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Abstract

This thesis makes two contributions to linguistic theory. The first is a technical
contribution--the defense of the position that Finiteness, properly defined is the
principle behind the difference in syntactic behavior between "tensed" and "non-
tensed” clauses. The second is descriptive: a careful synchronic syntactic analysis of
the Modern Greek language, with particular emphasis on the syntactic behavior of
complement sentences. These two contributions are closely related in that the

definition of Finiteness adopted here is utilized in an examination of Modern Greek

sentential complementation. It is shown that, although rules of sentence grammar
seem to “penetrate” certain Modern Greek complement clauses, the process which
is operative in these constructions is actually part of discourse grammar (Chapter 4).
Specifically, the construal of matrix nominals with complement Noun Phrase
positions is shown to be effected by the normal discourse rule which selects the
antecedents of pronouns. To bolster this analysis of the constructions in question,
Modern Greek relative clauses are also examined and the same discourse process is
shown at work in the interpretation of relative clauses introduced by the
Complementizer pu (Chapter 3). To prepare for the discussion of these clausal

- complements, the Modern Greek Pronominal, Auxiliary and Complementizer
~systems are examined (Chapter 2). In the course of this examination, an analysis of

the "clitic-doubling” phenomenon of Modern Greek is presented which ties

“differences in the behavior of clitic-doubling in Modern Greek and other ldnguages
~ to other, more wide-reaching dlfferences between the languages. '
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Chapter One

Introduction

"We must study our language since we don’t know it. What hidden
treasures it contains, what treasures! Our thought ought to be how we are
to enrich it, how to bring to light what it has hidden in it."
’ ---Constantine P. Cavafy

1.0 By way of a Preface...

Perhaps the first question a reader might ask when confronted with a study such
as this is: why Modern Greek? There are two answers to this question. First of all,
to my knowledge, there exists no detailed analysis of the syntax of Modern Greek
within the framework of generative grammar. Modern Greek has, indeed, been
studied within the generative framework, but such large-scale generative research as

has been conducted has examined Modern Greek either from the point of view of

. areal linguistics (as in Kazazis (1965)) or from that of diachronic inguistics (as in

Joseph (1978)). There have also been several papers and articles dealing with
particular problems in Modern Greek syntax (e.g. Drachman (1970), Joseph (1975;
1976) Kazazis and Pentheroudakis (1976), Maling (1977), Warburton (1977); also
Andrews (1975, 154-159) and Perlmutter and Soames (1979, 154-171), among
othérS) since the first generative treatment of Modern Greek by Koutsoudas (1964).
But a generative treatment of the overall syntax of Modern Greek remains lacking,

This study is intended to fill this gap.

A second and even more important reason for studying the syntax of Modern

Greek is that Modern Greek contains phenomena that appear to violate certain
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- universal principles that have been proposed in the linguistic literature. For.

example, the corpus of M odern Greek contains sentences such as the following:

(1) o Yanis fenete nalfiyi
the John seems-Imperfective-Non-Past-3SG
leave-Perfective-Non-Past-3SG
"John seems to be leaving"

In this sentence o Yanis--"John"--in the matrix clause is construed as the subject

of the complement clause. Note that the complement clause is finite in that Siyi--

"leave"--is marked with Imperfective Aspect and Non-Past Tense and bears the

same person and number élgreement markings that can appear on any matrix verb.
Thus, it appears that the rule of Raising has "applied into" a finite clause. If this

construal has indeed been effected by the rule of Raising, this example, and others

like it, which are abundant in Modern Greek, is a clear-cut counterexample to

various proposals which have been made concerning the conditions which govern

the application of such rules as Raising, EQUI,2 Control, etc. |

Chomsky (1973;1976) has proposed that the Tensed-S Condition (later

reformulated as the Propositional Island Condition (1977) and, mote recently, as the

‘Nominative Island Condition (1978 [=(1980)])) blocks rules of sentence grammar
" from applying into finite clauses.” Postal (1974, 6, n. 8) (following Kiparsky and

Kiparsky (1970, 159-161)) put forth a theory that rules such as Raising and EQUI

which leave a "punctured” clause, by removing the subject, universally de-finitize

I or the syntactic classification of the formative na see Section 2.5

2I -follow here Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) who distinguish Control--coindexing of a PRO
subject--from EQUI--which is. taken to be deletion of the element PRO-self--rather than earlier
theories (e.g. Postal (1974)) in which Control is a special (and obligatory) case of EQUI. .

3I ignore here the question of whether the appropriate constraint should be taken as a condition on
rules or as a condition on binding. For further discussion of this question see Section 1.2.3."

11




the clause remnant. (Postal does, however, express some reservations regarding the
univessality of this condition (op. cit., 60, n.7).) Bresnan (1978) has ascribed this
limitation on- the application of rules of Raising, etc. to a propérty of the
complement system, .Under\her prdposal non-finite clauses ére actually VP’S (or
VP ’s) whose "missing” subjects are restored at the level of lexical funbtion.al
structure by lexical rules. Brame (1979) has proposed a theory similar'to Bresnan’s,
All these analyses would be counterexemplified if examples such as (1) were
produced by rules of sentence g‘ramm‘ar: Chomsky’s, in that the rule of Raising will
have applied into a finite clause; Postal’s, in that a subjectless clause would have
been produced wiihout being de-finitized; and Bresnan and Brame’s, in that the

missing subject of the lower clause would have been replaced in a sentence, rather
than in a VP.

It is to this class of phenomena that this thesis will be devoted. As we shall see
below, Modern Greek almost totally lacks non-finite clauses: the infinitive has
utterly disappeared, except in a few lexicalized expressions, and the remnants of the

Ancient Greek participle never appear as clausal complements, but only as adjuncts

“to sentences (See Section 4.5). Hence, any actual application of rules of sentence

grammar such as Raising, EQUI, Control, etc.--which must crucially apply into a
complement clause--will contradict the principles cited in the preceding paragraph.
T will attempt to show that the apparent couh,terexamples to the principles are in
reality not counterexamples at all. I will examine énd evaluate two hypotheses
which can explain these phenomena and which claim that sentences such as (1),
when properly analyzed, either support the pfinciples in question or are aétually

irrelevant to their validity.

The first hypothesis, which will eventually be rejected, is similar to that proposed
in Kim (1976) for a certain class of "disjoint reference” phenomena in Korean.

According to this hypothesis the clauses which appear to violate the finiteness

12
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restriction on rule application: outlined above are actually infinitives from the
standpoint of universal grammar (henceforth, UG). As we shall see, most of the
clauses which appear to violate the finiteness restriction contain the verbal particle
na (see exainple (1)). Thus, it might be proposed that na serves to de-finitize these
clauses, or to make them accessible to the rules in question, at least under the
proposals of Postal or Chdmsk_y.4 However, as will be seen in Section 1.3 (and more
clearly in Section 2.5), under the precise definition of "non-finite” that I shall adopt
for the purposes‘ of this study, na cannot serve .to mark the clauses in question as

infinitives.

The second hypothesis, whose correctness this thesis is intended to demonstrate,
proposes that, while the clauses which are to be examined are, indeed, finite, the
rules which apply to mimic the effects of Raising, etc. are actually rules of discourse

grammar. To be more precise, they are the rules which effect the interpretation

~ (and, in some cases, the "deletion”--see Section 2.1.4) of resumptive pronouns.

Given this analysis, it is only natural that conditions on sentence grammar--such as
the Tensed-S Condition, in the system proposed by Chomsky--should be irrelevant
to the operation of these rules. Indeed, part of my demonstration that this second
hypothesis is the correct one will consist in showing that the Modern Greek
analogues of rules such as Raising violate a// the conditions which have been
proposed on rules of sentence grammar, and not merely the finiteness restriction.
To further substantiate the correctness of this analysis, I shall also examine Modern
Greek relative clauses, where the use of the discourse interpretation of resumptive
pronouns to ape the effects of a rule of sentence grammar--in this case, WH-

Movement--is, perhaps, even clearer.

4Thc Bresnan and Brame VP proposal concerning infinitives cannot possibly hold of Modern
Greek, however, since clauses containing na can take overt subjects--and, occasmnally,
Comp]ementuers as well. Hence, they must be Sentences, not VP’s. See Section 2.5.

13




1.1 Theo retical Prelimina_ri‘es

.1.1 .1 General Assumptions

Having outlined the problem thiCh it is the task of this thesis to confront, I will
now turn to the theoretical framework in which my investigations will be conducted.
Though I noted various syntactic theories in Section 1.0 in whiéh the
finite/non-finite distinction is crucial, I shall be concerned with only one of them in
thls thesis: namely, the theory of classical transformational grammar (cf. Chomsky
(1955 [—-(1975)],1957), Bach (1977, 151-152)) as modified and restricted by
theoretical devices more recently proposed by Chomsky (1964a;1964b;1968--the
A-over-A condition; 1970a [=(1972, 11-61)]--the X-bar theory; 1973;1976--the
Strict Cycle, the Tensed-S Condition, the Speciﬁéd Subject Condition, the
Superiority Condition). ~ Specifically, [ assume that a grammar contains the

following components:

- a base component-which includes a lexicon, rules of word formation (cf.
Aronoff (1976)), and a categorial component, which is a version of the
X-bar theory (Chomsky (1970a [= (1972, 11-61)])). [ assume, following

- Jackendoff (1974;1977) and Williams (1974) among others, that the
category trachtlonally labelled as S or S ‘is actually a projection of
V. However, in opposition to Jackendoff, and following arguments of
George (1980a;1980b), 1 further assume that the "Uniform Level
Hypothesis" is incorrect and that various categories are of greater
structural complexity than others, V being the most complex, N the next
most complex, while P and A have very little internal complexity.
Finally, 1 adopt the notation "X ™ (read "X- comer") from George
(1980a; 1980b) to indicate the highest projection of an X-bar category.
Thus, V! corresponds to the traditional "Sentence” or "S/S," N
corresponds to "NP," etc. I will, however, occasionally use the term VP
to refer to a Verb and it complements; in this use VP is distinct from A
and does not refer to the maximal projection of V;

- a transformational component--which consists of a small number of

14




transformational rules, governed by the principle of the Strict Cycle
(Chomsky (1973) and Williams (1974), whose arguments that syntactic
rules are assigned to various domains-e.g. V, V, V, etc.--may be
reformulated as a proposal that all nodes are cyclic) and other conditions
on rules such as the A-over-A Condition, the Tensed-S Condition, the
(Specified) Subject Condition and the Superiority Condition. The
transformational component includes rules such as WH-Movement
(which produces questions and relative clauses, among other
constructions), N -Pleposmg (which produces Passive and Raising
constructions, among others), Bound Anaphora and Reciprocal
Interpretation (for some discussion of “interpretive" rules as
transformations which contain a null elementary, see Section 1.1.2.1 and
Ingria (to appear)); and

- a phonological component--which incorporates a distinctive feature
‘system, such as that presented in Chomsky and Halle (1968) and
modified by more recent work (e.g. Halle and Stevens (1971)), and
whose rules apply in accordance with the p11n01ple of the ‘strict cycle
(see, e.g. Mascaro (1976)). ' :

Note that, in distinction to more fecent.pictures,of grammar (e.g. Chomsky (1977,
1978 [=(1980)])), there exists no separate "logical form" component in this
grammar. This omission is deliberate. The outline presented here is essentially that
‘of classical transformational theory. 1 have not chaﬁged the organization of the
grammar postulated by this theory, [ have ohly incorporated more recent theoretical
devices--such as the X-bar theory, the strict cycle ‘and other conditions on rule
applications--which have refined and further restricted the classical theory. I defer a
full discussion of my reasons for rejecting the standard assumptions of current
syntactic theory until a later date. (However, 1 take the fact that this thesis, which
makes use of none of these devices, is able to provide an explanatory analysis of a -
wide variety of syntactic phenomena in Modern Greek to demonstrate the uti]ity of
the framework assumed here and the feasability of using its constructs to do senous
syntactuc analysis.) For the present, I merely note that the framework adopted here

does not contain a level of logical form in thc sense of recent syntactic work (i.e. a

15
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single level of linguistic representation at which grammatical relations, coreference

relations, and scope of logical operators is indicated) nor does it posit the existence
of "hyperindexed” traces; that is, traces which bear indices which are objects in
derived structural interpretations and which are subject to analysis by rules of

syntax. I use the term "trace" exclusively in this sense throughout this thesis.

Within this modified or "augmented" version of classical transformational theory,

the condition most germane to the pfesent study is the Tensed-S ‘Condition

(henceforth, TSC). This is the condition that, properly formulated, will determine

whether the complement clauses containing na in Modern Greek are actually finite

or non-finite from the standpoint of UG. In Section 1.2 I examine the various

formulations of the TSC that have been proposed in the literature in order to

determine the correct--and most precise--formulation of this condition.

1.1.2 Theoretical Elaborations

However, before turning to this discussion, it is necessary to elaborate on some
points in the general theoretical framework which I am assuming here. I assume
that the transformational component of grammar consists of a small number of

fairly general rules and that these rules are constrained by a number of conditions,

‘ which make up the definition of proper analysis. An important point must be made

about the interaction between these rules and the conditions. Contrary to more
recent proposals (see e.g. Rizzi (1977)) I assume that the conditions (the components
of the definition of proper analysis) are universal (althoﬁgh their phenomenal

effects may differ from language to language, albeit in a predictable way, given a

- grammar of a particular language; cf. definition of Finiteness in Section 1.2.3) and

that the specific rules which an individual language possesses are determined by the

language learner on the basis of positive evidence and that, consequently, different

languages may have different transformations. This differs sharply from the

16
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position of the Revised Extended Standard Theory, in which it is postulated that
there is a single universal transformational rule, "Move o, and that the conditions’

are "parameterized” and may vary in defined ways from language to language. ,

(However, Chomsky has suggested on at least one occasion (Class Lecture,
Thursday, March 13, 1980) that "Move «" is, in fact, not a single transformational
~ tule, but, rather, a cover term for a family of diferent transformations: '

~..And, in fact, how could we interpret this [Move a] altogether as a
- transformation? It doesn’t have the properties of a transformation.

Well, the way to do it would be to take [Move a] to constitute what was
- called a family of transformations in, say, LSLT. That is to say, "Move
o' 1s really...the description of a category of transformations, any one of
which meets certain conditions. And the conditions that any one of these
transformations must meet is (1) it’s either substitution or adjunction; and
(2) its structural description is of the form (a_,a_,a ) understood as above
lie. a_is the term affected by the rule” ard implicit variables are
permit%ed--RJP]ﬁ], where a_ and «_ can be freely associated with anything
that you like...That doesn’% mean that they’re end variables; they’re not
variables. If they were variables, for example, you couldn’t adjoin
something to them, because you can’t adjoin to a variable. They’re
constants, but just any constant you like. [Within the theory of restricting
classes adopted here, this is equivalent to saying that « and «_ are
o — | 1 3
category variables; see discussion below--RJPI]

..Taking it in this way, if we say that a language has the rule "Move a",
we're really saying not that it has the transformation "Move a" but that it
has the family of transformations "Move «"; meaning it has any actual
transformation that meets the condition that it’s either substitution or
adjunction and that its structural description is of the form (a_,a ,a )
where a_,a_,a_are arbitrary constants and can be interpreted alon tl‘.?e
lines already giten... B |

So I think that WOu]d be the way to interpret that-sdrt of limiting
possibility. ’ , ’ :
Crucia!ly, this proposal seems to allow the "actual transformations” to differ from

language to language, and, thus, is éon1.patible with the position édopted here.)

17
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Thus, I' assume that differences among the derived phrase markers permitted in
languages which are otherwise similar, e. g. in the PS component are due to the
| existence of different transformatlons in those two languages, rather than due to the
differences between the ‘values Wthh have been fixed for the conditions. (See
| George (1980a, 67-80; 1980b, 63-74) for a discussion of the differences in the WH-
Island phenomena in English and Italian from this perspective.) ThlS position
makes an empirical prediction: that there exist differences between languages
which are best ascribed to postulating different transformations for the two
languages, and which can be described only with difficulty or not at all as the result
of differences in fixing the parameters in various multi-valued conditions. Ih the
analysis of the Modern Greek }d'ata to be presented below I hope to show that there

are such cases.’

As in the classical theory, I take a transformation to be the pair (Q,t), where Q isa
restricting class (orv structural description, in more recent par]ance)' and t is an
elementary transformation; fui‘ther, following more recent proposals (e.g. Chomsky
(1978 [=(1980)]), 1 assume that compounding of elementaries is not allowed. The
theory of restricting classes and permissible elementaries a,dopted here differs in
some particulars from more familiar theories of transformations. With regard to
restricting classes, I distinguish (following George (1980a, Section 3; 1980b, Section
3) two different types of variables: cat and str, where cat is a category variable, or
variable which fanges over categories, and str is a string variable, or variable over
strings. To give a concrete example, if the rule of WH-Movement were formulated
asin(2) ' |

(2) COMP cat WH str
Adjoin3to 1

this rule could Only move those WH-Phrases which were separated from COMP by

a single constituent. The proper formulation of WH-Movement in the present |

18




framework would be;

(3) COMP str WH str
Adjoin3to1"

This rule would allow the target WH-Phrase to occur arbitrarily distant from
COMP.

In regard to elementary transformations, in addition to substitution and
adjunctions, 1 permit tré.nsformations to contain the null elementary, ie. the
"identity transformation” of Chomsky (1955 [=(1975)]). In effect, such rules consist
of a structural description without a struétural change. Such transformations serve
two functions within the framework assumed here. First, they serve as an indexi\ng
mechanism, reconstructing indexing as a relational notion. (This proposal is based
on a suggestion by George' (19804, 62—63; 1980b, 59-60; personal communicaﬁon)
that the only notion of indexing required in generative grammar is that defined, and
- successively refined, by the (independently necessary) concepts of "occurrence”,
"proper analysis", "root" (in the sense of Chomsky (1955 [=(1975)]), and "derived
phrase structure interpretation” [= "derived phrase marker"]. See also Chomsky
(1953; 1955 [=(1975)]) on the definition of occurrence and Goodman (1951) on the
"at" and "togetherness” relations. These latter relations correspond, roughly, to the
linguistically relevant relational notions of "root" and "occu.rrc:nce"/ "indexing",
which trace theory treats as the objects "trace" and "index", respectively.) Second,
they serve as "sanctioning" transformations and play a crucial role in ihe theory of

case assignment which I will outline below.

1.1.2.1 Relational Indexing

Before turning to this system T first will expand upon the idea that indexing asa

relational notion. The notion of index, as an element which is subject to proper

19




. analysis, remains a vacuous notion until a valid definition of what an index is is

given, Given this fact and gi‘ven also that co-indexing is a necessity of generative

‘grammar, it iS necessary to postulate some mechanism that serves this function.

Crucially, the indexing relation can exist non-locally. Thus, a bound anaphor, like a
reciprocal, need not be adjacent to its antecedent, and, in fact, typically will not be.
This fact hhmediately suggests that transformational power is required to effect this
co-indexing. Following George (personal com_municaﬁon), I take co-indexing to be
the relation that exists bétween two constituents which are mentioned by the same
rule, ie. which are terms in the same proper analysis. 1 further distinguish a
particular subcase of co-indexing so defined and characterize it in the-following
way: "binding" is said to exist between two constituents if both include minor
specifiers (i.e. specifiers which are members of minor categories) which are ielms in
the same proper analysis. (I use binding as a more neutral term than "coreference”,
which binding subsunies, since there is assuredly binding in a sentence like Nobody
hates hiniself aIthough it would be ludicrous to speak of coreference in this case,
since nobody is not a referential expression.) 1 restrict binding to this particular
subcase of co-indexing for the following reasons: |
1. There may be cases in which two elements are co-indexed in the broader
sense but in which they are not bound; e.g. a rule which mentions a
Noun Phrase as part of the context of the movement of another Noun
Phrase. See Rule (50) in Section 2.1.2 below for an example of a rule

which would (wrongly) assign binding between two N | complements if
this restriction were not adopted.

2. In the examples which I have examined in light of this relational notion
of mdexmg, in all those cases in which binding has existed between two
N s, the rule in question has mentioned a minor specifier of each NT, (I
give examples below.)

3. Restricting binding to this class of cases as the uhmarked situation, may

provide an interesting explanation of a variation in the possible
antecedents for reflexives in English and other languages.

20




I will now provide examples which illustrate the latter two points. In Ingria (to
appear) I note that the antecedents of "restricted possessives” (term due to Helke
(1971; 1973)) are unambiguously determined by selectional information. Restricted .
possessives are Noun}Phrases which éontain an obligatory posséssive pronoun which
must be bound to an antecedent. Examples are lose one’s Mind, nod one’s head,
blink one’s eyes, etc. Note that in each case the antecedent is subject to selectional

restrictions,
(4) John lost his cool
| ~ (5) *The book lost its cool
6) *Si‘ncerity lost its Co‘ol
I assume thaf the rule responsible for the insertion of the verb lose in such cases is:

(1) V— lose / ANIMATE _ PRO cool

Several comments must be made about this rule. First, I follow George and
Hoffman (1979) and George (in preparation) in treating lexical insertion rules as
being insertion transformations (though I have written this rule as a rewrite rule for
expository purposes). The reason behind this move is that lexical insertion rules
require transformational power in that they can refer to more than one line in a

phrase marker.

Second, I follow Emonds (1976) and George (1980a, 38; 1980b, 36) in assuming
| that transformational rules need to mention only the heads of the phrases they
affect--that is, that transformational rules need not mention the rank of an X-bar
- category; by the A-over-A principle, the highest projection will be chosen. ‘(In the
case of rules that affect a non-maximal projection, it is assumed that the restricting

class contains a (minor) specifier of that phrase as a constant term.)

Third, T follow George and Hoffman (op cir) and George (op cif) in treating
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inherent features essentially as specifiers, and eliminating binary features from the
selectional system. (See. the references cited for a full discussion of the motivation
for this treatthent of selection.) It‘ is for this reason thét the Subject N1 in M is
specified as being simply ANIMATE, rather than [+ ANIMATE].

Finally, I follow Postal (1966) in treating pronouns as specifiers of ,N-I rather than
as the head of N ', (See Ingria (to appear) for some justification of this analysis; see
also Section 2.1.1 below for evidence that a similar analysis holds for Modern
Greek.) Under the definition of binding, and given these assumptions, this insertion
ruie will effect co-indexing and binding between the subject of lose and the

possessive pronoun in the N headed by cool.

This may seem like a great deal of theoretical machinery just for a single case like
~ the above. However, each of the principles is iﬁdependently motivated and
moreover, utilized in this fashion they explain an interesting prbperty of restricted
possessives. BEven in those cases where there are two possible antec_edénts, they can

be interpreted unambiguously. Thus, in (8), Ais can only refer to Harry.
(8) Bill is driving Harry out of his mind.

Note that the expression drive one out of one’s mind imposes selectional restrictions

~on the object position, but not on the subject position, which may be human:

(9) Mortis is driving me out of my mind
or simply animate:

(10) This cat is driving me out of my mind »
or conérete:

11) The pain is driving me out of my mind

or abstract:

22




(12) The Committee’s stupidity is driving me
out of my mind

The object on the other hand must be animate:

(13) The pain is driving the poor cat out of
its mind

(14) *We will drive the pain out of its mind
These facts may be explained by postulating the lexical inéertion rﬁle:

(15) V — drive / _ ANIMATE out of PRO mind

(The expression drive one out of one’s mind which requires binding between the
- object and the possessive pronoun and which has the interpretation "cause to

become crazy" should not be confused with superficially similar sentences such as

the following:

/(16) [ am unable to drive the faculty’s
stupidity out of my mind
In such cases, there are no selectional restrictions on either the subject or the object,
an antecedent is not necessary for a possessive pronoun when it occurs, the
possessive pronoun is not necessary, and the interpretation of such sentences is not
idiomatic. Compare the following with (8)--(14).

(17) Tricia helped drive the bouLcer’s arrogance
out of my mind /

(18) Lots of rest has finally driven the fear
out of his mind

(19) The faculty has driyen Daphne out of the department)

Finally, note that the binding felation between an antecedent and a possessive
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pronoun in a restricted possessive must be established in deep structure and that
~ (c-)command (or, at least, precedence) plays a role in determining the antecedent, as

well as selectional restrictions. Consider the following sentences.

(20) John gave his word to Bill
- (21) John gave Bill his word

In each case his must refer to John. However, selectional restrictions alone cannot
determine the antecedent of this pronoun, in that give imposes selectional
| "restrictions on both its subject and indirect object; both must be HUMAN.
However, if it is assumed, as it was in traditioﬁal transformational grammar, that
there is a transformational relation between (20) and (21); and that (20) reflects the
deep structure order of constituents, then given the definition of binding adopted
here and the precede and/or command condition on binding, the non-ambiguous

reference of his is explained, by positing the following insertion rule.
(22) V - give / HUMAN __ PRO word to HUMAN str

(It might be objected that this solution is impossible because recent work has shown
that the Dative alternation is "lexical”. However, Hoffman (1980) has convincingly
argued that the Dative alternation is in fact transformational and has shown that the
process which effects this alternation is productive; indépendant.subcategorization
facts predict which Verbs allow the productive Dative alternation and which do

- not.)

I hedge on whether it is command or precede-and-command that is operative
here because of an uncertainty in the analysis of the ro phrase in datives. George.
(1980a, 33-36; 1980b, 32-35) argues that some grammatical elements that have
previously been analyzed as prepositions (such} as fo, for, of) are actually case
markers, and that, in fact, there is no syntactic category of Prepositional Phrase, but

rather a series of different major (e.g. Locative Phrase) and minor (e.g. case) -
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categories that replace the elements previously analyzed as PP’s. Under his analysis,
then, the dative phrase in (22) would actually be an N and it would be precede-
and-commrandv (rather than command alone) that would be Vrelbevant. Hoffman
(1980), while accepﬁng George’s proposal that there is no uniform category of PP
and extending his analysis by examining some of the properties of the various
categories into which PP -may be divided, differs slightly in his analysis of such o
phrases, positing a sepafdte major category of Dative Phrase. If this lattér analysis is
correct, then simple command »alone, without any need for precedence, is relevaht
here. Thus, I suspend any final judgment of this question until the ahalysis of to
phrases is settled. (T will, however, say that George’s proposal seems more plausible,
~ in that many of the verbs which take dative phrases impose selectional restrictions
on the "object” of such phrases; see George (1980a, 35; 1980b, 33). This would be
unusual, 1n that selection is typically "local" in the sense that heads of constituents
impose selectional restrictions on their comﬁlements but not on the complements of
their complements. However, this fact would be explained if dative phrases are

actually Noun Phrases with the case marker 10.)

In all cases of bound anaphora that [ have considered, the rule binding the two
elements which are bound has mentioned a minor specifier of each of the phrases.
There is only one counter example'that I 'know of. This is the English reflexive. In
Ingria (to appeal) I argue that the rule bmdmg a reﬂexwe to its antecedent i is one of

the followmg
(23) N — self / N str PRO __
(24) N str PRO self -

This analysis assumes that reflexives are of the form [ N PRO [ self ] ]; i.e. that
they con51st of the aparadlgmatlc head noun self plus the speaf' ier element PRO.
' (In contrast, ordinary pronouns are analyzed as Noun Phrases with a null head and a
PRO specifier.) This rule has several interesting features. Unlike (15) and (22),
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which -are lexical insertion rules, and, consequently, are ordered (intrinsically)

before all other rules, (23)/(24) may apply at any point in a derivation, subject to the

‘Strict Cycle. Moreover, the antecedent in other cases was specified by some

selectional feature. In this case, only the category is specified.

Given these two facts, the ambiguity of coreference of English reflexives follows.
Thus, as Helke (1971, 57) points out, in the following sentence Aerself may have
either the rich girl or the poor girl as its antecedent, depending on whether (23)/(24)
applies on the S cycle or the VP cycle (using the traditional‘ names for these

constituents).
(25)(=28) The rich girl talked to the poor gitl about
herself

In contrast, the German sentence (26), which is point by point parallel with (25),' is

unambiguous.

(26)( =30) Die reiche Frau hat mit der armen Frau
uber sich gesprochen

" Here, sich can only be bound to the subject die reiche frau. Thus, there are two facts

to explain: first why (23)/(24) makes no reference to any specifier element of the
antecfedent of the reflexive and why German displays no ambiguity in choosing the
antecedent of a reflexive, uniformly choosing the subject. A possible explanation
might be found in George’s (1980a, 35-36; 1980b, 34) suggestion that case is

| normally neutralizcd, if not totally absent, in English Subjects and Direct Objects.

~ German, on the other hand, has a vigorous case system. If it could be shown that

the German equivalent of (23)/(24) makes use of the case (which I treat as a minor

' speciﬁer' see discussion below) to select a possible antecedent, then the answer to
“both of the questions posed above would follow fairly straightforwardly. German

‘would use case to dlsamblguate in mstances of (,OUﬂICUUg possible antecedcnts

26




- whereas English, because of its (relative) lack of case, would not be able to do the
same, and, consequently, would allow for ambiguity with respect to the selection of
antecedent. English would also be required to posit a marked (under the analysis of
binding proposed hére) :rﬁlevwhich..established a binding 1’élation with a Noun
Phrase which was not marked 'by a specifier in the restricting class of the 1‘uIe:Setting
up that bindihg relation. This proposal, then, perhaps falsely, claims that the
»‘ unmarked situation among languages of the world is for reflexives to have
unambiguous antecedents and that it is only in the case of languagés which lack a
specifier element to provide this disambiguating function that reflexives are
‘unambiguous. Certainly this is an interesting claim, although [ am not sure that it is

true.

One of the consequences of such an analysis of indexing and binding, is that the
notion "bound anaphor” is made a relational, rather than a subcategorial notion.
Treating bound anaphors as a relational notion, based on the application 6f lexical
insertion rules, makes for just the right analysis. Where a pronoun is treated as a
* bound anaphor on the basis of leXiéal information, this fact is captured by the
postulation of a lexical insertion rule for_ that particular context, which is
independently necessary, in any case. In cases where a particular formative is always -
treated as a bound anaphor, this fact is captured by a rule particular to that
formative, such as (23)/(24), but applicable in a wide range of syntactic
configurations (subject to general conditions on proper analyzability, of course). In
the discussion of Modern Greek Pronouns in Section 2.1.2 1 show another instance
in which it is the involvement of a pronoun in a particular rule that determines

whether it is interpreted as a bound anaphor, or as a non-anaphoric pronoun.

A final fact about bound anaphors which needs to be discussed before we turn to
consideration of sanctioning rules is a constraint on the elements which are bound

by the application of a binding rule. Note that the following examples are ill-
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formed.

~(27) *I saw himself
* (28) *John nodded her head
(29) *They expressed his support for the proposal

In these cases, the utterances are ill-formed because t)hev reflexive or bound pronoun
does not agree with its antecedent either in person, or"number, or gender. There are
two ways to explain the requirement that bound anaphors agree with their
‘antecedénts in person, number and gender. The first would be to build this |
reqtlircment into each of the rules effecting this binding. This would miss the
generalization that this condition holds of every application of a fule which
produces a binding relation, and would predict (falsely) that individual binding
rules might or might not be subject to this condition. The second approach wbuld
essentially be a filtering proposaI; ie. that there is a condition on structures to
which binding rules have applied such that the elements which are bound to one
another must agree in person, number and gender‘ (and perhaps other features,
depending on the language internal analysis of pronouns; see Section 2.1.2 for some

discussion of this point.)

1.1.2.2 Generalized Filters

Con.sidera,tion of this particular filter leads naturally into a discussion of filters
and filtering in general, a discussion which is necessary before VI can turn to the
second type_o’f null tran_sfonnations: the sanctioning rules. In this discussion I will
draw a distinction between what I will call ad hoc filters, following the practice of
Postal (1972), and what m‘ight be called general filters. Thewclearest' discussion of ad
hoc filters is in Chomsky and Lasnik (1977). They Stat‘e ,that‘ ﬁ]teis have

transformational power, in that they impdse a proper analysis and that they "assign
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~*" to certain offen,ding structures (Chomsky and Lasnik (1977, 463). Thus, like all
transformations, they consist of a restricting class, which, in each case, identifies a’

particular syntactic structure, and an eiementary transformation: "assign *".

Let us first consider the proposed elemeﬁta’ry. Note that this elementary is in fact
‘a reification of the notion "ungrammatical utterance". That is, "*", as an
orthograp‘hic convention, is an indication of what is essentially a relational notion. It
‘indicates an utterance which is ill-formed on at least one linguistic level. Looked at
in a "the opposite direction”, as it were, it indicates an utterance that does not meet
the definition of the concept "generate”, which is also expressed succinctly by
‘George (1980a, 82; 1980b, 75) as the | |

- (30) Fundamental Law of Spelling

Each utterance must be represented by a normal string on every
grammatical level, and these representations must be properly hnked by
the mappings ®.

See also sources cited at the places indicated. Recourse to ad hoc filters, then, rather
than exp]aini;ng the ungrammaticality of an utterance by showing that there is one or ‘
more linguistic levels on which that utterance is ill-formed, designates a specific
conﬁgurétion which is "ungrammatical”. (Note that the specification of the level or
levels at which a particular utterance was deviant was stated to be the function of an
explicit grammatical theory, in the earliest work on the subject; see Chomsky (1955
[=(1975)], etc.) Thus, there are several arguments agamst filters, in the cu1rent1y

accepted sense of the term.

- They reify the notion of ungrammaticality.

- They make use of the undefined elementaiy assign *". (See George
(1980a 80; 1980b, 74).)

- They are ad hoc in that they designate specific syntactic obnﬁgurations as
ungrammatical and, hence, are unexplanatory in that they do not reduce
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the ungrammaticality of certain syntactic configurations to more general
theoretical principles but simply stipulate such configurations as
ungrammatical. '

- They violate all versions of Minimal Factorization (see George (1980a,
80-81; 1980b, 74-75)); this is a particularly ironic fact, considering that
Strong Minimal Factorization, as a powerful restriction on the type of
restricting classes permissible to transformations was adduced as an
argument for the postulation of the "Move a" framework (See George
(1980a, 41-45; 1980b, 39-43) and Chomsky (1976) for discussion).

Given thesé considerations, I reject ad hoc filters of the sort found in Chomsky
and Lasnik (1977), which are so familiar today. However, it does seem that there are
"output conditions”. That is, there are conditions which play a part in determining
the well-formedness of syntactic derivations which may not be reduced to conditions
on rules and which can only be stated on the output of syntactic rules. George
(personal communication) has proposed that filters of this sort are, in actuality, part
of the definition of the cdncept, "generate”. That is, they keep the concept
"generate” from being merely a sum of the level-pariticular well-formedness
conditions of grammatical theory. To clarify this point, we can distinguish
utterances which are *generated from those which are generated. Those utterances
are *generated which meet level-particular well-formedness conditions (e.g.
movement rules in such derivations observe Subjacency, bound anaphora observe

Opacity, lexical -items are inserted by local rules, etc.); only those utterances are

generated which are *generated and which also meet additional conditions. These ‘

conditions, then, make up the definition of generate proper. Moreover, they are
distinguished from ad hoc filters in that they do not designate specific syntactic

- configurations as ungrammatical, but, rather, impose general well-formedness

‘conditions which apply in a wide variety of cases. Among the filters of this sort may

be included:

(31) Feature Conflict Filter
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If the values [+F] and [-F] percolate to the same node, then assign *
[=George (19804, (5), 54; 1980b, (5), p. 53)].

- (With: regard to the use of "assign *" in the formulation of this condition and in
 that of Filtering by Analogy, George (1980b, 158) comments "Just as for the Feature
Conflict Filter (Section 4.1 supra), we use the pseudo-elementary assign star” to
}state this principle, although we have denied (Section 4.3) that there is any general

sense to such an operation. We keep to this paradoxical usage deliberately to stress

the unsatisfactory state of our understanding here." Given the suggestion made in

the text, it is likely that this condition can be reformulated without recourse to this
usage, but I retain the original formulation of this filter and Filtering by Analogy as

a matter of historical interest, if nothing else.) and:
(32) Filtering by Analogy

Assign * to any structure if it has a strictly simpler grammatical cognate
[from George (1980a, 171; 1980b, 158)].

This latter filter may be best discussed by illustrating its effects. Consider the
following paradigm (from George (1980b, 158):

(33)(= (12))5 I regret your reading the diary
(34)(=(13)) I regret reading the diary
(35)(=(14)) *I regret my reading the diary
(36)(=(15)) I regret our réading the diary

The problem here is the ungrammaticality of (35). This cannot be explained by

appeal to Disjoint Reference because, as (36) shows, overlapping reference is

5Throughout this thesis, whenever I refer to examples or definitions which have appeared
elsewhere in the literature, I will indicate the original numeration of the example or definition within
a second set of parentheses. ‘
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'permitted between a matrix N ! and a Subject pronoun in the complement position

is such structures. Filtering by Analogy would rule out (35) by virtue of the fact that

‘there is a strictly simpler equivalent (34). (34) is simpler because it it contains a non-

overt pronoun ("PRO") whereae (35) contains a phonetically overt pronoun.

These examples help clarify the notion of "grammatical cognate" which is so
crucial to (32) and which must be fairly well-defined if Filtering by Analogy is not to
be a meaningless principle. (34) and (35) share the same base structure. In

particular, they both contain a first person singular pronoun in the complement

~ Subject position. However, in (35) this pronoun not only bears the person and

number features, it also contains phonological material. (Given the analysis of
pronouns as specifiers adopted here, we can say that PRO in (34) dominates no
terminal material, whereas that in (35) does.) In light of this contrast, the following
definition of "grammatical cognate” can be made: two structures are grammatical
cognates if they have identical base structures, except for terminal material. Under
Filtering by analogy, a "simpler grammatical cognate” will mean a structure which
contains the simpler or less marked values of minor specifiers, in those instances
where alternation is possible. For example, in the subject position of a gerund, there
is the option of expanding PRO to dominate terminal material. When this pronoun
is identical to the "controller” N in the matrix clause, the option of not expanding
PRO is available. Hence, a de:ivation in which PRO is exbanded to dominate
terminal ma.terial is ruled out by Filtering by Analogy, since a simpler derivation is
available. However, when overlapping reference exists between the matrix subject
and the complement subject, PRO must be expanded to dominate terminal material,
since the control option is not available in such instances. I return to the idea that

Filtering by Analogy rules out derivations in which the marked véllue of a specifier

has been inserted in Section 2.1.2. Note that, because the notion of "grammatical

cognate” requires identity of base structures, Filtering by Analogy will not rule out

the "more complex” (longer) "everyone of the men", even though the "simpler"
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(shorter) variant "every man" is available, because, presumably, there are different

~ base structures in the two phrases.

To the above list may be added the filter discussed in the text above.
37) Antecedent—Anaphor Agreement Filter
A (bound) anaphor must agree with its antecedent in all relevant
~ features. _ | |
Here the notion of "relevant feature" must be explicated and expanded. For

example, it is generally not necessary for a bound anaphor to agree with its

antecedent in case. This point in further discussed in Section 2.1.2.

It is worthwhile to point out that two of these filters (31) and (37) are either
explicit in the work of generative} linguists or are implicitly assumed. (31) is
accepted by all proponents of the X-bar theory of phrase structure, and this filter
may be said to constitute tﬁ.e heart of that system. Similarly, EST workers who have
proposed analyses of reflexives have accepted (37), in principle (e.g Jackendoff
(1969, 45))). Also, in recent work, Chomsky (Class Lectures, Spring and Fall, 1980)
has proposed a condition that is a special subcase of (32): Avoid Pronoun, a
condition that, essentially, states that given syntactic configuration in which either -
PRO or an overt pronoun is possible, PRO will be chosen. Thus, such filters are not

completely outrageous, and (31) and (37) are, in fact, rather commonly accepted.

1.1.2.3 A Theory of Case

Given the above framework, I will propose the following theory of case. The case

system consists of three interrelated parts.

1. Case is inserted in the base.

2..Case is sanctioned (or "checked") during the course of a syntactic
derivation. -
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3. Case is spelled in the morphophonemics.

[t might seem to be desirab]é to collapse two of these components, since all
~ theoreticians agree that a least two of them are nécessary. That is, case must be
assigned to a noun phrase and case must be spelled. Given that these are the
minimum devices which are necessary to produce case on a noun phrase, it might
seem to be desirable to collapse the additional rule type proposed here--the
sanctioning rules--with one of the other two components. That is, we might make
case sanctioning equivalent to case spelling: case would freely be assigned to Noun
Phrases but would only be spelled in particular configurations. Alternatively, we
could collapse the sanctioning rljles with the case insertion rules: case would not be
assigned freely, but would only be assigned in specific configurations, or by specific
elements, etc. Case would then be (freely) spelled in the morphophonemics.
However, there are theoretical and empirical considerations which argue against
eacﬁ of these reductions, even though they seem, initially, to represent a
simplification of grammatical theory in that they eliminate a seemingly unnecessary

type of rule.

Let us first consider the collapse of the sanctioning rules with the spelling rules.
Note that,‘ in any language, but particularly in a highly inflected language, there will
be a variety of spelling rules. To reduce the sanctioning rules to the spelling rules
would be to miss a generalization: that despite the variety of morphological
realizations of a particﬁlar case, there would only be a restricted way (or number of
ways, in the situation of cases such as Accusative, which appears in a number of
configurations) for a given case to be sanctioned, only a small number of syntactic
configurations in which th.af case could appear. To collapse the sanctioning rules
with the assignment rules would be to miss the generalization that certain cases are
the default éases in particular configurations whereas others are marked. Cb'llapsing 7

both types to a single type of rule would be to assign the same status to both types of
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rule and not to distinguish the markedness of one type of rule from the regularity of

the other. A concrete exampie will illustrate this. In Ancient Greek, the usual case

of direct objects is Accusative. However, certain verbs assign oblique cases--

Genitive or Dative--to their direct objects. (This type of unusual case marking is -

occasionally referred to as "quirky" or "kinky" case marking.) 1 would distinguish
these two situations as follows. The normal default case would be handled by a

sanctioning rule of the following form:

(38) V Accusative

whereas the "kinky" cases would be made part of the rule inserting a particular

verb, as in (39), where sunoida is the Ancient Greek Verb meaning "know", "be

conscious of".
(39) V — sunoida / ___ Dative

In Section 2.1, I demonstrate that this case system is not only empirically
adequate to describe various case marking phenomena, but also makes a number of

interesting predictions which are borne out.

1.1.2.4 What Spelling Rules Are

I conclude this section by discussing the category of spelling rules which were
mentioned in passing above. [ first show what T mean by spelling rules; I then
justify the claim that such rules exist. Finally, I state some general conditions

governing the form of such rules.

By "spelling rules” 1 mean rules which map grammatical formatives into
morphophonemic representations. Some representative examples of such rules are
found in the work of Chomsky (1955 [=(1975))).
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(40) wh"he = who
wh”him — whom
(Chomsky (1955, Chapter IX, Section 91.1, p. 1X-529 (51))
=(1975, Chapter X, Section 95.1, p. 434 (51)))

(41) wh"it » what o '
(Chomsky (1955, Chapter X, Section 91.4, p. IX-535 (59))
=(1975, Chapter X, Section 95.4, p. 438 (69)))

(42) wh"the — what
wh “there — where
~ when "then — when
etc. ‘
(Chomsky (1955, Chapter IX, Section 91.5, p. 1X-536 (71))
=(1975, Chapter X, Section 95.5, p. 439 (71)))

In these examples the spelling rules are treated as "context-free"; i.e. they contain
implicit end variables. However. there is striking empirical evidence from Ancient
Greek that spelling rules do not, in fact, permit implicit end variables. This same

data also supports the more general assumption that there are spelling rules.

Ancient Greek displays several very interesting pronominal paradigms. It
distinguishes betwéen three separate categories of WH-words: (Direct)
Interrogatives, which are used in ordinary WH-questions--Indirect Interrogative and
Relative forms do not appear in these positions; Indirect Interrogatives, which
appear in indirect questions--the Direct Interrogative and Relative forms do not

appear in these positions; and Relatives, which are used exclusively in relative

clauses--Direct Interrogatives cannot appear in these positions and Indirect

Interrogative forms usually do not (see discussion below). Moreover, these three

- WH-forms are transparently related to demonstrative forms. 1 list here some

represen:tative examples of this phenomenon. In this table, I transliterate the

examples from Ancient Greek, rather than transcribing them, as 1 do throughout

this thesis. T also.in.CI.ude dialect alternates to show how widespread this sort of
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paradigm was.

Direct
Interrogative

pe:

ke:

(Tonic)

pa:

(Doric)
"which
way?"
pe:likos
"how great,

“how old?"

pe:mos

"Whe]] ] 1

| pe:nika '

~ "at what _
time?"

Indirect
. Interrogative

hope:
hoppe:
(Epic)
hoke:
(Tonic)
hop(p)a:
hopei
(Doric)
oppa
(Aeolic)
"which
way"

“hope:likos
"how big"

" hope:mos

ope:mos

(Tonic)

"When"

hope:nika
hopa:nika
(Doric)

"at what
time"

Relative

he:

"which

way

he:likos

"s0 big as,
as old as"

~ he:mos

a:mos
(Doric)
” When "

he:nika
ha:nika
(Doric)
anika-
(Aeolic)
"at the
time"
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Demonstrative

te:

"here,
there"

te:likos
ta:likos

(Doric)

"so great
so old"

te:mos

ta:mos
(Doric)
"then"

te:nika
ta:nika
(Doric)

“at that

time"



I

© poios

koios

(Tonic)

"of what
kind?"

posakis
"how many
times as,

how often?"

posaplasios

"how many
fold?"

posakhos
"in how many
ways?"

posos

kosos

(Ionic)

"how great,
how much?"

pothen
kothen

(Tonic)
"whence?"

hopoios
hoppoios
(Epic)
hokoios
(Ionic)
oteios
(Cretan)
"of what
sort"

hoposakis

"as many
times as,
as often"

hoposaplasios-
oun

"how many
fold soever”

hoposakhos
"in as many
ways as"

hoposos
hopposos
hopossos
(Epic)
hokosos
(lonic)
"as many,
as long"

hopothen
hoppothen
(Epic)
hokothen
(Tonic)
"whence"

hoios

"of what
sort”

hosakis
"as many
times as,
as often"

hosaplasios

"as many
times as"

hosakhos
"in as many
ways as"
hosos
hossos

(Epic)

"as great as,
as many as"

hothen

"whence"
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“toios

such as, .

- like"

tosakis
"so many
times as,
so often" -
tosaplasios
"sO many
fold

tosakhos
"in so many
ways"

tosos

"so great,
so much"

tothen

"thence"



pothi

- "where?"

pote

kote
. (Ionic)
poka
(Doric)

"when?"

po:s

 ko:s
(Ionic)
"IIQW?"

poi

"whither?“

pose

"whither?"

hopothi
hoppothi

(Epic) -
f'where" ,

hopote

- hoppote

(Epic)
hokote

(Ionic)

hop(p)oka

- (Cyrenaic)

"'When"

hopo:s
hoppo:s
(Epic)
hoko:s
(Ionic)
"how"

hopoi
hokoi
(Ionic)
hopui
hopus
(Doric)
"whither"

hopose

.hoppose '
(Bpic)

"whither"

hothi

"where'

hote

hoka
(Doric)

ota
(Aeolic)
"when"

ho:s

as
‘hoi

hui

hus

"whither"
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tothi

"there"

- tote

toka
(Doric)

tota
(Aeolic)
"then" )

to:s

SO,
thus"



o~

pou ~ hopou - hou
kou opou )

(Tonic) (Ionic)

"where?" "where" "where"

These examples make two points simultaneously. First, they show that spelling
rules aie necessary; second, they show that these rules are sensitive to context. They
show that spelling rules are necessary because of the following theoretical
considerations. It is currently assumed that there is a single rule of WH-Movement
which is responsible for the prbduction of Direct Questions, Indirect Questions and
Relative Clauses. (In fact, this assumption is quite old, and is found in the earliest
work in gen.erativé grammar.

The basic interrogative sentences are the yes-or-no questions ("did you
come”, etc.), with inversion. If we apply the wh-transformations, with a
second inversion, to these questions, we derive a second class of
interrogatives, including many types ("who was here", "whom did he
see", "what plane did you take", etc.) The wh-transformation, applied to
declaratives, gives relative clauses.

(Chomsky (1955 Chapter IX, Section 114, p. IX -711)

(=(1975, Chapter X, Section 118, p. 569))))

Given that there is a single WH-Movement transformation, the differences
between the overt forms of the various WH-Pronouns cannot be due to differences
in the underlying formatives for the distinct Interrogative and Relative forms; since
they all presumably contain WH. Moreover, even if an alternative approach were
accepted, which posits two separate WH-transfomations, one for relatives and

another for interrogatives, there should be at most two overt distinctions between

‘WH-Pronouns. T will assume that the simpler theory, which posits a single WH-

transformation is correct and that the overt distinctions between WH-pronouns is

due to the existence of separate spell out rules for various posﬂlons in the sentence.

The first spells out WH as p- when it is in sentence initial position. A second spells

out WH as hop- in embedded interrogative contexts. The last rule spells out WH as
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h- in relative contexts. I assume th_at.the rule which spells out WH as 4- requires a
particular left context; e.g. in the case of simple relative clauses, it will require a
projection of N.I also assume that the rule spelling out Indirect Interrogatives
simply specifies that WH be sentence internal. These two assumptions are justified
by the following configuration of facts. The Indirect Interrogative forms
occasionally doubie as Relative pronouns, while the Relative pronouns do not
double as interrogatives. This follows, if we assume that the mle spelling WH in the
Indirect Interrogative forms simply specifies that WH be flanked by syﬁtactic

material; this rule will also be satisified when WH occurs in a relative construction. |
I—Iowevef, if the rule spelling out WH in the relative requires a particular left
context, this rule will only be satisfied in a limited number of cases and, hence, will
not generalize to all sentence internal positions. The schematic forms of these

different classes of spell out rules are shown in (43)--(45).
@3)WH o p/ __cat
(44) WH — hop / cat __cat

45)WH - h/ X __ cat
(where "X" represents a specific category for
individual relative pronouns)

(In fact, the right context in these examples might be COMP, given that WH adjoins
to COMP. However, the exact specification of the right context is not at issue in the

present discussion.)

In individual instantiations of these general schemata, the spelled item would

preSumably be the concatenation of WH with a following formative, e.g.
(46) WH* (othi — pothi / __ cat
(47) WH" (t)othi — hopothi / cat __cat

(48) WH* (Wothi — hothi / N __ cat
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(Tis plaéed in parenthesizes in these ex‘amplesr in that it might be desirable to split
Demonstratis)e Pronouns into the morpheme ¢ specifying "Demonstrative” and a
second morpheme specifying this fuxthef; e'.g. ou, place where; dl‘heﬁ, place from
which; e: place to which,‘ etc. Fora discussion of a similar anaiysis of forms such as
"hither", "thither" and "whither" in English, see Harris (1951, Appendix to 12.22,
p. 177). However, problems of detail éside, these paradigms show that‘spelling rules
are indeed necessary. Moreover, rules such as (46) show that spelling rules cannot
be "context-free"; ie. cannot contain implicit end variables. If implicit end
variables were allowed, then it would be possible to spell WH as the Direct

Interrogative form (p-) in any position in a sentence.

The elimination of implicit end variables from spelling rules and the more general
characteristic ' that spelling rules may mention specific ‘contexts presents the
following problem for linguistic theory: what general prin.c.iple allows the language
learner to posit context-sensitive rules in the first place? If the (markedness)
principle(s) governing such rules stated that the least marked spelling rules are those
containing end variables (whether implicit or explicit), then the language learner
would never posit context specific rules. Let us consider this argument in some

detail. The least marked rule is that which the ],anguage learner will posit first, in

~ the basis of positive evidence. If the Teast marked formulation of a spelling rule

were the most general (i.e. the form containing end variables) then the language
learner would posit the most general spelling rule for any formative he heard spe]vled

out. This is so because only positive evidence is required in creating a grammar;

‘negative evidence plays no part. Thus, under the markedness convention under

consideration, the language learner would never be able to learn a language such as
Ancient Greek. The mere fact that he heard a WH pronoun spelled in the D"u'ect

Interrogative form in sentence initial position would lead him to pos1t arule spe]'hng

‘WH in this form anywhere in the sentence. The fact that sentences containing the

Direct Interrogative forms in clause-internal position did not occur in the corpus
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presénted to him would ngt prevent this, since only positive evidence is required.
Thus, a markedness convention that stated that the least marked form of a spelling
rule is the most general form predicts that there are no context specific spelling rules
at all, since thel:anguage learner will never be able to posit such rules on the basis of
positive evidence. Clearly, then, what is needed is a principle that states that the

least marked form of a spelling rule is the most specific form.

Such a princi’ple‘ has, in fact, been proposed by George (1980a; 1980b). This is
the:

(38) Spec-Spec Constraint

A rule mapping a (minor) Specifier into morphophonemic
representation must mention (adjacent) categorial terms on both sides of
the changed element in its restricting class [from George (1980a, 82;
19800, 76)].

Note that this principle is not quite correct, in this exact formulation, owing to the

existence of rules such as (46). Here, there is no left context at all. This objection

~can easily be circumvented, however, by taking the Spec-Spec Constraint to state '

that spelling rules cannot contain implicit end variables. This formulation of Spec-
Spec, in conjunction with the evaluation metric for the complexity of
transformational rules proposed by George (1980a, Section 3; 1980b, Section 3) will
yield the desired results. This evaluation metric treats the overall complexity of a
rule to be a sum of the complexity values assigned to the individual terms appearing
in the restricting class of that rule. The values assigned to different types of terms
are weighted so that (categorial) primes are least "expensive", cat slightly more so,
and str most expensive of all. Given Spec-Spec and this evaluation metric, the
language learner will posit the most specific mle} type as the least marked (since this
will be the least "expensive” rule under this evaluation metric), and will only posit a
more general formulation of a spelling rule when driven to this formulation on the

basis of positive evidence, since the most general rule will be the most expensive. As ‘
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we have seen, this is exactly what is required.

In addition to the necessity of the Spec-Spec Constraint as a markedness
convention on spelling rules in general, there is also a limiting subcase of Spec-Spec

which is of great theoretical utility. This is the:
(39) Stuttering Prohibition

Local repetition of a (minor) Specifier is ungrammatical (up to the
effects of morphophonological reduplications) [from George (1980a, 82;
1980b, 76)).

This latter principle subsumes the "thar-trace” filter, among others, (see George
(1980a, 84-87; 1980b, 76-80) for a fuller discussion) and a discussion of how it derive
the effects of this filter is a good illustration of the general effects that filters, as they

are to be understood in this framework, are meant to have.

'We can derive th " thar-trace” phenomenon in the following manner. In each case
in which the analysis of Chomsky and Lasnik (1977) would propose a that followed
by a trace, it méy be observed that there is in reality a sequence of COMP followed
by AUX. Now by Spec-Spec and the Stuttering Prohibition, there will normally be
‘no way of spelling such a sequence. In languages which possess Subject Pro-Drop,
in order for this rule to apply in the subject position of embedded sentences, the
grammar must possess a spelling rule of fhe marked type which spells a COMP
AUX sequence. Moreover, the overt evidence of the application of this rule will
provide positive evidence to the language learner that such a rule exists. waever;

_in the absence of such evidence he will not posit such a rule, in accordance with the

Stuttering Prohibition.

This analysis of the thartrace phenomena is superior to that which simply
explains the difference with regard to the extractability of embedded subjects by
| tying this difference directly to the operation of Subject Pro-Drop. That is, it is not

the case that the extractability of embedded subjects is permitted only in those cases
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in which Subject Pro-Drop is pen_ni'tted.v For instance, in Hebrew, verbs in the
Present tense do not pelmit Subject Pro-Drop, in either matrix or embedded’
clauses, while other tenses do. However, even clauses containing verbs in the
Present tense permit the extraction of WH-subjects. This follows from the analysis

- presented here.

Given that Sl.lbjCCt-PIO-DI‘Op applies in any complement clause, the language
learner will postulate the existence of a rule spelling COMP AUX sequences. This
rule, then, will apply whenever such sequences are produced, no matter how they
are produced. Thus, even though subjects of embedded Present tense clauses are
not susceptible to Subject Pro-Drop, when the operation of WH-Movemeﬁt extracts
the subjects of such clauses, the necessary spelling rule is available for the derived
COMP AUX sequence. Any theory which ties the extractability of embedded WH-
subjects to the ability of Subject Pro-Drop to apply in such positions clearly makes
the wrong poéition. Consider, for instance, the analysis of Chbmsky and Lasnik
(1977), under which the applicability of Subject Pro-Drop is correlated with the |
extractability of embedded WH-subjects in the following way. Their hypothesis
that, in languages possessing it, the Pro-Drop Rule is able to delete an offending
subject trace, thereby circumventing the filter, would predict that, since Present
tense clauses do not permit Subject Pro-Drop, they also do not permit extraction of
WH-subjects. |
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1.2 The Meaning of the "Tensed" vs. "Tenseless"

Distinction in UG

1.2.1 The Precursor of the TSC: The Insertion Prohibition

Before examing the history of the TSC proper, it is probably worthwhile, for

historical purposes at least, to examine the Insertion Prohibition.?

posited in Chomsky (1965).

This condition is

(51) The Insertion Prohibition

No morphological material ... can be inserted into a configuration
dominated by S once the cycle of transformational rules has already
completed its application to this configuration. (p. 146)

At first glance, it might seem that the Insertion Prohibition has 1iothing to do.with
the TSC. However; notice that one of the fundarhental effects of the TSC was to
replace the. clause-mate condition on certain syntactic rules, while deriving the
effects of this condition. (See Chomsky (1973, 255, especially n. 34) and Postal
(1974, 43-54) for some discussion of this point.) Similarly, the Specified Subject
Condition was used to explain cases of grammaticality and ungrammaticality which

were previously handled by a combination of the clause-mate condition and a

pruning convention. (See Chomsky (1973, 157).) In a similar manner, various

investigators, before the advent of the "Conditions" framework, attempted to use

the Insertion Prohibition to derive the effects of the clause-mate condition.

Kayne (1969, 95-96) used the Insertion Prohibition to explain the inability of his

“tule of R-Tous to float quantifiers into a lower clause. There, the condition rules

6Chomsky (1965) does not give this condition any name. The term is due to Helke (1971, 42; 1973,
14); Chomsky (1973, 234) later adopted this name for (51). (Helke (1973, 14) also reports that
Dougherty called this condition the Umvcrsal Movement Constraint.)
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~ out examples such as;

(52)(=44) * Mes amis laisseraient ce garcon manger
tous de la salade.

(53)(=48) * IIs enverront Jean parler tous 4 Marie.

Kayne comments further (op. cit., 96)

This proposed universal in fact receives internal confirmation in
French, in the sense that even in dialects which permit the raising of
"tous" into higher sentences, the dropping of "tous" into lower sentences
is still impossible. Thus, while there are speakers who accept sentences
like: '

(50) 11 faut zous que tu les manges.
11 faut tous qu’ils partent.

~ nobody accepts:

(51) * s veulent que tu ailles fous 4 Paris.
(52) * Elles savent que Jean est toutes parti
il y a 10 minutes, '

Later, in the same work Kayne\(1969, 168, n. 8) raises the possibility that the

difference in grammaticality between the sentences in (54) is due to the Insertion

‘Prohibition. (Note that Kayne assumes that méme is transformationally inserted.)

(54)(=3) * Jean voudrait que tu parles de ui-méme.
Jean voudrait que tu parles de lui
Helke (1971; 1973) attempted to derivef the clause-mate condition on English
reflexives from the Insertion Prohibition. Recall that Helke analyzes English
reflexives as possessive NP’s headed by self which are generated in the base with an -

empty possessive position./ This position is later filled by a transformation which
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inserts a pronominal copy of the antecedent of the reflexive. It is this copying
transformation that is sﬁbject to the Insertion Prohibition, sincé it inserts
morphological material (a pronoun) into a lower clause. Helke derives reflexives in
the subject position of infinitives by 4a. subsidiary process, which does not make use
of such a copying transformation. He assumes that they derive from forms
consisting of a pronoun plus an intensive reflexive (such as is used in tlie sentence "I
myself will do that"), and that the pronoun is deleted under identity with the
antecedent in the upper clause. Though Helke’s work is ultimately seriously flawed
(for example, to prohibit this subsidiary process from applying to . the subjectl

position of a finite clause, he invokes Perlmutter’s (1968) constraint that Eng]ish“

clauses must occur with a superficial subject, interpreting it in a most unnatural

manner”), it does show the seriousness with which some researchers treated the

TInsertion Prohibition® and that the manner in which they applied it in analyses of

specific languages was analogous to that in which later investigators applied the
TSC.

Before closing this section I will note, as a matter of historical interest, that Harris
(1965) (the "discoverer" of picture Noun Phrases) also expresséd dissatisfaction with
the clause-mate condition and made an . observation which foreshadowed the
Spéciﬁed Subject Condition. She closes this paper with the comment;

Thus it seems that the "S principle” [=clause-mate condition--RJPI]
discussed above may not be a sufficient condition for the appearance of
the reflexive. Indeed, an examination of all the sentences discussed thus
far reveals that those in which the reflexive form does not appear all have
one thing in common: that is, there is an intervening noun between the
identical noun and its antecedent. [Recall that Harris derived reflexives

7See also Ingria (forthcoming) for more detailed criticisms of Helke’s general approach.

8Gamahuche (1971, 113) however, comments: "I can see no justification for Chomsky’s suggested
constraint that would prohibit the insertion of material into an already plocesqed clause”, so we can

: observe that there was already some controversy over such principles.
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bassivization, With this in mind, note (27) and (28):

2D a.J ohn'heard himself being discussed by
: Mary,
b. John heard Mary discussing him,

(28) a. John saw a picture of himself by Mary.
b. John saw Mary’s picture of him,

Here, believe, lies the direction for further study.
1.2.2 The Evolution of the TSCI: The Original TSG and PIC/NIC

1.2.2.1 The Original Tensed-S Condition

The first formulation of the TSC proper appears in Chomsky (1973).

(55)(=19) iterns cannot be extracted from atensed -
" sentence,

This condition js almost immediately reform Lllated as:
(56)(=20) No rule can involve X, Y in the structure

w X[ LY |

where a is a tenged sentence,

and given the titje the "Tensed-S Condition."” Though its original fon.mulation (6)
referred only to movement rules, Chomsky gives evidence that it also applies to

interpretive rules. After g series of revisions, the TSC is given in itg final form in
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Chomsky (1973) as:

(57X(=123) |
No rule can involve X,Y (X superior to Y)
in the structure

X LZo WYV
a

where (a) Z is the subject of W¥¥ and
is not controlled by a category
containing X
or (b) a is a subject phrase properly containing
MMC(Y) and Yis subjacent to X
or (c) Yisin COMP and X is not in COMP
or (d) Yis not in COMP and « is a tensed S.
Clause (a) is the Specified Subject Condition (henceforth, SSC); clause (b)--or an ;
equivalent proposal--will be discussed in Section 1.2.2.3; clause (c) is the "COMP to
COMP" condition on movement rules, while clause (d)--which incorporates the
specification of COMP as an "escape hatch" from a tensed S--is the TSC‘proper.9
Chomsky (1973, 271) makes a final note on this formulation of the TSC: "...Though
relevant examples are few, to my knowledge, it seems plausible to adopt the general
working hypothesis that there is no left-right asymmetry at all with respect to the

conditions that have been discussed here.”

In Chomsky (1976) the dropping of this asymmetry from the formulation of the
TSC is made explicit:

9Note that, as this joint formulation of the TSC and the SSC shows, the Tensed-S Condition and
the Specified Subject Condition have always been treated as closely related, parallel conditions in the
linguistic literature. It is only with Chomsky (1978) that they are separated in a fundamental--rather
than a purely analytic--manner. Hence, though the SSC proper will not be discussed i in any detail in
this study, any comments on the domain of application of the TSC--e. g. as a condition on surface
structure rather than as a condition on rules--will also hold true of the SSC,
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(58) "Consider a structure of the form
11y ..x.[ ..Y.].X..
o

. Then no rule can involve X and Yin (11) when
a is a tensed-S (the tensed-S Condition)"

- However, whereas the TSC was considered to be a condition on rule application
in Chomsky (1973), in Chomsky (1976), 317) the possibility is raised that "We might
reformulate the conditions in question [TSC and SSC--RIJPI] as conditions on an
enriched surface structure involving traces, instead of conditions on the application
of rules.” In Section 1.2.3 I shall return to the question as to whether the TSC is a
condition on rules or a condition on surface structure (or a "condition on binding,"
as more recent proposals--e.g. Chom.sky (1978)--have put it). For the moment I only
note that, since the syntactic theory assumed here does not permit the use of

hyperindexed traces, the latter option is not available to me.

1.2.2.2 The Propositional Island Condition

In Chomsky (1977) the FSC is renamed the Propositional Island Condition
(hencefoﬁh PIC) and is first formulated as follows

CN=1D) . X Y] X

"PIC (the ‘tensed-S condition’ of the references
cited) asserts that no rule can ’involve’ X and ¥
where « is a finite clause (tensed-S)."
As we shall see in Section 1.2.3 below, this final formulation of the TSC is,
indeed, the correct one, when "finiteness” is properly defined. However, soon after
presenting this definition, Chomsky proposes the following two modifications of

PIC. The first stipulates that "a is the cyclic node immediately dominating the
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categdfy of Y‘ (1977, 75). The second involves the condition on a. Chomsky bases
his reformulation on Kim (1976), where it is claimed that in Korean a rule similar to
Disjoint Reference observes PIC except in those cases where « is the complement of
an "assertive" verb '('m the sense of Hooper (1975)). This claim is taken to show that

the relevant distinction in Korean is "complement of assertive verb" vs.

“"complement of non-assertive verb" rather than "non-finite" vs, "finite,” as in

English. Accepting this analysis of Korean, Chomsky (1977, 75) states: "thus we can
formulate a variant of PIC for Korean, with the condition on a modified, and we can
suggest a somewhat more abstract formulation of P1C of which English and Korean
are special cases.” In effect, the condition on « is taken to be a language-specific
parameter, whose possible values are not delimited. Finally, PIC is taken to be a
"filter” (Chomsky (1977, 77)) on the output of transformational rules. That is, the

- suggestion of Chomsky (1976) is adopted in Chomsky (1977) as correct:

I will now discuss these two modifications in detail. The first restricts PIC tb
app]y ‘only to full subjects of tensed sentences"” (cf Bach (1977, 145-147)). This

restriction is based on examples such as:

(60) *the men expected that pictures of each other
would be onsale
which are supposed to be "fully acceptable” (Chomsky (1977, 73)), as opposed to
the ungrammatical (61).

. (61) *the men expected that each other would win

However, I find both of these sentences to be ungrammatical, though they do
differ in relative a.cceptab'i]ity. (60) is, indeed, more acceptable than (61), though it
is, nevertheless, ungrammatical as well. Other native speakers of English with
whom | have discussed these sentences share these judgements. Therefore, I take

the arguments for restricting PIC in the indicated manner, as based on examples
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such as (60), to be without force. . However’, the relative acéeptability of (60) as

compared with (_61)~-which, presumably, is responsible for some linguists’

acceptance of (60) as fully grammatical-is worth some discussion. Consider the

- following pair of sentences:

(62) *thé men expected that pictures of themselves
would be on sale |

(63) *the men expected that themselves would win

Once again, both sentences are ungrammatical, though they differ in relative
acc‘eptability\in the same direction as the previous pair: (62) is more acceptable than
(63). Here, however, a clue to the reason for this difference in relative acceptability

overtly appears. Note that themselves is morphologically Accusaﬁve and that, in

- fact, Accusative is the only form in which this reflexive occurs. Compared to the

paradigm of the third person plural (non-reflexive) pronoun--which contains
Nominative (they), Genitive (their) and Accusative (them) forms--that of the third
person plural reflexive is defective. This paradigmatic defectiveness offers a
possible explanation for the decreased acceptability of (63) as compared with (62)
along the follow:ing lines. Both (62) and (63) violate PIC, while (63) also violates the
Spec—Spec Constraint. (Recall that I treat pronouns, including reflexive and

reciprocal pronouns, as minor specifiers (see Ingria (to appear) for more details of

~ the internal analysis of English reflexives); as such, the rules spelling them are

subject to the Spec-Spec Constraint.) Because of the TSC, reflexives and reciprocals
will never appear in the subject position of finite clauses. Therefore there will be no
rules spelling them in such positions, since the language learner will never be giVen
the positive evidence to postulate .such rules. Hence, (61) and (63) are worse then
(60) and (62) because they violate two conditions. The T, SC will prohibit the bound
anaphors in the subject positions of finite clauses from réceiving their required

antecedents; moreover, there will be no way of spelling these pronouns in such
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positions. (60) and (62), on the other hand, will violate vonly the TSC, since

reflexives and reciprocals may be spelled within NTin English.

Moreover, treating all four of the above examples as ungrammatical,v provvi.des‘a
clue to another curious fact. Namely, that (62) is noticeably more acceptable than
(60). On the assumption that all both of these examples are fully grammatical, this
difference in acceptability is not explained, since reciprocals are normally acceptable
in the same configurations in which reflexives are acceptable (modulo some
constraints on the plurality of Noun Phrases that affect reciprocals but not

reflexives). (64) and (65), for example, are equally acceptable.
(64) The men told stories about each other

(65) The men told stories about themselves

Postal (1970, 70), who first adduced picture noun reflexivization examples as
counterexamples to Chomsky’s hypothesis that clause-boundedness could be
replaced by the TSC, a]se noted that there is a difference in acceptability between
examples with reciprocals and those involving reflexives: reflexives more freely

violate the TSC than do reciprocals.

Finally, Bach suggests that it is an unwise move to limit PIC to the_subject
position of tensed clauses, merely to handle case like those just discussed, and that a
different solution might be preferable. "Alternatively, one could assume that
besides the rule for interpreting reflexives and reciprocals that are part of sentence
grammar, there are also rules not part of this system at ali (cf. Chomsky’s remarks on
pronouns on pp. 80-81). This would appear to work better for reflexives than Jor )
reciprocals” (Bach (1977, 146), emphasis added). Bach also presents the following
examples, which show perfectly acceptable uses of reflexive pronouns without overt

antecedents.
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(66)(=25) This paper was written by Ann and
myself .

(67)(=26) Physicists like yourself are a
' - godsend

~ Let us note then that English reflexives have this antecedentless usage, which 1 will
designatekas the "honorific” usage (term due to George (personal communication)).

“ English reciprocals, on the other hand, have no parallel use. Given this subsidiary
usage of reflexives, but not reciprocals, the analysis of the examples (60)--(63) is
complete. Examples (61) and (63), in which a bound anaphor appears in the subject
position, are the least acceptable because of the TSC and the Spec-Spec Constraint.
Example (60), in which a reciprocal occurs inside a noun phrase in the subject
position of a finite clause ismore} acceptable, because it violates only the TSC.
Finally, examples (62) is the most acceptable because it violates only the TSC and
because it can be interpreted by analogy with the honorific usage of English

reflexives.

(Noam Chomsky (personal communication) has pointed out a potential problem
| for the treatment of these picture Noun Phrase ex amples which correlates the degree
of relative acceptability with the number of conditions violated. He notes that this
proposal predicts that the (68) and (69) should be on a par with (60) and (62) since

~ only one condition (in this case, the SSC) is violated in these examples.
(68) The men want John to like each other‘
(69) The men want John to like themselves

In fact these examples seem to be worse than the parallel cases of bound anaphors

internal to a subject Nin a Finite clause. Thus, such examples present a problem

for the general treatment of bound anaphors in complement clauses sketched out

here, though perhaps not an insoluble one. Note that, in example (69) there are two
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possible (mis-)derivations: one in whieh themselves is bound to John, which is ruled
out by the Antecedent-AnaphOJ Agreement Filter; and one in which themselves is
- ‘bound to the men, which is ruled out by the SSC. Thus, it might be proposed that
the degree of perceived (un)acceptability of (69) is in some way the sum of the
unacceptability of each of these possible analyses. Though this is not an

uncontroversial solution to this objection, it is not a priori implausible.)

In examining the second vproposed modification of PIC--or, rather, the
restatement of TSC as PIC, which is, in effect, what the second modification
amounts to--there are two factors which need to be considered. The first is the
empirical motivation for this 'change;‘the second is the precise nature of this change
and what it entails for linguistic theory. Before turning to Kim (1976), whose data
provide the empirical motiyation for PIC as opposed to the TSC, it will be
instructive to consider the following quotes from Chomsky (1977).

Phenomena may be suggestive, but strictly speaklng, they tell us
nothing. (p. 77)

To find evidence to support or to refute a proposed condition on rules,
it does not suffice to list unexplained phenomena; rather, it is necessary to
present rules, i.e., to present a fragment of a grammar. The confirmation
or refutation will be as convincing as the fragment of grammar presented.
This is a simple point of logic, occasionally overlooked in the literature.
The status of conditions on rules is empirical, but evidence can only be
indirect and the argument, one way or another, is necessarily rather
abstract and "theory bound." (p. 74)

In light of these comments, let us turn to Kim (1976). The sole argument for the
reformulation of the TSC as PIC is based on the behavior of the "non-reflexive
pronoun” k#. She proposes thzit the coreference possibilities of ki-may be explained
by a rule similar to Disjoint Reference, which she states as in (70).

(70)(=2(32)) Mark ki as' non-coreferential with a full
NP.
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~ She further states that the operation of this rule is constrained by the TSC, except
in the case of the complements of certain "assertive™ verbs, which do not biock (70).
In light of this, and also taking into account the fact that Korean has no infinitives,
- she proposes that thése clatlseé be tréated, in effect, as inﬁniti&es and proposes (71)

as the Korean equivalent of the TSC.

(71) No rule may involve X and Yin

where a is an embedded S, unless a is a
complement of an assertive predicate.

It is the assumption that this language specific modification of the TSC is, indeed,
necessary for Korean that leads Chomsky (1977) to postulate an "abstract"” PIC
which is realized as (71) in Korean and as (59) in English. However, a close
:examina'tion of the facts about Korean anaphora which Kim presents shows that
(71) is not ‘required at all. In discussing the class of "assertive” verbs which motivate
(71), Kim (1976, 138, n.9) states that.they are distinguished by the fact that they all
take complement sentences introduced by the complementizer kow. Given this fact,
- Twill put forth the following analysis of k7, assuming, for the moﬁlent, that Kim is
correct in treating the non-coreference possibilities of ki as part of sentence

grammar,

Chomsky (1977, 76) proposes that, for tﬁe purposes of a condition such as (59),
two elements are "involved” in a rule only if they are adjacent in the structurél
description of that rule, where "adjacent" means either strictly adjacent or separated
only by variable terms, but not by constant terms. ﬂlérefore, it is possible to
construct a rule which speciﬁ.cally violates a condition such as (59) by inclu’ding‘ a
constant term in the restricting class of the rule. The cost of Violatin‘g the condition,

then, will be the added complexity of the rule. I maintain that, if the rule
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interpreting k# as non-coreferent with another N is a rule of sentence grammar at

va]l, it is a rule of this marked type. That is, given that all the verbs which are
subcategorized for kow clauses allow (70) to apply into their complements (as Kim
implies), it is possible to reformulate (70) as the following two rules and to leave the
TSC as in (59).

(72) N1 vbl k#
(73) N vbl kow vbl ki

In (72) and (73) mark the third term as disjoint in
reference with the first.

(72) covers the clause internal application of the k¢ "disjoint reference" rule,
~ while (73) covers the “assertive” complement cases. (Two rules are required rather
than av'single rule whose restricting .class is N1 vbl (kow) vbl ki since the theory of
structural descriptiovns}adopted for the present discussion (which is that of Chomsky
(1977, 741f))) does not permit the use of parenthesized elements. But see George
- (1980a, 39-40; 1980b, 37-38) for a different position.) Fornluiating Kim’s "disjoint
reference” rule as (72) and (73) in effect implies that the TSC is in force in Korean
but that the k¢ "disjoint reference" phenomena are themselves marked from the
standpoint of UG. That is, the analysis proposed here maintains that there is
enough language-internal evidence in Korean to establish the existence of rules (72)
and (73) but not enough to force a modification of the TSC. Judging by Kim’s data

this does, indeed, seem to be the case,

Kim presents an analysis of three Korean pro-foﬁns: caki--a reflexive pro-form,
ki--a "non-reﬂexive" pronoun, in Kim’s own words--and @, a pro-form which is ,
~ interpreted as co-referent with another N in the sentence. In the third chapter of
~ her thesis Kim notes that the coreference possibilities of @ violates the conditions on

the rules of sentence grammar freely and proposes that the rule which selects an
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anaphor for @ is a stylistic tule (pp. 178 ff.). A similar analysis seems plausible in
the case of caki, since the rule marking caki as coreferent with another N is unlike
~ the rule of sentence grammar which co-indexes a reflexive with an antecedent. For
instance, caki co-reference violates the TSC and the SSC, and also violates the ¢-
command restr.iction on the antecedents of reflexives. Moreover, Chang (1977, 47)
points out that there are instances "where occurrences of caki are often not
sentence-bound”. The only rule which Kim presents which ObGYS*'Ol" is purported
to obey, see discussion bélow--.all the rules of sentence'grammar except the TSC is
(70); all the other processes which she presents violate 'all conditions on sentence
grammar fairly freely. Thus, if the data presented in Kim (1976) are a representative
sample of those presénted to the language learner, it would seem that the language
learner of Korean is not presented with a large and varied array of }facts which forces
the modification of the TSC proposed in (71) (or, more properly, forces the
laﬁguage particular instantiation of PIC represented in (71)). Rather, he or she is
presented with just enough data to posit rules (72) and (73);

The preceding analysis of k# was based, as noted above, on Kim’s eissumption that
the rule interpreting k# as non-coreferent with aho_ther N7 is a rule of sentence
grammar. However, there seems to be sufficient evideﬂge in Kim’s thesis to show
* that this rule is actually a rule of discourse grammar. First of all, though Kim speaks
of the rule interpreting ki as non-coreferent with another N1 as a species of Disjoint
Refefence, there are significant differences between k# non-coreference and Disjoint
Reference. For instance, Kim states that, within a clause, & is non-coreferent with a
non-pronominal N when that N7 is a subject (which is indicated in Korean by

Nominative case). She then i”eformulates (70) as (74).

»(74)(=2(34)) Mark k# as non-corefefen.tial with a full o
NP subject.
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(74) is most unlike the usual rule of Disjoint Reference in that it must make
reference either to a grammatical relation (Subject) or to a morphological feature
(Nominative) whereas Disjoint Reference proper refers only to the structural
configuration in Wthh two NTs appear--cf Lasnik (1976), Reinhart (1976). Kim
gives examples Where the SD of Disjoint Reference would be met--e.g. sentences

containing a direct or indirect object N'and a ki in a postpositionai phrase--but
* where her (74) does not require disjoint reference, in which (74) makes the correct
prediction. Next, the specification "full NP" in (70) and (74) is meant to exclude
pronomirlal N"s from being subject to these rules. To justify this restriction, Kim
cites cases where caki is coreferential with ki, even though it is a srjbject (ie. is
marked Nominative) and is in the appropriate configuration with respect to k# (i.e. it
is either a clause mate of k# or is separated from k# by a assertive verb). Again, the
normal rule of Disjoint Reference can apply to any pair of N Vs in the specified
configuration, regardless of whether or not either is a pronoun. Finally, it seems
that rule (74), contrary to Kim’s implicit line of reasoning in reformulating the TSC
as (71) for Korean, violates not only the TSC, but also various other conditions on
rules of sentence grammar. She cites examples where the SSC does not block the
application of (74) (pp. 129 fF.), as well as examples where her modified TSC (71)
should allow (74) to apply, but where coreference is possible (pp. 190 ff).’

Moreover, Kim herself shows that non-syntactic factors, such as grammatical

relations, string ~ proximity, | pragmatic information, etc., influence the
(non-)coreference possibilities of A7, in exactly the same manner in which they
govern the choice of anaphors for caki and @ (see her Chapter 4). All these ractors
are more properly dealt with in the realm of discourse grammar, rather than in that
of sentence grammar. Also, placing the interpretation of k¢ within discourse
grammar unifies the treatment of the pronominal system of Korean. That is, by
treating the interpretation of k¢ as a discourse proc‘ess, it is possible to say that all

pronominal coreference and non-coreference possibilities in Korean are handled at
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- the level of discourse grammar. Under the analysis outlined above, in which caki

and @ are discourse ahaphors and ki is a "non-reflexive” pronoun interpreted by
rules( of sentence grammar, the essential unity of the Korean pronominal system
pointed out by Kim--name.ly that the same factors (grammatical relations,
hierarchical and string proximity, etc.) govern the interpretive possibilities of caki,
ki and @--is unexplained. Therefore, I reject ki non-coreference phenom.ena as
having any bearing on any condition on rules of sentence grammar and,
consequently, reject PIC, and such instantiations of it as (71), in favor of a version of

the TSC stated in terms of Finitenes, rather than Tense.

Having examined the factual evidence for the reformulation of the T SC as PIC
and finding it to be without force, I now turn to the theoretical implications of
reformulating the TSC as PIC.  First of all, note that PIC proper is never stated.
Given (59) as the instantiation of PIC in English and (71) as its realizatien in
Korean, Chomsky (1977, 75) states: "We can suggest a somewhat more abstract
formulation of PIC of which English and Korean are special cases." However, this
~more abstract, over-arching PIC is never formulated, nor is any concrete suggestion
made as to the manner in which it could be. Bach (1977, 144) provides what is
undoubtedly the best criticism of this undefined PIC:

The tensed sentence constraint was a nice constraint because you could
test it. The propositional island constraint is not so nice because the
definition of a propositional island can vary from language to language.

Furthermore, it is totally unclear to me how one might go about creating an
abstract PIC which could subsﬁme (59) and (71). | The notion of "assertive -
predicate” utilized by Kim in (71) is taken from Hooper (1975), where
"assertiveness” is taken to be a semantic feature of certain verbs which governs
various syntactic processes. This proposal goes against the general assumption of
the theoretical framework assumed here (and in Chomsky (1977)) under which

semantic factors may not directly affect the operation of syntactic rules, although
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they may lead to anomalous i,ntelpfetations of various syntactically permissible
constructions.  Moreover, even granted that we might reformulate Hooper’s .
assertive/non-assertive distinction as a formal syntactic property--e.g. by positing a
syntactic feature [+ assertive] on verbs which could be analyzed by a syntactic rule
(already a rather dubious move)--it seems highly unlikely that the
assertive/non-assertive distinction and the non-finite/finite distinction could be
collapsed. 'To do so, it would be necessary to formulate a condition that could
‘subsume (75)--which I present as a formal, syntactic version of Kim’s (71)--and
(59)--repeated here as (76).

- (75) No rule can involve X and Y (V minimal,
« maxi_mal)10 in the structure

where V is [-assertive]
(76) No rule can invo]Ve X and Y in the structure
D, 5% D 29 . ¢
a
where a is finite

Note that, though (75) and (76) both refer to formal syntactic properties
(prdvided that syntactic rules are allowed to analyze feature values and that features

such as [+assertive] may appear as part of the syntactic feature specification of an X-

10Th.e specification "(V minimal, a maximal)" is required to insure that this condition applies only
to the constituent o which is the complement of the verb prohibiting or sanctioning the application of
the rule. X must appear twice to the right of & to insure (1) the symmetry of the condition; and (2)
that all X whether inside of, or outside of V are equally affected by (75). Alternatively, (75) could
utilize the notion of "government” from Chomsky (1978, 33). In this case, the specification "(V
minimal, a maximal)," the V phrase, and one of the occurrences of X to the right of a, may be
replaced by the condition "where V governs a.”
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bar category) the properties are of two radically different sorts, (75) refers to the
internal feature composition of a constituent which may be analyzed as part of a
variable term of a rule, while (76) refers to the structural configuration in which a
| cohst_ant term in the .SD‘of a rule aﬁpears. Thus, the pivotal'elements in the‘}two
formulations are dfawn from irreconcilable formal levels. Moreover, in (75) the
co‘nditioning factor appears outside of the affected domain a, whei‘eais in (76) the
conditioning factor occurs within a. And so we see that our abstract PIC will need to
be abstract, indeed, in that it must be able to refer to (an) abstract element(s) which
can be realized either as a feature value or as a structural configuration and which
can occur either inside or outside of the affected domain a. Such abstract elements
are not definable within the theory of transformational grammar adopted here. I
conclude, therefore, that PIC, as outlined by Chomsky (1977), is valueless in that it
is not formulated and that, given the current state of linguistic theory, it is
impossible to formulate a PIC of the required form. Hence, I reject PIC and accept
the TSC as stated in (59) (for the definition of "finiteness," see Section 1.2.3.

1.2.2.3 The Nominative Island Condition

In Chomsky (1978 [=(1980)]) the interpretation of the TSC as a "filter" on
surface structure suggested in Chomsky (1977) is formalized and TSC is collapsed

with SSC. After defining the "domain" of a node a as including all those nodes

‘which & c-commands (thus, if & c-commands a node B, then B is in the domain of -

a), Chomsky gi\?es the following formulation;
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(77) "Consider now a structure of the form (22);

@[ el

We can formulate SSC and PIC as in (23):

(23) If « is an anaphor in the domain of the
tense or the subject of 8, 8 minimal,
then a cannot be freein 8, 8 = NP or S.

We return to the notion "anaphor’ below.
Lexical Nps are not anaphors; PRO, trace
and reciprocal [and reflexive as well--RJPI]
-are anaphors."”

This collapse and modification of the TSC and the SSC is dubbed "the opacity
“condition". However, the opacity condition itself is soon modified and split into two
separate parts. The reason for this move is twofold. First, examples such as (60) are,
once again, treated as fully grammatical and taken to indicate that the TSC is to be
restricted to full subjects of tensed clauses. Secondly, this splii is made in order to
eliminate a redundancy created by the existence of both the TSC and the SSC (or, in
the case of (77), of two subconditions equivalent to the TSC and the SSC). When an
- anaphor is free in the object position of a tensed clause, the structure is ruled dut by
both the TSC and the SSC. Chomsky further notes that the subject position of a
finite clause is distinguished in another respect in that it is assigned Nominative
case. In light of this observation, Chomsky reformulates opacity as (78)--essentially
limiting it to the former SSC--and the former TSC as (79)--which is given the title
the "Nominative Island Condition" (henceforth, NIC). - Taken together, (78) and
‘(79) are called the "binding conditions". |

(78)( 27) If « is in the domain of the sub]ect of 8,
$ minimal, then a cannot be free in 8.
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(79)(=103) A nominative a‘naphoi# cannot be free in S.

NIC is treated as an advance from the TSC in two respects. First, under the
assumption that PRO in the subject position of a finite clause is assigned
Nominative case (cf Chomsky (1978, n. 30)), NIC explains why PRO cannot appear
in the subject position of a finite clause--it will be a Nominative anaphor free in S.
Secondly, given NIC and given the general convention that WH-movement leaves
béhind a case-marked trace in the position in which it occurred in the base--but not
in intermediate trace positions, in the case of iterated WH-movement--COMP need
not be specified as an "escape hatch” from a finite clause. This will follow from
NIC. If the subject of a finite clause is extracted by iterated WH-movement, a
Nominative trace will be left in subject position. This Nominative trace will be |
properly bound by the WH-trace left behind in COMP, and so will not be free
under NIC. This trace in COMP will not be bound by any element within S .
However, it will not violate NIC--since it does not bear Nominative case--nor will it
violate opacity (78)--since it is not in the domain of a subjépt. A similar argument
will allow COMP to function as an "escape hatch” for WH-phrases moved from

non-subject position, under the formulation of SSC as opacity (78).

I will restrict my comments on this final reformulation of TSC (as of this writing)
to the following. I have already argued, in Section 1.2.2.2 that examples such as (60)
do not, in fact, motivate the restriction of the TSC to the full subject position of a
finite clause. Regarding the reformulation of the TSC as NIC in order to eliminate
cases in which a structure is ruled out by both the TSC and the SSC, it should be
noted that the elimination of the redundancy affects not only the elegance and
simplicity of the theory of grammar as a whole, it also makes certain empirical
predictions as well, under failry reasonable assumptions} concenring grammaticality

and acceptability. If the effects of the TSC and the SSC should not, in fact, overlap,
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then utterances which would be ruled out by both the TSC (in a forrilulatﬂion such as

(59) and the SSC, should be no worse than utterances which are ruled out by either

condition alone. However, if utterances which will be ruled out by the TSC and the
SSC together are noﬁceably worse than utterances rule out by either condition by
itself, then the TSC should not be restricted to affecting only subject positions.
Otherwise, these differences in relative ungrammaticality will not be explained.
George and Kornfilt (1978) suggest that certain examples in Turkish indiéate that
this "redundancy"- of the TSC and the SSC is, indeed, justified by just such
differences in acceptability between utterances ruled out by the two conditions and
those ruled out. by a single condition. {George (19804, 68\; i980’b, 64) argues for the
general position that utterances which are ruled out for several reasons‘ are more
unacceptable than those ruled out by a single grammatical principle.) Thus, it does
not seem that restricting the TSC’toapply» only to full subject positions is well
motivated. As for the other effects of revising the TSC as NIC, I will comment on
them as they become relevant to my analysis: on the TSC as a condition on binding
rather than as a condition on rules, in Section 1.2.3; on the ungrammaticality of
PRO in the subject position of a finite clause in Section 2.1.4, in a discussion of
subject pro-drop; and on the derivation of COMP as an "escape hatch" (and on the
derivation of the "COMP-to-COMP conditién") in Section 1.2.3.

1.2.3 The Evolution of the TSC ll: The Finiteness Condition

In discussing the revision of TSC as (59) above, I noted that the emphasis in (59)'
on finiteness, rather than on tense, was essentially correct and that this would be the
formulation of the TSC that would be adopted here, under a precise formulation of

"finiteness"”. In this section, I return to and expand upon this observation.

I accept the essential insight of the TSC--namely, that rules of sentence grammar

can "apply into" non-finite clauses but not into finite clauses--as correct. However,
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by concentrating on one aspect of the English-particular realization of finiteness--

namely, tense marking--the TSC was open to immediate "falsification”. There are

| languages which clear]y possess the finite/non-finite distinction yet whose non- ﬁmte

forms nevertheless are marked for tense. For example, in Ancient Greek, 1nﬁn1t1ves
and participles are marked for tense. However, since infinitival and partluplal
clauses are non-finite, processes like Raising, EQUI and Control may frgcly apply to
these clauses, whereés Vthey cannot apply to finite clauses, which also bear tense.
(80) eu su legein phainei
Present-Infinitive

well you to-speak you-seem
"You seem to speak well"”

(81) ho Assurios eis te n kho:ran autou embalein
Future-Inf.
the Assyrian to the country of-him to-invade

aggelletai
is-reported

"the Assyrian is reported to be about to make an
mcursmn into his country"

(82) oimai eidenai
Perfect-Inf.
[-think to-know ,
" think that I know"
Conversely, there are languages such as Turkish, in which certain finite clauses are

unmarked for tense. (See George and Kornfilt (1978) for discussion.)

By comparing English and Greek, we see that whereas non-finite clauses are

distinguished from finite clauses in English by the lack of tense, and also the lack of

- person and number marking, non-finite clauses are distinguished from finite clauses

in Greek only by the lack of person and number marking. This observation

immediately raises the question of the definition of finiteness in UG. The Greek
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examples show that tense cannot be 'taken as an clement that universally marks a
clause as finite. Is there any other element which might be taken to be a universal
- marker of ﬁniténess? As George and Kornfilt (1978, 17) point out, in connection
with analogous Turkish structures: |

This conclusion [That "finiteness” rather than "tense” is the operative
notion in the TSC--RJPI] makes it an urgent matter to define "finiteness"”
in general, since the claim that the "tensed S" Condition is in some sense
universal would los its "empirical content" if each language were free to
substitute varbitrari{ly an idiosyncratic parameter for "tense" in its
definition of ﬁnitenééss. ,
Indeed, my rejection %Jf PIC as a theoretical entity was based on just such an
observation: that PIC all(f)wed each language to define a "propositional island” in an
: i
unconstrained manner. Clearly, if the TSC is to be rescued from such a fate, it is
- imperative to define ﬁnit!pness precisely. This conclusion, in turn, leads to a search
for the existence of sor:ne other element (besides tense) which might serve to

: N .
universally mark a clause|as finite.

George and Kornfilt discuss just this point. They examine many examples in
Turkish which are parallel to those in (80)--(82) above. Like Ancient Greek,
‘ Tiu‘kish possesses various non-finite clauses which are distinguished from their
finite counterparts only by the lack of person and number agreement As in
examples (80)--(82) the subjects of clauses which bear no person agreement are
- subject to a number of| processes--Passivization, Disjoint Reference, Reciprocal
In.terprétation, Reﬂexivé Interpretation, Control and a “stylistic" rule of
Scrambling/ Léakin g--while the subjects of clauses which bear person agreement are
not. After noting that these examples show that finiteness rather than tense is the
relevant principle for a proper definition of the TSC, George and Kornfilt consider
a number of possible definitions of finiteness. They first examine the possibility of

substituting person and number agreement for tense as the universal marker of

finiteness. Ancient Greek and Turkish arc alike in that all finite clauses contain
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- person anyd/number agreement while their non-finite counterparts do not; this is
also, in general, true in English. However, George and Komﬁlt reject this proposal
on the following grounds: even in Standard English, there are many cases in which
no overt person an'd number agreément marking appears, eg the Subjunctive.
Thus, various abstract markers would have to be introduced which would be
neutralized in the r.riorphoph’onemics. Moreover, there exist some dialects of
English which have no overt person and number marking at all. In these dialects‘,
then, the required agreement markers would be totally abstract. As they note:

Again we have no objection in principle to such a move, but in practice
claims of this kind have proved false frequently enough that it is wise to
provide a "fallback™ position which would make it possible to maintain
our universal without committing ourselves to the claim that finiteness
always means "having personal agreement”.(p. 18)

After expressing this reservation about treating person and number agreement per
se as defining finiteness in UG, George and Kornfilt make this observation: that
Tense in English and person and number agreement markers in Turkish are
structurally parallel in that, in each language, the element marking a clause as ﬁnite'A
appears as the superior (in the sense of Chomsky (1973, 246)) specifier element of
the verb in construction with the subject. Thls leads them to formu]ate a structural :

deﬁnmon of finiteness.

(83) Finiteness Condition ‘(First Formulation)

We can say that a clause is opaque unless the superior verbal specifier
(properly governed by the SleJect) isa de31g11ated element.(p. 18)

They then proceed to define "designated element” as follows: "In English, the
element of AUX not showing tense or modal; in Txﬁ*kish, the elemént of the final -
slot of verb inflection not showing person or number" (p. 18). They conclude with
the observation that taking S asa projection of V (i.e.‘ setting S as V71, see Section

- 1.1) makes it possible to unify the TSC and the SSC, since both involve specifier
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elements, in the sense of X-bar theory.

(83) is clearly an advance over the previous definitions of the TSC discussed
above in that finiteness is made to rest on a single factor: designated command
relations of phrasal specifiers. However, the general notion of "specified element”
in this connection is not itself defined by George and Kornfilt. Ge01'ge (personal
communication) has since defined a "specified element” as an element which is
aparadigmatic, where "aparadigmatic” means neutralizing distinctions that occur in
that same structural position, elsewhere in the paradigm. Thus, in English, "to" in
infinitives and "-ing" in gerunds are aparadigmatic in that they neutralize the tense
and modal contrasts that occur elsewhere in the verbal paradigm. | Thus, it is
possible to formulate the Finiteness Cohdition, parallel to the TSC ((56),(57),(58))
and PIC (59) as in (84), given the definition of "main specifier” as the superior

specifier of an X category which is c-commanded by the subject of that category.

(84) Finiteness Condition (Second Formulation)
“No rule may involve X and Y in the structure
X LYLLLX
o

where the main specifier of a is not
aparadigmatic
However, 1 reject (84) in favor of a formulation which supplants the SSC as well

as the TSC. In George (1979), the proposal made in George and Kornfilt (1978), |
that, given the X-bar notion of specifier, it is possible to unify the TSC and the SSC,
is made»explicit. This condition, which subsumes the TSC and the SSC, is stated as‘
a condition on the factorization of a phrase marker or derived interpretation with
respect to a rule. Given the definition of factorization in (8'5) (from George' (19804,
Section 4.2, 58, (11); 1980b, Section 4.2, 56, (11)): |
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(85) Factorization

Letq = (W.. ,W) € Q, a restricting class. Then (Y 1,...,Y) is
factortzatzon of K by q'iff both (i) and (ii) hold: '

() Z = Y1 ..~ Y is the terminal string of K
I

(ii) EO(Y,,W_,K) for each j, 1<j<r.
) ] :

In this caseiwe also say that (Yl""’Yr) is a *factorization of K by Q.

Finiteness may be stated as in (86).

(86) Finiteness (from (George (1979))

A factorization is infinitive iff for all A < Z(K) and ranking prlmes p!
of P, if B(A,P ' K), W =str, and Y, < A, then either

~ there is a minor specifier C of A and a j, 1<j<k, such that W #str and
- B(CW _K)or

the malu specifier C of A is aparadigmatic in K
and

either A has no Subject or

Yi =< Subj(A).

This may be stated slightly less formally as (87):

(87) Finiteness Condition (Final Formulation)

A factorization of a phrase marker K by a restricting class Q is infinitive

iff

- for all A, where A is some pl properly included in K, and
Y _is properly included in A;
(a) there is a minor specifier C of A such that Cisaterm in the 1estrict1ng
class Q; or
(b) the main specifier C of A is aparadigmatic; and
either A has no subject or
Yi is included in the subject of A.

This condition is an integral part of the definition of proper analysis:
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(88) Only infinitive factorizations are proper analyses,

discussion of the history of the TSC.- The first clause of this -conjunction subsumes
the old TSC; the second clause subsumes the SSC. [ will illustrate how  this
condition applies with a concrete example. Let us take the rule of N Preposing to
be the following:

(89) N str N str

Substitute 3 for 1

Finiteness allows this rule to apply to the structure in (90) but not to that in (91).

(90) N seems [[,7 John to like Mary |

(9D N'seems {V-, John TNS like Mary ]

The simple factrorizations of these structures with respect to rule (89) are as in (92)

and (93), respectively.

@2) N Tseems [V1 John to like Mary ]
N | str IN | str
- (93) N-' seems [V-, John TNS like Mary ]
N str |N| sfr |

Only the factorization in (92) satisifes the definition of proper analysis.’ In this
factorization, John is Y , the complement V1 is A, and 10, which is the main specifier
of the complement v , Is aparadigmatic (for reasons 'ah‘eady discussed). On the

other hand, the factorization in (93) is not a Proper analysis. Once again John is Y,

1
~and the complement V7 i A. In this case, however, the main specifier of Vs TNS,
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which 1s not aparadigmatic. The factorization in (93) does not satisfy clause (b) of
Finiteness, then. Also, there is no minor specifier of the complement V1 which is a
term in the restricting class of (89), so that (93) does not satisfy clause (a) of

Finiteness, either. Thus, (93) is not a proper analysis.

From Clause (a) may be derived the function of COMP as an "escape hatch" for
WH-movement, under the assumption that there is an explicit rule of WH-
movement and that this rule specifies COMP as the target of WH-movement. That
is, I assume that the rule of WH-Movement is as in (94). (See also George (1980a,
39, 66-67; 1980b, 37-38, 63) for more discussion.)

(94) COMP str WH str

Adjoin3to 1 |

The same assumption explains the "COMP-to-COMP" condition on WH-
movement. WH-phrases in Comp may only move to COMP because the only rule
which could move them from this position is that of WH-movement, which, by
mentioning COMP, allows the WH-phrases to escape to a higher clause. (See
George (1980a, 62; 1980b, 59) for some discussion of this assumption). Note,
however, that this clause is not merely included as an ad hoc way of deriving the
unbounded character of WH-movement. The effect of this clause is to provide an -
"escape hatch" from a phrase for the operation of any rule which includes a specifier
of that phrase in its restricting class. That is, we reconstruct the notion of COMP as
an "escape hatch" with the quite general ﬁotion of SPEC(ifier) as "escape hatch".
In Section 2.2 1 presént an example of ancther rule which utilizes this property to
pennit elements to eséape from the phrases in which they 'originate. For the
present, it is only necessary that the readef be aware of the implications of this
formulation of finiteness. In effect, this condition states that all X | categories are -

normally islands, but that rules may "penetrate” these islands when certain
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conditions obtain with regard to the specifiers of phrases. Thus, this condition

- brings together the effects of the TSC and the SSC and the unbounded character of

‘WH-Movement and various other "escape hatch” phenomena and unifies them by
showing that they are all alike in making reference to phrasal specifiers in some way.
A q‘uestion now arises as to how the difference in grammaticality between utterances
-which, under previous linguistic théory, violated both the TSC and the SSC, and
those which violated either condition alone, may be obtainable under this theory. I
j propose that utterances which violated both conditions under the old framework
more severely violate Condition (87), in that they violate both conjuncts of clause
(b), whereas former "single condition" violations violate ‘(87) less severely in that
they only violate a single conjunct of this clause. Howevet, the correctness of this

proposal is not obvious and remains to be demonstrated.

One final point is worth noting about this condition. It is stated as a condition on

analyzability, rather than as a condition on the structures derived by the operation

of transformational (movement) rules. This latter interpretation treats the operation -

of transformational rules as somehow "free": that is, rules operaté freely, but the
- derived interpretations produced by these rules are subject to filtering by certain
conditions. Thus, in the case of (prohibited) Raising out of a finite clause, the rulé
of Raising (whether this is treated as a moré general rule or as construction-specific)
is free to analyze the subject position of the finite complement clause and the target
subject position of the domillatiﬁg clause. In such a case, then, the blocking of the
rule is treated, in a certain sense, as external to its operation. It can apply in the
prohibited configuration, but something comes along and discards the ill-formed
result. Treating the conditions (like (87)) as conditions on analyzability, however,
makes such conditions an integral part of the operation of a transformation, though
not of the rule statement. :Ihus, it would be as impossible for the rule responsible
for the creation of Raising structures to analyze the subject of a finite clause as the

element to be moved as it would be for the rule of WH-Movement to analyze a
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constituent that did not contain the feature [+WH]. This view, then, puts
conditions such as (87) and Subjacency (which I also interpret as a condition on
analyzability) nearly on a par with relations such as E (“is a"); that is, such

conditions and relations make up the definition of "proper analysis” so central to

vtransfo‘rmational theory. Moreover, given the non-existence of hyperindexed traces

in the framework assumed here, this is the only possible interpretation of such a

condition, since derived structure will not in general recapitulate the syntactic

configuration which sanctions or disallows the application of a particular rule.

1.3 The Rel‘evance_of the Finitehess Condition to Modern
Greek Complementation

~ As was stated in the opening paragraphs of this chapter, this thesis will examine

various sentential complements in Modern Greek. Specifically, it will concentrate

~on complement clauses which contain the element na. It will be the goal of this

thesis to shoW that;

1. Clauses containing na are finite.

2. Consequently, any cases in which such clauses appear to be affected by
normal sentence grammar rules constrained by finiteness, such as
Raising, EQUI, Control, must, in fact, be instances of the operation of
~ discourse grammar rules, which, by definition, are not sub]ect to

- sentence grammar constraints, like Finiteness.

3. Given this analysis, it will be expected that the Modern Greek analogues
of Raising, EQUI and Control, will violate al/ the conditions of sentence
grammar, though the discourse processes involved may be subject to
independent constraints of their own. :

' "Tlle demonstration that this analysis is correct will be divided up as follows.

In Chapter 2, various morphological and syntactic features of Modern Greek
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which are of relevance to the central problem of this thesis are presented. The most

- important section of this Chapter is Section 2.5, in which it is demonstrated that na

occurs as the main specifier of V in Modern Greek and that na is not aparadigmatic.
Consequently, it is to be ekpected that a discourse process will be responsible for
those Greek cases in which an N in a matrix clause appears to "bind" an N
(whether overt or not) in a complement clause. It is proposed that this process is the
discourse rule which binds pronouns (as in the discussion in Section 1.1.2.1, I use
the term "binding" rather than "coreference" since there are surely cases where

non-referential expressions are bound, in the relevant sense).

In Chapter 3, this rule is shown in operation in the Modern Greek relative
clauses. It is demonstrated that Modern Greek possesses two sorts of relative

clauses: those which are produced by the operation of WH-movement of an

~inflected relative word (o opios) and those introduced by the invariant

complementizer pu. The former type of relative obeys the island constraints
whereas the latter does not, inasmuch as the head of these pu introduced relatives is
linked to the relative not via WH-Movement but via discourse binding with a
resumptive pronoun contained in the relative. Since this binding is established by a

discourse rule, it is to be expected that the island conditions will be violated.

In Chapter 4, complement clauses introduced by na are examined and it is shown
that such clauses do, indeed, behave like finite clauses rather than infinitives: they
permit overt lexical subjects which are marked with Nominative case, which is the
normal case of the subjects of finite clauses in Modern Greek, overlapping reference
is permitted between the subjects of these clauses and N s in the matrix clause, the
rule of discourse grammar which assigns positive binding to pronouns plays a part in
the interpretation of these clauses all conditions of sentence grammar are violated in

their interpretation (e.g. "Raising” from non-Subject positions is found).
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- Chapter Two

Morphological and Syntactic Preliminaries

There is no language that can render the flavor and the beauty of
modern Greek... We've got a language...We're still making it.
: --George Katsimbalis, as quoted by
Henry Miller, Colossus of Maroussi

In this chapter I present various morphological and syntactic features of Modern
Greek which intefact with the main subject matter of this thesis: Modern Greek
relative clauses (Chapter 3) and clauszﬂ complements to verbs (Chapter 4). This
chapter, then, is presented partly as a convenience inasmuch as Modern Greek is
probably unfamiliar to many of the readers of this thesis. It introduces the basic
facts about Modern Greek pronouns (Section 2.1), prepositions (Section 2.3),
compl‘ementizers (Section 2.4), verbal particles such as §a and na (Section 2.5), and
some of the syntactic peculiarities of Modern Greek Noun Phrases (Section 2.2).
However, the purpose of this chaptér extends beyond the scope of a sﬁnple
morphological and syntactic introduction. In several cases, the analyses to be
presented are of crucial importance to the general theoretical issues examined in this
thesis. This is particularly true of Section 2.5. Given the analysis of na proposed
there, as well as the definition of Finiteness adopted in Section 1.2.3, a patticular
analysis of complement clauses containing na will be forced and certain predictions
will be made concerning the behavior of various syntactic processes involvihg such
clauses. (These predictions are examined in Chapter 4.) Section 2.2 also présents
some facts concerning the extraction of Genitive Nj’s from NV's which are

amenable to an analysis consistent with this definition of Finiteness.

Before proceeding any further, it is neCeSsary to discuss the nature of the
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language which I am presenting ‘in this chapter, and which it is the task of this thesis
to analyzé. As 1s well known, Modern Greek preseiits a classic example of diglossy,
being divided into: Katharevousa, the so-called "purified” language, which contains
mah.y syntactic, mdrpho}ogical, phonetic and lexical properties of Ancient Greek

which are not present in the spoken language, and Dhimotiki or demotic, the

_ "popular"‘ language, which includes not only the features of the common spoken

language, but also various dialectal features. Between these two poles lies what may
be called standard spoken Greek, a language which uses the syntax, morphology
and phonology of demotic, but which admits various lexical items and other
expressions from Katharevousa. It is this spoken language which will be explored in
this thesis, although I do not hesitate to mention data from various non-standard
dialects when it seems that such examples may help illuminate the problems under

discussion.

For some discussion of the "language question” in Greece, see Pappageotes and
Macris (1964), who present a brief hfstory of Modern Greek diglossy and some
discussion of the spectrum of the forms of written and ‘spoken Greek which fall
between the poles of Katharevousa and Demotic; Browning (1969, 103-118), who
describes some of the major differences between Katharevousa and Demotic;
Hduséholder and Kazazis (1974), who provide a longer discussion of the same

issues; see also Thumb (1964, vii-xiii), for some discussion of the problems of

- writing a grammar of the spoken language, rather than the Katharevousa prescribed

by various grammarians; and Mandilaras (1972), especially Lectures 3 and 5
through 7; see also pages 178-179 of the same work for further references on this
topic. For treatment of Modern Greek diglossy within the generatove framework,
see Babiniotis (19‘79) and Warburton (1980), among others.

Finally, I note that whenever I cite a judgement as to the grammaticality of a

: Modern Greek utterance, in this and the following chapters of this thesis, this
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judgement is either drawn frem my informant work or from articles in the linguistic
literature. When an example is taken from the latter, I indicate the source,

abbreviating accordin g to the following table:

A = Arpojolu (1964)
C&H = Cole and Hermon (1979)
D = Drachman (1970)

- DI = Dzardzanos (1946)

HKK = Householder, Kazazis and Koutsoudas (1964)

J76 = Joseph (1976) '

178 = Joseph (1978)

J80 = Joseph (1980a)

K65 = Kazazis (1965)

K80 = Kakouriotis (1980)

M-P = Moser-Philtsou (1966)

NEA = Ta nea ¢llinika ya ksenus, sineryasia ton
didaskalisson tis ellinikis tu
Aristotelin Panepistimiu @essalonikis,
fessalonika, 1979

P&S = Perimutter and Soames (1979, Ch apter 43,
pp. 154-171)

T = Thumb (1964)

W70 = Warburton (1970, Section ILS5, pp. 37-47)

W77 = Warburton (1977)

Examples are presented in a broad phonetic transcription; moreover, though I
indicate word-internal sandhi phenomena, for the benefit of those who are
unfamiliar with Modern Greek, 1 do not indicate sandhi across word boundaries; i.e.

[ transcribe the Accusative of "the father” as fon patera, rather than fom batera.

2.1 The Modern Greek Pronoun System

Pronouns in Modern Greek are declined for Person (First, Second or Third),

Gender (Masculine, chiriin.e or Neuter), and also, like Nouns, for Number
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- (Singular or Plural) and Case (Nominative, Accusative and Genitive; the last Case

collapses the functiohs of the Ancient Greek Dative (indirect object and

benefactive) and Genitive (possessor)). Greek further distinguishes between strong

and weak (or "clitic"") forms of pronouns. The declensions of these forms is given in

(1). (The order of Cases in the diagram is Nominative, Genitive and Accusative.)

@

aft?os ‘

aft-u
aft-on

(t-08)
t-u
t-on

S.ihgular

-1
-is

Singular

| Third Person

,Sti'ong '
N M
-0 aft-i
-u aft-on
-0 aft-us
Clitic!
N M
(-0) (t-D)
-u t-us
-0 t-us

Plural

(-es)
-us
-is/-es

()

us

‘The inflection of the definite article is the same as that of the third person clitic pronoun, save that
the singular masculine and feminine Nominative forms are o and i, respectively; the plural
Nominative masculine and feminine forms are both #; and the Genitive plural of all genders is ron.
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Strong
eyo
emena
emena

Strong

emis
emas
emas

First Pérson
Singular

" Clitic

mu

me

Plural

Clitic

mas

- mas

Second Person

Singular

Strong - Clitic
est .
esena , su
esena se

Plural

Strong Clitic
esis _
esas ‘sas

€sas sas

- There are several facts about the distribution of strong and weak forms which

must be noted and which it is the task of this section to explain.

First, strong and clitic forms of a pronoun generally appear in different positions

in a sentence: the former may appear freely in any position in which a non-

pronominal Nk may appear, while the latter usually appear only in "Wackemagel%

position"--i.e. second position, in a sense to be made clear, in the phrase in which

they occur.,

“Second, the distribution of the parenthesized Nominative clitic pronouns is much

more restricted than that of Genitive and Accusative clitic pronouns. These forms

are rarely employed, and then only in conjunction with na-"here is", parallel to

French voild--or the expression pu’n™>"where is"--as in the following:
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(2) na tos
"here he is"

- (3) pu'nti
"where is she

Thus, there is no clitic form which can alternate with the strong subject p'ro;n.ouns.
Nominative pronouns alternates between the strong form and @ while Genitive and
Accusative pronbuns alternate between strong and clitic forms. That is, Modern
Greek possesses "Subject Pro-Drop”. In both cases, the strong 'forms are used only

emphatically.

‘Finally, the most notable fact about Modern Greek clitic pronouns is the
_phenoinenon of "redoublement de complement” or “clitic doubling”. As
- Householder, et al (1964, 82-83) observe: "very often the clitic and the strong forms
[of the personal pronouns--RJPI] are both present in the same sentence". Moreover,
"sometimes the clitic forms of the 3rd person pronoun are used in the same sentence
as the noun to which they refer”. In both cases, the doubling of a Nominal

functions as a form of emphasis.

Here are some examples of the doubling of a pronoun:

(4) o petros me filise emena
ACC. ACC
the Peter me kissed me
"Peter kissed me" (D1.11.a)

2By assimilation, the actual pronunciation is pu'n’di, { voicing to d, as is usual with voiceless stops
in Modern Greek following a nasal. ’ '
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(5) su to-edosa to vivlio esena

~ GENACC ACC GEN
to-you it I-gave the book to-you
"1 gave you the book"

(6) tis to zitisa aftis

~ GEN GEN
from-her it I-asked from-her
"I asked her for it"

and of the doubling of a full, non-pronominal N

(7) to i8ane to kastro
ACC ACC
it they-saw the castle
"they saw the castle"

(8) o kiniyos ton skotose ton liko
ACC ACC
“the hunter him he-killed the wolf
"the hunter killed the wolf"

(9) tu tilefonises tu patera
GEN GEN
to-him you-called to-the father
"did you phone father"

(10) o Yanis tis to edose tis marias
GEN GEN
the John to-her it he-gave to-the Mary
"John gave it to Mary"
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(11) o Petros tu pire to krasi tu Mixali
GEN GEN
the Peter from-him he-took the wine from-the Michael -
"Peter took the wine from Michael” : (D 19.b)

Before turning to the analysis of these three phenomena, [ will first present an

analysis of the categorial status of pronouns.

2.1.1 The Categorial Status of Modern Greek Pronouns

Recall that, in Section 1.1.2.1 above, it was suggested that Postal’s (1966) analysis
of pronouns as specifiers should be adopted.3 In Modern Greek, there is a good deal
of evidence that this analysis is, in fact, correct. It should first be noted that the

strong forms of the pronouns double as demonstratives. Thus, compare:

(12) aftos to ekane
NOM
he it he-did
"he did it"

(13) aftos o anﬁropos to ekane
NOM NOM NOM
this the man it he-did
"this man did it"
Note that demonstratives in Modern Greek, unlike their counterparts in English and
other modern European languages can co-occur with the definite article, and, in
fact, must. Similarly, the demonstratives ekinos "that" and fuzos "this" may also be

used as pronouns. Like afios, they appear with a definite article obligatorily.

~

3 Postal, in fact, treats pronouns in English as a form of definite article; I reconstruct this notion in
terms of the X-bar theory by treating pronouns as specifiers of N.
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(14) ekinos o anfropos to ekane
NOM NOM NOM
that the man it he did
"that man did it"

(15) tutos o anfropos to ekane
NOM NOM NOM
this the man it he-did
"this man did it"

From their occurrence in such constructions, it is clear that aftos, ekinos and tutos

appear as specifiers of N, at least in their non-pronominal usages. Simiiar.ly, first

and second person pronouns may occur in the same configuration; i.e. in the context
[ __ Definite Article N ]. Note the following:

(16) eyo o kaymenos )
I the wretch - o
"wretched me" | | (T, 42)

(17) esi o kakomiris
you the wretch
"wretched you"

(18) emis i elines
we the Greeks
"_\_Jve Greeks"

(19) esis i Sistixizmeni
~ you the unlucky
"you wretches"

From these facts, YI hypothesize that Modern Greek pronouns are specifiers of N

that appear in the configuration:

20) [(1PRODETN]
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where PRO stands for the minor category that pronouns belong to and is not to be
confused with the notation "PRO" which is used to refer to the non-overt pronoun
which appears in the Subject position of infinitives. The Phrase Structure rules,

then, for N in Modern Greek contain at least the following rules:

@DNT- PRONTL
2) N . DET N2

I assume, further, that in all contexts in which a PRO specifier appears, a Definite
Article is present, even if not overtly. (This assumption will play a crucial role in
delimiting the syntactic domain of clitic doubling.) Thus, Modern Greek differs
from English in that, whereas PRO is in comp].ementary distribution with DET in

English, in Modern Greek the two specifiers can (and must) co-occur.

Given this analysis of Modern Greek pronouns, I will begin my analysis of their
external distribution with an explanation of the facts concerning clitic doubling in
Modern Greek. | |

2.1.2 Clitic Doubling in Modern Greek

N

Modern Greek differs in a striking manner from other languages which possess
clitic doubling, in that an N’ may be doubled by a clitic pronoun and retain the
Case which it normally would receive in the position in which it occurs. Thus, in the
preceding examples, direct object N*s were Accusativev and indiréct object Ns
were Genitive, In other languages which possess clitic doubling, hoWever, the
nominal which is doubled receives some special markin’g. In Spanish, for instahcek,
the N'! which is doubled must be preceded by 4, which Jaeggli (1980) argues is a
preposition. | ‘ |
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(23)(=(1.9)b.) Lo vimos a Guille
him we-saw Guille
"we saw Guille"

(24)(=(1.1)) Miguelito /e regald un caramelo a Mafalda
Miguelito it she-gave a candy to Mafalda
"Miguelito gave Mafalda a (piece of)
candy” '
(Examples are from Jaeggli (1980). Note that animate direct objects in Spanish
must, ‘independently of clitic doubling facts, be preceded by a, so that the contrast

sought here is less sharp than might be desired.)

- In Modern Greek on the other hand, not only is clitic doubling permitted with
N™s which receive no special marking (e.g. which are not preceded by a -
preposition), as in (4)--(11) above, it is prohibited when a preposition like se or apo
does appear. Thus, while an indirect object may appear either as a Genitive N'or
introduced by se, only the former may be doubled by a clitic 'pronoun, as is shown
by the grammaticality of (25) as compared with the ungrammaticality of (26).

(25) tu to dosane tu Yani |
GEN "~ GEN
to-him it they-gave to-the John _
"They gave it to John" (W (22))

(26) tu to edosa to vivlio sto Yani
GEN
- *to-him it I-gave the book to-the John v .
"] gave the book to John" o : (W (25)

According to Warburton (1977), this last example is grammatical under a reading in
which fu is not linked to Yari, but, rather, is taken as an "ethical dative" or

"benefactive”--"for him"--where "him" refers to someone other than John. This

may be translated as "I gave the book to John for him", (I return to the subject of
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the "ethical dative" below.) Oﬂwr speakers, however, find (26) to be

ungrammatical. Such speakérs can only interpret this example as meaning "I gave

‘the book to him ar John’s". However, for (26) to be we11~formed with this reading

would require stu Yani "at John’s" to be substituted for sto Yani "to John".

(Newton (1964, 63-64), however, notes a different configuration of facts with
respect to clitic doubling in Cypriot Greek. In this dialect, the Ferinine Genitive

plural of the strong form of the third person pronoun is only used as a possessor. It

- cannot be used as an indirect object. In cases of clitic doubling of Feminine plural

indirect objects, then, the form introduced by se is obligatory. Compare:

(27) en tus ipun tutus nartusin
GEN = GEN -
- NEG to-them I-told to-them NA they-come
"[ didn’t tell those peoplt, (Masc. or in-
determin ate) to come” '

(28) en tus ipun se tutes nartusin
GEN ACC _
NEG to-them I-told to them NA they-come
"[ didn’t tell those people (Fem.) to come")

Moreover, though clitic doubling is permitted within VP in‘Modern Greek, it is
not permitted in NTor PP, though clitic pronouns may occur in these phrases, Thus,
(29) and (<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>