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1n hodern ¢reek, there exist surface alternutes of the

following sort:

(1) a, velo na [igi o yanis
REFERENCES want-1sg ptl. jeave-36g-5UBJ John-NON.
+] want John to leave'

b, belo ton yani na figl
Admsen, J. (1975) "Presentational The Jdohn-ACC

re-Insertion: A Cycl - " i cave’

formation,” in Proceedings of the Eleventh Bootonal Mi:ti: Rgt;tt:‘:ans v1 wanl John to leave
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(2) a, Qeoro pos o yunic ine eks ipnos
Borkin et a2, (1977 consider-1s CUMP  NOM be- g smart-NOM
of Michigan (197?) ™Where the Bules Pail," unpublished paper, Jniversity ) ] -‘; considergJuhn ‘o be umurl.'j ©
an ine eksipnot
Milaack, G. (1974) Existential Sentences in English b. Georo ton y i poy
doct diseertation ces in English, unpublished MIT ' ('on-'itivr‘ John Lo be —
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where the (a) sentences have on um\n'clhlud clauuse with a fully-
speciﬁcd NP subject in Lhe nominutive cuto, and the (b) sen-
tences have 8n NF, corresponding to the embedded subject of
the (a) sentences, which is in the accusualive case, apd has
moved to the left of the verbal particle na or the comple-
mentizer pos. Each sentence palr has the sume bauic mean~ .
ing, perhaps differing only in some 1]1_—dcl‘ined way as to
emphasis or focus. woreover, with respect to similarities
between the (a) and Llhe (b) sentences, ji ig important to
note that there is no difference, morphological or otherwiae, i
in their respective embedded verbs--in cuch case, Lhe verdb

is fully finite, warked for both persoen and number, Thus,
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the case-rarking and the word-order are the only superficial
differences between the fa) and the (b) sentences,

Nonetheless, it c:an be shown that these differences are
net merely due te idiosyncrasies of Greek case-marking and/or
word-order, but rather that they are indicative of the fact
that a rule has app‘lied in the derivation of the (b) senten-
ces which has not applied,in the derivation of the (a) sen-~
tences, This rule is th!rule of Subject-to—Object-Raising,
by which a subject I‘:Fl in a lower clause becomes the object
in a higher clause, The concerns of this paper, then, will
be two-fold. First, arguments supﬁortitg this proposed Rais-
ing analysis for the (b) sentences will be given., Once this
analysis has been established, the rature of the Raisimg pro-
cess will be investigated, with the purpose of detamin.lng
whether the rule operateb by temovlng the lower subject from
its clause, leaving behind a "punctured" clause-remnant, or
by copying that NP out of its clause, so that the embedded
clause is still intact after Raising has taken place, Thie
last question is notas trivial as it might eeem, for Greek
imependently has a rule of Subject-Pronoun—Drop, so that un-
d‘er normal conditions, a copy left by the raised subject would
not get a chance to surface as such, More will be said later
about Subject-Pronoun-Drop.

2.0 Arguments for Raising

In order to prove that the rule of Raising is operative
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the (b) semences above, Lwo Lypev ol

in the derivalion of

evidence ure nccessury.d First, it must be shown that in the

structure reprocented by the (b) :;(:n(.q.:n(:eﬂ, the nccusative NF
is not the underlying object of the matrix verb, as it would
be if tne verb were subcatesorvized for wwo EI's, analogous to
the krglish verb percuude. This Lype of structure will be re-

ferreé Lo Lhrougnoul as an Gbject-FEQU] subcatepgorization, Sec-

ond, It must be shown Lhat the secusalive WP ic in fact . mem-

ber of the upper c¢lause,
2,13 The Greek verb plve *persuade’ must have an b ject-EQUI
subcategorizution becouse of sentences such as the followings
(3) epis ton yani pos | maria agapal ton yorgo
pcrb\mded 15 ACC CCME mary-hiic  love- Jsg George-ACC
*1 persuaded John that bary loves George'
Thus, it is instructive to compare jits properties with those

of the putative Raising verbs Qelo 'wunt’ and Oeore ‘consi-

del".3 In particular, there are severul differences in beha-

vior between Gelo and Georo on the one hand, and pigo on the

other, differences which arguec agninst an Object-EQUI subca-
tegorization on gelo and QGeoro.
2.1,1:+ For one thing, there is synonymy vetween a sentence
whose clause embedded wrder @elo is aclive and the correspon-
ding one whose émbcddcd clause is pasuives

(4) a. Qelo ton yuni na ckuelas@i apo ton yatro

John-ACC examine-PASS-3Jug by the doctor
'1 wunt John to be exumined by the doctor®

= b, Gelo ton yatro na ekictasi  ton yani
the doclor-ALC exuming-ACY- Jsg John-ACC




”

4

'I want the decter to examine voiin'
Ifhe only difference between (4a} and (4b) is whatever differ-
ence of emphasis there is between active and passive senten-
ces in general--both refer to the same event whick is desired

to take place, The same holds for Georo, for (5a) with an

active complement is synonymous with (5b) with a passive com-
rlement (consisting here of the copula plus the past passive
Farticiple)s

(5) a. Georo ton petro pos eklepse afto ton Skilo

Feter-aCC CCMF stole-3sg this-the-dog-ACC
'l consider Peter tq have stolen this dog'

= b. Qeoro afto ton skilo pos ine klemenos apo ton petro
be-36g stolen-NOM by
'I consider this dog to have been stolen by Peter’
Crucially, this is not the case with the verh ri€o ‘*persuade’:
(6) a. episa ton yatro na eksetasi ton yani

persuaded-lasg doctor examine-3sg John-ACC
I persuaded the doctor to examine John'

# b, episa ton yani na eksetas@i apo ton yatio
examine-PASS-3Jag
'l persuaded Jjohn to be examined by the doctor’.

This is exactly the result that would be expected if Oelo and
Qeoro did not govern urderlying Object-EQUI subcategorization,
but rnthor'ierg'subcateéofized for only a sentential NP cém-
Plement, and would constitute an explanatory problem if these
verbs governed two NP's underl&ingly. since (4a) and (4b), as
well as (Sa) and (5b), would have different deep structures,

but would have the same basic meaning. The accusative NP in

(1b) and (2b) therefore cannot be underlyingly an object of

the matrix verb, and consequently must gain that status in the
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course of Lhe derivalion.
2.1.21 Furthermure, for al Teas L some speakers of Greek, an
;;;:; consisting of a verh plns an scensative object can be
passivized and enbodded urder eelo in }hn conttruction of (1b)
and still preserve the idiomstic reading. rhis it impossible
with pito, where such a sentence is wpgerammatical, Thus in
t&e phrase dino ksilo se kapyo, literally "I give wood to some-
ore” but idiomaticually 'i spank someonc’, ksilo 'woud® can be
paceivized, and the whsle phrase embedded under €elo with the
jdiomatic reading intact:

(7) ete ksilo " :?m—gggigive—PAS“—jsg

*1 want him to be spanked® (Idiomatic)

ihe corresponding pibo sentence is ungraémmatical in the idio-
matic reading:“

R) %epitm ksilo na tu do6i
¢ 'Ippersuaded him to be spanked®,

It would be impossible for gelo Lo have Cbjeci-EQUL subcate-
gorization and =Lill preserve the idiomatic reading of this
phrase, under the reasounsble assumption for gemantic inter-
pretation that only the purtc of idioms that are together in
deep structure will bc-lntorbretud jdiomatically., LEven more
importantly, kuilo here haus no reference, ard therefore could
not trigger EQUI, whose primery cordition for applicability
is co—refurence.5 the fucts in (7) are exactly what would be
expected if Gelo had only a sentence as complement in under-

lying structure,
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Essentizlly the same argument can be conctructed on the

basis of subject idioms such as ksilo pefti (se kapyo), liter-

ally "wood falls (on someore)"” but idicmatically °*comeone sete
hurt/suffers (in a fight)'. As expected, the idiomatic read-
ing is preserved when this expression is embedded undervgg;g
and Georo, but crucially, not when under pio:

{(9) a. Gelo ksi}é na pesi se afton

fall-3sg on him-ACC
*I want him to suffer (in the fight)* (Idiomatic)

5. Georo ksilo na exi pesi se aflton
have-AUX fallen
"I consider him to have suffered iin the fight)’

(10) *episa ksilo na pesi se afton
*I persuaded him to get hurt (in the fight)®

Again, these facts follow if Gelo and Georo do not have Object-

EJUI subcategorizations, but rather are subcategorized for a
bare sentential complement in underly@qg structure,

2,1.3s Pinally, giv;n the evidence of the preceding sections,
there is another argument against taking @elo and Georo to be
Cbject-EQUI verbs, If these verbs were subcategorized for the
Object-BQgéggonstrugtion. then heavy restrictions would have

to he jut:;n the appearence of this sub-categorization. In

particular, sentences of the type Qelo/Qeoro NP, COMP NPJ_!g,
would have to be prevented from surfacings that is, when such
a construction occurred underlyingly, thé conditions for Ob-
ject-EQUI would have to be met obligatorily to avoid such sen-

tences as:

(11) *Qelo ton yani na figi i maria

-7-
Jonn-hCE . lenve-3og Mary-ACC
P vl dobin thob lory leasve',
wherens there are verbs that do require such restrictions, for
example, anopeazo ‘torce’, it is impuriant to note that these
verbs do nol Lehave like @elo and Georo’with respect to the
properties mentioned in the previous sections. fhus, while
the riced for a restriction on anaggnzo is principled, the need
for a similar restriction on Gelo, Georo, and any other verbs
exhibiting similar propertics is buru]y an artifact of the de-
cision to regard these verbs as being able to govern hE *+ S
complements urderlying. Thus it may be concluded that gelo
and @coro do nol have Object-EQUL subcategorization underly-
ingly, but rather have only a bure senlence as their object
complement in deep structure,
2,2: The evidence thut the accusative NP in (1b) and (2b) is
in fact a member of Lhe upper cluwuse comes from two sources,
Reflexivization lfucts, md the ullownble readings for uenten-
tial adverbs,
2.2.11 Reflexivization In Greek involves the use of the nom-

inal form ton eafton, ‘literally “the self*, plus a possessive

pronoun coreferent with the antuecedent--although this type of
reflexivization is somewhat elevated stylistically, and is re-
presentative of more educated speakers, nonethéless it is a
part of current colloquial Greok.6 The process which intro-
duces this reflexive must be cluusc—bourﬂed, as indicated by

the following sentences




(12) a. *ego nomizo pos den agapai ton eafton mu
I think-1sg COKF not love-3sg the-self-of me
*#1 think that she doesn't love myself’ :

b, ego nomizo pos den me agapai
me-ACC-CLITD
*1 think that she doesn’'t love me°,

In (12), we see that the presence of a clause-boundary between
two coreferent iP's requ;fes that the second NF be a non-re-
flexive form, under nor&al discource conditions.7 We shall re-
fer to this Reflexivization process as Crdinafy Reflexivization,
a2 rrocess which is restricted to operating wilnin the limits
of the simple clause.

The evidence for Ralsing comes from the fact that the ac~
cusative NP in (1b) and (2b) may be the reflexive form, ton
eafton, when coreferent with the matrix subject,

(13) a. Qelo ton eafton mu na petixi 8

want-l6g ‘the-self-of me succeed-3sg
*I want myself to succeed’

b. Georo ton eafton mu pos ine eksipnos

consider-1sg be-~3sg smart-NOCI.

‘I consider myself to be smart’,
If the accusative NP in the putative Raising sentences were
not a member of the upper clause, then Ordinary Reflexiviiation
would'have to be needlessly complicated to account for these
cases. Ralsing therefore has indeed made the downstairs NP
a member of the upper clause,
2.2,21 The argument from the reading of adverbs is based on

the following sentences:

(14) a. iGela o yanis fonakta na diavasi to vivlio
wanted-1sg HOK loudly read-3sg the book

4
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v1 wanted «dohn Lo read the book loudly*

iGela Lton yani funakla na diavast Lo vivlio

John-htG read-3sg )
(1 made 1L known) loudly (that) 1 wasted dolin
te reid the book!

18) a. Georo o yanin  disuvixes  ing kakurgos
(s consider-tue Nee uplortumtely [ FTI H \:rnrn.::'J
f1oeacsider John Le be, anfoertunouicly, « crim-
ind b
b, Georo Lon yani distixos pos ine kakurgou
Soohns AGG [HENE o
‘Unfortunately, | comiider John to be a crimia)l
“e (2) and (L) sentences in (18) and (15) differ as to what
the adverb modifies, In (1ha) and (15a), the adverb modifies
the embedded verb9. while in (14b) and (15b), it describes the
manner in which the action of the maln verb is carried out,
“iven these contrasts, Lhere in an argument for the ac-
cusative NP torn yani in (thb) and (15b) beling in the upper
clause based on the following principle, formulated in Fos-
tal (1974)'0,

(16) & “sentential” adverb cannot be inserted in a
complement claute,

This principle allows “inuertion of main clause ‘sentential’
advelrbs between the immediate constituents of the main clause,
but not in a position inside complement sentences®™ (Posta)
(1974), p. 147), Assuming this principle to be applicable to
languages other than Engllgh.ll the facts of (14) und (15) can
be accounted for straipht-forwardly if the accusative NF's in
the putstive Ruising senlences are members of the upper clause.

‘Phat is, the contrasts of (1h) and {15) ure explicable if the
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rrerntivn.of rzising changes Lhe cluuﬁe-bu;ndurics. SC el
the adverb's resition between Lhe accusative KF and the com-
rlementizer 1n¢ or the particle na is to the left of the em-
tedded clause-boundary., [hic presupposes that in sentences
such as (14a), where the nominative KF is to the left of the
particle na, it is still under the domination of a sentence-
node, [Ihese contrasts in adverbial reading would be difficult
to acccunt for if Raising did not change the clause boundaries,
In that case, one might try to base these contrasts on the
czse-riarking of the adjacent LF (that being the only super-
ficial difference between (14a) and (14b), for instance), but
that is the sort of analysis that cries for explanation, for
tnere is no reason to presume that case-marking on an adjaceni
noun skould have any effect at all on adverb interpretation.

However, if we take the change ih'case-matking to be a
reflection of a structural change in the position of the em-
bedded clause-boundary, thep we can easily account for the
difference in adverblal reading, because in the (a) sentences,
the adverdb will be in the lower clause, while in the (b) sen-
tences, it will be in the upper clause. In this regard, it
should be noted that the case-marking of accusative on the
putative raised NP is exactly what would be expected for a
direct object of a verb, whereas if that NP were not the ob-
ject of the matrix verb, the case-marking assigned to it

would be anomalous. Thus, we may conclude that sentences of
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type of (I1hj and (2b) are in fact derived by o tule of kuis-

ing which makes a subject of u subordinale clause into an

objecl of a supcrovdipte clawie,

3.0 lhe hoture ol the b ining Trovens

Given, l.nm‘:. Lot oies a rale ol Kaising does exist in
ureel, whore are sone properties of the kaisiig sentences in
farticular and areck synbax in ceneral which make 1L possible

te consider tne foljowine question concerning the nature of
tnis provess--io ine Hoininge ccoomplished by the actlusl reno-
val of the subject NI of the lower clause or by the copying
of that NE out of its clause? [hat iu to say, is the proces:
one in which the lower clause becomes deprived of 2 subject,
or one in which tne lower clause remains Intuct after the ap-
plication of Ruising?lz The surface structure under a copying
analysis would be derived by pronominalization of the lower NP,
if it is not alrcady a pronoun, and then deletion by the in-
dependently-needed rule of Unstreesed Subject Pronoun Drop.
An anulysis similar to this has been proposed for Ruising in
Englil:h13 but was ultimately vejected by Postal (1974, p. 266~
267) because it would require an otherwise unmotivated rule
for English to delele Lhe Jower occurrence of the N,

It i important to note that the independent rule of 'EQUI-
NF-Deletion, which in carlier asccounts (e.g. Poutsl (1971) and

Grinder (1972)) was taken to be Lhe rule performing the neces-

sary delolion of the lower Noin fuct cannot operate here, for
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asl iostal {1974) points out, i1 weuld then have to delete such
¥F's as there, tabs (in tabs be_kept on), and others, which
can be Paised, but which must be considered to be non-refer-
ential, and thus unable 1o trigeer the rule of rQU1, which de-
pends on conditions of co-refererce, loreover, even if it were
possible to redefine the conditions on EQUI so that NF's such
as there could be subsumed under it, there would still be a
problem with having EQUI apply to the cutput of a Raising-by-
Copying process in English. [his is so because EU] would have
to be obligatory whenever Raising occurred, since no overt NF
can surface in the lower clause of a Raising sentence, even
though it is generally a lexically-governed rule which is op-

tional with many verbs (e.g. I expect that I1°11 go, 1 persuaded

go__hgi_gh_af_hgi_s_hgéx_l_d_gg). That is to say, for the Raising
cases, EQUI would be governed not by the matrix verb involved,
but rather would depend on the application of another rule,
Thus, by any account, a Copying analysis for English Raising
would involve an unmotivated complication of the grammar, el~
ther by extra statements “about the application of EQUI, or by
the addition of an otherwise unnecessary deletion rule.

For ﬁreek. though, Ralsing by Copying would not entail
any such complickation of the grammar. As has been mentioned
earlier, Greek independently has a rule deleting unstressed
subject pronouns. A normal Reisinz sentence would not be a

situation in which the subject pronoun would receive stress,

to
o)
w

ce v deletion, e et et forr, wonld watorati-

cally be accontea for by Lhe grimmar, rhus the theoretical

problems for Zr Jivh inherent in ar onalysic of Ke
copying proceny do nel o appear te bold for Greek,

porcover, there is one superficial jroperey of Rairiiyg

. gentences ir Greek which might lead one Lo suspect that ureek

Raining iv semetbing olher than @ rule by which the lower verhl
is simply deprived of ils sublecl.  ar reted zbove in rection
ont, tue verb in the enbedded clince after muiuing is fully
finite, showing muarking for both person and number, hus,
there is no de-finitization accompanying the Paising process.w
Fostal (1974, p. 268, 3h6) hat conjectured tuat Yaiuinge ic s1-
ways accompanied by the de-finitization of the clause that loses
its subject., {hough lostul does not make explicit what he zc-
tually means by “finite verd”, his renarks make sense if we
take it Lo meuan @ verb inflected for person and number. Al-
though this hypothesis coerol be maintiined in jts sirongest
form, be‘t:unse- in Japanese, Raising Jeuves behird u fully fin-
ite clause, it muy be tenable, as Foutal himself sugges ts, but
does not make explicit (19?4, p. 386), in a weaker form, ad
hot though it may seem, that excludes verb-final langusges,
Sreek, however, would be a counter-example to even Lhe weak-
ened form of this universal, for it is not a verb-final lan-
Zuage, yot the verb in the lower clause continues to keep the

person anpd pumber markirg appropriate before Raising.
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In this regard, it should be wventione! that in penersl,
sreek does not have non-finite verb-forme--there is no inlin-
itive proper in the language, only inflected subtjnrctive verbd
forms marked witn the werbal particle ni, wihich appear where
other languages nave infinitives."s}iowvver, under at least one
interpretation of Fostal’'s claim, that only languages with ap-

rropriate non-finite verb forms could have a rule of Raising,

we might expect to find that Greek did not have a Raising z‘u].e16

2nus the Sreek facts can be taken to bear on the validity of
Fostal's claim, and conversely, whatever validity his claim may
have can be grounds for suspecting that there may be more to
Raising in Greek than just the simple removal of a subject from
its clauge, for if the subject of thc lcwer clazuse is copied outl
of its clause, the lower clause would b.‘till have a subject af-
ter Ralsing and there would be no reason to expect the verb to
become de-finitized,

3.11 The synt‘actic evidence for Raising-by-Copying i;’l vGree)-t -
is of two types.\‘fhe first concerns both the fact that a pProy.
néminel form corresponding to the Raised NP can appear overtly
on fhe surface, and also the conditions under which it can oc-
cur, The second is based on the nature of the apparent clause-
remnant after Raising. If Raising is accomplished by Copying,
then the prediction is that the embedded clause will behave
with respect to certain processes as if it were a full clause -

that had a subject, and not a "punctured” clause that had lost
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Liect before the ..l..-r;;liun of Lthe procest In question,
sut. je : e

its
Phg the nature of the complement after kuising can specifi-
cally be compared with the one in (bject-EQU1 siructures, as
with the verb pito ‘persuade’, under the crucial assumption
that there does, extst a rule of Lbject-dil in tie language.
This 15 not & triviasl assueplion, since treck has a rule ofv

3ubject lronoun prop, s, tL s concelvable thul instead
of EQL‘vI applying, what js operative in the derivation of (18)
frow (17):

(17) episa ton yaui / pos o yuniu revai /

(18) :gig::udédf‘l)::;}yf;::l‘u\-:‘:‘((}()’ ;i:xvc-'}l;g-su 8J

*§ persuaded Juohn Lo leave!

is simply Ironominulization ol the lower occurrence of ¢ yanis
and then Subject Tronoun Jrop, which it presumably a late rule,
since, among other things, 3t i discourse-conditioned. Evi-
dence that bearu on this ausumption comes mainly form ihe con-
trasts in the behavior of Lhe respective sentential complements
to pito ard to Ralsing verbs such as Gelo, for they ceem to be
hard to account for if pito sentences have a subject in their
Jower clause throughout the course of their derivation, up to
the point at which Subject Pronoun Drop upplies. Although the
question ul; Ruluing-byCupylng and the exislence of kYUl are

indeperdent problems, they intersect in the secomt set of data
to be treated here. Thus, these data will in essence be test-
ing the following bi-partite hypothesis

(19) Modern Greek hes Raloing- to-Ubject-Position by
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Corying and ot by Kenovi el Tute of £ali-

NE-Deletion from Object-Tosition (Obiect-kQul)
while the first set of data will be of relevance only to the
rirst part of (19), namely, that ureek Ruising is by Copying.
Fipally, it should be caid here that ir testing to see whether
sreek Raising is by a Copying process, it is being tacitly as-
sumed that a language would not have both Raisir\g-by-Copyiné
and Raising-by-Removal of the lower subject., If this astump- ’
tion is wrong, then the task becomes cne of determining what
the corditions for Copying as opposed to Removal actually are.
Nothing more will be said about this assumption here.
3.21 As mentioned above, & pronoun coreferent to the Raised
NP can appear in the downstairs clause, unéer appropriate con-
ditions, so that (20) is a possible variant of the Raising c‘on-
struction in (21)¢ R

(20) (?)0eoro ti maria pos afti ine eksipni

consider-1sg mary-ACC she-hChi be-3sg emart-NOh-Fih
'I consider kary to be smart'

(21) Georo ti maria pos ine eksipni
*1 consider Mary to be smart®

This is a situation which directly ﬁt;intu tv Raising as a Copy-
ing process, for the occurrence of the pronoun would be diffi-
cult to account for if Raising removed the lower subjec}t en-
tirely from its clause, Such sentences would either have to
be due to an underlying Gbject-EQUI subcategorization on these
verbs, a possibility which was rejected earlier (see pp. 3-7‘).

or else to an ad hoc rule which, after Kaising had operated,

——— s P
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copied Lhe appropriate propoun downstadrs,

Sentence (20) i moarked (?7) to indicate Lthat it is well-
formed only if the prepoun receives emphasis,  Gtherwise, the
preserce of the coreferent rreronn dowistairs i tuperfluous
and mukes the Sentepee wmwieldy -while it 18 poerhaps rot un-
gramm‘uticul.‘ neither in it realty dreck, The reascn tor this
is t.hut‘:mhj._-n Lopronmams in Greek peperally must be stressed
on the surfuce; coapare (22), with no surface subjcet pronoun,
with (23), where tie pronoun appearss

(22) ida ton yani xbes ke mu ipe  kati

saw-16 John-ACC yesterday and me told sometning
*1 Baw John yeuterday and he told me something’

(23) (7)ida ton yani x@es ke aftos wu ipe  kieti
pe-kl told-Jusg
*1 saw Sebn yesteraay and he told we conething?

feel to it as the Kaising sentence (20), Thus it appears that
the conditions governing Subject I'ronoun Drop are the. same as
those which controi the appearence of the pronominal form in
the Raising cases. [his in an importunt point, because one of
the theoreticul corwiderations which wmade it conceivable that
Greek Ralsing wus by Copylig was Lhe fuct that an extra rule
to delete the lower occurrence of the NP would not be needed,
for a rule already exinling in the language would be able in
principle Lo perform Lhe necessary deletion, This would only
hold, though, if that rule did not have to be complicated in

any way in order to account for the Raleing senlences,
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“he parzllelism of the conditions on subject 1ronoun Urop
and the occurrence of the pronoun downstairs in Rolising sen-
tences is confirmed by the following data. Certain conditions
favor or in fact require the presence of a pronoun. [he ad-
vert mono ‘only', for instance, requires that the pronoun be
retained in order to have the reading in which it modifies the
subject of a sentencet compare (24) with (25) as responses to
the questicn "What do youithink of Peter?"1

(24) rono aftos ine eksipnos

only he~NOF be-3Isg smart-NOK
‘Only he is smart’
(25) mono ine eksipnos .
*He is only smart {and nothing else)"
# **0nly he is smart’®

We find the exact same situation in the Raising casesi

(26) @eoro ti maria pos mono aftl ine eksipni
i s ghe-NOM  smart-NOK-FEM
+1 consider only Mary to be smart’
(27) ceoro ti maria pos mono ine eksipni
1 conslder Mary to be only smart (and nothing else)®
# %1 consider only Mary to be smart’

To treat this as an idiosyncrasy of pronomlmlization in Greek,

saying perhaps fhat the adverb mono requires a pronoun along

with it which is copled onto it from its antecedent, so that
if Raisi{g deprived mono of its head NP, some later rule would
copy the appropriate pronoun back onto it, would completely
miss the clear connection between the occurrence of the pro=-
noun in (26) and its appearence under emphasis in (20), ndt to

mention the totally ad hoc nature of the copying rule required,

Thus, the conclusion seems to be wn)‘ranted that Raising in
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Greek i by copyine, ool l.h;-.‘L the lower cecwrrence of the KF
that is copied outl of ils cluuse is later deleted by the rule
of Upstressed Sabject Tronoun drap,
3.3+ The second argament for Kaiu i - by-Copying certers on
the hypothesic civen in (19), i i busea ar the behavior cf
the irntensive reflexive o_idiou 'the same, very, oncecelfl, ete.',
a form whicl in inflected For gender, number, and case, 1t gern-
erally ovccurs next Lo its antecedent, as in (20):
(28) o jelrong o dwiorg  ide ton yani ;

Feler-LGe  Lhe-same=lG Suw-Tsg John-ACC

‘Telter himsell snw dohn!
but can flout Lo Lhe right in a simple ucntencoxl?

(29) o petros; ide Lon yanij o idivtj /ag
feter hlreelf tiaw Jobhr, Y

And, it need not float Lo puntence-{Linal positions

{30)"0 petros; ide ton yanij o jdivsj/ej &lo dromo
on-the stireet
tPotor himsolf eaw John on the street’,

One restiricltion on this flouting is that in complex sentences,

it seems thut o idius cannot float over a full enbedded sen-
tencelul
. (31) %o petrosy ipe pos § maria efige, o idios

Peter-NO gnid-Jug Mury-NeM left-3sg NOM
'Peter himself sald Lhatl kary had left’®

(32) *o petros, pistevl pas 1 gl ine totragoni o idios
. believes-Jug Lhe-carth-NOM square i
‘Feter himself belleves that the earth is square’

(33) %o petros. nomizi pos i marin sgapal ton yorgo

thinke-3eg 1 e G .
o 1dios, & oves-3ug George-ACC

‘Peter ‘himself thinks that wary loves George'

With the Kalsing verb Qelo *want® and the verb piCo ‘per-
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cuzae', %0 find the fellecl: o iie . ion--¢ _dding cannotl flout

of f of the subject of eelec over the clause iefti affer Reiving,
but it can float off of ti. Subject of piGo t¢ the ernd of the
sentence, over the complerent clauuc; these facts are showr: in
(34) through (37):

() %o petrosi Geli emena na ton agapiso o idio:;i

want-1sg me him love-1sg
*‘Feter himself wznts me Lo love him*
(35) *i mariaj @ell tcr yani na erGi edo i idia,
iary-NOﬁ cenr-ACL cere-Jee hiere NGhi-Few
‘sary herselfl waris John tu come here!

(36} i maria, epise ton yani na ine kalos i idiai_
persuaded-3sg be-3sg ood~NCM-MASC
‘Mary herself persuaded John to be gocd'

(37) 1 mariaj epise ton petro na ine kalo agori i idiaj
Feter-ACC good-boy-NTR~NCM

‘Mary herself persuaded Peter to be a good boy'
If the hypothesis of (19) were not accepted, then separate re-
strictions would t:e. needed to acccunt for the impossibility of
floating o idioé acrc;sé a full clause and across the apparent
clause-rex;\mnt left by Raising. Furthermore, some ad hoc state-
ment would be needed to distinguish the piQo remnant fpem the
Qelo remnant, because of the contrast in their behavior. ©On

the other hand, hypothesis (19) would account for the observed

facts stralght -forwardedly, for at the time the Float rule ap-

‘p116819. the Ralsing remnant would be a full clause and the
EQUI remnent would not be. Therefore, the one restriction on
the Ploat rule, independently needed because of (31) through
(33), plus hypothesis (19), would explain (34) through (37).

In the face of this evidence, it is quite hard to main-

s
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tain the corverte cloin that there ju no Gbject-cQl] ard ipat
Faising is by coemplete removal of the subject of the lover cen-
tence, for iU i pivo tentences arose by bronowinalizition
apd thes subloel Jronoun orop, we wanla cxjedt _('vw_'!\_a__i.l.):_‘ Lot Lo
bue able to floct otd o the unbjrat of piwo, 6 Lo ricit 1ale
applied before Subject Tronoun brop, or if the ordering were
the opposile, then botin elo snd ko should behave @lite in
this regard, L oisg crucial Lo Lthig arcuament Uhat Kaising and
EQU1 occupy similar positions irn derivations, in particular,
that Raising nol be pout-cyclic it EQUI iu cyclic. [I'he evidence

for the cyclicily of LIUI has to Jdo with the removal of the

AT trigrer from the position from which it wonld ordinerily

trig.er the rule, by other rules such as Fassive or Juestion
Formation. The evidence for the cyclicily of Raising is ¢f the
same type as is found in English, e.g. iuteraction with Keflex~
ivization and with Pussive. Thus, these facts of o o idjos-Float
provide rather stronge evidence in favor of the hypothesis ad-
vanced in (19),

Amd, the argument cun be taken even one step further, for
having Raising be by Copying eliminates the-need for an extrin-
slc ordering of cyclical rules 0 If kaising is by Copying,
then free ordering of the rules of Ruising and o_ldjos-Float
is poseible, because ?Q__i_‘liﬂﬂ will not be able to float over

the complement clause cither before or ufter Raising urder this

hypothesis, for the complement cluause i a full clause both be~
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foere arnd after Raising, On the oiker hand, if hajeing it not

by Copying, the o_idios-Floal rule would have to be extrinsic-

111 ordered tefore kaising to prevent it frum allowing ¢ lidios

to float across the "punctured” clause left after haising.in
thzt hypothesis, or else an ad hoc exira statement would have
to be piaced on ¢ idios-Float blocking its application speci-
fically whenever Raising has first applied. In view of the
lack of evidence for extrinsic ordering: btetweer cyclic rules
ir. syntax, such a consequence has to count against a non-copy-
ing analysis for Raising in Greek. It should be stressed, .how-
ever, that this iz not necessarily a separate argument for Rai-
sing-by-Copying, but is rather a further consequence that the
facts of (34) through (37) would impose on a grammar that did
not have Raising by a copying process and did not have a rule
of Object-EQUI, ¥
4, Conclusion

In conclusion, it can be stated that the evidence of sec-
tion three makes it very likely not only that Greek dées-have
a true rule of Object-EQUI-NP-Deletion, but furthermore, that
Raising-to-Object-Fosition in Greek is a Copying rule, and not
a rule which deprives the lower clause of a subject altogether,.
In that case, the putative universal discussed in section 3,0,
Fostal's de<finitization universal, is not violated by the
facts of Greek, for the lower verb wiil continue to have a sub-

ject after the operation of kais ing, and so would not be ex-
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racted Lo become nonsfing e,
Finally, we can consiber the wmore interestine quentlion

of whether banruaser fhel Love o infinitival vert fores can

have rules such ar Fainie operate sooan Lo ucprive enbedded

verbs of their sobicels.  we i enterlain the rosriote hypo-

thesis that only lengonrces viilhout infinitiver wil: hive Ralg-

Trgeby=Copy i el e bborrore, Lo Ui saek |

s neesnsarily will e ocenying rrocens, ‘:1.‘ ilar

0 wnl e dts tysolory, in Lhat biey are belb vale: valern oper-
zte between we ormd only Lwoe clinnties,  otcover, rUl utrips
an erbeddeu sentence of jus subject, just as Ruiving does in
those languages wheve jL does not operate by Coyyirg . {hus,

the fact that £2U1 haus been shown to exisl in Sreek would seem
o indicate thut s pon-copying Kaiuing rule should be possible
in a language with no infinitives. These, however, arec all

guestions that can be determined empirically, ard so it is bet-

ter tial they Le left to further investigation,




ALghrdiz
fossible Ccunter-Evidence
The eviderce of section t:vee does in fact appear to sup-
pert tneclaim that Raising in ureek ic u Coryiny procest, and
that furthermore, Jreek has a rule of CBject-E;UI. However,
there are a few sets of data which at first glance appear to
be treublescme to these results, in that under certain ussump-
ticre about the process involved, hypothesis (1Q) makes the
wrong predictions. However, such counter-evidence will turn
out tc be just apparent and not real counter-evidence, since
there are reasonably well-motivated analyses cf the phenomena
in;olved under winich the data become irrelevant to the issues
which hypothesis (19) deals with. +The first such set of data
18 concerned with the reference of the present active partici-
"Ple, ant the second with the conditions under which the com-
plementizer pos may be deleted.
A.1t The present active participle is indeclinable in form,
ard occurs with no overt subject, so that there can be ambigu-~
ity as to which NP in a given sentence the participle refers
to. In general, it seems that the participle is interpreted
as golng with a nominative NF, that is, the subject of some
verb, Thus in a simple sentence.ithe participle is read as

going with the subject:

(38) ida; ton yani, perpatondas; ,, ; &to dromo
saw-16g John-ACC walking-FICFL on-the street

tave Jobn st bowiet witlkie, on the sireet’
Gaw Sohmn e he wie walking on the sireet®,

In a complez sentence, where Loere in more Lhat one nominutive
b osubject, the nesicion of the participle cencerally affecis
the postuible resving--when it is sentence-initial, it roces with
the matrix subject only, but when $U s sentence-fiml, it can
be read with the natrix or embedded subjects

(39) kilpl;il()nli:l:ii/.j tito parv tu, o pet.rusi nomise

smobirg,-r (CHL on-the cigar ris beior-Nue tnought

Pos o yanis i xamogelase

CONME Gohn-Rob smiled- g

*while he./r was smoking his cigar, ['eteri thought
that .lonhj Yimiledr,

(40) o petrosy nomise pos o yuniuj xamogelase kapnizon-
dulsi/j tto puro tu

tvhide hej /i was smoking his cigar, Feter; thought
that Johnj'i;mih:d' .

Whether this process is one of finding a referent by an inter-
pretive rule for & participle gencrated with no subject under-
lyingly, or cne of delethng, by some form of ar EGQUI rule, the
subject of the participle under coreference with snother N in
the sentence, probably cunnot be decided on the basis of the
Greek facts, regardless of the theorelical etutus sach approach
may have, 1t will bLe assumed hereo thuat Lhe two are equivalent
with respect to theuse fucts, and the neutral terminology of the
"reading” the purticiple has will be used, with no theoretical
bias to be understood,

Concerning the Hoiulng and Gbject-EQUI sentences, there

are the followitg fucts which would seem Lo run counter to the
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in the ftorw of the intis ¢ odowny Lairs subject, which the parti-
cinire of hyrotrecis (19): . . ) - . e
ciple could be ausmeiuten wilh, and, for the Cbject-cil) caseu,

(41) Gelo, ton petro; na skotoéi apo ton yani . o | . s . § N
1sg” Fever-aCC” kill-FASS-~3sy by John since (10) pro- 't for Lhore teing o tubject in the lower sen-

fevg?ndané;g/-k apo to spiti tence after L T, the particinle snould be reed only witi tre

lezving -7 from the house

‘1 want Feter to be killed by <oln, as 1/*he matrix subject, inntmech an it otherwise doct pot appesr to be

an/*is leaving (from) the house’

(42) episaj ton yanij na me; ksanadi, fevgondasi/j able to go Wilh accusative KF objecin.
1sg John-ACC me  see-again-Jsg

; dowever, (41) is net representative of tie whole oitua-
apo to spiti !
*1 persuzded John to see me again, as 1/he was
leaving (from) the house'.

tion with Hadsine ~pd L readine of Lie participle--it ceens

Lo be more cowplicated toan (§1) wonld indicate, for in faet,

In (41), where Raising has occurred, the precent active parti-

: there do exist some sentences in which the participle io read
ciple is not read with the former lower subject, but instead ’ " ! :

goes with the matrix subject, whereas in (4#2), an Object-EQUI with the Rnised N

(44) o petros, iwele lLon yaniy na tragudai, perpaton-

sentence, the participle is read with either the matrix sub- NG P owanted-gusp ACC sing-Jug walking-
ject or tie matrix chject. Jlentence (41) contrastes witn (43), dil‘-i'{i Lo Lxalio
l'l‘C}’ N tu-Lthe sichool
where Raising has not taken place, and both referents are pos- ‘Peter; wunted Johnj to sing, while hey /5 wus
wulkih-_', to school !
sible with the participles - ) e N : (h5) Guoroé ton yunij pos ine flisros, milondasq; /g
' ’ sider-1sg ACC be-Jug Lulkative tulking
{(43) Oeloi na skotoQl o petrosy apo ton yanik, fev- cons i CI.“'L’ Ace be-Juy Lulkatlve tu ne
lsg 3sg Feter-NOR by sLi taksi
. in-the cluus Yy
gondasi/j/,k apo to spiti '1 comnsider John to be gurrulous, when {2; ::}
*I want Peter; to be killed by John as I/he; talking in clacvs’,
a.n/.:ia_leaviré (from) the housa', ke J/'k_

. o * ‘Phese sentences, especiually (45) suggest that semantic factors
These facts run counter to what othesis (1 would pr -
hyp (19) wou predict, may well be at work in allowing the various possible reudings;
urder the necessary assumptions that the process by which
p Y the talking is more likely Lo be an sction connected with someone
referent of the participle is fixed takes place after Raising,
possibly post-cyclically, and, before Subject Fro brop. In & T
ehat (19) * ' J noun‘ op. In doing the mental activity jmplicit in Qeoro. Furthermore,
at case, (19) would predict that the participle will be a
N p p rea even though sepntence-initial participles are generally read
wi the former lower subject in Ralsi cases, because th ‘
re * ere with tho malrix subject, the preposed version of (45) still
would be a nominative NP present in the lower clause, in the
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tas the reading of the participle goin’ wilh Lhe Rajved | F3

{46) milondas,,./= sti taksi, Georo; ton yani ., pos ine
fliaros "7 J

‘when {2§ ;‘:} talking in c¢lass, T consider John
to be & ") varruloust. -

1f semantic factore control the participial readings, tien tne
apparent generalization that the participle is read with nomi-
native NF's only cannot be malntained, and the counter-evidence
to hypothesis (19) disappears. A particular set of semantic
factors, possibly, though r}ot necessarily, coupled with any
considerations of particular structural configurations, would
be the crucial determinant for the participial reading,

boreover, there are other grounds also why the counter-
evidence to hypothesis (19) may not be real counter-evidence,
for the two assumptions that the part.icipial-referent reading
process takes place ‘aft.er_ Raising and before Subject fronoun
Drop, have rio independent motivation. éleari.y. the deep struc-
ture _conf_i_g}g.atio'n 18 not curcial to this process, because a
subjeét' dérived‘by"!‘as'si've. and not the demoted subject, is
linked to the participle;

' (b?)"'onp'etrosi :bkotose ton yani fevgondasién
NOM killed-3sg ACC leaving-PH Pﬂ
apo to sﬁiti
*Peter, killed Johnj, as he./, was leaving (from)
the hduse' iy

(48) o yanis, skotoOike apo ton petro, fevgondas
NoW J k111-PASS-3eg by L 7evE *1/4
apo to spiti

‘Johny was killed by Petery, as he,. ,. was leavi
(from) the house', L i/} ne

i s e i
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since the process most therefore wait until after lassive has
applied, we cun hypothesize that it {s the cycle-finul state
of affuirs which it crucial Lo Lhe operation of this process,
If this hypothesis in valid, and clearly, it is a question that
must be delermined empivieally, then the participial-referent
process becomes irrelevant tu the hypotheste of (19)., fhis
would be so bLecause if the Lhe process is dependent on the cy-
cle-fina) subject, then it would either be a cyclic process
itself or else ve plobal but able to determine the cyclic sub-

ject of ur eartier stacse in a derivation, The process would
[\ ¢ 3

then operale only with (he pre-Raislng und pre-EQUI situation,
when the complement clausies of these two are identical in terms
of having a subjecl, und thus be irrelevant to hypothesis (19).

And, as to the second assumption, we need only look at
the contrast between (U1) and (49), where Ralsing hos taken
place, but Subject lronoun Drop has not deleted the lower oc-
currence of the NP becuuue it is utressed, occurring with the
adverb mono. Accordingly, the participle can only be read as
going with the lower subject:

(49) 10elag ton yani‘i na skoloQi- mono aftos § apo ton
wanted-tgg ACC only he-NGR by
petx*ok. fcvgonduu.i/j/th apo Lo spiti
'l wanted only John, te be killed by l’eterk, as

*1

h iwm; Jeaving (from) the house’,
O sy
Sentences such au (K1), then, may indicute that where various

derivalions are potsible, wl Lhere is no semantic factor that
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influences the appropriateness of a particular reading, then
the participle is interpreted as going with the nearest nom-
inative NP on the surface., The participial-referent reading
process would then be dependent on the surface structure con-
figurations, and so would be affected by the application of
Sub ject Pronoun Drop.

It i8 unclear which éf these variouc prouposals is in fact
correct, and obviously, more work will have to be done concer-
ning these problems with the reading of the participle, But,
it seems likely that at least some of the suggestions given
here will prove to have relevance to the final solutipn.. Thus,
the apparent counter-evidence to (19) can be considered to be
no more that just apparent,

A,2¢ The second set of apparently troublesome data centers

mﬁm*‘% dqlquqo{ the, complementizer pob ‘thay',. We.find the
following pattern tor Ralsing verbs such as Qeoro 'consider’
which occur with gggn

(50) o petros Qeori { ﬂ.}o yanis ing eksipnos

Jsg -
'Petoc conildoz, thn to be Q‘Qrtfnprt OM w oY

e T (51) o petros Gesri ton yunx {gﬁpline eksipnos Soewn 2
‘Peter congiders John to be smart’
That is, g;_;:uﬁilrpntly Bpffonal with full cluuses. is8 obli-
) gntpry wlth thd'clause lett over after Rniaing. Thia is po-«
L4

D ”%ﬁhm eounter—evidence to the analysis of Raising as a Copy-

ing procees because it appears to be a way in which the embed-

LRI T RPN A v rp,
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ded clause alter haising does not behave ljku a full clause,
the non-eptionality of pes in (51) would thew frdicate that
there is in fucl no pulject Lo Lhe lower verh ine, This coun-

ter-evidence, Loviever, does nol hold up, for the ung rinemiat -

Teality of (51) miy be attritited Lo foctors which moke it ir-

relevapt Lo the question of Kaising by Copying. In particular,
it iu the case that pos-sceletion, althaoeh not completely im-
possibtle, 'oes not produce perfaclly ceplable senlences when
a conplenent clmme has ot its subjectl by oubject Ironoun
drop:
. 0L - PR P .
(52 yomizo {15 ] atum etiar o uinaolun
‘I think {Lh‘“'} he left for sicens’

{(53) nomizo pos
©1 think that/f he left Cor Alhens®,

elipe ya tin aving

The disappearence of Lhe subject pronoun contributes Lo the
unacceptability of (51). Fhis cuppestn that pos-iseletion ap-
plies late in a derivation, after Subject bronoun svop Yec de-
leted the lower proncun in (93), end thas in (51). In that
case, puas-deletion would have no bearing on Lhe guestion of
how Ralsing is carricd oul,

Stitl, thowh, pou-belelion in (‘)J.) is not au bad ac in
(51), 80 other fuclLors may be at work at well, 1L is possible,
although perhaps not provable, thal the justaposition of an ac-

cusative KP with a finite verb i whal cuuses the further un-

acceptubility ol (51). I'he impoutsibility of pos-beletion in
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the Raising cacec could then perhars be connected with the
need to be able to ldentify clause-initial boundaries; the
presence of the complementizer would facilitate thie process,
whereas its absence would hinder it;.23 The pos-Deletion data
therefore would not constitute counter-evidence to the claim

that Greek Raising is by Copying.

o
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ing process is restricles to subjects of lower
cxislence of sentences such a3

1, ‘his naids
clauses, bespile Lhe

(i) ¢elo ton yani na (ton) asapivi 1 maria
Juhn-ACG him Tove-T5p bary-hNow
"1 want John Lhil bary love him®

which superficinlly appear to involve Lhe raisi

¢ of a non-
subject (since ton yani is Lhe object of agupis

Lon ., it is clear

that ton yani nas not become part of the upper clense, For

one thing, Buch an NF ciannot bucome Lhe reflexive form ton

eafton, but can only be a nou-rellexive pronoun, and thTs Re-
is clauso-bounded (cee pp. 7-8)a

flexivizulion process
(1i) icela cmenu/"ton eaflon ma na agapisi i maria
ne the-self of me
'I wanted Mady Lo love wme’

nor can it cliticize onto Yelos

(1ii) *me i0cla na wgaplsi | maria
mo-CLI'Y
'] wanted Mary to love wme’,

Therefore, (i) muwt be the result of s Serambling rule which
moves coms Lituents around wilhin a ¢lause, [he precence cof
the clitic ton, thon, would be dus to a diulovation process
occurring within the lower clsuse. Furthermore, the verbal
particle pa must be regurded as nol slgnaling a cluuse-boun-
dary, amd 80 o not a complementizer proper,

2. I assume here that o Fhrase-Structure rule generation of
the putative Huiuing sentences is not at all motivatled--the
standard sorts of arguments ogaintt such a goneration, e.g.
those bascd on lexicnl facty, the possibility of pussive mor-
phology in the embedded clawse, elc,, all hold for Greek,

3. This class of verbs is rather vmall, and throughout, Qelo
and Qaoro will bLe takon us paradignetic for this claus,

4, The literal reading is also ungrammutical with piGo, pre-
sumably because pilo requires an animote N object, and ksilo
is non-animute,
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} R T L T BT O R L ) cl, lerdroter s -

¢, Pris presuTer tiat Greek has a rule of Z4lUi--for ecvidence ! Ceey o teetieorit )

supporting this assumption, see below pp. 19-22, section 3.3.

Ty bt L.y oand (lhe), the resding wnere e caverb nod-
e v tveiy o worh i ponsible, Lol thic readipe in cach

pedpreite Lheve te e g Tt el L v Tty e G b
LU P st tien b, | e PUCY OTIN. 1 Yy torne-

£. The middle vcice of the verd is by far the noct common
way of expressing rcflexive actions,

7. fris last stipulation is necessary becuuce of scntences EETY \ihL) mtve Gy Lhe teading with lie stverb
such ass poot i favine the cnlaoaded verb, ¥
(iv) ego nomizo pos o eaftos mu ©Ga figi se ligo TOL de. i 10 vt Vil sapanes b for hadtiwg Cn
I think the-s5elf-NOl of me FUL leave soon - caved on e e dddvorta g e pL LR Me
+1 think that as for myself, I will leave shortly’ Cmupent hete itoLored op bent,
tere the reflexive appears across a clauce-boundary from its . o avider.t froe v (1000) Gndiceten thid FL holur in wap-

antecedent, and is nominatives this however, secms to be a
different cace from the reflexivization in (12). The nomina-
tive reflexive can be used only in contexts which imply a marked 1z,
dichotomy between opposing desires or effects within the same
person (a distinction that is hard to capture in an English
translation). Furthermore, it can appear several clauses away
from its antecedent, and in fact, need not have any overt an-
tecedent--the non-nominative reflexive requires an antecedent,
thought

tnecn e vl

Cpie formmlation oopot ceraed e have any theoretical
Vias--tolbing i teves of the "removal” of the subgect of sen-
tences ic arenable to either a trans forma Lionnl framework in
which t: jo etual movewent of on hlooul of one cluuse and

, ot rel: Lionel frorewerk inowipicl o LB oceases
cramme Lical relation "subject-of” to the lower verb.

atnt (1o7t), p. 102103 seny Creebts), 1. N78, 2e3-b;

(v) a. nomizo pos 1 maria epise wii yeni na pi ﬂ&L, (oys), p. 99-ub,
think-18g Mary-NOM persuaded-Jsg-John-ACC say ’
pos prep na figi amesos o eaftos mu 14, as Fostal nimself (1974, p. 386n) notes, this therefore

is necessary leave lmmediately Lne-self-NCi my

*I think that Mary persuaded John to say that it
was necessary for myself to leave (even though
I really wanted to stay)

b, o eaftos mu Ga fevgi se ligo
the-self-NOM of-me FUT leave-3sg saon
-*Kyself will (probably) be leaving shortly (even
though 1 really want to stay)'

c. %o yanis xtipise ton eafton mu
John-NOM hit-3sg the-self-ACC of-me
**John hit myself’,

also entalls a violation of Chomsky's Tensed-$ Constreint {ef.
Chomsky (1973), p. 297-23), to whutever cxtent il wue inten-
ded to be or way be tuken to be universal, Chomsky 't system
denies the existence of rules such as Raising, but the fact
that the Reited KI passivizes (e,g. with the verb georo) up-
stairs is a violation of the constraint.

15. The one form which is non-finite, the present uctive par-
ticiple, is imposuible as the verb irp Lhe embedded clauce af-
“ter haisings

(vi) a. *"6elo  ton ynni trexondas  sto dromo
want-1sg Joln-ACC running-FIrCPL on-the ytreet
Since (iv) cannot have the unmarked reading of “I think that '1 want John (Lo be) running on the street'
1'11 go soon”, with no emphasis or contrast involved, and (12)
does not have the contrastive reading, we can conclude that

:?;)phenonenon in (iv) ard (v) is truly distinct from that in

b, Gelu Lon yani na trexi usto dramo
run-3ug
'1 want John Lo be running on the streel!

ilowever, the inappropriatencic of W present active participle
as the embedded verb could perhaps be motivated on cemuntic
grounds ) therefore, Greek would be irrelevunt to fostul) 't uni-

8. Note that the Reflexive form ton eafton requires that the
downstairs verb have third person agreement on it. rYor a dis-
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vl A ot 18 ey oo aneen,
. e e wrobo b postotyelic ot bt b for ol f el
N s . !Mh !)c'i"|‘|l.‘s’;l,‘.:1'.., i:u' For the rate in wreek neens Lo beowig ranted !
versal beczise it lacked the appropriate nor-finite verb forms, HEXS .'n. l‘x';‘:h_ L e Vit Garely 1. foaknote 15). Lo he :
but ses p. L3. ;;'f(,:él'ni‘]:- and tgul, i dh applied betore iy, ::|-w-1:|]L til.z;:- |
i i % o ! L pesdet Lo sllow g ddion Lo floal across Lne j- !
16. ihis in itself is an interesting pou:xt,.for Raising in lio- i mep Le wmﬂ(.’,“"«‘:. poecdet o W ‘
dern Greek appears to be rather limited in its scope--there do é plemert olawse,
not seem to be many predicates that allow it, and those that do : o bdence for finine being cyelical it of Lhe crae Lype
have the non-Raisedfawsthe more common variant. In carlier : —2(?.:l.v :llli-'h LT Tk laat had Lo apply be-
stages, Greek had Raising as a much more Productive and wujle- au .n)r.n_n;___ :: .““.'-. 1| oo wonld fve Lo be cyclic.
spread rule, and furthermore, had infinitival verb forms, fThus, 1 fore Raising,
T Tay have here.an instance of a language 1n the process of ' 21. fhe verbal particle pa thal occurs witin belo can never be
1031!\3 a syntaCtlc rule. ? (lei(:l:(?d: thus only :..:(_.!-‘9"3 oF interest here,
17. This float process is not restricted to occurring only off 3 5 It Cfucte can algo be oaaied onnoen argument thit the ki
of subjects, but such cases are the only ones of interest to % 2/.‘._ 5-~'v~‘-vf,tt~ e figed inte Uhe capper clanse, dander Lee ws-
us here. Cther quantifler.'-like elerpents can float but do not g '}au :.ll: " Lhal ‘imz; in required to muintiin the delineestion of
show the relevant properties for this argument. i x;;:ngl)“lf:::”(_ ‘lu;nn!"l'.'l'yl et buelow ol foolnote 23.
. 4 .
18, The proper generalization, it seems, must invé#ve the no- ) i fanetionn] combeaing on complementizer deletion was
tlon of “full® clause, as opposed to one that hac been "punc- ' 23.‘- lih.l.‘; :l:"f;L-‘-‘i,:x!'il}lec'“::h:;m'vutirn for kgeg)ish made in Kuno
tured” by the loss of its subject due to a rule such as BQUX, 1n-»l)ul)"‘ '31«3“-- .' 16
This must be so because o idios cannot flout over embedded sen- (1974), »p. LI
tences containing Weather-Verbs, which presumably have no sub-
ject underlyingly (although possibly this could be taken to
support a view that such verbs have dummy subjects in deepest
structure)s
(vii) ®*o yanis pistevi pos vrexi/xionizi tora o idios

John-NOW believe-3sg rain / snow now NON-MASC
*John himself belleves that it is raining/snow-.
now' - :

Furthermore, the level at which this constraint applies must
be before Subject Pronoun Drop, or else the removal of a sub-
ject by this rule must be considered different from the remo-
val by a rule such as EQUI (a proposal which may be indepen-
dently justifiable in languages where EQUI triggers de-fini-
tizatiom of a verb but Subject Pronoun Drop, naturally, does’
not), because of sentences such as {viii), in response to the
question "What does Mary want concerning Peter?*:

(viii) *i maria Qeli na ine kalo agori i idia
: Hary-NOM 3sg be-~-3sg good-boy NOM-FEM
‘Nary herself wants him to be a good boy’

This fact ties in with the observations regarding & idios-Ploat
in Raising sentences,

19. This assumes that the Float rule applies before Subject
Fronoun Drop and after Raising and EQUI, Subject Fronoun Drop
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