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Abstract

Emphasis is a ubiquitous notion in classical scholarship, but its vagueness has repeat-
edly been criticized (and its usefulness, consequently, questioned) by Greek linguists.
This brief study seeks to identify (and secure) a place for this notion in the analyti-
cal toolbox for the description of Classical Greek by applying the strict but nuanced
definition of emphasis in Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengeveld and Mackenzie
2008) to the identification and classification of linguistic devices in the ancient lan-
guage. In particular, this study argues for a distinction between emphasis as a rhetori-
cal effect and emphasis as a communicative intention. In the former understanding,
emphasis may be produced secondarily by a number of linguistic and rhetorical
devices. Conversely, linguistic emphasis stricto sensu would only be conveyed by lin-
guistic devices used primarily to intensify linguistic entities of any level (discourse
acts, propositional contents, subacts).
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2 VATRI
1 Introduction

The notion of emphasis has its root in classical rhetoric, where the term
guqaaig/emphasis encompassed a variety of meanings (from ‘expressive repre-
sentation’ to ‘allusiveness’) that do not correspond to the sense with which this
term is commonly used in modern scholarship.! In classical studies, “emphasis”
is a term of choice for describing an expression as particularly “intense”. This
is often done on the basis of a commentator’s interpretation of a passage, but
“intensity” is also frequently inferred from specific linguistic phenomena, most
of which, however, are better captured by different notions. The purpose of
this article is to verify the applicability of a strict definition of emphasis as a
linguistic phenomenon to the description of Classical Greek.

In particular, this brief contribution will seek to disentangle empha-
sis from other pragmatic relations (e.g. focus). Such a distinction is clearly
made by the theory of Functional Discourse Grammar (FDG, Hengeveld and
Mackenzie 2008), a typologically-based linguistic framework that assigns a
prominent role to pragmatics and has proven especially effective in modelling
a number of linguistic phenomena in Ancient Greek.2 The identification of
Ancient Greek structures that instantiate what FDG labels as emphasis pre-
sented in this study is intended as a primer for analytical investigation as well
as a stimulus for further theoretical reflection.

2 Emphasis in Classical Scholarship: a Brief Survey

One of the features that are intuitively associated with emphasis is paralinguis-
tic marking. The “intensity” that this notion is supposed to describe may be
conveyed by means of intonation in speaking and (typo)graphically in writing.
This type of information, however, was by and large not recorded in ancient
literary texts since the earliest stages in their transmission and may not, as
such, be used as a diagnostic for emphatic expressions in Classical Greek. As a
consequence, modern readers are generally left to rely on their own sensitivi-
ties, which in a number of cases translates into the ascription of emphasis to
linguistic patterns that foreground certain linguistic elements against the rest
of the utterance.

1 See Salomone 1998; Chiron 2001, 201-204; Rijksbaron 2007, 122.
2 See e.g. Bakker 20093, 22-23.
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PINPOINTING LINGUISTIC EMPHASIS IN CLASSICAL GREEK 3

In some cases, commentators mention that words or expressions are
emphatic without further elaboration.? Otherwise, emphasis is connected
explicitly to some sort of formal markedness, which may involve both linguistic
and narratological/structural features. These include the deployment of spe-
cific narrative motifs* or, for instance, the use of vocabulary, themes, and liter-
ary devices associated with a specific genre in texts of a different genre,® whose
(co-)occurrence is naturally foregrounded. A rhetorical device like litotes—
a form of understatement—has also been regarded as potentially emphatic.

Such identifications of emphasis seem to correspond to an understand-
ing of this phenomenon as the effect of expressions that draw attention to
themselves. In the scholarly literature, this has also been perceived to be the
consequence of the positioning of linguistic expressions in the linear order
of the sentence. As such, word order would provide an objective criterion
for the identification of emphatic elements in Classical Greek. For example,
emphasis was (notoriously) invoked as one of the conditions for the prepos-
ing of adjectives in noun phrases by Bergson.” At a higher level, the position
of sentence-initial constituents is often regarded as emphatic® and so is the
initial embedding of subordinate clauses.?

Such a use of the notion of emphasis in stylistic/linguistic analysis has
been forcefully criticized for its vagueness and crudeness'® and is largely sur-
passed in linguistically-oriented research. What commentators may describe
as “emphatic” for lack of a better term is often marked from the point of view
of information structure, and its communicative effect is more accurately cap-
tured by analytical categories that refer to the pragmatic functions of linguistic

3 For example: Todd 2007, 469 on the emphatic use of the compound verb cuvtpmapyéw at
Lys. 6.47; Porter 2016, 94 on Longin. 9.2 (“the analysis concerns thought and it emphati-
cally excludes language”; the expression Porter regards as emphatic would presumably be
xol pwvijs Siya, with emphasis being produced by “adverbial” xai, on which see below);
Too 2008, 102 describing a sentence-final non-restrictive relative clause at Isoc. 15.14 as a
“simple, emphatic sentence”.

4 E.g. what de Jong 2001, 83 calls the “there is a place X” motif (£0tt ¢ Tig X) and describes
as “an emphatic way of introducing a geographical description”.

5 See e.g. de Jong 2014, 90 on A.R. 4.1773-81: “the narrator emphatically marks the end of his
narrative by saying farewell to his heroes in hymnic style, inserting the ending topos of the
return, using the word ‘end’, and including a sphragis (‘may these songs ...")".

Cf. e.g. Too 2008, 158 on Isoc. 15.131.

7 Bergson 1960, 167-168; see Dik 1997, 59 for a thorough critical discussion.

8 See e.g. Braswell 1988, 150 on initial duaBpdov @wvds (and postponed interrogative tic) at
Pi. P. 4.63; Finglass 2011, 153 on “emphatically-positioned” éye at S. Aj. 51.

9 See e.g. Lazaridis 2007, 211 on the emphatic “anticipation” of relative clauses in Greek

proverbs (e.g. Men. 7 Liapis, Sextus Sententiae 179).
10 See Dover 1960, 32-34; cf. also Buijs 2005, 78.
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elements in discourse. In her discussion of the position of the adjective in
noun phrases, Dik, for example, replaces Bergson’s “emphasis” with the notion
of focus!!—a pragmatic relation that was itself defined as an “emphasis” of
sorts in the early days of Functional Grammar.> Not all that is described as
emphatic may be identified as focal though. As Dik herself has shown,!® much
sentence-initial material in Classical Greek is topical* and initial-embedded
subordinate clauses may function as extra-clausal themes.!>

On this point, Dik has argued that non-initial occurrences of nominative
personal pronouns may not be regarded as emphatic,'¢ challenging the tradi-
tional view that the explicit use of such forms in a pro-drop language is intrin-
sically marked. Whether or not Dik is right—which we shall come back to
later—the traditional interpretation of optional subject pronouns fits into
the common intuition that if something is non-necessary or redundant, it
must be “emphatic””

Lastly, emphasis has also been recognized as a function of certain particles.
In particular, Denniston describes an “emphatic” use of yg, 89, and u/v.!® The
identification of “emphatic” particles is much more nuanced in more recent
surveys. For example, the Cambridge Grammar of Classical Greek presents d1
as an attitudinal particle indicating that the speaker considers the expres-
sion obvious or self-evident, while an emphasizing function is recognized for

11 Dik19gy, 57; cf. Bakker 2009b, 42.

12 Cf. Lambrecht 1994, 201 and 207 with further references.

13 See Dik 1995 for a model of Greek word order based on information structure (revised by
Mati¢ 2003).

14  So e.g. duaBpbov uvds at Pi. P. 4.63, with the interrogative tig instantiating focus (cf. n. 8).

15  Cf. Dik 2007, 34-37.

16  Dik 2003.

17  Cf Pardal Padin 2012, 190. See e.g. the three occurrences of fodAotto in Pl R. 2.360b7-c2,
for which “alternative modes of utterance” are envisaged by Dover 1997, 139-140: “plainly
the first BodAorto must be spoken with emphasis, but after that we have a choice between
reiterated emphasis and minimal emphasis”. Cf. also Braswell 1988, 32 on Pi. P. 4.118 (...
Eetvav Iedve yotav Ewv): “4Mwv is pleonastic after Eetvay but makes the statement more
emphatic”. Less explicitly Finglass 2011,166 on S. Aj. 96 (xdpmog mdpeatt xovx dmapvodpat To

", with other literary examples;

Todd 2007, 342 on Lys. 3.45 (pévog Abnvaiwy Omtd TV otpatny®v éEexnptydy): here Abnvaiwy

“may be emphatic, but need not necessarily imply that non-Athenians were so punished

on this occasion; simply that it was a particular disgrace for an Athenian” (in Todd’s view,

the ethnonym would thus be redundant). One may also add the use of 8uwg in the apodo-

sis of concessive clauses; cf. Rijksbaron 2002, 74.

un): “the emphatic formulation 1 say it and do not deny it”,

18  Denniston 1954. See also the respective entries in Beekes 2010, who also identifies # and
the suffix -xt as emphatic particles. According to this dictionary, -t and ye continue
old Indo-European emphatic particles. Cf. also e.g. Bonifazi 2009, 18 on a conjectural
emphatic pronunciation of § ye at Il. 3.409.
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PINPOINTING LINGUISTIC EMPHASIS IN CLASSICAL GREEK 5

7} (an “objective emphasizer” indicating “a high level of commitment on the
part of the speaker to the truth of the content of an utterance, which is con-
sidered to be objectively true”) and pnv (a “subjective emphasizer” indicating
“that the speaker is committed to the truth or relevance of his/her utterance,
and anticipates or assumes a possible lack of commitment on the part of the
addressee”).!® Analogously, the use of pévtot in answers is described as that of
an emphasizer indicating “that the speaker is committed to the truth or rel-
evance of his statement”,2? with olxouv ... ye being its negative counterpart.?!
In turn, ye is described as a scope particle with a restrictive value, drawing
attention on the word it follows and expressing that other things do not mat-
ter, which results in its ability to “emphasiz[e] words, phrases or clauses”?2 but
implies marking contrast as an information-structural function.?3

Based on this survey, the notion of “emphasis” emerges as an umbrella term
describing the cognitive effect of expressions that somehow stand out and
express “special” communicative intentions. The “markedness” of such expres-
sions may be the product of a variety of rhetorical?* and linguistic?®> mecha-
nisms which increase the pragmatic saliency (that is, the cognitive activeness
in discourse)?® of the “emphasized” referents. Since pragmatic saliency is
heightened for referents that are presented linguistically as instantiating prag-
matic relations such as focus and contrast, “emphasis” tends to be intuitively
associated with such functions. The use of paralinguistic devices (such as pitch/
volume rises or special typography) for “emphasis’, whether or not in combi-
nation with such linguistic marking, may be interpreted as an iconic repre-
sentation of the intended saliency peaks. In the absence of clear linguistic
marking, paralinguistic devices alone may serve the purpose of raising a refer-
ent’s saliency.

Now the question arises whether emphasis is to be retained as a viable tool
for linguistic description. If emphasis is an effect of linguistic phenomena that
admit different, more precise descriptions, should it not rather be confined to
the domain of rhetorical analysis?

19 Van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 689 and 696-697 for the combination # pfv.

20  Van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 677-678.

21 Van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 681.

22 Van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 692.

23 See Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008, 96.

24  E.g litotes, hendiadys, pleonasm, repetition, stylistic variation, etc.

25  E.g. topicalization, the expression of contrast or of speaker commitment, etc.
26  Lambrecht 1994, 41.

27  Cf Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008, 97 and 441.
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3 A Linguistic Definition

One way to address this question is to approach it from the point of view of the
speaker’s communicative intentions. If a linguistic device is primarily meant to
increase the pragmatic saliency of a referent, we may call it “emphatic”, whereas
if such an increase is the by-product of other communicative devices, empha-
sis would rather need to be described as a secondary effect. An instructive case
in point in this connection is offered by the analysis of the grammaticalization
of English emphatic “do” as described by Lambrecht.?8 This construction origi-
nates as a way to reinstate propositions that were questioned in the discourse
context (e.g. “I did pay him”) or that the speaker feels could have been silently
questioned by the interlocutor (e.g. “I wasn't hungry, but I did try the cake”).
The construction extended to cases where no such presupposition is possible
(e.g. “I do hope things are fine”) and became a fully grammaticalized intensi-
fier—a way to express emphasis alone, roughly corresponding to an adverb
like really.

The relationship between emphasis and information structure may be clari-

fied if we consider an English pair of sentences like:2°
a) Ididn't
b) Ididnot.
In spoken English, one may use intonation to stress the word “not” in the
uncontracted form, much in the same way as one would stress elements
instantiating focus. However, the two sentences express the same pragmatic
relations—both “didn’t” and “did not” instantiate focus, as the new piece of
information both sentences convey corresponds to the referent of the verb
phrase as a whole. What the intonation profile and lack of contraction convey
is thus not focus, but an intensification of the negative, which we may well
primarily describe as “emphasis”.

As Bakker notes, this notion is quite useful for the description of word order
within noun phrases in Greek. For one thing, focus may not always be invoked
to explain the preposing of modifiers; for another, much as different focus
types and structures may be identified,3? focus is a binary feature ([+FOCAL])
and may not be graded, which makes it unsuited for the description of the
relative order of multiple modifiers, whereas emphasis may well be conceived

28  Lambrecht 1994, 71-72.

29  This example and the ensuing discussion are drawn from Lambrecht 1994, 253-254.

30  Lambrecht 1994, 231-238. Interestingly, there does not seem to be a one-to-one correlation
between focus types and possible formal (prosodic, lexical, or grammatical) markings,
cf. Zimmermann and Onéa 2011, 1668.
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PINPOINTING LINGUISTIC EMPHASIS IN CLASSICAL GREEK 7

of as gradable as it corresponds the relative level of pragmatic saliency along
a continuum.3!

In this understanding, emphasis has been included as an operator in the lan-
guage model of FDG. This theory of language identifies anumber of levelsin the
production of a linguistic expression, ranging from pre-linguistic communica-
tive intentions to the final linguistic output (articulation). These levels include
the representation of the non-linguistic world (semantics, or Representational
Level in FDG terms), the linguistic encoding of aspects of the interaction
(pragmatics, or Interpersonal Level), as well as the morpho-syntactic and the
phonological encoding of the expression (Morphosyntactic and Phonological
Levels). Internally, levels are hierarchically organized. In particular:

The Representational Level comprises the following semantic layers.
From hierarchically lowest (inner) layer to the (outer) highest, these are:
property (the concept expressed by a lexical element); configurational
property (the lexical element and its arguments); the state-of-affairs (the
real or hypothesized situation, located in place and relative time); episode
(the thematically coherent combination of states-of-affairs, character-
ized by unity or continuity of time, location, participants) and proposi-
tion (mental construct entertained about an episode). The Interpersonal
Level encompasses the following layers, ordered from lower to higher:
the ascriptive and referential subact (evocation of a property or a ref-
erent, respectively); communicated content (message transmitted by
the utterance, consisting of ascriptive and referential subacts); illocu-
tion (specification of the speaker’s intention); discourse act (basic unit
of communication) and move (largest autonomous unit of interaction
relevant to grammatical analysis, typically corresponding to a turn in
conversation).32

FDG regards emphasis as an operator at the Interpersonal Level, where it may
play a role at a number of layers—that is to say, different types of linguistic
entities may be “intensified”—through either paralinguistic, lexical, or gram-
matical means.3® In particular, emphasis may apply to discourse acts, to the
communicated content, and to subacts. When a discourse act is emphasized, it
is the whole expression qua linguistic action that is intensified:

31 Bakker2009a, 29-31.

32 Allan 2017, 105.

33  The following classification, along with most examples, is based on Hengeveld and
Mackenzie 2008, 65-9, 83, 102-6, 111-113, 123.
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8 VATRI

a.  Paralinguistically: intonation/exclamation mark (e.g. Hurry up!).

b.  Lexically: e.g. Engl. Give it to me, dammit! (or will you?), Esp. ;Que no me
gusta nada esa pelicula! ‘T don't like that movie at all’

c.  Grammatically: e.g. Engl. -ing forms of performative verbs (I am hereby
informing you ... vs I hereby inform you ...); suffixes (e.g. in Evenki).

Emphasis may also intensify the content of the expression rather than the

expression as a linguistic action itself:

a.  Paralinguistically.

b.  Lexically: intensifiers (e.g. Engl. really, emphatic do, etc.).

c.  Grammatically: cleft-like constructions (e.g. in Scottish Gaelic, Mandarin).

When a subact is emphasized, it is the pragmatic “action” by which an entity is

evoked or a property is ascribed to an entity that is intensified:

a.  Paralinguistically.

b.  Lexically: particles (e.g. in Tibetan Kham); intensifiers (e.g. Engl. really
with adjectives, etc.).

c.  Grammatically: e.g. Engl. A day off? The boss gave me awhole week (focus)
vs A day off? A whole week the boss gave me! (focus + emphasis).

Let us now attempt to apply this classification to Classical Greek.

4 Linguistic Emphasis in Classical Greek

In the following subsections, we shall seek to identify phenomena that may
fall under the rubric of “emphasis” at each of the levels distinguished by FDG.
In the absence of direct records of paralinguistic information, we will only dis-
cuss lexical or grammatical devices.

41 Discourse Acts

Imprecations like pd tév Ale, v Aia, Ttpdg Oedv, & YA xai Beol, etc. may all be
described as lexical means for the intensification of discourse acts qua com-
municative actions (much in the same way as “dammit!” or “will you?” intensify
English statements/commands and requests as such, regardless of their com-
municated content). We may perhaps include an attitudinal particle like o
(and its mitigated derivative dnmov),34 but it may be objected that intensifica-
tion is a by-product of its primary communicative function.

34  E.g tadtd yap Sixar’ éoti pot mept @V adTdv Tolg dAolg dmov (D. 18.117) ‘For I definitely
have the same rights as the others under the same conditions!" (all translations are by
the author unless otherwise specified). As the anonymous reviewer rightly remarks, it is
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PINPOINTING LINGUISTIC EMPHASIS IN CLASSICAL GREEK 9

Greek has a number of constructions that may be interpreted as grammati-
cal means to intensify discourse acts. Rijksbaron, for example, describes the
use of (tl) o0 with the present indicative, ti o0 with the aorist indicative, and
o0 with the future indicative in questions as manners of emphasizing requests
or commands, with o0 wj with the future indicative expressing emphatic
prohibitions.3> Independent or dependent 8mwg (1) with the future indicative
may also be described as a discourse-act modifier introducing “an emphatic
exhortation or warning”.36

4.2 Communicated Content

The “emphatic” particles 7} and wAv may in principle be interpreted as lexical
means to intensify the communicated content of discourse acts; however, the
analogous objection may be raised as with regard to dn—is emphasis primary
or a by-product of the expression of the speaker’s commitment to the truth
value of the proposition?

Grammatical devices include the construction of the aorist optative with
o0 and dv to express “an emphatic negation”,3? the construction of declarative
infinitives with pv to express “an emphatic denial” (which was grammatical-
ized after verbs of denying),3® as well as direct questions introduced by €58’
éti—a cleft-like construction:39

possible that -mov expresses sarcasm here; this may result precisely from the intensifica-
tion of a discourse act that is presented as stating the obvious.

35  Rijksbaron 2002, 9-10, 31, 34.

36  Rijksbaron 2002, 60. Such constructions may be regarded as the intensified counterpart
to simple jussive/exhortative future indicatives (which may also be coordinated with an
imperative), e.g. &¢ odv momoete, xoi meibeadé pot (PL Prt. 338a7) ‘Do so, and listen to me’;
see Kithner and Gerth 1898, 176.

37 Rijksbaron 2002, 41-42, 48.

38  Rijksbaron 2002, 106-107.

39  Asthe anonymous reviewer remarks, such constructions may in principle be interpreted
as intensifiers of yes/no questions as discourse acts rather than of their content. As far
as €08’ ét is concerned, I would be inclined to interpret (analytically) the semantics and
syntax of this expression as a sign that it does intensify the content, if only because étt
introduces the clause that expresses it. Synchronically, the fixation of this construction
into a pragmaticalized marker could be regarded as incomplete, if one may read ques-
tions of the type ti €58’ 811 ‘why is it that’ (e.g. Ar. Eq. 183), where the expression may still
be interpreted analytically, as evidence in this direction. This could suggest that gram-
maticalization does not play a decisive role in the linguistic marking of emphasis, much
as emphasis markers may in principle undergo pragmaticalization (cf. Lambrecht 1994,
71-72 on Engl. emphatic do). On the other hand, 58’ &1t appears to be invariable (v &1t is
not attested with this function), which does indicate grammaticalization, and counter-

Y

examples to the type i €06’ 81t may be impossible to construct (the expression €00’ &1t
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10 VATRI

gdv 3¢ uv) miabog avti) mpoayiywntal, €09’ 8Tt weelettan 6 dnpLovpyog Ao THS
TEYWNGHO

So, wages aside, is there any benefit that craftsmen get from their craft?+
(= Do craftsmen really benefit from their craft?)

Here, 411 is a conjunction and may not be construed as an argument of
QeAETTAL

KA. xai ti totobrov patuev v, & Eve, év dvBpwmolg yeyovévar TRpa;
A®. o08¢v- el & odv &yévetd mobev, E08’ &t Tpdg dvdpeioy Mv &v vopobéty
XPNapov; 2

[CLEINIAS] And what drink on earth could we say does that, sir?
[ATHENIAN] None. But if one had cropped up, would a legislator really
have been able to make use of it to promote courage?43

Analogously, étt is a conjunction and should not be construed as a pronoun
referring to néua and functioning as the subject of Av.

4.3 Subacts

Overall, pure subact emphasizers are quite difficult to identify in Classical
Greek. A good candidate for a lexical marker of subact-level emphasis would
be the particle ye but, as mentioned above, its primary pragmatic function
could be interpreted as contrast rather than intensification:

UmepPoy yap aducioag todtd ye.t4
This in particular is the extreme of injustice!

Here tolito is presupposed rather than new, and OmepPoly) dduciog is focal. At
the same time, ye might imply contrast with all other possible entities that
may be conceived of as being the extreme of injustice. On top of this, it may

would remain grammatical in combination with any question word). At any rate, a full
exploration of this question lies beyond the scope of this contribution.

40  PL R 1.346d6-8.

41 Translation by C.D.C. Reeve.

42 Pl Lg. 1.648a6-7.

43  Translation based on that of T.J. Saunders.

44  D.18.6.
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PINPOINTING LINGUISTIC EMPHASIS IN CLASSICAL GREEK 11

also be objected that ve, as a clitic, would indicate that its prosodic host is the
first prosodic word of a new intonation unit as per Wackernagel's law, which
implies that it may be marked as topical or focal.

As we have seen, non-initial nominative personal pronouns may be inter-
preted as purely emphatic, given that they are unmarked in terms of infor-
mation structure while being syntactically redundant.*> For example, one
may compare:

TOM & o &t TovTwy Exolut deifat.*6

Many more are the instances of this behaviour that I, for one, could cite.
with:

7O & €T1 TodTwy Eyorut Setkat.

Many more are the instances of this behaviour that I could cite.

Accordingly, non-initial &ywye would express contrast and emphasis after a
focal element:*”

Opdg By Eywye NEiwoa pdptupds pot yevéobar.48
It is you that I myself, for one, would have required to be my witnesses.

However, non-initial nominative personal pronouns are not emphasizers:
their being emphatic results from their optionality and is thus the effect of
a rhetorical device (pleonasm). The same applies to “redundant” Spwg in
the apodosis of concessive clauses. “Adverbial” xai (‘even’) comes closer to
a subact lexical emphasizer but, again, emphasis may be a by-product of its
additive function.*?

45  See Dik 2003 and (contra) Pardal Padin 2012.

46  D.18.138.

47  According to Wackernagel’s law, this form would be intrinsically colon-initial; Scheppers
2011, 213-214 suggests regarding it as a quasi-parenthetical colon or as part of the clitic
chain as a whole.

48  Aeschin. 1.89.

49  Van Emde Boas et al. 2019, 693-694.
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As to grammatical means for intensifying subacts, one may mention the
preposing of the modifiers in noun phrases (when not expressing contrast).50
Possibly, the construction of eipl with a substantivized participle in lieu of an
equivalent synthetic form may also be interpreted in this direction:5!

m A o

22

“om1 0 Epatoadéwng 'Ofbev 6 tadta mpdttwy”.52

“The man who did this”, she said, “is Eratosthenes of Oa”.53

In comparison with a lexical verb construction (e.g. 'Epatoa@évyg 'O7jfev tadta
¢npake), copula plus nominalization could turn a simple predicate into the
ascription of a permanent feature to the referent, which would arguably
increase the saliency of the subact of ascription corresponding to the predi-
cate itself.

5 Closing Remarks

This list does not aim to be exhaustive, but it still suggests that a rigorously
defined concept of emphasis as the pragmatic operator capturing the primary
intention of increasing the saliency of an expression has room in the toolbox
of Greek linguists and commentators. The framework of FDG seems particu-
larly suited to capturing the domains and nuances of this concept, provided
that a clear distinction is made between emphasis as a cognitive effect—which
may be the (by-)product of e.g. narratological, stylistic, or rhetorical devices
and would not be connected to specific linguistic structures—and emphasis as
a well-defined, linguistically-expressed communicative intention.>*

50  Bakker 2009a, 38-52.

51 Cf. Bjorck 1940, 89-92 and Aerts 1965, 42.

52 Lys.116.

53  Translation by C.H. Kahn.

54  I'wish to thank the participants in the Emphasis & Co. seminar at the University of Oxford
(2022) as well as the anonymous Mnemosyne reviewer for their helpful comments and
observations.
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