpooav megl T®V AainBévtmy Vo
TOV TOLUEVOV TIEOS avTolg) 1) 8¢ MaQuap TAvIo oUVETNQEL TA
ofnuarta tadta (cvpPdilovoa év Tff nadiq avTig.) (Lk 2:19)

As shown by the context, the subject he: Maridm “Mary” is contrasted with the
other people in the discourse, who were wondering, or marveling about the things
that they had just heard. Mary, on the other hand, kept them internalized. The
constituent he: Maridm is then a contrastive topic (or possibly a shifting topic).
Similarly to example (58) above, the quantifier in (59) strands the material that
makes it referential, in this case the determiner, noun and demonstrative.

The significance of the stranding of referential material is a very complicated
issue; first of all, it is not totally clear if the stranded material is sufficient to satisfy
the referentiality condition on topicalization. Second, if the referential material is
stranded, does that indicate that the quantifier does not undergo topic movement?
These issues require a detailed examination of stranding and constituency in the DP,
which is not feasible here. I thus leave the status of the fronted quantifiers in (58)
and (59) open, pointing out only that contrastive or shifting topics precede
quantifiers that are either familiar topics, or foci. These are both consistent with the
order of Topic and Focus projections given above.

The example in (60) also shows the pattern of a negative quantifier stranding its
modifier. In this case, the negative quantifier is the PP par’ oudeni “from no-one”,
and the modifier is the PP en t6:i Israé:l ““in Israel”.
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(60) Contrastive topic / Focus > Familiar topic

par’  oudeni tosaite:n pistin
from no-one.DAT.SG.M such.ACC.SG.F faith.ACC.SG.F
en td:i Israé:l1 hefliron

in DDAT.SGM Israel find.ISG.AOR.IND.ACT

‘(Truly I say to you,) in no-one in Israel have I found such faith.’

(Apnv Mym Dpiv,) mag’ ovdevi tooaltnv miotv &v t@® Togamh
£VQOV. (Mt 8:10)

Notice that it is not completely clear that the second PP modifies the first PP, since
the object tosaiite:n pistin “such faith” occurs between the two. In principle, it is
possible that the second PP modifies this object, i.e., “such faith in Israel”. However,
in the preceding context, a centurion has just informed Jesus that his servant did
whatever he told him to do. The object, “such faith” then likely refers back to the
faithful nature of the servant, which would make the rendition where the locative PP
modifies the direct object implausible. Importantly, the direct object is clearly a
familiar topic. Therefore, the example still supports a hierarchy of projections in
which the Familiar Topic projection follows the other Topic projection and the
Focus projection.

In summary, there are many examples in which it is far from trivial to determine
whether the dislocated quantifiers are referential topics that undergo topicalization
stranding the elements that make them referential, or whether they are dislocated
through Focus movement. However, we can still observe from (58) — (60) the fact
that familiar topics are relatively low in the sequence of projections, and that
shifting or contrastive topics are high. In the next subsection I provide some SOV
examples in which the status of the quantifiers is more clear.

521 Quantifier[top] > Contrastive focus

The SOV sentence in (61) illustrates a universal quantifier topic subject, followed by
a contrastively focused object. In this case, the quantifier is preceded by the definite
article, which reinforces the “they all” or “all of them” referential reading. This
instance is not the most straight-forward, since the quantifier refers to an abstract
group of members, which has been established as containing nobody comparable to
Timothy. Nonetheless, the quantifier is referential, in this case evidenced by the
presence of the determiner. It is most accurately described as a shifting topic, since
it is newly introduced, or a contrastive topic, since a contrast is being made between
“all of them” and Timothy.

(61) Shifting / Contrastive topic > Contrastive focus
hoi péntes gar ta heautd:n
D.NOM.PLM everyNOM.PLM PCL D.ACC.PL.N self.GEN.PL.M
ze:tolsin ou ta Ie:sol
seek.3PL.PRES.IND.ACT NEG D.ACC.PL.N Jesus.GEN.SG.M
K"ristoi
Christ.GEN.SG.M




Non-neutral word orders 131

‘(But I hope in the Lord Jesus to send Timothy to you shortly, so that I
also may be encouraged when I learn of your condition. For I have no one
comparable who will have genuine interest in the things that concerns
you.) For all of them seek their own interests, not those of Jesus Christ.
(But you know his worth, that he served with me in the furtherance of the
gospel like a child serves his father.)’

(EAmiCo 8¢ év nvugip Tnood Twdbeov tayfws méppor Vuiv, iva
1AYD EVYPUYD YVOUS TA TTEQL VUMV, 0VOEVA YAQ EXw L0OYUYOV OOTIG
yvnolmg Ta meQL VUMV HEQUUVTOEL,) Ol TAVTEG YOQ TA E€QUTMV
Tnrodowy, 00 T Tnood Xolotod. (thv 8¢ doxy)v abtod yivdoxrers,
OTL g TATOL TEUVOV OUV €uol EdoUAeVOEY €lg TO eVAYYEMOV.)

(Ph 2:21)

The object of this SOV sentence ta heauto:n “their own things / interests” is a
contrastive focus, which cancels the alternative ta le:soii K'ristoii “the things of
Jesus Christ”. This example therefore illustrates the order Shifting topic >
Contrastive focus, or Contrastive topic > Contrastive focus, which is consistent with
the ordering of topics and foci seen so far.

522 Quantifier[foc] > Familiar topic

The example shown in (62), already introduced above in (54), represents an instance
of a non-referential negative quantifier preceding a familiar topic.

(62) Focus > Familiar topic

oudeis gir  pote t&n heautot
no-one. NOM.SGM PCL ever D.ACC.SGF self.GEN.SG.M
sarka emise:sen

flesh.ACC.SG.F hate.3SG.AOR.IND.ACT

‘(Thus, also men ought to love their wives as their own bodies. He who
loves his own wife, loves himself.) For, no-one ever hated his own flesh.’
(oVTwg Opethovoty ral ol Avdes Ayamav TAS EAVTAOV YUVOIROS MG
TO EQUTMOV COUOTO. O AYATIOV TNV €0UTOD Yuvaino €0VTOV Oy,
ovdelg Y mote TNV Eavtod odona Euionoey, (Ep 5:29)

The object is familiar in the discourse, as it has just been mentioned that men should
love their wives as they love their own bodies. The quantifier is non-referential and
therefore not a viable topic, so it must be a focus. This is consistent with the
ordering of topic and focus projections outlined above. The position of the adverb
pote “ever” is unclear. Note that it is a clitic, and therefore there may be many
factors affecting its placement.



132 Chapter 4

523  Contrastive topic > Quantifier[foc]

An example of a negative quantifier preceded by a topic is shown in (63), repeated
from (71) in Chapter 3. The quantifier object oudén is fronted, along with the
adjective dtopon “wrong”. The subject demonstrative hoiitos precedes this
constituent.

(63) Contrastive topic > Focus

hofitos de ouden atopon
thisNOM.SGM PCL nothing.ACC.SG.N wrong.ACC.SG.N
épraxen

do.3SG.AOR.IND.ACT

‘(And we are rightly so, for we receive things which are worthy of what
we have done.) But this one did nothing wrong’

(w0l Mueic pev dwaing, dEwa yao OV émpdEauev Amolaudvouey-)
ovtog 8¢ 00dEV dTomov Emgatey. (Lk 23:41)

As shown in the context below the example, the demonstrative subject, which refers
to Jesus, is being contrasted with the speaker himself, along with another criminal,
all of whom are about to be crucified. The speaker states that he and the other
criminal deserve this punishment, but Jesus does not. The demonstrative is therefore
most consistent with the notion of contrastive topic. The quantifier, although it is
specified with the adjective dropon “wrong”, is not referential, and therefore not a
topic but a focus.

53 Summary

In summary, universal and negative quantifiers in NT Greek have similar
distributions. They both occur string-initially with one argument to the right,
preceding the finite verb. Preverbal quantifiers are found preceded by one
constituent.

I have argued that both universal quantifiers and negative quantifiers in NT
Greek can in principle be either topics or foci. To be topics, they must be referential
(Giannakidou 2000, 2006). When they are not referential, I suggest that they
undergo focus fronting, as has also been argued for Modern Greek (Tsimpli &
Roussou 1996; Tsimpli 1995). I noted that it is still difficult in some instances to tell
whether the quantifiers are referential or not, and it is unclear what the significance
of stranded modifiers that make the quantifiers referential is. However, in cases
where it is more straightforward to tease apart topic quantifiers from foci, I have
shown that that the order of preverbal constituents is consistent with the order found
in SOV clauses. Namely, shifting and contrastive topics precede foci, and foci
precede familiar topics.
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6 Conclusion

To conclude, although it is very difficult to make claims about discourse structure in
the language of the NT, it is possible to identify at least some kinds of topics and
foci. For example, examining corrective constructions and sentences containing the
additive particle kai allows for the identification of at least some types of foci. In
some cases, the context of the examples provides sufficient evidence to identify
various sub-types of topics.

One conclusion from the chapter is that the hierarchy of Topic and Focus
projections in the left periphery of the NT Greek clause is as in (64).

(64)  Shifting/Contrastive topic > Focus > Familiar topic

This is similar to the one proposed by Frascarelli & Hinterholzl (2007) for the
Italian clause, the difference being that there is no clear evidence in NT Greek for
the fact that shifting topics precede contrastive topics, since there are no examples
that clearly show both of these elements in the same clause.

In terms of the derivation of O-initial and SOV clauses, OVS clauses are the
counterparts of VSO clauses, with additional movement of the object, to either a
Topic or Focus projection. OSV clauses have many potential derivations. It is
possible that only objects move to the left periphery, since neutral subjects can
theoretically move to Spec,T as discussed in Chapter 3. Some OSV clauses involve
a derivation in which both arguments are in the left periphery. Most of the OSV
clauses I have encountered in the NT contain one quantifier argument. Since
preverbal quantifiers occur in the left periphery, as concluded in Section 5 (see also
Chapter 3), an OSV clause in which the subject is a quantifier indicates that both
elements are in the left periphery. In SOV clauses, both arguments are in the left
periphery, and examination of these clauses has provided support for the order of
projections in (64).






