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Introduction

This thesis is a study both of specific syntactic changes in the more recent stages of Greek and of the nature of syntactic change in general. Claims about the ways in which the syntax of any language should be able to change need the sypport of the facts about the ways in which the syntax of particular languages actually did change in order to have nay theoretical interest. Thus, certain syntactic changes which occurred in Greek between Medieval and Modern Greek, roughly in the past 1,000 years, are studies in detail and provide the necessary raw data from which speculations and claims about the nature of syntactic change in general can be made.

Accordingly, in Chapters 3 through 5, the details of changes in three syntactic constructions in Greek are given; two additional constructions are discussed in Chapters 10 and 11. Since many of these changes depend in part on the replacement of the infinitive in Greek by finite verbal forms, the relevant information about the history of the infinitive is given in Chapter 2.

In the remaining chapters on the nature of syntactic change in general and of these syntactic changes in Greek in particular, the following central question is addressed: What factors guide the syntax of a language as it evolves from one historical stage into the next?

The claim set forth here is that changes in the syntactic patterns of a language are guided by the constraints and principles of Universal Grammar on the one hand, and the limits imposed on the inherited or innovated morphological make-up of a construction on the other. This hypothesis allows for an understanding of how these changes in Greek syntax occurred and so provides insight into the mechanism of syntactic change.


Author’s Preface to New Edition

When I was working on this dissertation in 1977, Calvert Watkins, who was one of my readers and one of my mentors at Harvard, suggested to me that the best way to organize the material would be to have a "pretheoretical" section in which the facts were laid out, and then a theoretical section in which I gave my interpretation of the facts, instead of intermingling my interpretations with my presentation of the facts (as I had done in my early drafts). His rationale was that theories come and go, but the facts will remain of interest to any theory, if presented well.

I followed his suggestion and consequently divided the dissertation, with chapters 2 through 5 constituting the bulk of the pretheoretical section--though chapters 10 and 11 also present relevant data--and chapters 6 through 12 constituting the theoretical section. The formal publication of this dissertation more than a dozen years after I finished it bears out the wisdom of this decision.

At this temporal distance, much of the theoretical section--rooted as it is in the assumptions of syntactic frameworks of the mid-to-late 1970s, before binding conditions, slash-categories, and the like--seems outdated and even a bit naive; the pretheoretical section, however, still presents very interesting facts about the syntax of a stage of a well-known language, Greek, which had not been described previously and thus which have a validity that is not linked to the ups and downs of linguistic theorizing. Indeed, in the past 12 years, several studies have drawn on the facts presented in this dissertation or in my own derivative study (Joseph 1983b) which expanded the perspective adopted herein to take in all of the Balkan languages, not just Greek, and have amplified on aspects of my conclusions, either with regard to other Balkan languages ior with regard to Greek; these studies include Banfi 1989, Chaski 1988, Grosu & Horvath 1987, Moser 1988, Theophanopoulou-Kontou 1986, inter alia. It is worth pointing out as well that some value has been attributed to the pretheoretical section for the history of post-Classical Greek, encompassing stages of Greek which have attracted the least attention of any in the 3,500-year history of the language; at the risk of seeming immodest, I note that Browning 1983, for instance, in the revised edition of his classic work on the development of Greek in the post-Classical era, cites my dissertation in several places in regard to the infinitive and the various future tense formations in Medieval Greek.

In reworking this dissertation for publication in this series, I made a decision parallel to the one described above. The pretheoretical section seemingly has some validity as it stands, so that it appeared to be wisest--and in keeping with the spirit of the series--to keep it intact. That having been decided, it similarly seemed best not to change the basic character of the theoretical section, outdated though it may be. Again in keeping with the nature of the series--since "updatings" to dissertations that were written some time ago are encouraged--I decided to add commentary footnotes that would provide "glosses" on what I had written earlier. In some instances, these comments simply update bibliography, while in others, they point out flaws in the argumentation and signal areas in which new and relevant data has come to light. In addition, an appendix has been added with an extended excursus concerning facts relevant to the discussion in chapter 11.

Still, the question of the theoretical framework adopted in the theoretical section, and indeed even in the pretheoretical chapters where some descriptive framework is needed, is a significant one, and cannot simply be overlooked. Accordingly, in the commentary footnotes, specific places are noted where the assumptions of the 1970's are counter to what is generally believed to be the case today with regard to syntactic theory, and where they crucially affect the argumentation or the outcome of the discussion, the theory-specific nature of the claims is made evident.

At the same time, in addition to the inherent descriptive value of the pretheoretical sections, it can be pointed out that some of the facts discussed herein have general relevance for any theory of syntax. In a sense, they transcend the particulars of which theoretical framework one might choose to work in, and thus present challenges that any syntactic theory must answer to. For example:

a. the ultimate conclusion--that a language's inherited morphology provides the limits within which changes in the syntax occur--is entirely in keeping with recent work on the important role played by the morphological component in change in other parts of a grammar, especially phonological change, and thus suggests further that morphology may be a more central component in the grammar than is traditionally thought; see Joseph and Janda 1988 for some discussion.

b. the result reported on here that the syntactic developments dependent on the loss of the infinitive did not lead to the same effects in all constructions, as shown by the difference between Object Raising and Object Deletion on the one hand and Infinitival Relatives on the other (seeChapter 10), sugggests strongly that these constructions cannot be subsumed under the same general means of analysis; in particular, it would seem, from their historical development, that it cannot be the case that all three constructions are instantiations of the same syntactic processes, e.g. a rule of "Move-alpha" in the spirit of Chomsky's (1977) analysis of tough and too/enough constructions as being parallel to wh-extraction construction. It would seem, therefore, that the facts reported on here have a direct bearing on recent discussions concerning construction-based syntax (see, e.g., Fillmore Kay, & O'Connor 1988) and the question of whether syntactic constraints are general or instead are keyed to particular constructions (cf. Hukari & Levine 1991).

c. the fact that certain object pronominals become obligatory with the replacement of the infinitive (e.g. those in the complement clauses of Object Raising and Object Deletion constructions) whereas subject pronouns in Greek are typically suppressed on the surface when unemphatic (i.e. Greek is a subject-pro-drop language) is significant in the light of recent discussions of asymmetries in the behavior of subjects as opposed to objects (see, e.g. Marantz (1984: 23-31, 46-47, 81-83).

d. the reference to particular constructions and the subject-object asymmetries referred to above suggest that in the diachronic development of these sentence patterns in Greek, some access to grammatical relations is required, and thus theories which do not allow direct reference to grammatical relations may be hard-pressed to account for these developments; see Chaski 1988 for an explicit comparison of how well various current syntactic theories which differ in terms of their treatment of grammatical relations handle these facts from Greek.

e. the reference to particular constructions that is apparently called for by these developments also means that syntactic theories that do not somehow encode what in the 1970's were called differences of "derivational history" between superficially similar sentences may have difficulties accounting for the changes; this "encoding" may take the form of assigning different structural configurations to the different construction-types (e.g. treating the Greek equivalent of Infinitival Relatives as containing an adjunct clause and the Object Raising sentences as containing a true complement clause) or of utilizing devices such as empty categories (e.g. NP-trace or PRO in Government and Binding theory), but in any case would seem necessary if one has only the surface structure to work with. Similarly, given the evidence that has accumulated that the surface structure is the "where the action is" in language change (see the new commentary footnotes to Chapter 6 and Joseph 1990a for some discussion), it would seem that the evidence presented here demands that there be an "enriched" surface structure that makes such information available, although another possibility is that if the relevant information (e.g. the adjunct versus complement distinction) were predictable from the semantics of a given string, speakers could derive the appropriate--and necessary--syntactic structures from the meanings of the sentences they heard.

In addition, the facts reported in Chapter 11 concerning the development of Raising sentences in Greek allow, with an extension to a related set of data, for a comparison of the adequacy of derivational versus nonderivational theories of grammar, a point which though not as central to linguistic theory as it once may have been still is not without some interest. These additional facts and their analysis are presented in the Appendix.

The relevance of the facts reported on in this dissertation thus have seemingly withstood the test of time, by some measure, and thus are worth presenting in this new format, with updating and commentary, as seems appropriate.

The commentary footnotes which provide the updating necessary to this new edition of the dissertation are all labelled with capital letters, alphabetically sequenced, and are keyed to the places in each chapter where comments are most appropriate. The actual note is to be found at the end of each chapter, after the original footnotes. In this way, the original text and footnotes--for whatever value they may have of an historical or other nature--is (virtually) untouched, yet the new commentary is readily available where it can be most useful.

A few comments of a more mechanical nature concerning this version of the dissertation are in order. First, with regard to its publication history, it can be noted that in June of 1978 it was submitted to, and accepted by, the Department of Linguistics of Harvard University as a doctoral dissertation. Shortly thereafter, in December of 1978, it was printed and distributed without any changes--save retyping--by the Indiana University Linguistics Club. Parts of it appeared, in versions that had some revision but which preserved the conceptual basis of the dissertation, as Joseph 1980a, 1980b, 1980c, 1981a, 1981b, 1983b, 1983c, and 1986, and mention can also be made of various works that draw on results reported here, such as Joseph 1982, 1983a, 1983d, 1985a, and 1985b. Where appropriate, the commentary footnotes herein reflect the revisions in these derivative works.

The transcription conventions used here are described in footnote 8 of chapter 2, though for typographical ease in the present version, a colon (:) has been used to mark vowel length. Except where they are a part of a quoted passage, markings for accent have not been provided, for in general, they are extraneous to the matters under consideration here.

A few minor corrections, mostly of typographical errors, have been made in the original text as part of the process of preparing it for publication in this series. Similarly, a few inconsequential alterations in the formatting have been made. If at all significant, any such changes are noted in the new commentary footnotes.

Although the acknowledgements contained in the original are still valid, special mention is warranted for others in connection with the preparation of this updated version. In particular, I would like to thank Paul Dinsmoor and Chuck Yocom for invaluable technical assistance in helping me bridge the gap from typescript prepared on an electric typewriter 12 years ago (in the "dark ages", it seems) to laser printing on an electronic computer in the present. Support from the College of Humanities of the Ohio State University was also essential in making available some of the equipment necessary for the technological updating. Finally, all the members of my family--my two boys David and Adam (both of whom are "updates" since the original dissertation) and my wife Mary (not an "update" from before)--have earned my undying love (not that they didn't already have it!) for bearing with me and for showing understanding as I worked what must have seemed like endless hours on a project that took away from my time with them.

Columbus, Ohio
November 1990


Chapter 1
The Question of Methodology

Before beginning the pre-theoretical section, it is important to consider two methodological aspects of historical syntactic research, especially with regard to establishing synchronic analysis in a language like Greek, attested only in texts for some stages. In particular, one must consider why studies in historical syntax are possible, given the necessary substitution of textual evidence for the judgments of native speakers as the primary data, and also why the Greek textual corpus, especially that of Medieval Greek, can provide these primary data.

1. On Doing Historical Syntax

Detailed syntactic analysis, as is obvious from a brief look at any generative-syntactic work, generally requires access to the intuitions of native speakers as to the acceptability, synonymy, etc. of a variety of sentences, carefully constructed to test certain hypotheses about the structure of a given construction. The proper analysis of isolated sentences is often indeterminate—it is only when additional facts are adduced that the correct analysis becomes clear, and particular hypotheses are confirmed or disproved. Furthermore, the necessary judgments are often quite delicate.A

For example, the sentences of (1), by themselves, are indeterminate as to their respective underlying structures, and in fact, are quite similar in their surface structures:B

	(1) 	Jane was easy for us to take advantage of.
 	Jane was ready for us to take advantage of.




However, there are deep structural differences between the two which can only be brought out through a consideration of additional facts such as (2) and (3):

	(2) 	To take advantage of Jane was easy for us.
 	Taking advantage of Jane was easy for us.
 	It was easy for us to take advantage of Jane.


 	(3) 	*To take advantage of Jane was ready for us.
 	*Taking advantage of Jane was ready for us.
 	*It was ready for us to take advantage of Jane.




or the rather delicate distinction between (4) and (5):

	(4)?Advantage was easy to take of Jane.
 	(5) * Advantage was ready to take of Jane.


The effect of all these additional data is to establish (6a) as the structure underlying (1a) and (6b) as the structure underlying (1b):

[image: ]

Sentence (1a) is derived by a raising rule making the subordinate clause object, Jane, into the subject of the main clause, and (1b) is derived by a rule deleting the subordinate clause occurrence of Jane under identity with the main clause subject, Jane.1

The obvious problem with doing research on historical syntax, then, is the lack of access to the complete range of data that may be necessary to confirm or disprove a particular analysis. The crucial grammatical sentences may not occur in the corpus of texts for various reasons--the absence may be accidental, due to the subject matter, induced by the low frequency of the particular sentence-type in speech, etc. Furthermore, texts in general do not contain ungrammatical sentences,2/C so crucial ungrammatical sentences may never be available as data.

Despite these problems, though, it is possible for meaningful work in historical syntax to be carried out. In the first place, the texts do provide a limited range of data, from which it is generally possible to learn much about the general framework of the syntax of a language. In particular, the possible surface syntactic constructions of a language can be identified from textual evidence. When the goals of a work do not involve finely detailed syntactic analysis, these data may well be adequate.D In addition, when there is sufficient attestation, textual evidence allows for the use of statistical counts in making judgments of acceptability. This is especially so when a dischronic change is reflected in a significant variation in the ratio of the use of one surface configuration to another—as Ebert (1976: xi) puts it: "Quantitative analysis of variation may provide support for positing a significant difference in rules while there is but little change in surface forms."

Furthermore, the identification of the surface constructions of a language can sometimes lead to deeper analyses once data from other languages, i.e. language-universal considerations, are added. It is often the case that many languages which are readily accessible provide evidence that a predicate with a particular meaning can participate in a syntactic process. If the surface result of that process appears with that predicate in a less-accessible language, the claim can be put forth that that language possesses that syntactic process.

Such universal considerations are of help when one is faced with a surface construction whose underlying structure may be indeterminate, for they enable one to maintain that a particular analysis is the best available hypothesis, especially when no evidence exists to contradict it. For example, if a sentence such as (1a) is found in a text, with that language's word for EASY, and the surface nominal corresponding to Jane has the properties of the subject of the main clause, then an analysis of that sentence as being derived by the raising rule described earlier can be supported as the best available hypothesis, as opposed, for instance, to the deletion analysis proposed for (1b), because the adjective EASY triggers that raising process in many languages, including English, French, Yoruba, and others. Of course, any "hard" evidence, such as the existence of sentences corresponding to (2), is to be preferred, but even in the absence of such evidence, one can often put forth a particular analysis, with some degree of certainty, on semantic grounds.

The line of argumentation for and supporting of particular analyses is intimately linked to a general view of linguistic theory in which semantics and syntax are closely inter-related. The claim is that a particular predicate, either verbal or adjectival, because of its semantic features, MUST occur in a particular structural frame underlyingly, and that this is true for all natural languages and for all speakers of natural languages.3 Such support for analyses must be used with caution, though, for it is not always clear which specific linguistic features belong in such a universal grammar. Still, the indications from other languages are often strong enough to point toward one or the other analysis for a specific indeterminate sentence in a text.E

Therefore, in a very limited sense, ANY language can serve as a control over syntactic analyses of a language-stage accessible only through texts, since Universal Grammar must be sufficiently general to accomodate facts from any natural language. Even more important, though, in the study of the more recent stages of Greek is the fact that the modern language is available as a control. Languages tend not to change radically over relatively short periods of time,F and genetically closely related languages tend to share certain syntactic features.4 Modern Greek, therefore, as the immediate descendant of Medieval Greek,5 is especially useful for gaining insights into particular problems of analysis for earlier stages of Greek. Furthermore, most Greek scholars agree that Greek took on its essential form as "Modern Greek" by no later than the 16th century, so that Modern Greek is particularly well-suited as a control over Medieval Greek. For example, Costas (1936: 95) writes: "By the end of the 15th century the popular language had acquired most of the peculiarities which characterize it today."

In addition to hard textual evidence and semantic considerations, there is another factor that can facilitate diachronic syntactic research. As is well-known, non-native speakers of a language who have studied that language thoroughly can have veiy clear judgments about the grammaticality of sentences in that language. For example, from reading the corpus of Medieval Greek texts, one cannot help but gain an understanding of the way the language works, a "Sprachgefühl", which enables one to make educated guesses about how sentences were constructed at that time, which sentences were acceptable, and so forth.6/G

The net effect of all these factors, therefore, shows that it is possible to make good use of textual attestations without having to rely solely on the presence or absence of a particular sentence in the corpus, in carrying out historical syntactic research.H In general, then, it is possible to do historical syntax, even though the unavailability of native speakers of the relevant historical stages of a language admittedly can hamper investigations.I

2. Historical Syntax in Greek

With regard to the question of carrying out historical syntactic work in Greek, it is important to note that one is fortunate in having ample attestation and description for the early stages of the language, Classical Greek and Biblical (Old Testament and New Testament or Koine) Greek. In particular, there are numerous texts from these periods, numerous thorough descriptive grammars,7 several good lexicons,8 in some cases concordances,9 and so forth. These research tools make it possible to investigate the syntax of particular words and constructions. These resources were used to the fullest extent possible in the preparation of this thesis and form the basis for any claims made regarding Classical and Biblical Greek syntax.

With regard to Medieval Greek, though, the same wealth of texts and of descriptive materials is not available to the researcher. There are no good descriptive grammars of Medieval Greek compiled according to modern descriptive principles,10 although a few good works do exist on specific questions of Medieval Greek grammar,11 and the only Medieval Greek lexicon, that of Kriaras (1969 et seq.), is only complete through the second letter of the Greek alphabet at present.J Therefore, in order to be able to make claims regarding Medieval Greek syntax with any degree of authority, it was necessary, in doing the research for this thesis, to read through the corpus of relevant Medieval texts.

This, however, leads into what is perhaps the major problem in doing historical syntactic work in Medieval Greek--the nature of the texts. Although the number of texts from the Medieval period is staggering, not very many can be considered to be representative of vernacular Greek of the period in which they were written. The crucial question, then, concerns the reliability of the textual evidence as an indication of the possible forms and sentences of the spoken language.

The problem of the nature of the texts is one which is present throughout the history of Post-Classical Greek. Because of the overwhelming cultural influence of Classical Greece, Greek writers in Post-Classical times felt compelled to emulate the language and style of the Classical writers. This Atticizing drive resulted in the writing of many Medieval texts, in what can be called a "learned" style, which were virtually indistinguishable linguistically from the Greek of over 1,000 years before their time. This same force was behind the so-called "Language Question" of the 19th and 20th centuries in Greece, in which much political, social, and educational energy was expended in the battle between proponents of the archaizing, puristic, and largely artificial language (the so-called "Katharevousa") and those of the popular, vernacular language (the so-called "Demotic")11 Despite this Atticizing movement, though, there are many Medieval works written in an approximation of the spoken language of the period, although even these texts show signs of influence from the learned language. Therefore, even though no text reflects all the possible elements of the spoken language, there is still a fairly large collection of vernacular texts from the late Medieval period. And, there is considerable agreement among scholars as to which texts belong in this category.12

Browning (1969: 14-15; 78-79) briefly describes this corpus as follows:L


In the later medieval and early modern periods we have a great deal more direct evidence. There is a large body of literature, mostly poetry, written in a linguistic form which is clearly not that of contemporary purist [i.e. archaizing] literature. To take only a few examples, there are the vernacular prodromic poems of the middle of the twelfth century, the poems of Michael Glykas of the same period, theChronicle of Morea from the end of the thirteenth century, a group of verse romances, which are difficult to date exactly, but which probably belong to the thirteenth or fourteenth century, the epic poems on Achilles and Belisarios, various popular treatments of the theme of the Trojan War, laments on the fall of Constantinople, the poem on the plague at Rhodes of Emmanuel Georgillas (end of the fifteenth century), the poems of the Cretans Georgios Choumnos, Stephanos Sachlikes and Marinos Phalieros (same period), a group of love poems in Cypriot dialect, probably of the sixteenth century, and the extensive and important literature of the Cretan school of the later sixteenth and



Moreover, the language of these texts is relatively uniform, with no wide dialectal variation observable with regard to syntax.13

An additional resource in dealing with Greek of the late Medieval and early Modern periods is the evidence provided by descriptive grammars of the vernacular language which were written by contemporary humanists. As Browning (1969: 96) describes them:M


The earliest is the grammar of Nikolaos Sophianos of Corfu, written in the first half of the sixteenth century. There are grammars by Girolamo Germane (1622) and Simon Portius (1632). These all include elements from the learned language, and Sophianos describes specific features of his native dialect. But they nevertheless provide—and this is particularly true of Sophianos—a coherent account of a common spoken language with variants.



To this may be added Robertson's 1818 edition of the 1709 grammar written by the Capuchin Father Thomas, and others as well.14 The evidence these grammars offer, however, is not always of use in syntactic studies; still they can provide corroboration of crucial points on occasion.

Two additional points can be made regarding the use of the Medieval texts for information on vernacular Greek. First, to expand upon one of Browning's points, since many of these texts, especially the romances and epic poems, are pieces of popular literature, composed for enjoyment by an audience of uneducated and educated Greeks alike, it can be assumed that they were generally intelligible to that audience. A hearer's ability to comprehend a particular work can be taken as a reflection of at least a passive linguistic competence on his/her part. Therefore, the fact that these texts were intended for such an audience means that they do in fact say something about the


seventeenth centuries, culminating in the Erotokritos of Vintsentzos Kornaros.

Here we seem to be treading firmer ground. No single line of any of these poems could possibly be supposed to be intended as purist Greek. And certain of them are written in a dialect whose forms are often remote from those of the literary [i.e. learned] language.

Prose literature in near-vernacular Greek is much less rich. The Chronicle of Dukas, a few brief chronicles, the Cypriot Chronicle of Leontios Makhairas, the Assizes of Cyprus, itself a translation, and a number of unassuming paraphrases of works composed in the literary language, virtually exhaust the list.



grammar, or perhaps only a fragment of the grammar, which unschooled Medieval Greek speakers possessed.15/N

Furthermore, constructions which are restricted to written or stylized expression, and are therefore to some extent artificial, may still represent significant syntactic processes in the language. To draw a parallel from English, there are some syntactic processes which are virtually confined to written English, such as the subject-verb inversion setting off direct speech:

	(7) 	"When," asked John, "will we be leaving?"
 	Quoth the raven, "Nevermore."




No linguist, however, would deny that this process is a real part of the grammar of English, in spite of its restricted

occurrence.16 Therefore, in a similar situation with Greek materials, such evidence need not be summarily dismissed as representing purely artificial constructions.

3. Conclusion

It is clear, then, that historical syntactic research is possible in general, and that in particular, it is possible in Greek. The textual evidence, especially from Medieval Greek, allows one to draw inferences about the grammar of the Greek language as it was spoken and used in its various stages of development. Accordingly, the Medieval texts consulted for this present work are only those which are generally held to be representative of the vernacular language, and every effort was made to include all available vernacular texts. A full listing of these texts is given in the Bibliography.


1990 Commentary Footnotes:

A. Although I dwell here on the importance for syntactic analysis of speakers' intuitions concerning the acceptability of sentences, I recognize that there are other types of evidence that might be brought to bear on the evaluation of a given analysis, e.g. the ease (or lack thereof) of acquisition of a given construction or distinction in first or second language acquisition, results of psycholinguistic experiments, variation studies, and the like. It goes without saying that such other types of evidence are also generally unavailable for earlier stages of a language. Still, in emphasizing grammaticality judgments, I am following the mainstream in syntactic research, which for the most part relies heavily on this type of data.
 B. The discussion in this section is based largely on the assumption of a "multistratal" syntax in which there is another level of structure in addition to the surface structure.
 C. Lightfoot (1979: 5-6) presents other cases of ungrammatical sentences being present in texts, including some of Shakespeare's works, often for literary effect. Especially interesting is his reference to a claim made by J. P. Thorne "that the language of Leontes in the early part of The Winter's Tale is at times extremely awkward and occasionally downright ungrammatical... [as] a dramatic device to convey the private delusions and incoherence engendered by Leontes' jealousy".
 D. Kroch (1990: 200) discusses the problems of research into syntactic change eloquently, and makes the important observation that "for reasonably simple sentences, if a certain type does not occur in a substantial corpus, then it is not grammatically possible in the language of that corpus". He adds that in such cases, "the assumption is, of course, problematic since non-occurrence in a corpus may always be due to non-grammatical, contextual factors or even to change", but goes on to justify the methodology by nothing that "still, for structurally simple cases ... it is unlikely to lead us far astray".
 E. This last point should be tempered a bit; the universalist approach and modified "generative semantics" view adopted here at best lead to a plausibility argument for a given hypothesis rather than real support. Still, it is often the most that one can do when dealing with sentences from a "corpus" language, i.e. one known only through textual attestation. Clearly, it is at such points that one would like to have a tightly constrained theory which could dictate what the analysis is even in indeterminate cases. The difficulty, though, is the lack of agreement concerning what the content of such a constrained theory is or should be, controversies which are unlikely to be resolved easily.
 F. I recognize of course that the accumulation of changes over long periods of time may at some stage reach a critical point at which the resulting language-state is quite different from any preceding states. Moreover, there can be drastic change within a generation or two in cases of language shift;
see Thomason and Kaufman (1988) for some discussion.
 G. This Sprachgefühl cannot replace native speaker judgments, but again, is the next-best approximation available in some cases. Pillinger (1980: 55-6) has adopted a viewpoint with regard to claims about the syntax of Latin that is similar to that expressed here, and indeed, much traditional pedagogy in the classical languages draws upon such a feel for the language in question in stating what is usual or customary in the syntax. As Lightfoot (1979: 6) points out, "enough is known about Classical Greek ... to allow most college curricula to include courses on prose composition, where the student composes and the teacher corrects original and otherwise unattested Greek sentences, based on their trained intuitions about the language". He continues by saying that "we make no apologies for doing the same here [in doing historical syntax]. To do otherwise is to impose an unrealistic limitation on one's analyses".
 H. One might phrase it this way: doing historical syntax requires picking the right questions to ask; there may be some aspects of the syntax that can never be profitably examined from an historical perspective, but if the research question is carefully selected, interesting results are not precluded. In the case of the changes in Greek discussed herein, enough relevant data is to be found in the texts to make it clear that a change had occurred and to allow for some speculation as to the causes of the change. See also note D and the quotation from Kroch 1990.
 I. Another type of study of syntactic change is that of change in progress, often to be gotten at via a study of synchronic variation; clearly such methodology is not applicable to the present situation.
 J. As of late 1990, 9 volumes Kriaras' dictionary were available, the last one being published in 1985; roughly half of the alphabet has been covered, up to midway through <m>.
 K. The literature on the "language question" is enormous, and is not fully germane to the topic at hand. Browning (1983) has a good summary of the history of this issue and the state of affairs in the early 1980's. Mackridge (1990) has an excellent discussion, with a focus on the developments in the last half of the 20th century.
 L. In the second edition of his book (1983: 5-6; 75), Browning describes the corpus in much the same terms, changing only a few spellings and adding (p. 75) that the Chronicle of Dukas "is in a mixture of demotic and learned Greek".
 M. In the second edition of his book (1983: 93), Browning gives the same description of these grammars. A reprinting of Legrand's 1874 edition of Sophianos' grammar is now available, brought out in 1977 by Th. Papadopoulos, who added an extensive introductory essay. Mention can also be made here of the 17th century grammar of Romanos Nikephoros, edited by J. Boyens in 1908.
 N. A similar argument has been advanced concerning the question of whether Sanskrit was a
living language in India in the classical period, based on the fact that both languages were used in classical drama; as Hock and Pandharipande (1976: 116) sum it up: "the mutually intelligible use of Sanskrit and Pra:krit in classical drama, as well as the fact that both Sanskrit and Pra:krit must have been intelligible to the audiences of classical drama, [can be] adduced as evidence for the fact that Sanskrit was a spoken—and widely understood—language". While there is some question about the validity of the evidence from drama—see Lee 1986 for a review of the relevant literature—what is important here is the fact that the same type of argument as is mentioned here for Greek has been brought forward in a different context for a different language.




Footnotes To Chapter 1

1. See Chapters 3 and 4 for more discussion of these rules and constructions.
 2. It is argued below in Chapter 5 that sometimes in poetic works, one can find sentences which were probably unacceptable in ordinary contexts. In particular, one future construction in Medieval Greek, though occassionally attested in the texts, nonetheless was probably not fully grammatical. Such a situation, however, is generally not the case. See Armstrong (1977) for another example of a construction which was probably ungrammatical nonetheless occurring in texts, in this case, from Early Modern Irish.
 3. Robin Lakoff (1968: 7-8), in her work on the historical syntax of late Latin, discusses this hypothesis and its relation to historical syntactic work:
We assume, then, that in order to know how to speak a language, one does not depend only on the grammar of that language; he also depends on an implicit, inborn knowledge of language, present in all human beings, a knowledge of what is conceivable in language and what is not. This general framework on which specific grammars of languages are based is as much a part of the human baby's internal knowledge as is the instinct that causes him to cry when hungry.
Elements of Universal Grammar need not be learned specially by children, nor stated in any particular grammar of a language.
 4. For example, the early Indo-European languages all showed wide use of nominal cases to encode grammatical relations, the Caucasian languages are typically ergative, Bantu languages make extensive use of noun-classifiers, etc.
 5. The accepted view is that Byzantine and Medieval Greek is based on the Hellenistic Koine, and not directly on Classical Attic Greek. However, some writers go even further and connect Modern Greek directly with Attic Greek; cf. this quote from Jannaris (1968: §028): "The Greek of to-day, as spoken by the people ... is a direct survival and development of classical Attic...." All that is crucial for the purpose of using Modern Greek as a control over Medieval Greek is that the link between Medieval and Modern Greek be direct.
 6. Lakoff (1968: 3) writes of this phenomenon with respect to Latin and the question of doing historical syntax in Latin.
 7. For example, Kühner-Gerth (1904) and Smyth (1920) for Classical Greek, Winer (1859), Robertson (1914), and Blass-Debrunner (1961) for New Testament Greek.
 8. For example, Liddell and Scott (1940) for Classical Greek, Sophocles (1900), Arndt and
Gingrich (1957), and Lampe (1961) for Hellenistic and Post-Classical Greek.
 9. For example, Bruder (1867) for the Greek New Testament.
 10. Some grammars written in the late Medieval period do exist, cf. below, p. 6 for a description of these grammars.
 11. For example, Psicharis (1884) discusses the Medieval Greek future in some detail, and Hesseling (1892) gives an account of the infinitive in Medieval Greek.
 12. Cf. Knös (1962), Browning (1969), Kriaras (1969), Beck (1971), and others.
 13. There are of course some morphological and phonological differences within and between texts; the syntax, however, seems fairly stable. It should be noted also that many scholars, e.g. Browning (1969: 85-86), believe in the existence of a common Medieval Greek Koine, which is evident in the Medieval vernacular texts.
 14. Cf. the introduction to Legrand's edition of Sophianos' grammar (1874), in which Legrand discusses these various Medieval Greek grammars.
 15. I owe this observation to Colin Edmonson of the American School of Classical Studies in Athens, Greece.
 16. Other such restricted processes in English include Gapping, as in (i), and Right-Node Raising, as in (ii), both of which have the feel of elevated, literary style:
(i) John plays the saxophone and his brother, the tuba.
(ii) Congress passed, and the President later vetoed, several important energy measures.
 17. The list of texts consulted for this work compares favorably with that of other works which survey Medieval and Modem Greek literature in order to study a particular syntactic development, for example Bânescu (1915), Burguière (1960), Aerts (1965), and Bakker (1966).




Chapter 2
The History of the Infinitive in Greek

In this chapter, various aspects of the historical development of the infinitive in Greek are discussed. One of the most striking differences between Modern Greek and earlier stages of Greek, e.g. Classical or Biblical, is the fact that whereas in earlier Greek, infinitives abounded in a variety of functions (see §2.1), in Modern Greek, these forms are severely restricted in both use and number. The extent of this restriction is so great that Modern Greek is commonly called a language which completely lacks this verbal category.1/A This does not mean that the finite/non-finite distinction for verbs was lost, only that the distribution of this distinction changed--in Chapter 7, it is shown that Modern Greek still has this distinction.

The following working definition of an infinitive is assumed throughout this thesis:B an infinitive is a verbal form which is non-finite, showing no markings for either the person or number of the subject of the action it expresses. Furthermore, the infinitive can be characterized in terms of typical syntactic functions it serves,2 such as its occurrence in certain complement constructions, especially as the complement to verbs and adjectives, in the expression of purpose, and so forth. These two parameters--non-finiteness and syntactic function--serve to distinguish the Greek infinitive from other verbal forms in the language.

Moreover, as far as Greek is concerned, these forms which were not marked for person or number also carried no overt marking for tense. With the exception of the future infinitive, which in Classical Greek was regularly used only to represent the future indicative in indirect discourse,3 the different forms of the Ancient Greek infinitive did not have regular uses in which each corresponded to a particular tense. As Smyth (1920: 413) writes:


The tenses of the ... infinitive ... do not refer to the differences in kind of time. Thus graphein and grapsai to write, gegraphenai to finish writing, may be used of the present, the past, or the future depending on context



The infinitival forms instead expressed aspectual differences--the present represented a durative action, the aorist an instantaneous action, and the perfect a completed action or present state.

In addition, although the Greek infinitive behaves like a nominal form in certain syntactic respects, for example it can occur as the subject or object of a verb, it does not participate in all the morphological processes which characterize nominals. In particular, the Greek infinitive per se is never marked for case. Thus a distinction can be made in Greek between infinitives and (derived) verbal nouns.4 An infinitive such as Ancient Greek graphein 'to write' has no markings for person and number--the derived verbal noun, such as Modern Greek grapsimo '(act of) writing', while also unmarked for person and number of the subject, nonetheless behaves like a nominal in all respects, and in particular, has distinct case forms:5





	(1)
	Singular
	Plural



	NOM.
	grapsimo
	grapsimata



	GEN.
	grapsimatos
	grapsimato(n)



	ACC.
	grapsimo
	grapsimata







To sum up the properties of the Greek infinitive, then, it was a verbal form which was non-finite, unmarked for tense, and used in certain specific syntactic functions. Although nominal in some respects, it was not fully so, for it did not inflect for case.

Therefore one should interpret the claim that Modern Greek lacks the verbal category of infinitive to mean that Greek no longer has a productive way of generating these non-finite, non-tensed, syntactically specialized verbal forms. Instead of infinitival verb forms, in general Modern Greek makes use of finite verb forms which are always marked for both person and number.

The demise of the infinitive was a gradual process that had its beginnings in the later stages of Classical Greek and continued up through Medieval Greek. With the exception of a handful of lexical items which go back to earlier infinitives, some fixed phrases which seem to be borrowings into standard colloquial Modern Greek from the archaistic learned language,6/C and one grammatical formative based on an old infinitive, Modern Greek no longer has a productively formed infinitive. This chapter, accordingly, is organized as follows: first, the general means of replacement for the infinitive and some related developments are examined more carefully; next, the actual historical sequence of changes, to the extent they can be recovered, is presented, and then the question of the dating of this change in Greek is taken up. Finally, more details concerning the Modern Greek situation are given, including some facts about dialect retentions of infinitives and the relation of the developments in Greek to similar ones in other Balkan languages.

1. Replacements of the Infinitive and Related Phenomena

For the most part, the infinitive was replaced by finite verbal forms, i.e. those marked for both person and number. In some cases, a bare finite verbal form in place of an older infinitive can be found, while in other cases, the finite replacement has an additional marking, either the particleD na, from earlier hina, or the complementizer otilpos. Oti and pos are iso-functional morphemes which differ only in that oti is the slightly more formal variant and pos the more colloquial. Both forms, however, occur with high frequency in Modern Greek. The distribution of these two replacements for an earlier infinitive, na plus finite verb and otilpos plus finite verb, is generally regular and predictable depending on the semantic class of the predicate upon which the infinitive depended.7 For example, verbs of cognitive activity--saying, thinking, and the like--which in earlier stages of Greek were followed by an infinitive, are found with otilpos plus a finite verb instead of the infinitive. On the other hand, expressions of ability or fitness and verbs which incorporate as part of their meaning some "expression of will" are both found construed with na plus a finite verb in place of an earlier construction with an infinitive. The situation is a little more complicated regarding infinitives which depended on nouns and adjectives, but in general, replacement of the infinitive by na plus a finite verb is regular in this case. Some examples of this distribution are as follows:8

	(2) 	Classical Greek: taut' estin, o: Kallikleis, ha ego: ake:koo:s
 these/NTR are VOC which/NTR.PL I/NOM hearing/PPL
 pisteuo: ale:the: einai (PI. Gorg. 524A)
 believe/1SG true/NTR.PL be/INF
 'These are the things, O Kallikleis, that I, having heard, believe are true'
 Modern Greek: pistevo oti/pos afta ine aliθina
 believe/1SG COMP these/NTR are true/NTR.PL
 'I believe that these things are true'

 	Classical Greek: Persai gartheon nomizousi einai pur (Hdt. 3.16)
 Persians for god/ACC think/3PL be/INF fire/ACC
 'For the Persians think that fire is a god'
 Modern Greek: nomizo oti/pos i fotia ine θeos
 think/1SG the-fire/NOM is god/NOM
 'I think that fire is a god'

 	Early Greek: pant' ethelo: domenai (Il. 7.364)
 all/NTR want/1SG give/INF
 'I am willing to give (back) all'
 Later: thele:sate hina kai humeis thele:thet:e (Ignat. 696A (6c.))
 want/2PL.IMPV even you/NOM.PL be-acceptable/2PL
 'You might want even yourselves to be acceptable'

 	Modern: θelo na tin do
 want/1SG her/ACC see/1SG
 'I want to see her'

 	Early Greek: pre:ksai d'empe:s ou ti dune:seai (Il 1.562)
 accomplish/INF but entirely not anything can/2SG.FUT
 'You will not be able to accomplish anything entirely'
 Later me:de kontarin dunetai pote na se skoto:sei (Imb. I, 257 (14c.))
 not sword can/3SGever you/ACC kill/3SG.SUBJ
 'And a sword can never kill you'

 	Classical: ei per autoi e:san hikanoi Polukratea parastesasthai (Hdt. 3.45)
 if Part, they were/3PL suitable/PL ACC subdue/INF
 'If they were suitable (i.e. capable) for subduing Polycrates ...'
 Later: ou gar hikanos eimi ego: hina hupo te:n stege:n mou eiselthe:is (Luke 7.6)
 not for NOM am I/NOM under the tent/ACC my enter/2SG.SUBJ
 'For I am not suitable for you to come in under my tent'

 	Classical: ennepo:... hoti nun kairos erdein (S. El. 1367-8)
 warn/1G COMP now time/NOM act/INF
 'I warn ... that it is time now to act'
 Modern: ine keros na foresome ta palta
 is/3SG season/NOM wear/IPL the-coats/ACC
 'It is the season for us to wear our coats'
 BUT: g. Classical: phaneron de hoti kai Lakedaimonioi out'... etheloien
 clear/NTR but COMP even NOM.PL not want/3PL.OPT
 an diagonizesthai (Xen. Mem. 3.9.2)
 Part. struggle/INF
 'It is clear that the Lakedaimonians might not be willing to struggle'
 Modern: ine fanero oti/pos o Yanis kerdise to laxio
 is clear/NTR John/NOM won/3SG the-lottery/ACC
 'It is clear that John won the lottery'.





The occurrence of a bare finite verb in place of an infinitive is generally rarer than that of a finite verb with na or otilpos. The only context in which the bare verb appears regularly is in one of the future constructions involving the verb thelo: 'want, will' as a quasi-auxiliary which arose in Medieval Greek. Briefly, out of a future type with the verb thelo: inflected for person and number followed by an infinitive, another formation was created with an inflected form of thelo: followed by another fully inflected verb form, for example (see Chapter 5 for details):

	(3) theleis idein ~ theleis ideis
 will/2SG see/INF 2SG see/2SG
 'You will see'.



The bare finite verb is regular in the secondarily-created future tense formation. A more sporadic use of the bare finite verb occurred after thelo: in its volitive sense 'want', when the subject of thelo: is distinct from the subject of the complement verb, e.g.:

	(4) ti thelete me poie:so: humin (Mark 10.36)
 what want/2PL me/ACC do/1SG.SUBJ you/DAT.PL
 'What do you want me to do for you?'



where Classical usage would have had an infinitive, poie:sai. In this case, though, it is unclear whether this usage continued the older type or was simply an extension of the Classical Greek use of a "deliberative" subjunctive after boulei or boulesthe 'do you want',9 e.g.:

	(5) boulesth' epespesomen (Eur. Hec. 1042)
 want/2PL fall-on/1PL.SUBJ
 'Shall we fall on?'.



The finite verb that appears with na can be one of several forms.E The most common of these are the simple present indicative of the verb and the indefinite, or aorist, subjunctive form, which is formed by adding present endings to a stem most often characterized by the addition of -s-to the indicative stem, with various morphophonemic changes in the stem. These two forms represent aspectual differences--the indicative generally expresses continuous, habitual, or imperfective action, while the indefinite expresses instantaneous or perfective action;10/F for example:

	(6) 	θelo na mu plekis ena pulover kaθe vdomada
 wani/1SG me/GEN knit/2SG.INDIC a-sweater/ACC each week/ACC
 'I want you to knit me a sweater every week'

 	θelo na mu pleksis ena pulover tora
 knit/2SG.INDEF now
 'I want you to knit me a sweater now'

 	θelo na dulevo edo pandote
 work/1SG.INDIC here always
 'I want to work here forever'



 	den θelo na dulepso edo pali
 not work/1SG.INDEF again
 'I don't want to work here again'.



Besides these aspectually distinct forms, forms that differ in tense also occur with the particle na. In general, these have a modal sense. For example, in Modern Greek, na can be followed by the imperfect, i.e. the past tense corresponding to the present indicative, by the aorist, the past tense corresponding to the indefinite, or by one of the perfect tenses, either the present perfect or the pluperfect:G

	(7) 	kalitera na efevga ekini tin stigmi
 better leave/1SG.IMPF that-the-moment/ACC
 'It would have been better had I left at that moment'

 	bori na xorepsa me8izmenos
 can/3SG dance/1SG.AOR drunk/NOM
 'It might have been (the case) that I danced while drunk!'

 	bori na ton exo di mikros
 can/3SG him/ACC have/1SG seen small/NOM
 'I might have seen him when I was little'

 	kalitera na min ton ixa di
 better not him had/1SG seen
 'It would have been better if I hadn't seen him'.





Similarly, the infinitive replacements marked with otilpos take the full range of tensed, finite verbs. The verb with otilpos can be present, past (imperfect or aorist), perfect, pluperfect, or future, for example:

	(8) 	nomizo oti o Yanis pistevi afto to miθo
 think/1SG John/NOM believes/3SG this-the-story/ACC
 'I think that John believes this story'

 	nomizo oti o Yanis pisteve pos i gi ine tetragono
 believed/3SG.IMPF the-earth/NOM is square
 'I think that John used to believe that the earth is a square'

 	nomizo oti o Yanis pistepse afto pu tu ipame
 believed/3SG.AOR that which him told/IPL
 'I think that John believed what we told him'



 	nomizo oti o Yanis exi pistepsi afto to miθo apo mikros
 has/3SG believed from small/NOM
 "I think that John has believed this story from childhood'

 	nomisa oti o Yanis ekini tin stigmi ixe pistepsi afto pu tu ipame
 thought/1SG that-the-moment/ACC had/3SG believed that which him told/IPL
 'I thought that at that moment John had believed what we told him'

 	nomizo oti o Yanis θa pistepsi afto to mieo
 FUT believe/3SG
 'I think that John will believe this story'.



The finite verb replacements for the older infinitive are therefore fully tensed as well as being marked for person and number. Bearing in mind that the infinitive of earlier stages of Greek was not itself marked for tense, it is possible to further characterize this change in Greek as the replacement of the non-finite, non-tensed infinitives by finite, tensed verbs.

The reduction and ultimate retreat of this verbal category in Greek coincided with two other parallel developments. First, the fact that the infinitive was diminishing in its domain was counter-balanced by an increase in the productivity and consequently the number of abstract verbal nouns in the language. As Mirambel (1966: 175) puts it:


C'est, en compensation, le développement dans le système nominal, des substantifs en -sis (-se:) et en -ma ou -simo, qui remplacent les etnplois anterieurs des infinitifs "substantives" aceompagnés de l'article: tó phileîn "le fait d'aimer", to gráphein "le fait d'ecrire", tó kapnízein "le fait de fumer", etc. sont remplacés par les substantifs neutres tó phíle:ma, tó grápsimo, tó kápnisma, etc.



As mentioned earlier, these verbal nouns are to be distinguished from infinitives in that they participate in all nominal processes, including case-marking, while infinitives show no case distinctions proper.

These new verbal nouns in part replaced the infinitive in its use as a substantive (the so-called "articular infinitive"), in which the infinitive was preceded by the neuter definite article to, inflected for the appropriate case and number. The articular infinitive was particularly common in Classical Greek and up through late Hellenistic Greek (5th century A.D.)11 as the object of prepositions,12 for example:

	(9) 	dia to en toioutoi einai toukindunou prosiontos (Xen. A nab. 1.7.5)
 because the/MTR in such/DAT be/INF the-danger/GEN coming-on/PPL.GEN
 'on account of your being in such (a situation of) imminent danger'

 	meta to eme grapsai (Pfrinc. 137.1 (5th or 6th c.))
 after me/ACC write/INF
 'after I had written .. .'.





Furthermore, in one Medieval example, it seems that one of these new abstract verbal nouns was used where earlier an infinitive could have been used as the complement of a verb. In Erotokritos, the 17t century Cretan epic, the following sentence occurs:

	(10) totreksimo n'arkhisoun (II.1316)
 the-running/NTR.NOM FUT begin/3PL
 'They will begin running'.



It is unclear, though, whether treksimo here stood in place of an older infinitive, e.g. n'arkhisoun trekhein, or whether it was simply a nominal object of the verb 'begin'. This verb can be used both with verbal complements and with simple nominal complements, as in:

	(11) ton polemon arkhasan (Morea 1480 (13 c.))
 the-battle/ACC began/3PL
 'They began the battle'.



Still, the use of a verbal noun in -simo here is interesting and may reflect a further encroachment upon the domain of the older infinitive by these new verbal nouns. However, since this is the only example of this type to be found in a Medieval text, and since it comes from a rather late text, it is probably not significant.

The other development parallel to the demise of the infinitive is a reduction in the number and use of the other class of non-finite verbal forms in Greek, the participles. Like infinitives, participles were not marked for the person of their subject, although they were marked for number. Mirambel (1961: 46) describes the situation thus:


Le grec présente, au cours de son histoire, cette particularité d'avoir, dans le système de son verbe, reduit notablement, sinon éiliminé les formes dites "nominales", qui, dans d'autres langues indo-européennes, non seulement ont conserveé leurs emplois, mais souvent même les ont developés. Ces formes sont, en premier lieu, les infinitifs ... en second lieu, ce sont les participes qui, aujourd'hui, se trouvent limités à trois formes.



Where Ancient Greek had some 13 participial forms, Modern Greek has only three.H Thus the developments with the infinitive and the participles in the passage from Ancient Greek through Medieval Greek to Modern Greek can be seen as a drift away from non-person-marked verbal forms.

One question that has arisen time and again in writings on these developments in Greek is that of why this drift should have occurred, and in particular, why it should have been so complete with regard to the infinitives. Various answers haye been offered, none really satisfactory. The Greek scholar Jannaris, for instance, spoke of the loss of the infinitiye as follows (Jannaris (1968: 568-9)):


When we remember that the characteristic feature of the Greek finite verb in A[ncient times] was wealth of forms (249 in all, as against 94 in Latin, and 38 in Gothic . . .), a fact which lent it a unique perspicuity and precision, the conditions of the infinitive compared with it very unfavourably. For the latter expresses neither number nor person, in many cases not even time. Thus graphein means to write or writing without specification of person, number, or time .. . . Another disadvantage of the infinitive lay in the circumstance that neither its nature nor its meaning was clearly defined except when taken in connextion with the governing word. In short, the infinitive was an imperfect instrument of the language, and was serviceable only as the complement of a leading word.

To these introductory and general remarks we must add another consideration of cardinal importance: the genius of all languages, as they are actually spoken by the masses, is simplicity, clearness, very often also emphasis. Now of these characteristics of popular speech only simplicity or brevity may be claimed for the infinitive. A Greek, then, who aimed particularly either at precision, or emphasis, or both, was often compelled to resolve the infinitive into a finite mood with the appropriate particle, and thus obtain the desired effect with regard to the precise meaning, person, number, or time.



Similarly, Burguière (1960: 235) at the end of his survey of developments with the Greek infinitive from Homeric up through late Medieval Greek says the following, in discussing the "merits" of the finite subjunctive as opposed to the infinitive:


Le subjonctif faisait partie des paremphatiká, il "mettait en lumiere" la personne intéressée par la notion verbale; ce qu'on reprochait à l'infinitif, . . . c'est précisement ce que dénonce son nom d'aparémphatos (égklisis): il "ne marque pas les personnes".... La prédilection du langage spontané-- qui a fini par vaincre--est allée d'instinct vers la solution qui demandait le moins d'effort, introduisait le moins de trouble dans le maniement des pieces maîtresses de toute expression d 'idées, si frustes soient-elles.



"Explanations" such as these lack any compelling force for several reasons. First, the finite/non-finite distinction is important syntactically in Greek to this day, as shown in Chapter 7. Second, at some point in its history, Greek created a complex system of infinitival verb forms, even though it had a wealth of finite forms--Jannaris' implication that the infinitive in some way did not fit into the "genius" of the Greek language cannot explain the creation of the infinitive, except by claiming that the "genius" of Greek changed between Classical and Medieval times for some reason. This merely pushes the question back one step further, replacing one unknown factor with another. Third, the notion of what constitutes a simplification and a more efficient system for a language is far from clear--the loss of the infinitive certainly reduced the number of verbal forms, but it also led to a situation in which a high degree of redundant information is often expressed. For example, in all Modern Greek sentences with the subject of a subordinate clause coreferent with the subject of a main clause, EACH verb must be marked for the person and number of this subject. This is a situation in which many languages, including English, French, Turkish, and Hebrew, "feel the need" to inflect only one of the verbs in this way.

Therefore, these impressionistic attempts to explain the Greek loss of the infinitive simply are not satisfactory. It seems then, that there is no good explanation for why this loss occurred--we are left only with the fact that it did occur.

One factor which must have played a role, however small, in this loss--and it is important that this role not be overemphasized--is the homophony that resulted between the Greek infinitives and third person present indicative and indefinite verb forms. This homophony resulted from several "conspiratorial" forces at work in the language.

The Ancient Greek infinitive had different endings depending on the voice and aspectual stem of the verb.13 In tabular form, these were, for the vast majority of verbs:14





	
	Active
	Passive
	Middle



	Present/ Future
	-ein
	-----
	-sthai



	First Aorist
	-(s)ai
	-the:nai
	-sthai



	Second Aorist
	-ein
	-e:nai
	-sthai



	Perfect
	-enai
	------
	-sthai







By the Medieval Greek period, from the 12th century on, the endings of the infinitive were:15/I





	
	Active
	Medio-Passive


	Present/Future
	-ei(n)
	-the:(n)



	First Aorist
	-(s)ei(n)
	-the:(n)



	Second Aorist
	-ei(n)
	-the:(n)







The Perfect infinitive was lost due to the fact that the perfect was abandoned as a formal class in late Hellenistic times.16 The middle ending was given up in favor of the Passive ending, which was generalized throughout the medio-passive system.17 The other forms were the result of a sequence of analogical changes.

First, the first aorist active ending was remade to -(s)ein to agree in vocalism and form with the remaining active infinitives. The vocalism of the resulting single active ending -ein and of the penultimate syllable of the new medio-passive ending -(th)e:nai, by the seventh century A.D. had undergone a phonological merger, with both ending up as [i].18 Thus the active ending was phonetically [-in] and the medio-passive ending [-(θ)ine] (-ai having undergone monophthongization to -e). Since Greek underwent no general process by which final vowels were deleted, the ultimate form -the:n must have been created by analogical pressures within the system of the infinitive, so that all Greek infinitives came to end in [-in].19

At this point, regular phonological changes of Greek can explain the ultimate homophony between these infinitives and third singular finite forms. The third singular active forms ended in -ei in the indicative and in -e:i in the indefinite (subjunctive), and the third singular passives ended in -e: in the indicative (aorist) and in -e:i in the indefinite. These vowels, as noted above, all merged phonologically as [i] by the 7th century A.D. The final -n of the infinitives was therefore all that was preventing total homophony among all these forms.

This -n was lost by a regular sound change of 10th to 12th century Medieval Greek.20/J In a change which probably began as a sandhi phenomenon before initial consonants in a following word, n was deleted in word-final position. This occurred in nouns and adjectives as well as in these infinitives, for example, Nominative/Accusative Neuter singular próso.pon 'face' > prósopo, Genitive plural prosó:po:n > prosópo,K Accusative singular masculine kalón 'good' > kaló, etc. Evidence that this was a sandhi rule originallyL comes from the fact that the final -n was occasionally generalized to forms which did not originally have it, especially third singular present forms, such as legei in:

	(12) tote ho bous ephthegksato kai legei pros boubalin (Quadrup. 611 (14c.))
 then the-bull/NOM made-a-noise/3SG and says/3SG to buffalo/ACC
 'Then the bull made a noise and said to the buffalo'.



The Paris Manuscript (Paris 2911) has legein with a final -n on the third singular form. This last fact is particularly interesting for it shows that there was some mutual influence between the categories of infinitive and third singular indicative. The resulting endings of the infinitives were therefore -ei ([-i]) and -the: ([-thi]). The homophony with finite forms is shown in the following table:21





	
	Infinitive
	Third Singular



	Active
	graphei (Pres.)
	graphei (Indic.)



	
	grapsei (Aor.)
	grapse:i (Indef.)



	Medio-Passive
	graphthe:
	graphthe:i (Indef.)







However, as noted earlier, this homophony cannot be the only cause of the Greek loss of the infinitive. Languages certainly can tolerate a fairly high degree of homophony, so the mere fact of infinitives and finite verbs being homophonous cannot serve as a valid explanation for the loss of the verbal category of infinitive. More importantly, even, this development came too late to be a cause for the complete demise of the infinitive, since, as is shown in the next section, the process began in early Post-Classical times. In fact, the mutual influence existing between the two categories which examples like (12) show would generally only be possible if the infinitive were already a dying form, for otherwise, the language would be expected to have kept the two forms quite distinct. Therefore, this homophony and the potential confusion of a dying non-finite form with a living finite form could only have accelerated the process of the loss of the infinitive, and not caused it.

2. Infinitive-Loss in its Historical Perspective M

2.1:

The infinitive in Classical Greek had several functions, many of which have already been brought out in the discussion. Some of the more important among these were the following:22

a. Subject in a sentence, most typically extraposed after an impersonal main verb; e.g.:


to gar thanaton dedienai ouden allo estin e:

the/NTR for death/ACC fear/INF nothing other/NTR is/3SG than

dokein sophon einai me: onta (PI. Apol. 29a)

seem/INF wise/ACC be/INF not being/ACC.PPL

'For to fear death is nothing other than seeming wise though not being so'



b. Object complement to a variety of main verbs, including verbs of saying and thinking (what the traditional grammarians call the infinitive of Indirect Discourse), and verbs of WILL or VOLITION. Two cases are to be distinguished here--one in which the subject of the main verb was identical with the subject of the infinitive, and one in which they were not identical. In the former case, the embedded subject is generally absent on the surface, while in the latter, it surfaces in the accusative case, e.g. (cf. (2a,b) for further examples):

	pant' ethelo: domenai (Il. 7.364)
 all/NTR.PL want/1SG give/INF
 'I am willing to give (back) all'

 	alia pothi Zeus ethel' Akhaioisin thanaton poleessi genesthai (Il. 19.274)
 but somehow NOM wanted/3SG DAT.PL death/ACC many/DAT happen/INF
 'But Zeus somehow wanted death to befall many Achaeans'



c. The clause remnant left after Subject-to-Subject Raising, the rule by which the subject of a subordinate clause becomes the subject of the main clause, for example with doko: 'seem':


dokeeis de moi ouk apinussein (Od. 5.342)

seem/2SG but to-me not be-senseless/INF

'You do not seem to me to be senseless'



d. Complement to adjectives and nouns, a use which actually comprises several distinct syntactic types: so-called EQUI constructions, like (b.i) above, where the subject of the main clause is identical to the subject of the infinitive, Object Deletion, where the subject of the main clause is identical to the object of the infinitive (see Chapter 3), and Object Raising, where the object of the infinitive is moved to become the subject of the main clause (see Chapter 4), e.g.:


EQUI: hetoimoi eisi makhesthai (Xen. Cyrop. 4.1.1)

ready/NOM.PL are/3PL fight/INF

'They are ready to do battle'

Object he:mera ... euphegge:s idein (Aesc. Pers. 386-7)

Deletion: day/NOM bright/NOM see/INF

'Day ... (which is) bright to look at'

Object haute: gar he: ergasia mathein

Raising: this/FEM for the-work/FEM.NOM learn/INF

te hraste: edokei einai (Xen. Oec. 6.9)

Part easiest/FEM.NOM seemed/3SG be/INF

'This work seemed to be easiest to learn'



e. Purpose clauses, especially with verbs of motion, e.g.:


deka to:n neo:n proupempsan es ton megan limena pleusai (Thuc. 6.50)

ten the-ships/GEN sent-ahead/3PL in the-great-harbor/ACC sail/INF

They sent ahead ten of the ships to sail into the great harbor'



f. Clauses with the meaning of relative clauses, what may be called "Infinitival Relatives" (seeChapter 10), e.g.:


tas gunaikas piein pherousas (Xen. Hel. 7.2.9)

the-women/ACC drink/INF bringing/ACC.FEM

'the women bringing (something) to drink [i.e. which one could drink]'



g. Adverbial clauses with a variety of subordinating conjunctions, e.g. ho:ste, to express intended result or a condition, prin 'before' in temporal clauses, etc.

h. Nominalizations with the article, the so-called "Articular Infinitive," in which case the infinitive takes on a more nominal status and in particular, can occur as the object of prepositions (see (9) for examples). In the sections that follow, the developments concerning these various uses in subsequent periods of Greek are discussed.

2.2:

As noted earlier, the gradual retreat of the infinitive seems to have had its origins in late Classical Greek. As Kesselring (1906) pointed out, the Classical system of infinitive-usage was beginning to break down as early as Thucydides, for examples can be found in which the infinitive, from a descriptive standpoint, seems to be bolstered, so to speak, by the addition of an extra particle, the genitive neuter article tou,23 in places where strict Classical usage would have had a bare infinitive, for example:

	(13) ksunanepeithe dekai ho Hermokrates oukh he:kista tou tais nausi
 joined-in-persuading/3SG but even NOM not least the-ships/DAT
 me: athumein pros tous Athenaious (Thuc. 7.21.3)
 not lack-confidence/INF against ACC
 'But even Hermokrates joined especially in persuading (them) not to be without confidence
 at sea against the Athenians'.



This use of tou as a subordinating particle along with the infinitive increased in frequency, and was quite common in Hellenistic Greek writings, and, as Mandilaras (1973) has pointed out, in the Post-Classical non-literary papyri also. Although the addition of tou did not change, the non-finite and non-tensed nature of the infinitive, still it does attest to a weakening of the domain of the infinitive proper.

Two other later developments which also were symptomatic of the breakdown of the earlier system of infinitive-usage are to be found in the late papyri. Ljungvik (1932) and Burguière (1960) note several instances in which the infinitive is used together with the conjunctions hina, hopo:s, and hoti, which in Classical Greek occurred only with finite verbal forms; for example:O

	(14) e:ite:sen moi praksai aute: hina pempsai
 asked/3SG me/DAT do/INF this/ACC.FEM send/INF
 autous duo neo:teron ... (P. Oxy. XVI 1939 (6-7 c.) 3 f.)
 them/ACC two newer/ACC
 'He asked me to make her (so as to) send them two younger ones'.



Similarly, examples are attested in the papyri in which a finite verb occurs after a preposition plus the neuter definite article, where Classical Greek, and even "correct" Post-Classical Greek, used the infinitive; for example:

	(15) pros to ek te:s se:s boe[thei]as d[u]ne:tho:men... ektelein (P. Lond. III 924
 to the/NTR from the-your-help/GEN can/1PL.SUBJ (S. 134f., 187-8 p.) 15 ff.)
 'In order that we might be able to finish (it) through your help'.



Such examples are undoubtedly to be considered "performance" errors, especially since they are sporadic even in the nonliterary papyri. Still, they are indicative of a popular "confusion"P over the exact use of the infinitive, and as such, attest to the demise of the infinitive as a living and productive verbal category.

2.3:

The breakdown of the Classical system of the use of the infinitive was accompanied by the increased use of finite verbal replacements with hina or hoti in places in which the infinitive had once been used. Like most linguistic changes, this process of replacement was gradual and occurred over a long period of time. One can get a particularly clear picture of the process in action in the Greek of the New Testament and other early Christian writings, what may be called Koine or Biblical Greek. In that period, the infinitive is found as the sole form in only a small number of cases, and in the other cases, alternations between the infinitive and a finite verb replacement are frequently found. 24

The infinitive of purpose with verbs of motion is still found in New Testament Greek, and was particularly common with the additional particle tou.25 Nonetheless, hina plus the subjunctive was a possible variant, though optional at this stage; for example:

	(16) 	e:lthomen proskune:sai auto:i (Matt. 2.2)
 came/IPL pay-homage/INF him/DAT
 'We have come to pay homage to him'

 	hupagei eis to mne:meion hina klause:i ekei (Jo. 11.31)
 go/3SG to the-tomb/ACC cry/3SG.SUBJ there
 'She is going to the tomb to cry there'.





The articular infinitive still occurred quite frequently at this point and on up through the late papyri.26 Especially common was the articular infinitive with the prepositions dia and para to denote cause and eis and pros to denote purpose; for example:

	(17) 	kai parado:sousin auton tois ethnesin eis to empaiksai
 and give-over/3PL.FUT him/ACC the-Gentiles/DAT ART ridicule/INF
 kai mastigo:sai kai staur:osai (Matt. 20.19)
 whip/INF crucify/INF
 'And they will turn him over to the Gentiles for ridicule, whipping, and crucifixion'


 	kai eutheo:s eksaneteilen dia to me: ekheirt bathos ge:s (Matt. 13.5)
 and at-once sprouted/3SG ART not have/INF depth/ACC earth/GEN
 'And it sprouted at once because there was no depth to the soil'.





The infinitive as complement of verbs presents a particularly interesting situation. With some verbs, only the infinitive is found, while with others, both the infinitive and finite verb replacements are found. In general, it seems that the Subject-to-Subject Raising verbs occurred only with the infinitive at this stage. Thus, mello: 'be about to', opheilo: 'ought', dunamai 'can', arkhomai 'begin' all are found exclusively with infinitival complements.27 Verbs which governed EQUI, on the other hand, were split as to the nature of their complement. For example, tolmo: 'dare' and epithumo: 'wish, desire' are found only with the infinitive, while thelo: 'want' took either an infinitive or a finite clause with hina, the predecessor of the modern particle na. The infinitive with thelo: was still the rule when the subject of thelo: and the subject of the infinitive were identical, but in later Christian writings, this situation began to break down:

	(18) 	te:i epaurion e:thele:sen ekselthein eis te:n Galilaian (Jo. 1.44)
 the/DAT next-day wanted/3SG go-out/INF into the-Galilee/ACC
 'The next day, he wanted to go out into the Galilee'

 	theleisate hina kai humeis thele:the:te (Ignat. 696A)
 want/2PL.IMPV even you/NOM.PL be-acceptable/2PL
 'You might want even yourselves to be acceptable'

 	thelousin hoi Ioudaioi hina phoneuousin auton (Act. Pil. 11.2.5)
 want/3PL the-Jews/NOM kill/3PL him/ACC
 'The Jews want to kill him'.





When the subject of the complement of these EQUI verbs was not identical to the matrix subject, both infinitival complements with accusative subjects (derived probably by Subject-to-Object Raising) and finite complements marked with hina, with nominative subjects, are found. The two complement-types could even occur conjoined:

	(19) thelo: de pantas humas lalein glo:ssais mallon de
 wanl/1SG but all/ACC you/ACC speak/INF tongues/DAT rather but
 hina prophe:teue:te (1Cor. 14.5)
 prophesy/2PL.SUBJ
 'I want you all to speak in tongues or rather to prophesy'



Thus these facts represent a classic case of a linguistic change spreading through the lexicon, affecting some lexical items and some constructions before others.

Similarly, as the complement of an adjective, the infinitive is still found in Biblical Greek, although finite verb replacements also occurred. In EQUI cases, both are found, for example:

	(20) 	hou ouk eimi ego: aksios hina luso:
 whose not am I/MOM worthy/NOM loosen/1SG.SUBJ
 autou ton himanta tou hupode:matos (Jo. 1.27)
 his/GEN the-thong/ACC the-sandal/GEN
 '(One) of whom I am not worthy to loosen the sandalstrap'

 	hou ouk eimi aksios to hupode:ma to:n pod:on lusai (Acts 13.25)
 the-sandal/ACC the-feet/GEN loosen/INF
 '(One) of whom I am not worthy to loosen the sandal from his feet'.





In the Object Deletion construction, however, where the object of the subordinate clause was deleted under identity with the subject of the main clause,Q it seems that the infinitive alone was possible. There is only a small amount of evidence to support this claim--for details see Chapter 3. In the Object Raising construction, too, it seems that only the infinitive was possible--see Chapter 4 for details. No paraphrases with hina and a finite verb are found in either the Object Deletion or the Object Raising construction at this stage of Greek.

To sum up, then, the beginnings of the movement away from the infinitive and towards finite verb replacements for the infinitive can be readily discerned in Biblical Greek. The infinitive receded from its Classical domain and became more restricted in use. It was still a possible form, even obligatory in a few constructions. Thus it was still a part of the grammar of Greek at that time, though clearly on the wane.

2.4:

During the early Byzantine period, the infinitive continued to figure in the grammar of Greek, though it lost more ground to its various replacements. As mentioned earlier, Mandilaras (1973) notes its use in non-literary papyri from as late as the 7th century A.D. Similarly, in early Byzantine writings, such as those of Malalas (6th century) and Moschos (7th century), the infinitive enjoyed a fairly wide use. In Malalas, for example, the infinitive was frequent with ho:ste after verbs of asking and ordering, and in articular (nominalized) form.28

It is in the later stages of Byzantine Greek, in what may be called Medieval Greek, from approximately the 11th to the 17th centuries, that the final stages of the loss of the infinitive can be observed. The alternation between infinitival forms and finite verbs can often be observed between earlier and later manuscript versions of the same text. For example, the 15th century Paris Manuscript of the Chronicle of Morea often has a finite verb where the 14th century Copenhagen Manuscript has an infinitive:29

	(21) 	hore:gas arkseton lalei (Morea 7118 (H) (13 c.))
 the-king/NOM began/3SG speak/INF
 'The king began to speak'

 	ho re:gas e:rksen na lale:i (Morea 7118 (P) (13 c.))
 began/3SG speak/3SG
 'The king began to speak'.





Furthermore, in this period, sporadic instances of the infinitive are to be found with the same verbs that took the infinitive exclusively in Biblical Greek, for example dunamai 'can, be able' (and its later lexical equivalent (e:)mporo:), mello: 'be about to', tolmo: 'dare', arkhomai 'begin' (later arkhizo:), etc.

The fact that it is just these verbs that show optional and sporadic government of an infinitive at this stage suggests that there is some linguistic reality behind this usage and that it is not simply an admixture due to learned influence. As was evident from the New Testament Greek situation in which the infinitive was optional with a number of verbs, such cases of lexical government went through a period of competition between alternate modes of expression. A once obligatory expression gained more and more restrictions on its use. The restriction of the infinitive to optional usage with verbs that once required it is thus an expected linguistic development. The assumption that learned influence was responsible for the occurrence of these infinitives belies the normal nature of such a stage of the language.

Some examples of this sporadic use of the infinitive with these verbs are the following:

	(22) 	eis touto arksetai lalei (Morea 3824 (P) (13 c.))
 at that begins/35G speak/INF
 'At that, he begins to speak'

 	alla kaballikeuonta arkhasan suntukhainei (Morea 5261 (H))
 but having-mounted-horses/PPL began/3PL converse/INF
 'But, having mounted their horses, they began to converse'

 	opheiloun eistai pantakhou (Morea 2009)
 ought/3PL be/INF everywhere
 'They ought to be everywhere'

 	ki ouden ta dunesai poso:s me polemon eparei (Morea 1591 (H))
 and not which can/25G at-all with war/ACC take/INF
 'And not those which you can take by force at all'

 	kai kaphtei me he: agape: sou,
 and burns/35G me/ACC the-love/NOM your
 den e:mporo: pomenein (Erotop. 215 (15 c.))
 not can/1SG wait/INF
 'And your love is burning me-I can't wait!'





In each of the texts the examples in (22) come from, the infinitive was limited to this usage and just a few others.

Occasionally in this period, examples of articular infinitives used as nominalized verbs are found. There do not seem to be any traces of systematic usage, though, with these articular infinitives as there was with the sporadic infinitives as complements to verbs. These nominalized infinitives appear to be fixed phrases or lexicalized forms used as simple nouns. For example, in the Chronicle of Makhairas (15th century), an articular infinitive is found at the very beginning as the object of a preposition, but not again after that except in a few clearly lexicalized usages:30

	(23) 	meta to baptisthe:nai eipen (Makh. §3,1. 1)
 after ART baptize/INF said/3SG
 'After the baptism, he said ...'

 	hoti megale: diaphora eine apo
 because great-difference/NOM is/35G from
 to pein ho:s to na / poisei (Makh. §491, 1. 7-8)
 ART say/INF to do/3SG.SUBJ
 'Because there is a great difference between the saying and the doing'.





The use of the expression in (23a) to set the stage for the narrative suggests a fixed usage, as does the archaic form of the infinitive, in -e:nai.

Two very common "articular infinitives" are fagei(n) and piei(n), 'food' and 'drink', respectively. These, however, appear to have been lexicalized as ordinary nouns early in the history of Post-Classical Greek, for they occur throughout the late papyri31 in exactly this form, always with concrete meanings and never the meaning of an abstract verbal noun "the act of eating/drinking"; see Dolger (1953) for some further discussion. The form fagei, moreover, passed over into tne class of neuter nouns in -i(n) (from older -ion), since -ei and -i had merged phonologically as [i] by the 7th century (see section 1). Accordingly, the plural form is tafagia,R just like a neuter noun such as ta paidia 'the children', where the historically correct form of the plural of an articular infinitive would have no ending on the infinitive, ta fagei(n).

One extension of the articular infinitive deserves special mention, for it constitutes a Medieval innovation in the use of the infinitive. This is the so-called Temporal Infinitive, which has been studied by Mihevc-Gabrovec (1973) and others.32 It consists of the infinitive marked with the neuter singular article to and fills the function of a temporal subordinate clause. The earliest attestation of this usage, according to Mihevc-Gabrovec, is to be found in Constantine Porphyrogennitus' Book of Ceremonies (10th century):

	(24) kai to anelthein auton kratousi tas kheiras autou (1.148.11)
 and ART return/INF hini/ACC hold/3PL the-hands/ACC of-him/GEN
 'And on his return, they hold his hands'.



While this usage was not frequent in the Byzantine Chronicles, it became more common in Medieval Greek vernacular literature of the 12th to 15th centuries. There is one example from the vernacular poems of Theodoras Prodromes (12th century):

	(25) euthus to brasein to thermon ... (Prodr. IV.50(g))
 at-once ART boil/INF the-warm/NTR
 'As soon as the warm (water) boiled ...'



and in the long 13th century verse Chronicle of Morea, this usage was especially common:

	(26) 	k' ego:, to akousei to, eutus ethlibe:ka tosouto:s (Morea 6066)
 and I/NOM ART hear/INF it at-once be-aggrieved/1SG so-much
 'And on hearing it, I was at once greatly aggrieved'

 	to akousei gar ton basilean hosoi
 ART hear/INF for the-king/ACC those-who/NOM
 este:kan ompros tou (Morea 4318 (H))
 stood/3PL before him/GEN
 'On hearing the king, they (who) stood before him ...',





The temporal infinitive persisted up through the 15th century, and after that occurred only very sporadically.33 Like most other uses of the infinitive, the temporal infinitive gave way to a finite verb replacement, for example:

	(27) 	to na s' idoun .../ ek ten pikrian tous
 ART you/ACC see/3PL from the-bitterness/ACC their
 sphazontai (Pulo. 492-3 (14 c.))
 slaughter/3PL.PASS
 'On seeing you ... they will be wiped out from their bitterness'

 	to akousoun to hoi arkhontes megalo:s ethaumasan (Morea 895 (P))
 ART hear/3PL it the-leaders/NOM greatly be-puzzled/3PL
 'On hearing it, the leaders were greatly puzzled'.





In addition to the Medieval Greek uses of the infinitive already mentioned, there is one further use which is extremely widespread and particularly characteristic of Medieval Greek, the use of the infinitive with the verbs thelo: and ekho: as quasi-auxiliary verbs to form a future tense,34/S a perfect tense, and various modal formations. Further details concerning these formations are given in Chapter 5, where a full discussion of their syntactic derivation and function is to be found. Briefly, though, in Medieval Greek, constructions such as the following are quite common:

	(28) 	kai t' onoma sou thelo: pei kai thelo: eksepukhiasei (Erotop. 605 (15 c.))
 and the-name your will/1SG say/INF and 1SG feel-desire/TNF
 'And your name I will say and I will feel ardent desire'

 	kallion na me: eikha gennethe: eis ton paronta kosmon (Phlor. 1533 (14 c.))
 better not had/1SG be-bom/INF into the present-world/ACC
 '(It would have been) better had I not been born into the present world'.





Some scholars35 have sought the origins of these formations in Classical Greek and have claimed that certain of the occurrences of thelo: plus an infinitive in Plato or even Homer are to be read as futures. It is clear, though, that ekho: plus the infinitive could serve in a future and conditional function in early Byzantine Greek, as in the following example from Malalas:

	(29) eikhon de kai tas he:mo:n naus kausai hoi barbaroi,
 had/3PL but and the our ships/ACC burn/LNF the barbarians/NOM
 ei me: muks epe:lthe (Mala. 128.5 (6 c.))
 if not night/NOM came-on/3SG
 'The barbarians would have burned our ships, if night had not fallen'



whereas thelo: plus the infinitive did not begin to appear with any degree of frequency before the 13th century.36 The collocation ekho: plus infinitive as a future became a perfect tense, perhaps through the channel of such modal uses as in (29) above, by the 13th century also.37

There has been some question as to whether thelo: plus the infinitive represented a real vernacular usage in Medieval Greek, or instead was merely an artificial creation of Medieval scribes. One fact commonly cited in support of the latter view38 is that the only Modern Greek future, consisting of a particle θa plus a finite verb, probably goes back to a collocation consisting of a third singular form of thelo:, namely thelei, plus the particle na with the subjunctive, i.e. thelei na grapso: 'I will write' > θa grapso:.39 Thus it would appear that vernacular Greek had only one future form, that without an infinitive.

There are several objections that can be raised to this hypothesis of the artificiality of thelo: plus the infinitive. First, its use is extremely widespread, so much so that it is impossible to find a medieval text which does not have examples of this future type. Furthermore, the form and internal structure of this construction are remarkably consistent in all the texts. This is not a situation which one would expect if it were merely an artificial creation of the scribes. Also, it is found in the most colloquial forms of the language, including the Cretan comedies of the 16th and 17th centuries and the popular folk songs.40 Moreover, the various grammars of Greek written in the Middle Ages by contemporary humanists all mention the existence of the thelo: plus infinitive future as a possible form in the language. Finally, Thumb (1964) and other handbooks of Modern Greek42 note that this paraphrase for the future was still to be found among older speakers in some of the outlying dialect areas at the turn of the century. Thus the cumulative weight of all this evidence indicates that thelo: plus the infinitive was a living and productive future formation in Medieval Greek, even if it was not the only future formation.43

The question of the colloquial character of the perfect formation with ekho: plus an infinitive is not really a problem, on the other hand, because the direct historical descendant of this Medieval construction is still the most frequent perfect formation in Modern Greek. This construction is discussed more fully in section 4 of this chapter.

Thus at this stage of Greek, between the 11th and the 17th centuries, there were still unmistakable traces of infinitives in what appears to be colloquial Greek usage. Furthermore, these traces were systematic, to some extent, and not entirely random. Different texts and groups of writers used the infinitive to different degrees. For example, the verse romances tended to have less restricted use of the infinitive than the works of the later Cretan school--see Hesseling (1892) and Browning (1969, passim)T for further discussion. The question of the dating of the loss of the infinitive and its status in the grammar of Medieval Greek is taken up in the next section.

3. Dating the Loss of the Infinitive

As was seen in section 2.4, the infinitive remained in use in Medieval Greek, though restricted in its possible contexts and syntactic functions. Some scholars, though, have claimed that the infinitive disappeared altogether from colloquial Greek by the 10th century. Mirambel (1961: 46), for example, says that"... les infinitifs ... disparaissent totalement et définitivement de l'usage courant au Xe siècle." To some extent, though, such a dating of the loss of the infinitive is a matter of personal interpretation, a question of what one chooses to call an infinitive, and must in some way exclude the clear traces of the infinitive after the 10th century. The infinitive, i.e. a syntactically-specialized verbal form unmarked for person and number, was certainly restricted after that time, and occurred for the most part only in uses which were not proper to the Classical Greek infinitive, i.e. as complement to the quasi-auxiliary verbs, in the Temporal Infinitive construction, etc., but the fact of its occurrence cannot be denied. Thus at most, one could say that the infinitive as it was known in Classical Greek had vanished by that time, but an infinitive of some sort continued to be in use after the 10th century.

Moreover, there are several reasons for supposing that the infinitive still remained as a semi-productive verbal category after the 10th century and was furthermore still a part of the synchronic grammar of the Greek of that time. For one thing, the proper synchronic analysis of the stage of Greek described in the previous section (2.4) demands that a category be established which will allow for a generalization to be made concerning the verbal form that is used regularly with thelo: and ekho:, optionally with a few other verbs, and in some temporal clauses. That is, a real economy in the grammar can be achieved, and a significant generalization captured, if, instead of listing the same class of verbal forms that can occur in the above contexts at several different points in the grammar, a single new category, let us say, infinitive, is established and the verbal forms which belong to that categor-y are listed once and only once. Thus instead of (30a), a more economical description would be (30b):

[image: ]

The conclusion to be drawn is that a category such as Infinitive was still needed in the synchronic grammar of Greek of that time.

The other considerations all support this conclusion. For example, the fact that a novel use, the Temporal Infinitive, arose in Medieval times for the infinitive suggests that the category must still have been "living" in some sense. Similarly, a completely new form for the infinitive of the copular verb 'be' (1SG eimai) arose at some point probably in Byzantine Greek and became quite common in Medieval times. This form was eisthai (also eistai by a regular sound change), and it replaced the Classical einai.44 It seems to have arisen by analogy with the rhyming verb keimai 'lie' (infinitive keisthai):45

	(31) keimai: keisthai:: eimai: X, X ===> eisthai.


Early examples of this form come from the 12th century Cypriot Laws and the 13th century Chronicle of Morea:

	(32) 	hoti e:thelen eisten ane:kseuron to paidion (Cyp. Laws p. 5251.26-7)
 because would/3SG be/INF unknowing/NTR.NOM the-child/NTR.NOM
 'Because the child would be unknowing'

 	ouk ethele eistai euprepon (Morea 3448 (H))
 not would/3SG be/INF proper/NTR
 'It would not be proper'.





It continued in use for several centuries, and was particularly common in Cretan drama of the 16th and 17th centuries. Again, it is hard to imagine a new form for an infinitive being created and spreading in use if the verbal category itself were moribund.

Finally, there is the evidence of the 1547 Bible translation from Asia Minor, written in Greek by a Jew, using the Hebrew alphabet. It has been published by Hesseling (1897). In this translation, there are many infinitives, mostly with the genitive article tou as a generalized marker of subordination; for example:

	(33) 	kai esuntukhen met' ekeinon ho theos tou eipei (Gen. 17.3)
 and spoke/35G with that-one/ACC the-God/NOM say/INF
 'And God spoke with him saying ...'

 	hustera hopou estraphe:n apo tou derei (Gen. 14.17)
 after COMP tumed/3SG from slaughter/INF
 'After he returned from the slaughter ...'.





Although (33a) is undoubtedly a Hebraism, nonetheless, it shows a novel use of what was probably a still-existing verbal category. Moreover, the available evidence indicates that the author of the translation was not particularly learned,46 so that influence from the learned language can be discounted as a source for the infinitives. The noted Greek scholar, Hatzidakis, accepted this Bible translation as evidence for the survival of the infinitive to a rather late stage in Greek.47

The fact, then, that the infinitive was alive and productive in some form up through the 15th and 16th centuries means that the loss of this category took place after that date. Since the periphrastic perfects with ekho: plus a form which derives from the infinitive still occur productively in Modern Greek, in a sense the infinitive has not totally disappeared from the language. This question is taken up again in the following section. Still, by the 18th and 19th centuries, the future formation with thelo: passed out of contemporary usage,U and the language was left with only the ekho: perfects as a productive trace of the old infinitive.

4. Remnants of the Infinitive in Modern Greek

The infinitive survives in Standard Modern Greek only in a few isolated lexical items, a few fixed phrases which have either survived or been artificially revived by borrowing from the learned language, and as a grammatical formative in the perfect tense. Except for this last usage, all the remains of the infinitive are in completely non-productive categories. Furthermore, many of the lexical items which continue old infinitives have changed in ways which indicate that they were no longer considered to be nominalized verbal forms at some point in their history.

Among the lexicalized nouns from older infinitives, there are the following:48





	(34)
	to fili
	'kiss'



	
	to fagi
	'food'



	
	to exi
	'possessions'



	
	to lisi
	'solution'



	
	i θani
	'death'



	
	to ine
	'being'



	
	to legi tu
	'his eloquence'.







Some of these show idiosyncratic morphological developments which attest to the non-productivity of their formation.

For example, to fili and to fagi are rightly considered by most scholars49/V to derive from old articular infinitives. However, it is clear that these forms must have been lexicalized as simple nouns early on, and therefore were no longer considered to be derived from infinitives. As noted above (§2.4), they were reanalyzed as neuter nouns in -i (from earlier -in < -ion), for their plurals in the earliest attestations show the inflection of these neuter nouns, i.e. tafilia and ta fagia, and not ta fili and ta fagi, which would be expected if they were still analyzed as articular infinitives.

Similarly, the plural of to exi 'possessions' is ta exi, the proper form historically speaking, with no change in the stem. This plural, however, has triggered the back-formation of a singular to exos, as if the plural ta exi were from a neuter s-stem (cf. to dasos 'forest'/ta dasi 'forests')--the ending of the plural neuter s-stems, spelled <-e:>, merged phonologically with the infinitival ending, spelled <-ei>, both becoming [i]. Thus this homophony and the fact of ta exi no longer being synchronically perceived as an infinitive allowed for the reanalysis and subsequent back-formation of exos. In a like manner, i θani 'death', if from the infinitive thanein, has undergone a change in its gender, from neuter to feminine. This is to be explained by the fact that homophony resulted between the infinitive ending -ein and the feminine ending -e: due to the loss of final -n and the merger of -ei with -e:. Again, though, it seems that a necessary condition for the occurrence of changes of this sort is the failure of the infinitive to be recognized as such in later stages of the language in these lexical items.

Some of the fixed phrases in Modern Greek which continue old infinitives are the following:50/W





	(35)
	fer' ipin
	'for example'



	
	o tropos tu grafin
	'style'



	
	dune ke lavin
	'debit and credit'



	
	apagoreuetai to kapnizein
	'NO SMOKING'



	
	apagoreuetai to ptuein
	'NO SPITTING'.







These are most probably revivals and not survivals, fixed expressions that were borrowed into the colloquial language from the learned, Puristic (Katharevousa) language.

The non-colloquial and non-productive nature of these expressions is demonstrated by several facts. For example, the consonant cluster pt- in the word for 'spit' (ptuein) marks it as non-colloquial, for in colloquial Modern Greek, older pt has become ft;x compare the related colloquial verbal noun to ftisimo 'spitting'. Similarly, the non-productive nature of the (once-)ubiquitous apagoreuetai to kapnizein 'NO SMOKING' (literally "Smoking is forbidden") is illustrated by the following sign in a mosque in loannina in northwest Greece:

	(36) apagoreuetai to kapnizein kai he: le:psis pho:tographio:n
 is-forbidden the-smoke/INF and the-taking/NOM pictures/GEN
 'No Smoking and Picture-Taking'.



Here the "infinitive" to kapnizein is coordinated with an ordinary verbal noun in -sis and not with another "infinitive," i.e. *apagoreuetai to kapnizein kai to lambanein pho:tographies.

The one productive use of the old infinitive that remains in standard Modern Greek today is that of the second member in the perfect tense formations. As noted earlier, these are made with an inflected form of the verb exo 'have' (from earlier ekho:) plus a grammatical formative that continues an old infinitive. The differences between this form and the older infinitives are to be explained by a combination of sound changes and analogical changes (see §1). The perfect system forms that occur are the following:





	(37)
	
	Active
	Passive



	
	Present Perf.
	exo grapsi
	exo skotoθi



	
	
	'I have written'
	'I have been killed'



	
	Past Perf.
	ixa grapsi
	ixa skotoθi



	
	
	'I had written'
	'I had been killed'



	
	Future Perf.
	θa exo grapsi
	θa exo skotoθi



	
	
	'I will have written'
	'I will have been killed'



	
	Conditional Perf.
	θa ixa grapsi
	θa ixa skotoθi



	
	
	'I would have written
	'I would have been killed'



	
	Imperative52
	exe grapsi
	exe skotoθi



	
	
	'Have written!'
	'Have been killed!'



	
	Gerundive
	exondas grapsi
	exondas skotoθi



	
	
	'having written'
	'having been killed'.







These can be formed for any verb in Greek,53 a fact which demonstrates the productivity of this formation. The verb exo is inflected for person, number, and tense, and the old infinitive remains unchanged throughout.

A major question concerning this perfect system is whether forms like grapsi or skoto θi are still infinitives in some sense. They certainly are non-finite verbal forms, but it is possible that they are simply a special grammatical formative used in perfect tenses. Since this is the only use these forms have in Modern Greek, there is no economy to be gained in grammatical description by labelling them as a particular form as there was in late Medieval Greek (see §3). Probably, this question can not be answered--these forms derive historically from infinitives and lack person and number marking. To some extent, it may be a matter of taste, i.e. dependent on how one chooses to characterize an infinitive, whether it must have several uses in the grammar, etc.Y The syntactic derivation of these perfect forms is taken up in Chapter 5.

Finally, there are some dialects in which the infinitive has survived to a greater degree than in standard Modern Greek. The Greek dialects of Southern Italy still have infinitives in more contexts than Standard Greek, and the Pontic dialect, once spoken in Asia Minor but now found only in a few villages in Northeastern Greece, also has an infinitive to a larger extent than the standard language. Some examples of these uses are:54/Z





	(38)
	a. den don esonnain ivri
	(Calabria)



	
	not him/ACC could/3PL find/INF
	



	
	'They couldn't find him'
	



	
	b. me canni peθani
	(Calabria)



	
	me/ACC make/3SG die/INF
	



	
	'He makes me die'
	



	
	c. eporesa staθine
	(Pontic)



	
	could/1SG be/INF
	



	
	'I could be'.
	







It is not clear whether these represent archaistic retentions in peripheral areas as opposed to an innovation, infinitive-loss, in the core area. Browning (1969) has noted that the Southern Italian dialects of Greek may stem from the original Ionian colonists of the 7th century B.C.55 and therefore would not directly parallel standard Modern Greek, which developed out of the Hellenistic Koine. Similarly, it is possible that Pontic at an earlier stage was eliminating its infinitives, but then reversed the drift of the infinitive-loss process, and created new infinitives, perhaps due to the influence of Turkish, which has a productive verbal category of infinitive. In that case, the Pontic infinitives would not be true retentions of a more archaic state of the language.56/AA

5. Greek Infinitive-Loss and other Balkan DevelopmentsBB

One final point that must be noted concerning the fate of the infinitive in Greek is the fact that other Balkan languages, especially Albanian, Bulgarian, and Romanian, show a similar development, though more limited in its scope. The exact relationship of the absence of the infinitive in Greek to its relative absence in these other languages is uncertain, and scholars have been debating the issue for many years. The current consensus is that the development in Greek, at least, was a spontaneous one, purely internal to Greek, and not caused by outside influence.CC

Sandfeld (1930) first compiled the facts about Balkan areal linguistics, citing common features which the Balkan languages, Greek, Albanian, Bulgarian, Serbo-Croatian, Slovenian, and Romanian, share. He noted some twelve features on which these languages show complete or partial agreement. One of these features is "le manque complet ou partiel de l'infinitif et son remplacement par des propositions subordonées" (p. 173). Briefly, the facts are as follows: Greek has no productive remnants of the older infinitive except, as noted earlier, in the perfect formation with exo; Bulgarian utilizes an infinitive only with a handful of verbs, most notably the modal verb for 'be able', and in some future formations; Albanian has a periphrastic form with the value of an infinitive in the Southern (Tosk) dialect only, but it seems to be of secondary origin;57 Romanian has an infinitive but it is used more in northern dialects than in southern dialects, and even then only in restricted contexts; Serbo-Croatian shows alternations of an infinitive with fully-inflected subordinate clauses, but the infinitive is used more in the northern (and western) variety Croatian than in the southern (and eastern) variety Serbian, and so forth. On the basis of this geographical distribution--the more southerly the language, the greater the degree of infinitive-loss, with the southernmost language, Greek, showing the highest degree of loss--Sandfeld argued that Greek was the original locus of this change, which subsequently spread northward through the Balkans due to Greek cultural influence. This contradicted earlier hypotheses, such as that of Fallmerayer,58 who attributed the Greek infinitive-loss to Slavic influence, or that of Miklosich,59 who attributed it to Albanian influence.

Furthermore, as Hesseling (1892) and Kesselring (1906) both pointed out to refute Fallmerayer and, in Hesseling's case, Miklosich also, the evidence of the texts from the early Post-Classical Greek period, at a time when no outside influence was possible, unambiguously shows the beginnings of the weakening of the infinitive as a productive verbal category (see §2.2 for details). Thus the geographical facts go along with the textual evidence to support the hypothesis that Greek infinitive-loss was a spontaneous change, initiated within Greek itself, with no outside influence.

The current consensus, then, seems to favor the Greek loss of the infinitive being engendered only by Greek-internal causes-- as seen in section 1, it is not at all clear just what these causes were, however. There is some controversy over the extent of Greek influence on the demise of the infinitive in other Balkan languages.DD Reichenkron (1963), for instance, feels that in some of the Balkan languages at least, the weakening of the infinitive may have been a purely internal development. Similarly, Demiraj (1969, 1970) and Domi (1975) have demonstrated plausibly enough that the Albanian situation can be explained on wholly internal grounds, with no need to invoke outside influence as a cause, although they do acknowledge that Greek influence may have contributed to the generalization of one competing form over another. Still, these works do not question the purely internal nature of the Greek development; they do not, for instance, attribute the Greek loss of the infinitive to Albanian or other influence.

The sole opinion which runs counter to this general consensus is that of the Russian, Gabinsky. In a series of works, Gabinsky (1967, 1968, 1969), he has advanced the hypothesis that the Balkan infinitive-loss, and therefore the Greek development as well, is due to the influence of a Thracian substratum--Gabinsky claims that Thracian was a language without an infinitive and therefore it was responsible for this Balkan phenomenon. This suggestion is reminiscent of Meyer's60 hypothesis of Illyrian influence causing the Greek infinitive-loss. Gabinsky's proposal has been answered, satisfactorily, it seems, by Demiraj (1969) and Kurzová (1969), both of whom point out that Gabinsky's "explanation" merely replaces one unknown, the ultimate cause of the loss of the infinitive, with another unknown, the nature of the Thracian language, the sources for which are scanty, to say the least. Such is almost always the case with substratum "explanations." Furthermore, Demiraj (1969) and Kurzová (1969) each build plausible cases for the infinitive-loss being a language-internal phenomenon in each case, Demiraj for Albanian and Kurzová for Greek, in particular. Thus it seems that Gabinsky's counter-hypothesis really is not well-enough supported to alter the consensus view mentioned above. Therefore, whatever its connections may be with other Balkan developments, the loss of the infinitive in Greek seems clearly to be a spontaneous development within Greek.

For the purposes of studying changes in the syntactic structures of Greek subsequent to the demise of the infinitive, though, it does not really matter what the source of the Greek development is. In particular, whatever the ultimate source of the loss of the infinitive in Greek is, it is clear that Greek itself provided the impetus for the continuation of this development to its conclusion, namely to the Modern Greek state in which the infinitive is restricted to at most a single grammatical construction. Thus the changes in the syntactic rule system of Greek which seem to depend on the loss of the infinitive are in some sense "natural" syntactic changes--they themselves were not borrowed, even if the morphological change which seems to have caused them might have originated as a borrowing.

6. Conclusion

The history of the Greek infinitive has now been traced from the pinnacle of its use (Classical Greek) to the nadir (Modern Greek). As was emphasized earlier, the question of whether Modern Greek still has an infinitive cannot be answered on empirical grounds--if Greek does have an infinitive, then its infinitive is severely restricted, being limited to a single productive use. In the chapters that follow, some syntactic consequences of the loss of the infinitive and its replacement by finite verbal forms are discussed--these are changes in constructions and in the rules by which the constructions were produced which would not be expected from the simple replacement of an infinitive by a finite verb wherever the former occurred in earlier Greek.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. It is common, for example, in the literature on the languages of the Balkan peninsula to refer to Modern Greek in this way; see, for instance, Sandfeld 1930, Schaller 1975, Solta 1980.
 B. Joseph (1983: Chapter 2) devotes considerable discussion to the question of defining "infinitive" and "finiteness", ultimately deciding that although finiteness has some language-universal aspects and is often realized in different languages in similar ways through the formal marking of certain categories, nonetheless the parameters by which a division of the verbal system into two classes, i.e. finite and nonfinite, is effected in a given language, if at all, depends on language-specific characteristics. Once finiteness is defined, which conversely therefore allows for the identification of nonfiniteness, the specification of which nonfinite form is to be called an infinitive can be achieved on the basis of the functions of the forms in question. For a similar, though shorter, discussion of these terms, see Lyons (1968; 318).
 C. While the situation in Greece with the "language question" and with the relation of demotic and katharevousa has changed somewhat since 1978 (see footnote J of Chapter 1), the fact that at some point in the history of the language a few phrases with older infinitives entered standard colloquial Modern Greek from katharevousa is not altered.
 D. I now follow Zwicky 1985 and reject the use of the term "particle" for the elements under discussion here. Moreover, there is good reason to believe that na is actually a prefix functioning as a mood marker for subjucntive mood. See Veloudis and Philippaki-Warburton 1984, Philippaki-Warburton and Veloudis 1985, and Mackridge (1985: Chapter 9) for some discussion of subjunctive as a mood in Modern Greek and Joseph (1989; forthcoming) for a consideration of the status of na in the verbal complex of Modern Greek.
 E. As indicated in footnote D, the combinations with na can be taken as realizations of the subjunctive mood, though it is unclear whether one would want to make distinctions in different "tenses" of the subjunctive depending on whether the form that na combines with is the present tense or a past or even perfect tense form. Note that throughout this thesis, I am less than explicit in my use of the term "subjunctive", often treating it merely as another name for the nonpast aoristic aspect form that combines with na, e.g. pleksis in (6b), as opposed to the nonpast imperfective aspect form plekis in (6a) or the past aoristic aspect form such as xorepsa found in (7 b).
 F. For more recent discussion of aspect in Modern Greek, see Newton 1979a and 1979b, and Newton and Veloudis 1980a, 1980b, and 1982.
 G. Though it is true that in principle all the different tense forms can cooccur with na, as the sentences in (7) indicate, it is also true that with a main verb such as θelo 'want', the most typical
form of the complement clause verb with na is nonpast, either impeifective or aoristic, with other tenses, e.g. the pluperfect, being somewhat unusual; see Mackridge (1985: 276-8) for some discussion.
 H. The range of participles found in more formal styles of written Greek, generally representing borrowings from katharevousa, is somewhat greater, see Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987: §2.1.3.2.2) for some discussion and examples.
 I. The ending -sthai is also to be found in the contemporary Medieval Greek grammars, e.g. that of Sophianos (see Chapter 1.2 and footnote L), as the regular ending in the mediopassive future formation, historically containing an infinitive. It is possible, though, that this is a learnedism.
 J. There is clear evidence that the loss of final n at least began earlier in the history of Post-Classical Greek than is indicated here, during the late Hellenistic and eary Byzantine periods (see, e.g., footnote O). However, this sound change most likely had its origins as a sandhi development, with -n# first being lost before consonant-initial words, so that it is not unreasonable to suppose that the process of loss could have been offset by restoration of final n again and again in the ensuing centuries. See footnotes K and L for further discussion.
 K. Admittedly, the final n is found in accusative singular masculine pronominal forms, e.g. afton 'him; this one' and now in the genitive plural as well (though in all dialects); these may represent either restorations from katharevousa or perhaps the results of grammatical reinterpretations of the value of -n# in an original sandhi-induced variation between -n and -Ø.
 L. Note that there are dialects (e.g. from Mani in the Southern Peloponnesos--see Thumb (1964: §62)) with the ending -one in the genitive plural, where the "buffer" vowel -e again points a sandhi origin for the loss of final -n.
 M. All of the material here is amplified upon somewhat in Joseph (1983: Chapter 3), though the basic facts remain unchanged.
 N. The terminology used here is taken from generative syntax of the early to mid- 1970's and does not reflect the traditional classification of the uses of the infinitive.
 O. It is possible that aute: in this example reflects either an instance of the loss of a final -n, inasmuch as the ancient Greek accusative singular ended in -n, or else shows a case of a nominative subject being used with the infinitive, presumably since nominative was the norm when hina occurred.
 P. In using the term "confusion" here, I intend to suggest that to a certain extent these "errors" stem from the "high-style" versus "low-style" tensions, with infinitives being associated, even in this period, with high-style Greek, and users of colloquial Greek of the period being uncertain when infinitives were appropriate in more formal usage.

Q. More theory-neutrally it can be said here "where the object of the subordinate clause is absent and is understood as coreferent with the matrix subject"
 R. See also §4 below. It is possible, though, given that the compound form pros-phagion 'prepared food eaten with bread' occurs in New Testament Greek (John 21.5), that a simplex derivative of the root phag- was available from which Modern Greek fagi could have derived. However, the occurrence of particular stem-type in a compound does not guarantee that it could occur as a free form, and most scholars accept the infinitival origin of fagi; see footnote 48.
 S. See Moser 1988 for discussion of the history of the periphrastic perfect tense formations of Medieval and Modern Greek.
 T. See now, of course, Browning 1983 as well.
 U. This future formation, however, was the norm in 19th and 20th century katharevousa usage, and thus was present in the language, but not colloquial in nature.
 V. See footnote R above.
 W. The NO SMOKING and NO SPITTING signs were ubiquitous in Greece before 1974, but after that, with the replacement of katharevousa by demotic Greek as the official language of Greece, these signs have all but disappeared.
 X. More important, the cluster is usually spelled <ϕτ>, though, as Thumb (1964: §14) points out, "whenever the spelling ... occurs in vernacular texts it is merely a survival of the historic orthography of the literary language", the pronunciation being [ft] nonetheless.
 Y. See also Joseph (1981b, 1983b) for discussion. In Joseph (1983b: 79-80), it is argued that forms like grapsi are best taken as perfective (aoristic) participles, since as such they would fill what would otherwise be a gap in the aspectual pairings of Greek verbs by which there is a perfective form corresponding to every imperfective form.
 Z. For basic information on the Greek of Southern Italy, see Rohlfs 1948 and 1974, and Kahane and Kahane 1967, 1973, 1976, 1978, and 1981.
 AA. Tombaidis 1977 has shown, however, that claims about the presence of an infinitive in Pontic into the 19th century have at the very least been greatly overstated, and may even be totally erroneous, a finding validated by Mackridge 1987 (though Mackridge (personal communication per litteras 12/10/87) now is less certain that his own research confirms Tombaidis' conclusions). See also Joseph 1985a for some discussion of the causes for the exaggerated claims.
 BB. See now Joseph 1983b for a fuller discussion of the Balkan facts.
 CC. Joseph 1983b argues that the change in Greek involving the infinitive is basically a Greek-internal development but that contact with other languages, especially in what is now northern Greece, contributed to the spread of finite-verb replacements as alternatives to the
infinitive.
 DD. See Joseph (1982, 1983b: Chapter 7) for discussion of the causes of the loss of the infinitive over the Balkans. A synthesis positing multiple causation, with the effects of both language-internal factors and language contact together being posited as responsible for this development throughout the Balkans.




Footnotes To Chapter 2

1. Cf. Sandfeld (1930: 173), Debrunner (1954: 128), and others.
 2. "Typical" in this sense refers to the fact that non-finite verbal forms are used in many languages in similar functions.
 3. Goodwin and Gulick (1958), §1278.
 4. Such a distinction is not claimed to be a universal property of "infinitives," if indeed this is even a universal category. There are languages in which "infinitives" are not distinct from derived verbal nouns, for example Vedic Sanskrit
 5. Mirambel (1939: 64).
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Chapter 3
Object Deletion

The first change to be examined occurred in the construction and rule which can he called Complement Object Deletion (or more simply, Object Deletion). The change in this construction is that where once no object pronoun was permitted in the subordinate clause, at a later stage, the presence of such a pronoun is obligatory; consequently, there is no deletion rule at the later stage, and the rule is lost.

Object Deletion is a familiar process found in many languages, and can be exemplified by English sentences such as (1):

	(1) 	Mary is pretty to look at Ø
 	The children are ready for us to take Ø to the zoo.
 	This rock is SO heavy to lift up Ø.
 	This rock is too heavy for me to pick up Ø.




The embedded verbs in (1) are generally transitive--they cannot occur independently without objects:

	(2) 	*I'm looking at.
 	*We'll take to the zoo.
 	*John lifted up.
 	*Bill picked up.




Thus some process is necessary to account for the acceptable absence of a surface object with these verbs in (1).

Operating within a "standard" framework of syntactic theory, in which a single deep structure is posited for synonymous distinct surface structures, and in which such factors as subcategorizational restrictions and selectional restrictions are taken to be motivations for positing transformational relations between sentences, one can posit a deletion rule that will apply to a structure as in (3) to delete object nominals in the complement clause which are coreferent with the matrix subject:
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That the hypothesis of an underlying structure roughly as in (3) plus a syntactic deletion rule is the best hypothesis is shown by the following considerations. The only other plausible hypothesis is one which starts with an underlying structure as in (4) and posits a movement rale which takes the subordinate object and makes it the subject of the matrix clause:
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This latter hypothesis, however, cannot explain the fact that none of the matrix adjectives (or "triggers") can occur with a sentential subject, either in subject position or extraposed to the right of the matrix predicate. That is, the following sentences are ungrammatical:

	(5) 	*(For us) to look at Mary is pretty.
 	*For us to take the children to the zoo is ready.
 	*To lift up this rock is SO heavy.
 	*For me to pick up this rock is too heavy.


 	(6) 	*It is pretty (for us) to look at Mary.
 	*It is ready for us to take the children to the zoo.
 	*It is SO heavy to lift up this rock.
 	*It is too heavy for me to pick up this rock.




The facts of (5) and (6) are an automatic consequence of the first hypothesis, for there is no non-ad hoc way to construct a sentential subject out of the structure in (3). They constitute an explanatory problem for the second hypothesis, however, for they require that hypothesis to posit ad hoc restrictions, just on these lexical items, to prevent a sentential subject from surfacing as such or extraposed. Therefore, the deletion analysis of (3) is to be preferred.

It cannot be denied that different processes may be at work in each of the sentences of (1), that is, the process responsible for (1a) may not be the same as that responsible for (1b), and so forth. For example, depending on the trigger adjective, the process may be restricted to operating only into the next-most embedded sentence, or may be able to operate as many clauses down as possible:

	(7) 	*Mary is pretty for us to persuade Bill to look at Ø.
 	The chicken is ready for us to tell John to put Ø in the pot.
 	Sally is too ugly for us to let John kiss Ø.




Also, the deletion with too + ADJ is able to delete subjects as well as objects:1

	(8) Bob is too mean Ø to do such a thing.


Similarly, with ready too, as with too + ADJ, a subject can be deleted:

	(9) 	John is ready Ø to go.
 	The chicken is ready Ø to be put in the pot.




Adjectives like pretty, however, control only deletion of objects:

	(10) *Mary is pretty Ø to do that for us.


However, these processes can all be grouped together2 as members of a rule class, i.e. a class of distinct rules which share some crucial feature or property. The property in question here is that they all operate to delete objects in a complement clause under identity with a subject of a higher clause, even though they might not be specifically formulated to do so. Moreover, they all seem to obey the same general constraint on the deletion of a complement object, discussed in Chapter 7, which figures prominently in the account of the changes involving the rule of Object Deletion and the Object Deletion construction in Greek.

Furthermore, although an Interpretive approach to these sentences is no doubt possible, the standard account involving a deletion rule, such as was developed and defended in Ross (1967: 228-230), Hankamer (1973), Lasnik and Fiengo (1974), and Berman (1974a: 262-263, 303 fn.8), will be adopted here. Under an interpretive account, sentences such as (1) would be generated underlyingly by the base component with a zero anaphor in complement object position, that is, the underlying structure would be roughly the same as the surface structure. A rule of semantic interpretation would then associate the zero anaphor with an appropriate antecedent, the subject of a higher clause. If for some reason this interpretive rule were unable to connect the anaphor with its antecedent, the sentence would be rejected as uninterpretable. As far as the theoretical interest of this change for diachronic syntax is concerned, it does not matter whether an Interpretive approach or a Deletion approach is adopted, for the analysis in one framework is easily translated into the other framework. The interest of the loss of Object Deletion and the changes in the Object Deletion construction is the same whether it is a Transformational Deletion rule or a rule of Semantic Interpretation that has actually been lost--in either case, the grammar has lost a rule and a surface construction has changed.A

In this chapter, then, the relevant evidence that such a process existed in earlier stages of Greek is presented. In discussing the history of Object Deletion in Greek, it is best, though, to start with Classical Greek. The reason for this is that even though this construction remained in use with an infinitive up into the Medieval period (approximately 1400), examples of Object Deletion are extremely rare after Classical times. In Classical Greek, however, examples of this construction abound, and the available data are sufficient to establish the syntactic derivation of these sentences by a rule of Complement Object Deletion. The sporadic examples found in later Greek show that the rule continued in the grammar, though with limited application. Finally, the corresponding sentences in Modern Greek are discussed, in order to show that Modern Greek lacks the Object Deletion construction and consequently this syntactic rule as well.

1. The Ancient Greek Data

The process of Complement Object Deletion existed in Ancient Greek and can be exemplified by sentences such as the following:

	(11) 	hotan tis kreisson' e: pherein kaka pathei (Eur. Hec. 1107-8)
 when someone greater/NTR.PL than bear/INF evils/NTR suffer/3SG.SUBJ
 'If someone should suffer woes (that are) too great to bear'

 	to gar nose:ma meizon e: pherein (S. Oed. R. 1293)
 the/NTR for disease/NTR greater/NTR than bear/INF
 'For the disease (is) too great to bear'

 	e:n toisi Hellesi kai to ounoma
 was/3SG the-Greeks/DAT even the-name/NOM
 to Me:do:n phobos akousai (Hdt. 6.112)
 the/NTR Medes/GEN terror/NOM hear/INF
 'The very name of the Medes had been a terror for the Greeks to hear'


 	epei ge mentoi leukopo:los he:mera /
 when Part. certainly with-white-horses/NOM day/NOM
 pasan kateskhe gaian euphegge:s idein (Aesc. Per. 386-7)
 all/ACC occupied/3SG earth/ACC bright/NOM see/INF
 When day, bright to look at with (its) white horses, spread over the whole earth ...'

 	kai gar horan stugnos e:n (Xen. Anab. 2.6.9)
 and for see/INF gloomy/NOM was/3SG
 'For he was gloomy to look at'

 	taute:n gar de: ephe: te:n thean... eleeine:n te
 that/ACC.FEM for Part. said/3SG the-sight/ACC pitifuI/ACC and
 gar idein einai (Pl. Rep. 619d-20a)
 see/INF be/INF
 'For he said that that was a pitiful sight to see'

 	kai me:n philois eleinos eisoran ego: (Aesc. Pro. 246)
 and Part. friends/DAT piteous/NOM look-upon/INF I/NOM
 'And, indeed, I am piteous for my friends to look at'.





These are meant to be representative, only, of this process in Ancient Greek; other examples include Theog. 216, Hdt. 6.102, Xen. Comm. 8.3.5., Aesc. Per. 27, etc.3

Whatever the ultimate historical origin of this construction may be,4 the derivation of sentences as in (11) above synchronically in Classical Greek is clear. From an underlying structure roughly as in (12), assuming underlying verb-final word order:

[image: ]

surface forms as in (11) were produced by deleting the complement object under identity with the matrix subject, with infinitivization of the complement verb being an obligatory concomitant feature. The issue of where infinitives come from will not be addressed, i.e. whether they are present in underlying structures (as proposed by Bresnan (1971), Lasnik and Fiengo (1974)) or arise by a rule of infinitivization under certain specifiable syntactic conditions, such as the loss of a subject or object by the application of a cyclic rule (as proposed by Kiparsky and Kiparsky (1971)), for it is irrelevant to the matter at hand.B The Ancient Greek sentences, then, have a derivation much the same as the English Object Deletion sentences in (1).

It is important to note that, parallel to the situation in English, there may be several object-deleting processes at work in the sentences of (11). In particular, the type of (11a) and (11b) seems to be a subtype of the general Greek process of Comparative Deletion. Still, these processes form a rule class, just as do the analogous English sentences, characterized by the fact that they delete complement objects under identity with a matrix subject Moreover, they all behave alike in the historical change to be discussed here, a further piece of evidence supporting the existence of such a rule class.

The evidence for these sentences being the result of Object Deletion comes from three sources--the nature of the adjective or substantive which serves as the matrix predicate, from the nature of the subordinate verb, and from the particular meaning that the combination of these two has with a specific matrix subject.C

All of the trigger adjectives and substantives in (11) do not occur with sentential subjects, either extraposed or otherwise, independently in Classical Greek. In this regard, then, they are exactly analogous to their English counterparts.

For example, the comparative in (11a), kreisso:n, while it can occur with a clausal complement in the meaning 'better':

	(13) kreisson gar eisapaks thanein (Aesc. Pro. 750)
 better/NTR for at-once die/INF
 '(It would be) better to die at once'



the use of the comparative with the subordinating conjunction e: 'than' plus the infinitive is generally taken to have an intensive sense, that of 'too + ADJ'.5 In this sense, kreisso.n never takes a sentence as its subject.6 The same holds for the comparative meizo:n in (lib), which is also here used with e: in the sense of 'too great'. In this sense, meizo:n is never found with a sentence as its subject.7

Similarly, the substantive phobos, in the meaning 'fear' can occur with a full sentence as its complement, but even then, the sentence is dependent on it, and is not its subject:

	(14) phobos oun estin, ean me: kosmioi o:men pros tous theous,
 fear/NOM Part. is/3SG if not obedient/NOM.PL are/lPL.SUBJ to the-gods/ACC

 	hopo:s me: authis diaskhisthesometha (Pl. Sym. 193a)
 that not again split-up/1PL.PASS.FUT



There is a fear, if we are not obedient to the gods, that we might be split up again'. Phobos in the meaning 'object or cause of terror', as in this example from Herodotos in which the noun to ounoma 'name' is being characterized as possessing a particular feature, never takes a sentential complement as subject or in any other function.8 Thus in each of these cases, the lexical meaning of the trigger adjective or substantive that is required by the sense of examples (11a) through (11c) does not occur elsewhere in Classical Greek with a sentential subject. This fact would follow automatically from an analysis which derives these sentences from an underlying source as in (12) via a rule of Complement Object Deletion.

The case is even clearer for the other trigger adjectives in (11), euphegge:s, stugnos, and el(e)einos, for there is no evidence that they occur with a sentential subject in Classical Greek in any meaning. Moreover, they each characterize particular physical features of the nouns they modify--euphegge:s, for instance, occurs only with nouns signifying something capable of being bright, such as selana 'moon' (Bacchyl. 9[8]: 29; Plu. Mor. 2.161e), Arktos 'the North Star' (A.R. Argon. B. 1195), peuke:'torch' (AP. 7.407.5), harnera 'day' (Bacchyl. 19 [18]: 26). Such a selectional restriction holds also between euphegge:s and its subject he.mera in (11d). If the underlying structure were that of (12), this fact falls out automatically, because he:mera is the underlying subject of estin euphegge:s. In the structure posited in (4), the Movement analysis, the fact that this apparent selectional restriction holds also between euphegge:s and its subject derived by the movement rule necessary in that analysis is purely accidental.9 The hypothesis of an underlying structure as in (12), therefore, is to be preferred for these sentences over that positing a structure as in (4).

With this underlying structure established for the sentences in (11), it is necessary only to consider the nature of the subordinate verbs and the overall meaning of the sentences to establish that the deletion of the subordinate object has occurred. In particular, the subordinate verbs in (11) are generally transitive in meaning; thus their occurrence without overt objects in (11) requires some explanation.

For example, pherein in (11a) and (11b) is by and large transitive and occurs with an overt object on the surface except when the object is absent due to the operation of some syntactic process such as Relative Clause Formation. The meaning in this transitive use is 'bear, carry, convey; suffer, offer; cause', for instance:

	(15) eiso: phero: s' enteuthen (Ar. Wasps 1444)
 within carry/ISG you/ACC from-there
 'I'm carrying you within from there'.



There are in addition a few intransitive uses of phero:, which are called "absolute" uses in the lexicons.10 These are all very specialized uses, for example, with a wind as subject:

	(16) hoti boreas men ekso: tou Pontou
 because North-Wind/NOM Part. out the-Black Sea/GEN
 eis te:n Hellada pherei (Xen. Anab. 5.7.7)
 into the-Greece/ACC 3SG
 'Because the North Wind is blowing out from the Black Sea towards Greece'



with roads, in the sense 'lead to a place':

	(17) es hodon pherousan es hieron (Hdt. 2.1222)
 onto road/ACC leading/ACC to sanctuary/ACC
 '... onto the road leading to the sanctuary'



or with the meaning 'bear fruit, be fruitful':

	(18) eut' an tade panta phere:isi (H. Merc. 91)
 would these/NTR all/NTR 3SG.SUBJ
 'Would that these all bear fruit!'



and so forth. What is important for the analysis of sentences (11a) and (11b) is that in them, none of the absolute meanings of phero: would make any sense. The sense of these examples seems clearly to be 'too great to endure/bear', where phero: has its ordinary transitive meaning of 'bear, endure something', and not one of the absolute meanings. One way to capture this fact is to posit the presence of an object with phero: in the underlying structure which is then deleted before the surface level is reached.

Furthermore, it is important to note that the sense of these sentences is not just 'endure, bear SOMETHING', but rather 'endure, bear' a specific object--in (11a) kaka 'evils' and in (11b) nose:ma 'disease' (for Oedipus, blindness). Therefore, it cannot be the case that some unspecified object of phero: has been deleted, as from an underlying structure:
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but rather it must be a particular noun phrase identical to the subject of the matrix clause that is deleted. Therefore, these facts about the usage and meaning of phero: coupled with the overall sense of the sentences support the deletion analysis.

Similarly, the subordinate verbs in the next three examples, the perception verbs akousai, idein, and horan, have both a transitive and an absolute meaning, but admit only the transitive reading with a specific noun phrase object deleted in these sentences. Thus akousai with a nominal object has the meaning 'hear; hear (tell) of; listen to, obey', and without an object, when used absolutely, it has the meaning 'know by hearsay; give ear, be called'-- the sense of (11d) is clearly the transitive one. That sentence is describing a name that inspires fear when people hear IT, i.e. hear that specific name, and not just "listen" in general.

The verbs idein and horan both have the basic meaning 'see, perceive, behold', and can be used transitively or absolutely. The meanings in the absolute usage include 'perceive; have sight' neither of which make good sense here.11 The transitive interpretation of idein/horan is what the sense of these sentences demands.

Finally, eisoran seems only to have a transitive use, and in the active voice always occurs with an object, as in:

	(20) ho:s de eiseide te:n ilea te:n Attike:n ho Polukritos (Hdt. 8.92)
 as Part. saw/3SG the-ship/ACC the-Attic/ACC ART NOM
 'And as Polykritos saw the Attic ship ...'.



In all these cases, then, an analysis which posits a subordinate verb in underlying structure without an overt object must either recognize an unparalled "absolute" use of the verb that has a specific transitive meaning, or else must in some way "restore" the object to the verb in order to produce the right reading. Both of these difficulties are avoided in an analysis which posits a specific underlying object with the subordinate verb in this construction.

The total effect of the evidence presented here is to establish a derivation of the sentences in (11) via a rule of Complement Object Deletion from an underlying structure as in (21) below:
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It should be noted that not all of the examples in (11) have the matrix NPi as a surface subject. In (11a) and (11f), this NP is actually an object in surface structure. This fact, however, does not vitiate the basic claim of the analysis, that the rule of Object Deletion deletes a subordinate object under identity with the matrix subject, for in these two examples, there are syntactic reasons why that NP is not a surface subject in the nominative case. Sentence (11a) presumably has the underlying structure:
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The kaka on the surface is 0kakai--2kakai is deleted by Object Deletion under identity with the subject of S1, 1kakai, which is itself deleted through the workings of the process in Greek which forms Relative Clauses, deletes the copula, and then places the remainder before the head noun. While such a description is based on certain assumptions for which it is impossible to give full justification,12 nonetheless these assumptions do not seem especially controversial.

Likewise, in (11f), the subject NP which controls the Object Deletion, thean, is in the accusative case here and not in the expected nominative case of subjects because it has become the object of the matrix verb ephe:. This verb regularly occurs with this syntactic pattern, the explanation for which seems to be that the subject of the complement verb is raised to become the object of the verb ephe:, if Raising is not invoked here, then this is merely the occurrence of a subject in a case other than nominative.D In that case, the NP would still be a subject, and the basic claim of the Object Deletion analysis would not be contradicted.13

The Object Deletion analysis offered here puts certain observations of traditional grammarians concerning sentences such as these into an explicit theoretical framework. For example, Liddell and Scott (1940) seem to have intuitively recognized the existence of an Object Deletion process, for they listed example (lid) in their lexicon as an instance of the TRANSITIVE meaning of idein, thus treating idein as if it had an object. The analysis in generative linguistic terms offered here merely provides a mechanism by which these intuitions can be formally expressed.

One final point concerning Object Deletion in Ancient Greek is that it seems to have always involved an infinitive in the subordinate clause. All of the examples cited here have infinitives and there are no indications in any of the grammars, lexicons, or texts that anything other than an infinitive, for example a subordinate clause with a finite verb introduced by hina or hoti, was possible in this construction. This is so even though paraphrases with full subordinate clauses were possible for many uses of the infinitive even in Classical Greek. The significance of tnhs fact will become more apparent in later sections and chapters.

2. The Biblical Greek Data

Examples of Object Deletion after Classical Greek are relatively rare, although they do exist. A study of the concordances,14 lexicons,15 and grammars16 reveals no Object Deletion examples in New Testament Greek. However, in the Greek Septuagint, a few examples of Object Deletion sentences are to be found. The Septuagint existed in Greek as early as 100 B.C., although the earliest extant versions date from 400 A.D.17 Thus it is roughly contemporaneous with New Testament Greek, though possibly somewhat more archaic.

There are at least the following three examples from Biblical Greek:

	(23) 	kai eiden he: gune: hoti. . . to ksulon . . .
 and saw/3SG the-woman/NOM that the-tree/NOM
 horaion estin tou katanoe:sai (Gen. 3.6)
 lovely/NOM is/3SG Part look-at/INF
 'And the woman saw that the tree was lovely to look at'



 		kai e:n ho truge:tos hetoimos tou therizein (ISam. 13.21)
 and was/3SG the-harvest ready/NOM harvest/INF
 'And the harvest was ready for harvesting'

 	kai ego: o:ikodome:ka oikon ... hetoimon
 and I/NOM built/1 SG home/ACC ready/ACC
 tou kataske:no:sai eis tous aio:nas (2Chron. 6.2)
 Part. live-in/INF into the-ages/ACC
 'And I have built a home ... (which is) ready for you to dwell in forever'.





The evidence for these sentences being derived by the rule of Object Deletion is quite straight-forward and is analogous in all respects to the evidence given in the previous section for Object Deletion in Classical Greek.

Regarding (23a), the adjective ho:raios gives no indication of having been able to occur with a sentential subject either in Classical or in Biblical Greek. Since this is a widely attested word, it is unlikely that this absence is due merely to chance. In addition, the embedded verb katanoe:sai 'notice, look at' is listed in Biblical Greek lexicons18 as strictly transitive in use; for example:

	(24) 	te:ndokon te:n en to:i idio:i opthalmo:i ou katanoeis (Luke 6.41)
 the-plank/ACC the/ACC in the-own-eye/DAT not notice
 'Do you not notice the plank in your very own eye?'

 	katenoe:sen gar heauton (Jac. 1.24)
 looked-at/3SG for self/ACC
 'For he looked at himself'.





Thus an Object Deletion analysis for (23a) accords with the facts about ho:raios and katanoe:sai.

Regarding (23b), the evidence for the structure with a simple nominal as underlying subject of e:n hetoimos is the fact that hetoimos in the meaning 'ready' which it has here never occurs with a sentential subject,19 Under the analysis of an underlying structure with a sentential subject, this fact must be attributed either to an accidental gap in the data or must be accounted for by an ad hoc constraint preventing the sentential subject from surfacing as such. Under the Object Deletion analysis, however, this fact is predicted and therefore explained.20

With the Object Deletion structure established, only the nature of the subordinate verb therizein remains to be discussed. This verb means 'harvest, reap' and can be used transitively, 'harvest something' or absolutely, 'do the work of harvesting'. Examples of the transitive usage from Biblical Greek include Gal. 6.7:

	(25) ho gar ean speirei anthro:pos, touto kai therisei
 what/ACC for if sows/3SG man/NOM that/ACC and reap/3SG.FUT
 'Whatever a man sows, THAT shall he also reap'



and Job 5.26:

	(26) eleuse:i de en tapho:i ho:sper sitos ho:rimos kata kairon therizomenos
 go/2SG.FUT but in grave/DAT like grain-ripe/NOM at time/ACC being-harvested/NOM
 'You will go to your grave like ripe grain being harvested at its time'



where the passive form and meaning of the participle therizomenos indicates that the verb was transitive underlyingly. In Classical Greek, the verb therizein frequently occurs with an object, cf. Hdt. 4.42, Ar. Birds 506, etc. Thus therizein can be transitive, although it need not be so. The best argument for the transitive reading in (23b), and therefore for the Object Deletion analysis, is that the intransitive meaning does not allow for a good reading for the sentence in its context. Under the intransitive meaning, the infinitive must be construed in a consecutive sense, i.e. 'the harvest was ready so that they could set about the work of harvesting', even though all that is being described is the fact that the time of the harvest was at hand. The transitive meaning of therizein allows for this more straight-forward interpretation of the line, and thus is to be preferred here.

Since the Septuagint is a translation of a Hebrew text of the Old Testament, one might think that this example is simply a loan-translation and not, strictly speaking, Greek, especially in view of the fact that hetoimos, although widely attested in Classical Greek, is never found in an Object Deletion syntagm. This adjective did govern an EQUI structure, as indicated by such sentences as:

	(27) hetoimoi eisi makhesthai (Xen. Cyrop. 4.1.1)
 ready/NOM.PL are/3PL fight/INF
 'They are ready to do battle'.



A sentence like (27), with a sentential complement in the verb phrase, has the right structure for Object Deletion, lacking only coreference between a subordinate object and a matrix subject.

Thus it may legitimately be asked why Object Deletion should be able to apply with hetoimos at this point in the history of Greek. Whatever the answer may be, it cannot be that this sentence is a loan-translation or a Hebraism transposed into the Greek language. The reason for this is that there is nothing in the Hebrew text that corresponds to this line in the Greek text, and furthermore, the indications are that the Greek of this book of the Septuagint is fairly creative as to its rendering on the Hebrew original, and not a slavishly literal translation.21 It is unclear, though, whether Object Deletion with hetoimos is an innovation of Biblical Greek, with an old pattern (Object Deletion in Classical Greek) being extended to a new lexical item, or whether it reflects an old usage which is accidently unattested in all of Classical Greek. The fact that the particle tou occurs with the infinitive here supports the former interpretation (see Chapter 2, §2.2 for details on tou). In some sense, this question is irrelevant here, for in either case, this example would indicate that the rule of Object Deletion was still possible with an infinitive in the subordinate clause at this stage of Greek.

Example (23c) likewise has a quite straight-forward analysis. It has already been demonstrated that hetoimos in fact governs the requisite structure for Object Deletion. Moreover, the subordinate verb kataske:no:sai is listed in the lexicons22 as having a transitive use in the meaning 'dwell in, inhabit', for example:

	(28) psukhe:n gar ... anthropeian ... he:goumenoi einai
 soul/ACC for human/ACC considering/NOM.PL be/INF
 te:n to so:ma Ie:sou kataske:nousan (M. 22.780c (Euseb.))
 the/ACC the-body Jesus/GEN dwelling/ACC



'For ... considering the human soul to be that dwelling in the body of Jesus'. This verb is also used intransitively in Biblical Greek accompanied by the preposition en 'in', for example:

	(29) 	kai tis kataske:no:sei en to:i orei to:i hagio:i sou (Ps. 14[15].1)
 and who dwel1/3SG.FUT in the-mountain/DAT the-holy/DAT your
 'And who will dwell in your holy mountain?'

 	kai ta peteina tou ouranou kateske:no:sen en tois kladois autou (Luke 13.19)
 and the-birds/NOM the-heaven/GEN dwelt/3SG in the-branches/DAT its
 And the birds of the sky dwelt in its branches'.





The only absolute use of this verb is in the meaning 'dwell in peace, abide',23 which clearly does not fit the sense of (23c). Furthermore, both the transitive use of kataske:no:sai and the intransitive use with en are amenable to the proposed Object Deletion analysis. In the former case, it would be the direct object which is deleted, while in the latter, it would be the object of the preposition which is deleted along with its governing preposition. That the deletion of a preposition along with its object is a possible phenomenon in natural language is shown by Modern Greek relative clauses whose target is the object of a preposition. For example, eksartame 'depend' occurs in simple sentences only with the preposition apo, but in relative clauses, the preposition may be deleted:

	(30) 	eksartomaste apo ton Yani
 depend/IPL John/ACC
 "We depend on John'

 	*eksartomaste ton Yani


 		o Yanis ine o anθropos pu eksartomaste
 John/NOM is the-tnan/NOM that depend/1PL
 'John is the man we depend on'





(cf. Maling (1977) and Joseph (Forthcoming) for details and some discussion).E Thus the Object Deletion analysis of (23c) is supported by the available data on the trigger adjective hetoimos and the subordinate verb kataske:no:sai. Moreover, this passage does not seem to be a loan-translation or a Hebraism.24

These sentences represent the clearest examples of Object Deletion in Biblical Greek,25/F and they are sufficient to establish the existence of Object Deletion at this stage of Greek. Furthermore, if the occurrence of Object Deletion here with hetoimos is in fact a Biblical Greek innovation, involving the extension of the Object Deletion rule to this lexical item, then it attests further to the productivity of the rule at this stage.

Finally, there is no evidence at this stage of Greek for the existence of paraphrases involving active finite subordinate verbs with an object pronoun coreferent with the subject of the matrix clause. Some adjectives which seem to have an Object Deletion structure are to be found in Biblical Greek with subordinate active verbs whose SUBJECT is identical to the matrix subject, for example:

	(31) hou ouk eimi ego: aksios hina luso:
 whose not am/1SG I/NOM worthy/NOM loosen/1SG
 autou ton himanta tou hupode:matos (John 1.27)
 his the-thong/ACC the-sandal/GEN
 '(One) of whom I am not worthy to untie the sandal-thong'.



However, there are no examples with the subordinate OBJECT identical to the matrix subject. Thus it seems that at this point in the history of Greek, the only way to say an Object Deletion-type sentence was with the actual deletion of the subordinate object and with an infinitive as the subordinate verb.26

3. The Medieval Greek Data

The situation regarding Object Deletion appears to have remained the same in Greek for several centuries after Biblical Greek. In the Historia Byzantina of Michael Doukas, several Object Deletion examples are to be found-Doukas wrote in the 15th century but in a brand of Greek that is clearly not that of contemporaneous colloquial Greek, to judge from the numerous vernacular poems, romances, and chronicles of the 13th to 15th centuries. Doukas' Greek more closely approximates that of the early Byzantine Chroniclers of the 8th to 10th centuries. Thus the Object Deletion examples from Doukas, although chronologically more recent than another example to be discussed below, are nonetheless representative of a linguistically earlier state of the language. The evidence from Doukas concerning Object Deletion is first presented, followed by an example of this construction from a stage of Medieval Greek closer to the modern language.

The examples of Object Deletion that occur in Doukas are the following:

	(32) 	tous men khrusinous hetoimous ekhei tou dounai (1164A (13-14))
 the/ACC Part. gold-pieces/ACC ready/ACC.PL has/3SG give/INF
 'He has the gold pieces ready to give'

 	athroisas hapanta ton straton autou huperarithmon onta eipein
 rousing/NOM whole-the-army/ACC his too-numerous/ACC being/ACC speak-of/INF
 epekei to:n diakosio:n khiliado:n kata te:s poleo:s ekseisin (972B (5-7))
 in-excess the-200,000/GEN against the-city/GEN go-out/3SG
 'Having roused his whole army, (which is) too numerous to speak of, some 200,000 or
 more, he went out against the city'.





The syntactic justification for these examples actually representing instances of Object Deletion is quite straightforward. Sentence (32a) is exactly analogous to the Biblical Greek examples (23b) and (23c), discussed earlier. It should be added that the subordinate verb 'give' is generally transitive in meaning, and certainly seems to have that sense here. The adjective huperarithmon in (32b), however, is sparsely attested throughout the history of Greek, making it hard to determine clearly its syntactic usage. Still, it has the intensive meaning 'too + ADJ' and so can be construed in parallel fashion to the Ancient Greek Object Deletion examples (11a) and (11b), which involved the collocation of the comparatives kreisso:n and meizo:n with e: 'than' in the same intensive sense. Finally, the subordinate verb eipein in this example seems to have its transitive meaning 'speak of, mention', and as such supports the Object Deletion analysis.

As was the case with a few of the earlier examples, both (32a) and (32b) have the underlying matrix subject and the trigger adjective in the accusative case and not the expected nominative case. As before, this fact does not affect their status as Object Deletion examples, because there are syntactic reasons for this change of case. In (32a), it is probably the case that Subject-to-Object Raising has applied, with deletion of the copular verb 'to be'; that is, an underlying sequence of s[He has s[the gold-pieces be ready . . . ]s ]s has become s[He has the gold-pieces ready ...]s--the case-agreement between gold-pieces and ready is regular in such a situation.27 Similarly, (32b) has accusative case-marking on huperarithmon because this adjective is in a reduced relative clause and therefore agrees in case with the head of the relative clause, straton.

These examples show that the stage of Greek which Doukas represents still contained the rule of Object Deletion. Furthermore, both examples involved an infinitive in the subordinate clause, and there are no examples with a finite verb replacing the infinitive. One example from a linguistically later stage, colloquial Greek of the 13th century, shows this same pattern for Object Deletion. After that point, however, Object Deletion structures in which the rule of Object Deletion does not apply and a finite verb is found in the subordinate clause begin to make their appearance. This one later example is given below; it is from Hermoniacos' translation of the Iliad, a work which is generally considered to be representative of colloquial Greek of its period,28 though it of course does show some influence from the learned, archaizing language:

	(33) me: phobou, gunai te:n gennan/
 not fear/2SG woman/VOC the-childbirth/ACC
 tou pathein kako:tikon gar (Hermon. A' 43-44)
 suffer/INF hurtful/NTR though
 'O woman, don't fear the childbirth, though (it is) a hurtful thing to suffer'.



The syntactic justification for deriving this sentence by Object Deletion is parallel to earlier argumentation. To put it briefly, the trigger adjectival phrase, kako:tikon, is not found elsewhere in Greek with a sentential subject. Also, the subordinate verb, pathein, while admitting intransitive, absolute uses, in this sentence seems clearly to have its transitive value. Therefore, the nature of the lexical items involved and the sense of the particular example support the Object Deletion analysis.

Furthermore, the context favors an Object Deletion interpretation for the line, and not some other conceivable reading, such as "Do not fear the childbirth, O woman--it is a hurtful thing to suffer (it)." The preceding and following context, along with the lines in question, reads as follows (A' 36-47):

	(34) hotan e:lthen eis te:n gennan/ he:me:tera tou Home:rou/
 when came/3SG into the-childbirth/ACC the-mother/NOM of-Homer/GEN
 emanteuthe:ken he:me:ter/ eis Apollo:na Kronio.n/
 consulted-an-oracle/3SG the-mother/NOM at Apollo/ACC son-of-Kronos/ACC
 eiper mellei gar sothe:nai/ kai prosphoibasman errethe /
 if be-about-to/35G for be-saved/INF and prophecy/NOM was-said/3SG
 lego:n pros aute:n toiade / me: phobou. gunai. te:n gennan /
 saying/NOM to her/ACC such-things/ACC
 tou pathein kako:tikon gar / ame: to paidion touton /
 so the-child/NOM this/NOM
 mellei gar genesthai megas / eis graphas ...
 be-about-to/3SG for become/INF great/NOM in writings/ACC
 "When Homer's mother came into childbirth, she consulted the oracle of
 the Kronian Apollo as to whether she would survive. And a prophecy
 was spoken, saying thus to her: "O woman, don't fear the childbirth,
 though (it is) a hurtful thing to suffer. For this child will be great in writings..." '.



Since the fact that the woman was concerned about her chances of survival is specifically mentioned, it is only natural that the exact way in which the childbirth is to be feared, i.e. "hurtful as far as suffering it is concerned," be spelled out in the following lines. Moreover, this interpretation allows one to follow the word order in the text fairly carefully in translating.

That there is only this single example of Object Deletion at this stage suggests that the construction in its older form was on the wane. Furthermore, as noted earlier, it is within this period of Greek that paraphrases of Object Deletion sentences with a finite verb replacing the infinitive and a pronominal object coreferent with the matrix subject appear for the first time. This means that the Object Deletion construction was among the last in Greek to be penetrated by the infinitive replacement process; the infinitive replacements are found in non-Object Deletion contexts such as EQUI constructions and Subject-to-Subject Raising constructions at a much earlier date (see Chapter 2 for details).29/G

Some examples of this finite verb replacement in what would have been Object Deletion sentences in earlier Greek are the following:

	(35) 	kai eni polla barun ... kai / antropiasmerion
 and is/3SG very heavy/NTR and shameful/NTR
 kai aprepo na sas to kse:ge:tho: (Makh. §251 1. 21-22 (15 c.))
 and unseemly/NTR you it tell/1SG
 'And (the matter) is very weighty ... and (it is) shameful and unseemly
 for me to tell you'

 	an ta ekse:ge:the:ka . . . e:ton polla bareta
 if them/NTR told/1SG were/3PL very heavy/NTR.PL
 ... eis hautes sas na t' agroikate30/H (Makh. §6341. 13-14 (15 c.))
 on self your them hear/2PL
 'If I told them ... they would be very weighty for you to hear'

 	eipe te:s na ekhei hetoimon ton daon
 said/3SG to-her have/3SG ready/ACC.MASC the torch/ACC.MASC

 	naton eparei (Lyb. 2663 (14 c.)) (Wagner ed.)
 it/ACC.MASC take/3SG
 'He told her to have the torch ready for him to take'.





These examples are noteworthy for they show no sign of a deletion at all--note the object pronouns to in (35a), t' (= ta) in (35b), and ton in (35c). This is the surface sentence-type found in Modern Greek to the exclusion of all other possibilities, for such underlying structures. This non-deletion construction is discussed in full in the next section, since Modern Greek offers the opportunity to investigate the full range of relevant data.

While no one text shows both the old pattern and the new one, the appearance of the new sentence-type in this stage of Greek suggests that there may have been a period of competition during which Object Deletion with an Infinitive was still a possible construction, though perhaps less frequent than the new non-deletion type with a finite verb. Medieval Greek, then, forms a bridge, both chronologically and linguistically between the earlier stages of Greek where only the deletion-type sentences were possible (Classical and Biblical Greek) and the later stage where only the non-deletion type is possible (Modern Greek). Medieval Greek shows the last traces of the deletion type and the first traces of the nondeletion type.

4. The Modern Greek Data

The Modern Greek sentences corresponding to those under discussion so far are given below:31/I

	(36) 	o musakasi ine etimos na toni va'ome s to furno
 the-mousaka/NOM.MASC is ready/NOM.MASC it/ACC.MASC put/IPL in the-oven
 'The mousaka is ready for us to put in the oven'

 	i Mariai ine omorfi na tini kitazis
 Mary/NOM is pretty/NOM.FEM her look-at/2SG
 'Mary is pretty (for you) to look at'

 	afti i petrai ine para poli varya na tini sikoso
 this-the-rock/NOM.FEM is too very heavy/NOM.FEM it/ACC.FEM lift/1SG
 This rock is too heavy for me to lift'.





The crucial fact to note here is that the occurrence of the pronoun in the subordinate clause coreferent with the matrix subject is obligatory. Its absence yields sentences which are far less than acceptable--native speakers typically judge such sentences as "having something missing" or being "understandable but not the way you would say that" or being "somewhat indeterminate and ill-defined":J

	(37) 	*?o musakas ine etimos na vaiome s to furno
 	*? i Maria ine omorfi na kitazis
 	*? afti i petra ine para poli varya na sikoso.




Thus if the sentences in (36) represent Object Deletion structures, then clearly no element in the complement clause has been deleted.

From an underlying structure roughly as in (38):

[image: ]

a sentence such as (36b) would result from the application of whatever process guarantees that the second of two coreferent nominals in a sentence surfaces in pronominal form--thus tin Maria in S1 has to surface as the pronoun tin 'her'. No other syntactic process is needed to generate the surface form.K

The pronoun in the subordinate clause is obligatory only on the Object Deletion reading of the string; that is, if the verb in the subordinate clause can be either transitive or intransitive, then only the intransitive reading is possible if the pronoun is omitted. This is particularly clear with the verb pigeno, which means 'go' when it occurs in simple sentences without an object and 'take (somewhere)' when it has an object, as in (39):

	(39) 	pigenome s to nosokomio
 go/IPL to the-hospital
 'We are going to the hospital'

 	pigenome ton Yani s to nosokomio
 take/IPL John/ACC
 'We are taking John to the hospital'.





When embedded under an adjective such as etimos 'ready', the same difference in meaning is found, depending on whether pigeno has an overt object or not:

	(40) 	o Yams ine etimos na pame s to nosokomio
 John/NOM is ready/NOM 1PL.SUBJ
 'John is ready for us to go to the hospital'



 	≠ 	o Yanisj ine etimos na tonj pame s to nosokomio
 John/NOM him 1PL.SUBJ
 'John is ready for us to take to the hospital'.





The second sentence (40b) implies that John is sick, while the first says nothing about John's state of health. If there were a rule deleting complement objects under identity with matrix subjects in Modern Greek, then (40a) should be ambiguous--however, it is not. The lack of an overt complement object in (40a), then, cannot be attributed to the operation of a rule of Object Deletion.32

A similar situation is found with the verb xtipo 'hit'. Although generally transitive, it can occur without an overtly specified object in the sense 'hit something/someone; perform an action of hitting'.33 In the relevant sentences for this discussion, xtipo without an object has only the meaning 'hit something/someone ...'; there is no anaphoric connection between the matrix subject and the implicit object of xtipo:

	(41) 	ime etimos naxtipisi o Yarns
 am/1SG ready/NOM hit/3SG John/NOM
 'I am ready for John to hit (something)'

 	ime etimos na me xtipisi o Yanis
 me/ACC
 'Ii am ready for John to hit Ø'.





Again, it is not possible to attribute the lack of an overt complement object in (41a) to a deletion under identity with the matrix subject.34

The obligatory nature of this coreferent object pronoun in the subordinate clause is apparent in complements to nominals modified by these adjectives as well:

	(42) 	i Maria ine omorfo koritsL na toj / *?Ø kitazis
 Mary/NOM is pretty/NTR.NOM girl/NTR.NOM NTR look-at/2SG
 'Mary is a pretty girl (for you) to look at'

 	to kokino ine oreo xromai na toi /*?Ø forai kanis
 the-red/NOM is lovely-color/NOM wear/3SG someone/NOM
 'Red is a lovely color for someone to wear'.





It should be noted that these examples show that the appearance of the definite pronoun in the embedded clause has nothing to do with the definiteness of the nominal it refers to. That such nominals can serve as the antecedent to definite pronouns in Greek is shown by the following sentences:

	(43) 	an mu diksis alo xromai den θa toi kitakso
 if me show/2SG other-color/ACC not FUT it look-at/1SG
 'If you show me another color, I won't look at it'

 	psaxno ena omorfo koritsii ala den boro na toi vro
 search/1SG a-lovely-girl/ACC but not can/1SG it find/1SG
 'I'm looking for a lovely girl but I can't find her'.





The evidence for an Object Deletion structure with these adjectives is, to a large extent, of a negative nature only. That is, there are only two serious hypotheses for the structure of these sentences, that of a sentential subject to an adjectival predicate, (44a), and that of a complement in the verb phrase to an adjective, (44b). In the first case, a rule such as Tough-Movement in English (see Chapter 4 for a discussion of such a rule in Greek) would be responsible for the observed surface forms, while in the second, no special rule would be necessary, since the process that guarantees that the second of two coreferent nominals will surface as a pronoun would be sufficient to account for the sentences in (36):

[image: ]

The relevant evidence, to be presented in the following paragraphs, shows that (44a) must be rejected in favor of (44b).

First, from the structure in (44a), one would expect that surface alternates of the sentences in (36) would occur which have full sentential subjects. There are adjectives in Greek which allow such a pattern, for instance faneros 'obvious':

	(45) to pos o Yanis skotose ton Petro ine fanero
 the COMP John/NOM killed/3SG Peter/ACC is obvious/NTR
 'That John killed Peter is obvious'.



However, such patterns are never found with the adjectives in (36):

	(46) 	*to na valome to musaka s to furno ine etimo
 	*to na kitazis tin Maria ine omorfo
 	*to na sikoso aftin tin petra ine para poli vari.




This is just as is predicted by the structure in (44b) and is something that would require ad hoc lexical constraints under the analysis of (44a), simply to achieve descriptive adequacy. Similarly, no extraposed variants35/L of the sentential subject sentences are to be found with these adjectives, even though such a pattern is possible, for example, with faneros:

	(47) ine fanero pos o Yanis skotose ton Petro
 'It is obvious that John killed Peter'

 	(48) 	*ine etimo na valome ton musaka s to furno
 	*ine omorfo na kitazis tin Maria
 	*ine para poli van na sikoso aftin tin petra.




Again, these facts follow automatically from the structure posited in (44b) but not from that in (44a).

The Tough-Movement structure (44a) predicts that any nominal which can occur as an object in the embedded clause can occur as the subject of the matrix clause. In particular, it predicts that idiom chunks, i.e. nominals of a normally restricted occurrence, should be able to occur in sentences such as (36) with no loss of idiomatic reading; structure (44b) makes the opposite prediction that such restricted lexical items should not be able to occur there idiomatically. One such idiom is tu vrisko to kumbi, literally "I find on him the button" but idiomatically 'I find his weak spot'--the nominal to kumbi 'the button' cannot occur as the subject to an adjective such as etimos 'ready' when this idiom is in the complement, and still have the idiomatic reading. The same situation obtains with the expression anigo ton dromo, literally "I open the road" but idiomatically 'I clear the way (for)'. These facts are shown in (49):

	(49) 	*to kumbii ine etimo na tu toi vro
 the-button/NOM is ready/NOM on-him it find/1SG
 'His weak spot is ready for me to find'

 	*o dromosi ine etimos na toni anikso ya tin metanastefsi su
 the-road/NOM is ready/NOM it/ACC open/1SG for the-emigration/ACC your
 'The way is ready for me to clear for your emigration'.





This runs counter to the prediction of the structure in (44a), but follows from the other structure posited, under the assumption that if the sentence is to have the intended idiomatic reading, the putative anaphorically connected nouns, the matrix subject and the embedded object, must be coreferential. ~owever, since the embedded object is in an idiom, it presumably has no reference. Therefore, these conditions of co-reference cannot be met. The clash of a literal, i.e. referential, interpretation for kumbi and dromos as matrix subjects with the metaphorical, i.e. non-referential, interpretation given to their apparent "anaphors" in the embedded sentence is responsible for the unacceptability of (49), then.M

One final piece of evidence in favor of the structure in (44b) is the fact that adjectives like etimos must independently govern structures such as (44b) in order to account for sentences like:

	(50) o Yanis ine etimos na figi
 John/NOM is ready/NOM leave/3SG
 'John is ready to leave'.



The ungrammaticality of subject idiom chunks in such sentences precludes a Subject-to-Subject Raising analysis:N

	(51) 	*odromos ine etimos na anixθi ya tin metanastefsi su
 the-road/NOM is ready/NOM open/3SG.PASS for the-emigration/ACC your
 'The way is ready to be cleared for your emigration'

 	*to ksilo ine etimo na mas pesi
 the-wood/NOM is ready/NOM on--us fall/3SG
 'We are ready to suffer (in a fight)'.





Given the independent existence of such structures with these adjectives, the sentences in (36) require no additions to the grammar whatsoever. If the sentences in (36), however, were derived from the structure in (44a), then it would be necessary to admit a dual sub-categorization for these adjectives, a step which constitutes a complication in the grammar.

The evidence thus shows that the sentences in (36) have the structure needed underlyingly for undergoing Object Deletion,36 and furthermore, that they have failed to undergo any sort of deletion rule.O That is, the complement is fully intact with no trace of a deletion whatsoever. Thus the grammar of Modern Greek lacks a syntactic rule of Complement Object Deletion,37 for there seem to be no derivations in which it applies. This is so even though Greek has sentences with the structure appropriate for the application of such a rule.

It is necessary to specify "syntactic" Object Deletion rule because there are some expressions and forms which may involve a LEXICAL rule of Object Deletion, at a more abstract level than has been discussed here. For example, the lexical compound glikopyotos 'sweet to drink or smoke' under an extreme Generative Semantic approach to syntax,P could be derived by a lexical rule of Object Deletion from anerlying structure X is sweet-PRO drink/smoke X as part of a compound-forming process. It is unclear, though, whether such an analysis can be maintained in view of the fact that these compounds do not constitute a productive lexical category and in view of the fact that there are many uncertainties regarding the derivation of lexical forms in this way. Furthermore, even if one wants to maintain that they are derived, it is equally possible that the derivation involves Passivization and then EQUI-NP-Deletion of the subject created by Passivization38 (i.e. 'sweet to be drunk/smoked') and not Object Deletion. This derivation accords more closely with the morphological shape of the compound, for Greek adjectives in -to-historically and to some extent still synchronically are passive in meaning, e.g. gnostos 'known'. Finally, even if a rule of Object Deletion is posited for these lexical compounds, it cannot be assumed that this LEXICAL rule has to be the same rule, in some sense, as the SYNTACTIC Object Deletion rule found, for example, in English. Thus while the occurrence of such compounds may be interesting, they do not contradict the claim that Modern Greek lacks a syntactic rule of Object Deletion.

Similarly, there are two historically frozen expressions whose meaning is that of an underlying Object Deletion sentence. These are me agrion idin 'wild to look at, having a wild expression' (literally "with-wild-idin") and kalos is to idi su 'beautiful to look at, lovely' (literally "beautiful-as to-your idi"). It is not certain, though, whether idi(n), which historically is the infinitive idein 'to see' still functions synchronically as a verbal infinitive in this restricted context, or whether it was even a synchronic verbal infinitive at the time these expressions became fixed. The exact determination of the source(s) of these expressions is obscured by the existence of a lexicalized infinitive idi(n) in Cypriot (presumably the original locus of these phrases) as a word for 'face, visage', for example:

	(52) me to glukun todeis sou do:s' mou tharos (Cypr. #99, 1. 20 (16 c.))
 with the-sweet/NTR the-idi(n~/NTR your give/lMPV to-me courage/ACC
 'With your sweet face, give me courage!'



The lexicalization is clear in (52) because idi(n) (written with final -s due to the initial s- of the following word) occurs with an adjective glukun and with a possessive pronoun, sou. These fixed phrases, then, could simply be late developments with the lexicalized idi(n), being merely 'with a wild visage' and 'beautiful as to your face', respectively.

Therefore, the conclusion that Modern Greek lacks the rule of Complement Object Deletion is not substantially affected by these lexical compounds and fixed phrases with Object Deletion semantics.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, the rule of Complement Object Deletion existed in Greek up through the Medieval period. One of its features was that it required the appearance of an infinitive in the surface subordinate clause. Accordingly, there was a long period in which no paraphrases of Object Deletion seem to have existed with a finite verb in the subordinate clause. Finite verb paraphrases with an obligatory object pronoun in the subordinate clause coreferent with the subject of the matrix clause appear for the first time in late Medieval Greek. Presumably after a period of competition, only the non-deletion, finite-verb type is found in Modem Greek. Thus between Ancient and Modern Greek, the Object Deletion construction has changed its surface form, requiring a pronoun where one could not appear previously, and in addition, the syntactic rule which produced the older construction has been lost from the grammar of Greek.39/Q

An important correlation in this change concerns the status of the infinitive in the subordinate clause--the occurrence of the infinitive in the deletion type correlates exactly with absence of the infinitive in the non-deletion type. While a correlation is not an explanation, it can be elevated to explanatory status by the consideration of some further data. This question is taken up again in more detail in Chapter 7.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. The same holds as well whether the relation between the matrix subject and the complement object position is a matter of binding, in the sense of recent Government and Binding theory, induced by WH-Movement (à la Chomsky 1977), or a "filler-gap" relation, as in Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar (see Hukari and Levine 1991).
 B. Similarly irrelevant is the question of whether infinitives are sanctioned as realizations of a particular bundle of syntactic features, or derived in some other way.
 C. All of the arguments given here for Ancient Greek are naturally open to the criticism that they are too dependent on the accident of attestation in the corpus of texts from that stage of the language. See Chapter 1 for some discussion of this aspect of doing historical syntax.
 D. The controversy on the question of whether the "accusative plus infinitive" construction in Ancient Greek involves raising in any of its manifestations or is instead a different case-marking pattern or even something else continues to this day. Within the framework of Goverment and Binding, for instance, Chaski (1988; 159-160) has argued that accusative case is assigned to the subject of an infinitival complement by a governing complementizer, which may be "an abstract, null complementizer", whereas in Philippaki-Warburton and Katsimali 1990 (an English version of which is in preparation) it is argued that invoking such (generally null) complementizers is circular and that the accusative case on the subject of the infinitive is assigned by the infinitive, even though such assignment has serious consequences for the theory of empty categories. In keeping with the more construction-oriented approach to syntax taken herein, it may well be that the best analysis will recognize different "derivations" for the accusative marking on the logical subject of an infinitive in different constructions. The controversy is not limited to Greek; Pillinger 1980 has a lengthy discussion of a similar construction in Latin, and concludes that the Latin counterpart cannot involve Subject-to-Object Raising without some adjustments to various theoretical frameworks.
 E. See now Joseph 19S0d for discussion of the "preposition deletion" type of relativization in Greek, and Joseph 1983e for details on other aspects of relativization in Modern Greek.
 F. Regarding the example discussed in footnote 25, it can be further noted that in the Koine period, the phonological merger of <ei> and <i> was under way, and also that the loss of final -n via a sandhi process (see Chapter 2, pp. 23-24) had begun, so that dative singular eidei and infinitival idein could have been homophonous for some speakers and/or in some environments.
 G. See now Joseph (1980c, 1983b: 231-234) where the parallel with Romanian is explored further--actually involving Object Raising (see chapter 4)--and argued to be a functional
convergence within the Balkan languages that is induced by universal tendencies. Grosu 1989, however, has shown that the Romanian construction in question does not involve Raising in the relevant sense, a conclusion which would negate the convergence between Greek and Romanian on this point, though it would leave the view of Greek espoused here unaffected.
 H. The fact that Conjunction Reduction is possible with the weak pronouns in Medieval Greek, as shown in footnote 30, whereas the corresponding sentences in Modern Greek are not acceptable, suggests that the Medieval Greek weak pronouns were true clitics whereas the Modern Greek weak pronouns are better taken as affixes. Further indications for an affixal analysis of the weak pronouns in the modern language are various gaps and idiosyncrasies they display which are characteristic of affixes. Typical here is the combinatory gap that a second person pronoun cannot cooccur with a first person pronoun (i.e. *mu se ∂osane "to-me/GEN you/ACC they-gave/3PL") or the voicing that the initial dental stop of the third person weak pronouns undergoes when preceded by the future θa or the modal marker na, even though intervocalic t elsewhere in Greek is unchanged. See Joseph (1988, 1989, 1990c, forthcoming) for discussion, as well as Zwicky and Pullum 1983 and Zwicky 1985 for the theoretical background.
 I. As of late 1990, Joseph and Perlmutter 1978 remains a manuscript (presumably never to be published), though a version of it was presented in May of 1979 at the annual meeting of the Canadian Linguistic Association in Saskatoon as "The Empirical Content of the Cyclical Theory of Grammar". Some of the relevant facts are discussed in Joseph 1986 as well as in Chapter 11 and the appendix of this dissertation. Briefly, though, the argument runs as follows concerning EQUI, or, more neutrally, control constructions, for it is not clear that syntactic theory should tolerate rules of deletion sensu stricto.
There is no evidence for a special EQUI construction involving control by the subject of a matrix verb. For example, in the Greek equivalent of a sentence such as T tried to leave':
(i) prospaθisa na figo tried/1SG leave/1SG
in which the embedded verb is fully finite, it is not at all obvious that any process other than Subject Pronoun Drop is responsible for the absence of an overt subject with the complement verb (indeed, with prospaθo 'try', Greek allows complement subjects that are not coreferent with the matrix verb, so that prospaθisa na figis 'I tried for you to leave' is acceptable--see Philippaki-Warburton 1987 and Joseph (to appear) for some discussion). Thus, most likely, sentences such as those in footnote 31 do not involve anything like EQUI.
However, in the Greek sentences that are parallel to so-called "Object-EQUI" sentences, e.g.
with the verb piθo 'persuade', the evidence from agreement when the matrix object is a reflexive form suggests that something akin to Object-EQUI control, above and beyond whatever suppresses unemphatic subject pronouns, may be at work. The relevant facts are discussed in Chapter 11, footnote 18.
 J. Theophanopoulou-Kontou 1986 discusses sentences in Modern Greek which are similar to the "Object Deletion" (and also Object Raising) sentences discussed here except that they lack a complement clause pronoun and yet are acceptable. She argues, however, that the absence of the complement clause pronoun is connected with the construction involving focalization on the matrix subject when the two-clause structure can be interpreted as a single unit; this means that it is likely that such sentences involve a further restructuring process that removes the sentence from the relevant structural configuration with a true complement clause. Moreover, she notes (p. 99) that the absence of the pronoun is more common when the subject is inanimate and neuter, and thus more likely to be interpreted as a theme and not as an agent. In such sentences, since neuters show no distinction between nominative and accusative case, there is thus a possible derivation via Topicalization (extraction with no copy left behind) that could be the source of the pronoun-less structure; note also that Greek tolerates dangling nominative topics (see Chapter 4, footnote 17). It seems then that the basic finding reported on here can stand concerning the judgment from the numerous speakers I consulted that the sentences in (37) are ill-formed.
 K. If the weak pronouns are affixes (see footnote H), then this statement is not entirely accurate; presumably the affix would be a marker registering the presence, semantically at least, of an object.
 L. Since the Joseph (Forthcoming) cited in 1978 never materialized as such, the argument alluded to can be given here. In particular, as sentence (45) above indicates, Greek sentential subjects occur with a neuter definite article (to) that nominalizes the clause; typically, to the extent that they occur as such at all, these articulated sentential subjects appear to the left of the main verb, as in (45). Extractions out of such clauses are not possible, as would be expected, given what is known about the status of sentential subjects as islands cross-linguistically. In sentences in which the articulated clause occurs to the right of the main verb, e.g, (i), as a variant of (45):
(i) ine fanero to pos o Yanis skotose ton Petro
is/3SG obvious/NTR/SG the/NTR.SG COMP John/NOM killed/3SG Peter/ACC
'Obvious is the (fact) that John killed Peter'
again extraction out of this clause is not possible. However, with the clause to the right of the main verb but without the definite article nominalizer, as in (47), extraction is possible out of that clause. As this situation is very reminiscent of the English contrast between the impossibility of extraction with a sentential subject versus the possibility of extraction out of an extraposed clause (cf. *Who
is that John killed θ obvious? versus Who is it obvious that John killed θ?), one interpretation of these facts is that (45) involves no movement of the sentential subject, that the variant of (45) given in (i) involves scrambling of the subject but with the clause remaining as subject, and that (47) involves nonsubject status for the clause, thereby allowing extraction, A rule of extraposition could then be responsible for the nonsubject status of the underlying sentential subject, presumably by displacing it with a dummy subject; this dummy subject would not surface as such in Greek due to the general suppression of unemphatic subject pronouns in the language. While it is possible that alternatively what is going on here is attempted extraction out of a complex noun phrase, with the article to in fact being taken to determine a complex noun phrase, the interpretation involving extraposition has at least as much plausibility.
 M. This argument is admittedly a weak one, though perhaps not without some force. First of all, the putatively "idiomatic" readings are not so much at variance with the compositional meaning; for example, 'clear the way' seems to be a fairly natural extension of a literal meaning "open the road". Second, the noun phrases in question in these expressions are not genuinely of restricted occurrence, since both ∂romo- and kumbi occur freely; thus, they are not syntactically restricted in the way that there in English existential sentences is. Finally, even if the previous two objections are not felt to be too serious, the argument would be weakened by the fact that semantic facts are being used to justify a particular syntactic structure.
 N. These may not be compelling examples of "idiom chunks" (see footnote M). The idiom in (51 b) is ksilo pefti, and means literally "wood falls" but idiomatically '(someone) gets a beating'.
 O. See footnote K. What is crucial here is the difference between earlier Greek with no noun-phrase marker in the complement clause and Modern Greek with an obligatory marker. Therefore, even if the change in question is one of marking the presence of an object in Modern Greek--a form of object agreement--as opposed to an absence of any such marking in earlier stages of the language, it is still a change in the sentence structure.
 P. Recent theorizing and analyses within the framework of Government and Binding have also taken a similar approach to syntax, and presumably would derive compounds such as glikopyotos in the manner just described. See Rivero 1990 for such a treatment of (certain) Modern Greek compounds. The issue of lexical versus syntactic derivation in another realm of Greek grammar, namely with the passive construction, is discussed in Lascaratou and Warburton 1983 and now most recently in Smirniotopoulos 1990.
 Q. As noted in footnote O, a change has occurred, even if it is ultimately to be construed in terms of a change in marking patterns for the presence of an object at some level of analysis.




Footnotes To Chapter3

1. Cf. Postal (1974: 244ff.) for some discussion concerning this rule.
 2. Other linguists have done the same thing and have grouped these processes together; for example, Johnson (1977: 167, fn. 25) gives three examples from English of "Coreferential Object Deletion," one with ready, one with fun (which may instead be a Tough-Movement trigger, cf. It's fun to do that/To do that is fun/That is fun to do), and one with an intensive, too dumb. Thus he seems implicitly to be considering these as a single process.
 3. These examples were found by a survey of various Greek grammars and lexicons. Unfortunately, no collection of Object Deletion sentences in Ancient Greek exists. The total number of such sentences in the corpus of Ancient Greek texts is thus unknown. However, even seven good examples such as those given here are sufficient to establish the existence of this process in Ancient Greek.
 4. This construction is often likened to the so-called "Accusative of Respect," e.g. aristos makhe:n 'best with respect to battle', and in view of the nominal origins of the Greek infinitive, this is an attractive hypothesis. Compare also such uses of the infinitive as Il. 11.746 aristeueske makhesthai 'he excelled in fighting' in which an infinitive is used in this way. There are problems with such an hypothesis, though. For one thing, the synchronic derivation of the Accusative of Respect is not clear. Also, diachronically, it seems to have originally been restricted to use with body parts. Finally, no Greek infinitive continues an old accusative, so the usage would have to be innovative somehow.
 5. Cf. Jeffery's (No Date) comment on the line in question; Smyth (1920: §2207); Liddell and Scott (1940, s.v.); and others for a confirmation of this use of the comparative with e:.
 6. Liddell and Scott (1940, s.v.).
 7. Ibid., s.v.
 8. Ibid., s.v.
 9. Compare in English, an adjective like hard, which does occur in the structure of (4) and can have as its subject nouns which cannot be "hard" in the physical sense. Note also that in the sentence This pillow is soft but it is hard to throw, there is no contradiction in the two parts of the sentence. This observation is due to Berman (1974a).
 10. Liddell and Scott (1940, s.v.).
 11. It is worth noting that one absolute meaning of horan, namely 'look, given the appearance of does make sense, as a sort of "Accusative of Respect" (see footnote 4), i.e. 'gloomy as to appearance'. However, in view of the fact that Object Deletion is motivated as a rule of Greek
based on the other examples, there does not seem to be any way to exclude the analysis in which Object Deletion applies to a structure with the TRANSITIVE use of horan. The verbs idein and horan are especially common in the Object Deletion construction in Classical Greek. Thus it is conceivable that these verbs in an absolute usage were the verbs used in the original pattern in Greek, from which the rule and construction of Object Deletion arose by a reanalysis of the absolute sense as the transitive sense.
 12. For example, that there is a process which reduces relative clauses and that it operates in this way.
 13. If the Raising explanation is valid, this example may indicate that Object Deletion is, in derivational transformational terms, a cyclic rule, under the assumption that Raising itself is cyclic.
 14. E.g. Bruder (1867).
 15. E.g. Sophocles (1900), Arndt and Gingrich (1957), and Lampe (1961).
 16. E.g. Votaw (1896), Moulton (1908), Blass-Debrunner (1961).
 17. Rahlfs (1935: xxii-xxx).
 18. See footnote 15.
 19. Liddell and Scott (1940), Lampe (1961), etc., s.v.
 20. Hetoimos in the entirely different meaning of 'certain, imminent' could, in Classical Greek, at least, occur with a sentential subject, as in:
(i) tauta de poiounta hetoimon mallon these/NTR Part. doing/ACC certain/NTR rather
apekhthanesthai tois politais (Pl. Rep. 567a)
grow-unpopular/INF the-citizens/DAT
'By doing these things, is it not certain rather that he will grow
unpopular with the citizens?'
The meaning 'certain, imminent', however, does not fit the context of (23b).
 21. I am indebted to Prof. Frank Cross for help with this section.
 22. See footnote 15.
 23. Lampe (1961, s.v.).
 24. I am indebted to Prof. Frank Cross for this information.
 25. One further possible example:
(i)kai ane:r agathos to:i idein (ISam. 16.18)
and man/NOM handsome/NOM the/DAT see/INF
'And a man handsome in appearance ...'
where all the evidence of the lexicons and concordances points to agathos never occurring with a
sentential subject, is only found in one manuscript, Siglum A. According to Rahlfs (1935), the better reading is that of Sigla B and S, agathos to:i eidei, where the dative to:i eidei specifies how the man is agathos. Eidei is a dative of a true nominal, whereas idein would be the infinitive, and would suggest Object Deletion (though the use of the dative articular infinitive would be exceptional). While it is possible that the writer of A had the Object Deletion interpretation in mind, the evidence of the other manuscripts indicates that this cannot be taken as a strong example of Object Deletion.
 26. There is one passage in Biblical Greek, Ezekiel 21.16, which seems to have an Object Deletion structure with an infinitive in the complement clause but with no deletion:
(i) kai edorken aute:n hetoime:n tou kratein kheira autou
and gave/3SG it/FEM.ACC ready/FEM.ACC hold/INF hand/ACC his
ekse:kone:the: hromphaia, estin hetoime: tou dounai aute:n
be-sharpened/3SG sword/NOM is/3SG ready/FEM.NOM give/INF it/FEM.ACC
eis kheira apokentountos
into hand/ACC piercing/GEN
And he gave it (being) ready for his hand to hold The sword is sharpened;
it is ready to give it into the hand of one who will stick (with it)'.
The first part seems to involve Object Deletion with hetoimos, just like (23b) and (23c), but in the second part, the object of the complement clause, aute:n (= hromphaia 'sword') is retained. I am hesitant to treat this as a definite indication that Object Deletion was optional at this stage because, as Prof. Frank Cross has pointed out to me, the Hebrew original for this passage is especially obscure, and so the readings with hetoimos appear to be complete guesses on the part of the translator. Furthermore, the Hebrew, to the extent it makes any real sense, seems to have an object pronoun in the part corresponding to the Greek tou dounai aute:n, so the Greek may well represent a slavishly literal adaptation of the Hebrew. However, if this example is real, it may suggest that the breakdown of the Object Deletion construction as it was in earlier Greek was beginning somewhat early on in Post-Classical Greek.
 27. Such an analysis for similar sentences in English has been proposed and defended by Dieterich (1975). Since the relevant evidence from Medieval Greek is not available, this analysis cannot be proven for (33a), but the parallel with English makes the analysis plausible.
 28. Cf. Browning (1969), Kriaras (1969), Beck (1971), etc.
 29. It is possible to speculate, especially in view of the cross-linguistic evidence presented in Chapter 7, that Object Deletion is a NATURAL construction (leaving the exact characterization of "natural" undetermined at the moment) to have an infinitive, and that this is why it was among the
last of the syntactic constructions in Greek to undergo the replacement of the infinitive. One piece of outside historical evidence suggests this also, namely the fact that Romanian, which has experienced a similar diminishing of the domain of its infinitive, is reported (by Reichenkron (1963)) to use what is left of its infinitive in uses like that of the Latin supine, which itself could be used in contexts analogous to Object Deletion.
 30. The whole sentence for (35b) runs as follows:
(i) eton polla bareta eis auton mounagrapho kai eis hautes sou na t' agroikate
on self/ACC my write/1SG and on self your them hear/2PL
These would be very heavy for me to write and for you to hear'
where there are two conjoined subordinate clauses and there is no pronoun in the first conjunct, na grapho, corresponding to the matrix subject. Thus it might appear that Object Deletion has occurred here into the first conjunct, and thus that the correlation noted in the conclusion (section 5) between infinitives and Object Delecion is wrong. I feel, though, that even if this sentence is not just to be considered an accidental error, still this absence is the result not of Object Deletion, but rather of a type of Conjunction Reduction/Right-Node Raising. This analysis is supported by several considerations: a) speakers of Modern Greek judged analogous sentences as distinctly lower in acceptability, almost to the point of ungrammaticality--since Modern Greek offers a control over the late Medieval language, this fact suggests that this example is just a scribal error; b) it is only in this example that such a pattern is found, even though there are a few examples in Makhairas which have the Modern Greek form (cf. (35a)); thus the fact of a conjoined structure should immediately suggest itself as an explanation for this otherwise unparalleled sentence; c) other examples of Conjunction Reduction/Right-Node Raising involving clitic pronouns occur in Medieval Greek literature:
(ii) hoson horisea hotheos timate k' ekhete ton (Valach. 816(17 c.))
as orders/3SG the-god/NOM honor/2PL and hold/2PL him/ACC
'As God orders, (you should) honor and hold him'
(iii) timo: kai proskuno: te:ne (Stathes 570 (17c.))
honor/1SG and worship/1SG her/ACC
'I (will) honor and worship her'.
The position of the clitic before agroikate in (i) is an automatic consequence of the occurrence of the particle na, which "attracted" clitic pronouns. This late Clitic Placement rule, therefore, has no bearing on the possibility of the application of a Conjunction Reduction/Right-Node Raising process. Thus it seems that this example need not be taken as a real counter-example to the observed correlation of Object Deletion with infinitives in the subordinate clause.

31. Modern Greek also has sentences in which Passive has applied in the lower clause, for example:
(i) i Maria me omorfi na kitaxθi
Mary/NOM is pretty/NOM be-looked-at/3SG
'Mary is pretty to be looked at'.
Such sentences have the same structure underlyingly as the sentences in (38). However, there is no evidence for a special deletion rule to cover the sentences like (i) in Modern Greek. In particular, the construction of (i) can be collapsed with that of sentences like (ii):
(ii) i Maria ine proθimi na voiθisi
Mary/NOM is willing/NOM help/3SG
'Mary is willing to help'
in which the matrix subject and the underlying complement subject are coreferent. These may involve a form of EQUI-NP-Deletion controlled by a matrix subject; for a discussion of EQUI in Greek, cf. Joseph and Perlmutter (1978).
 32. The verb pigeno without an object can mean 'take (somewhere)', but only if it is in a relative clause headed by the relative word pu:
(i) o Yanis ine o anθropos pu pigame s to nosokomio
John/NOM is the-man/NOM that took/IPL to-the-hospital
'John is the man we took to the hospital'.
In such a case, the underlying object of pigeno has been deleted by the rule of Relative Deletion, the existence of which can be independently motivated (see Chapter 10).
 33. I am here begging the metatheoretical question of whether on such a reading, the verb is transitive at a more abstract level.
 34. English shows the converse situation--it has a rule of Object Deletion and so has ambiguity in strings in which the complement verb can be either transitive or intransitive. For example, (i):
(i) John is ready to eat
is ambiguous between the readings in which John will do the eating and in which someone else (a cannibal) will be eating John. This is possible in English because of the existence of an Object Deletion rule and because the verb eat can be used intransitively in the sense "perform the action of eating."
 35. For an argument that Extraposition exists in Greek and that a sentence like (47) is not just due to a Scrambling rule, cf. Joseph (Forthcoming).
 36. It should be noted that to the extent to which deep structures are assumed to be invariant diachronically (for discussion of this notion, cf. Lightfoot (1974), (1976), and Ard (1976)), the
arguments for an adjective such as etimos, which is virtually unchanged from Medieval Greek in its meaning and usage, being an Object Deletion structure adjective can be taken to support the claims that the Medieval Greek and earlier examples are in fact Object Deletion and not Tough-Movement structures. This is also in keeping with the notion of using Modern Greek as a control where possible and necessary over earlier stages of the language.
 37. As noted in Chapter 2, fn. 6, the co-existent system of Katharevousa, the archaizing, "puristic" brand of Greek, although archaic in certain features, does not have infinitives to any productive degree and also does not have the old rule of Object Deletion.
 38. See footnote 31.
 39. As was noted earlier, it does not matter if we are dealing with an interpretive process instead. In that case, we could say that the rule of interpretation which assigned a reading to the zero-anaphor in the Object Deletion sentences of earlier Greek no longer has any occasion to apply in Modern Greek, since there is no longer a zero-anaphor in the lower clause. Thus we can say that such an interpretive rule also is lost, in the sense that it no longer has any appropriate strings to apply to.




Chapter 4
Object Raising

Another change in the syntax of Greek took place in the construction which can be called Object Raisng and the rule of Object Raising by which it was produced. The construction and the rule are similar in many respects to Object Deletion, discussed in the previous chapter. In Object Raising, an object in a sentential subject is raised to become the subject of the matrix trigger predicate. In Greek up through Medieval times, the object was raised without leaving an overt trace on the surface in the subordinate clause—in Modern Greek, however, a pronominal copy of the raised object must be present in the clause out of which the object is raised. Thus the construction has changed in that a pronoun has become obligatory where it once did not occur, and accordingly, the rule has changed in its mode of application. From a "chopping" MOVEMENT rule, one which leaves behind a "punctured" subordinate clause, Object Raising has become a COPYING rule in Modern Greek, one which leaves the subordinate clause intact with a pronominal copy of the Raised nominal.

Object Raising is a familar rule--it is commonly known as Tough-Movement in English-and is illustrated by sentences such as the following:

	(1) 	Mary is tough to beat at tennis,
 	That bike is easy to ride.
 	These books are difficult for the children to read.




Again, working within a standard theoretical framework for syntax, such as that described at the beginning of the previous chapter on Object Deletion, one can account for Object Raising sentences in the following way. Starting from a deep structure schematized roughly in (2):

[image: ]

NPx has been raised to become the subject of the matrix clause. This deep structure can be justified by noting the following sentences, synonymous with (1a), which have respectively a sentence in subject position and an extraposed sentential subject:

	(3) 	To beat Mary at tennis is tough.
 	It is tough to beat Mary at tennis.




The subjecthood of the Raised nominal is shown by the fact that it can be subsequently Raised by the rules of Subject-to-Subject Raising (cf. (4)) and Subject-to-Object Raising (cf. (5)), which typically apply only to subjects in English, and that it triggers agreement on the verb (cf. (6)):

	(4) A presidential veto always seems to be difficult for Congress to override.
 	(5) I consider John to be easy to beat at tennis.
 	(6) 	The boys are/*is hard for me to stand.
 	John is/*are hard for me to stand.




There has been some controversy over the question of whether this rule is in fact a movement rule at all.A Some linguists have treated it as a variant of the Object Deletion process discussed in the previous chapter, e.g. Ross (1967: 231ff.), Lasnik and Fiengo (1974). However, in view of the paraphrase relation holding between (1a) and the sentences of (3), and the fact that lexical items of restricted occurrence, such as tabs in the idiom keep tabs on, can undergo this process:1

	(7) Tabs won't be easy to keep on Joe--he's so sneaky!


it seems that the deletion analysis of these sentences would only cause undue complications in the grammar.,2 The movement analysis, therefore, is preferable and should be adopted—this means that the syntactic change to be discussed here is distinct from (though possibly related to) the change in Object Deletion discussed in the previous chapter.

As was the case with Object Deletion, it is necessary to start with Classical Greek in the discussion of Object Raising in Greek, because the attestation of this construction is very sparse in Post-Classical times. The evidence from Classical Greek makes it possible to establish the existence and nature of the rule. Since Object Raising was the alternative hypothesis that was entertained and rejected for the Object Deletion construction of the previous chapter, the argumentation is quite familiar. The nature of the matrix trigger adjective, in partliular whether it occurs with an overt sentential subject, is crucial to the analysis of a sentence as being derived by Object Raising or Object Deletion. Likewise, the nature of the subordinate verb, especially regarding the question of its transitivity, also bears on the classification of particular sentences as being Object Raising sentences.

1. The Ancient Greek Data

The rule of Object Raising existed in Classical Greek, and can be exemplified by the following sentences:

	(8) 	teras men thaumasion prosidesthai (Pi. P. 1.26)
 marvel/NTR Part. wondrous/NTR behold/INF
 'A wondrous marvel to behold ...'

 	haute: gar he: ergasia mathein te hraiste:
 this/FEM for the-work/FEM.NOM learn/INF Part.easiest/FEM.NOM
 edokei einai (Xen. Oec. 6.9)
 seemed/3SG be/INF
 'For this work seemed to be easiest to learn'

 	hre:iteroi polemizein e:san hoi Akhaioi (Il. 18.258)
 easier/NOM.PL fight/INF were/3PL Achaeans/NOM
 'The Achaeans were easier to fight against'

 	hoti toutois hepomena dei auta einai,
 because these/DAT following/NTR.PL must-be/3SG these/NTR.PL be/INF
 kai ouketi khalepa heurein (Pl. Rep. 412B)
 and no-longer difficult/NTR.PL find/INF
 'Because these have to be the ones following them, and no longer (are) difficult to find'

 	khalepoi oun kai ksuggenesthai eisin (Pl. Rep. 330C)
 difficult/NOM.PL Part. and meet/INF are/3PL
 'They are especially difficult ones to meet with'

 	ou boulomenoi autous...khalepoterous einai prospolemein (Thuc. 7.51)
 not wanting/NOM.PL them/ACC more-difficult/ACC.PL be/INF contend-with/INF
 'Not wanting them...to be harder to contend with'.





Sentences of this type are frequent in Classical Greek--for other examples, cf. Aesc. Pers. 248, Xen. Anab. 1.2.21, Il. 12.54, 10.403, etc.

This Classical Greek construction was derived in much the same way as the English sentences discussed in the previous section. From an underlying structure roughly as in (9):


[image: ]

the subordinate object tous Akhaious is raised to become the subject of the matrix predicate hre:iteron esti, leaving the remnant of the sentential subject without an overt object. Various word-order scrambling rules are responsible for the ultimate surface form (8c) above. As was the case with Object Deletion, Classical Greek Object Raising seems to have required an infinitive as the subordinate verb-the question of where the infinitive comes from, that is whether it was present underlyingly or created in the course of the derivation, is not relevant to the task of showing that these sentences were derived by Object Raising.

In order to show that Object Raising operated in the manner sketched above, it is necessary to show that the matrix adjectives and substantives could occur with sentential subjects, that the subordinate verbs were underlyingly transitive, and that the raised nominal has in fact become the subject of the main clause.

The matrix predicates in the examples above are well-attested in Classical Greek with a sentential subject, either the simple infinitive or the articular infinitive, either in subject position or extraposed to the right of the predicate. Examples of these include the following:

	(10) 	to men, o gunaikes, oksuthumeisthai sphodra / Euripidei toiaut'
 ART Part. O women be-quick-to-anger/INF violently DAT such/NTR.PL
 akouousas kaka / ou thaumasion est', oud'
 hearing/ACC.PL evil/NTR.PL not wondrous/NTR is/3SG nor
 epizein khole:n (Ar. Thes. 466-468)
 boil-over/INF bile/ACC
 'O ladies, it is not wondrous that you anger (so) violently at Euripides,
 having heard such evil things, or that your bile boils over!'

 	kheimonos oun / ontos katakamptein strophas ou hraidion (Ar. Thes. 67-68)
 winter/GEN Part being/GEN bend-down/INF turns/ACC not easy/NTR
 'Since it is winter, you know, it is not easy to bend down the turns'



 		khalepon gar erukakeein hena pollous (Od. 20.313)
 hard/NTR for hold-back/INF one/ACC many/ACC
 'It is hard for one to hold back many'.





Sentences such as (10) show that these adjectives independently govern structures as in (9). Analyzing the sentences in (8) as being anything other than Object Raising, for example Object Deletion, requires an unmotivated complication in the grammar. Besides giving each of these adjectives two possible structural frames to fit into, such an analysis is totally ad hoc, for these adjectives are assigned Object Deletion structures just for these particular sentences, and for no others. For instance, these adjectives do not appear to trigger EQUI at all, as did the Object Deletion adjectives; that is, there appear to be no sentences in Classical Greek of the type in (11): 3

	(11) *ho Kuros polemizein tous Helle:nas khalepos esti
 Cyrus/NOM fight/INF the-Greekc/ACC hard/NOM is/3SG
 '*Cyrus is hard/difiicult to fight the Greeks'.



Thus there is no independent motivation for an Object Deletion structure with these adjectives.

Furthermore, a paraphrase relation seems to hold between a sentential subject sentence and the corresponding Object Raising sentence, to judge from the entries in the lexicons and grammars.4 This fact is an automatic consequence of the Object Raising analysis but is only an accidental fact in any other analysis, especially an Object Deletion analysis.

There is ample evidence that the raised nominal in fact becomes the subject of the matrix clause. First, the case-marking of nominative, observable in (8b, c, e) is exactly what is expected for the subject of a finite clause. Deviations from nominative case-marking are due to the effects of other syntactic processes, such as Subject-to-Object Raising in (8f). Second, the raised nominal governs agreement on the matrix verb, as shown by (8c) and (8e), where the verbs are plural forms, e:san and eisin, and not the singular forms e:n and esti, respectively. Similarly, the raised nominal governs gender and number agreement on the matrix adjective. This is shown, for example, by the masculine plural form of the adjective hre.iteroi in (8c), by the feminine singular form hraiste: in (8b), and so forth. Finally, the raised nominal can be raised again by two rules, Subject-to-Subject Raising and Subject-to-Object Raising, which in Classical Greek seem to have operated only on subjects. This is shown respectively by (8b), where ergasia, the underlying object of mathein has been raised twice-first by Object Raising to become the subject of hraiste:n einai and then by Subject-toSubject Raising to become the subject of edokei 'seemed'--and by (8f), where autous, the underlying object of prospolemein, has also been raised twice--by Object Raising to become the subject of khalepot:erous einai, and then by Subject-to-Object Raising to become the object of boulomenoi.B

The final piece of evidence for Object Raising lies in the fact that the subordinate verbs in (8) are all either generally transitive or else admit of an intransitive, absolute reading elsewhere, but not in these sentences. This same line of argumentation was used in establishing the Object Deletion analysis in the previous chapter.

For example, prosidesthai in (8a), though middle in form, can take a direct object in the accusative case, as in Od. 13. 155, where it is a varia lectio for proidesthai:

	(12) hoppote ken de: pantes elaunomene:n prosidontai
 when Part. now all/NOM coming-in/ACC.FEM watch/3PL.SUBJ
 'When they all now are watching her coming in...'



Similarly, the deponent verb ksuggenesthai always occurs with an object idiosyncratically marked with the dative case, except in one absolute meaning5 'come together', which does not fit into the sense of example (8e). Similar observations hold for the other embedded verbs in (8); thus heurein in (8d) is generally transitive in use,5 as its meaning 'find, find out' implies.

The Object Raising analysis offered here was implicit in the writings of the traditional grammarians.7 However, as was the case with Object Deletion, the grammarians had no explicit theory through which to formalize their intuitions. Chantraine (1963: 300), for example, writes: "Toutefois, dans l'emploi fort ancien de l'infinitif consécutif, Homère use couramment de la voix active là où le sens admettrait le moyen ou le passif: ∑258 tóphra dè hre:íteroi polemízein ê:san hoi Akhaioí'les Achéns 6éaient plus aiseé &àcombattre'. Similarly, Smyth (1920; 446) writes that "the infinitive limiting the meaning of an adjective is commonly active (or middle) in cases where the passive is more natural in English. Thus loóos dunatdòskatanoiê$si 'a speech capable of being understood' P. Ph. 90C." In both cases, it appears that the writers realized that something happened to the object of these active infinitives, for they want to treat them in parallel fashion to the subject of a passive verb. The Obiect Raising analysis postulates that something in fact does happen to the complement object, and thus puts these intuitions into an explicit framework.

One final point about Object Raising in Classical Greek is that the construction only seems to have occurred with an infinitive in the subordinate clause out of which the Raising takes place. That is, there appear to have been no sentences in Classical Greek in which the object is raised out of a finite, tensed clause. Furthermore, there is no evidence for the existence of Object Raising sentences in which a copy of the raised nominal is left behind. All Classical Greek Object Raising sentences involved the complete removal of the object from the clause which contained it underlyingly.

2. The Biblical Greek Data

The Object Raising construction was continued in Biblical Greek in much the same form it had had in Classical Greek. The attestations are very scanty, but the following examples demonstrate the existence of the construction and the rule:

	(13) 	kai eiden he: gune: hoti kalon to ksulon
 and saw/3SG the-woman/NOM that good/NTR the-wood/NTR
 eis brosin kai hoti areston tois ophthalmois idein (Gen. 3.6)
 to food/ACC pleasing/NTR the-eyes/DAT see/INF
 'And the woman saw that the tree was good for food, and that it was
 pleasing to (her) eyes to see'

 	peri hou polus he:min ho logos kai
 about which/GEN much/NOM us/DAT the-word/NOM and
 duserme:neutos legein (Heb. 5.11)
 hard-to-explain/NOM speak-of/INF
 '... about which we have much to say, and (it is) difficult to explain'.





That these examples represent Object Raising is shown by several considerations. First, the adjective arestos in (13a) is found in Biblical Greek with a sentential subject, for example:

	(14) ouk areston estin he:mas kataleipsantas ton
 not pleasing/NTR is/3SG us/ACC neglecting/ACC.PL the
 logon tou theou diakonein trapezais (Acts 6.2)
 word/ACC of-God/GEN serve/INF tables/DAT



'It is not pleasing for us, having neglected the word of God, to serve at (their) tables'. The situation is a little more complicated concerning duserme:neutos in (13b), for it is not widely attested; it is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament and has just a few attestations elsewhere, by chance, though, not with a sentential subject. However, the meaning of the line is clearly that of an Object Raising sentence, as indicated by the translation, and the presence of the infinitive legein suggests that there is more structure to the sentence than would be required by a simple subject and predicate adjective syntagm. Blass-Debrunner (1961: 202) do treat legein as an infinitive serving as the complement to an adjective in this passage. Although it is impossible to make an exact determination, an Object Raising analysis of this sentence is a strong possibility, and cannot be ruled out.

Similarly, on the basis of these two examples, it is difficult to prove that the raised nominal has actually become the subject of the matrix clause. In (13b), duserme:neutos is masculine singular in agreement with logos, a fact which suggests that logos has become the subject; however, in (13a), the adjective areston is neuter singular, which is the form the adjective would have in the corresponding sentence with a sentential subject. Thus in (13a), it is impossible to determine whether the adjective agreement is with the underlying (sentential) subject or with the putative derived subject to ksulon, which happens to be a neuter singular noun. The same holds for verb agreement in these examples, for estin, being third person singular, could formally be agreeing with the underlying (sentential) subject or with the derived subject

One fact about these sentences which is clear, though, is the transitive nature of the underlying subordinate verb. Both idein and legein (aorist infinitive eipein), have been discussed in the previous chapter on Object Deletion; the discussion there covers the relevant points for these examples, and establishes the transitive uses of these verbs. It is important to note also that in these examples, the meaning is 'see/speak-of something very specific, the tree in (13a) and the word (logos) in (13b), and thus an absolute sense 'see/speak' in general does not fit the context. Object Raising, moreover, provides an explicit syntactic justification for the lack of a surface object with these verbs.

One further point concerning these examples is that the example from the Septuagint is probably not a direct translation of a Hebrew original, but instead is a creative effort in Greek to render the Hebrew. There is nothing in the Hebrew corresponding to the infinitivai usage found in the Greek—for (13a) the Hebrew has simply "a delight to the eyes," and thus the Greek appears to represent a real usage of the language and not a slavishly literal adaptation of the Hebrew.8

Therefore, the indications are that Object Raising was still a part of the grammar of Greek during the Biblical Greek stage. Moreover, Object Raising at this stage of Greek appears to have been the same in virtually all aspects as in Classical Greek. In particular, an infinitive was still required, no trace of the raised nominal was left in the subordinate clause on the surface, nor were any paraphrases involving a finite suborbinate clause to be found, either containing a copy of the raised nominal or not.

3. The Medieval Greek Data

Object Raising in its Post-Classical form continued up through Medieval Greek. Examples are still rare, though, suggesting that by that time, it was severely restricted as to the lexical items it could operate with, the contexts in which it was appropriate, and so forth. Moreover, at this stage, two developments occur which show the breakdown of this earlier system of Object Raising. For one thing, there was an increase in the productivity of the lexical process which produced compounds whose meanings matched those of Object Raising constructions. In addition, for the first time, Object Raising sentences can be found in which a copy of the raised nominal is left behind in the subordinate clause. In what follows, the evidence for the older form of Object Raising is presented first, followed by a discussion of these other developments.

3.1.

Although examples of Object Raising in Medieval Greek are hard to come by, nonetheless they do occur, and can be found in texts generally considered to be representative of colloquial Greek of the period.9 Some examples follow, with syntactic and textual justification for their analysis as Object Raising sentences.

	(15) 	tragoudousin to paranomon horo:sai muste:rion (Spanos 26 (12 c.))
 sing-of/3PL the-illegal/NTR see/INF rite/NTR
 'They sing of the rite (which is) illegal to see'

 	 kai aptetai tou ergou / kai e:n idein
 and take-hold-of/35G the-work/GEN was/3SG see/INF
 thaumasion eis khronon ple:ro:menon (Belis II 44-45 (15 c.))
 wondrous/NTR on time completed/NTR
 'And he took charge of the worki, and iti was wondrous to see, having
 been completed on time'

 	tou koubalein gar ton pe:lon ho:s phortikon he:goumai (Prodr. IV, 1409 (12 c.))
 carry/INF for the-mud/ACC as nuisance/ACC consider/1SG
 'For I consider the mud (to be) a nuisance to carry'.





The syntactic justification for the Object Raising analysis is similar to that given for the examples from Classical and Biblical Greek. The subordinate verbs horo:sai, idein, and koubalein are generally transitive--horo:sai (in the form horan) and idein have already been discussed in the previous chapter; koubalein, only attested from Post-Classical Greek on,10 seems clearly to be transitive—all examples listed in the lexicons are transitive uses with an accusative direct object. Furthermore, the direct descendant of this verb in Modern Greek, kuvalo, is always transitive except in one specialized intransitive meaning, 'move house', which clearly does not fit the sense of (15c).

Under the interpretation given to sentences (13a) to (13c), these verbs occur without a surface object. This suggests that either deletion or movement of their underlying object has taken place. The adjective thaumasios has already been discussed in connection with the Ancient Greek example (8a), where it was shown to independently govern the structure needed for Object Raising (movement); since its meaning here is virtually unchanged from earlier Greek, there is no reason to assume that it governs a different structure in this sentence. Similarly, paranomos in (15a) has no examples with a sentential subject, but is so sparsely attested that this absence may well be due to chance. Its meaning is consistent with an Object Raising structure; compare the English sentences;

	(16) 	For us to do that would be illlegal.
 	It would be illegal for us to do that




The Object Raising analysis is therefore more likely than the Object Deletion analysis for (15a) and (15b). Similar considerations hold for phortikon in (15c), for its English equivalent is consistent with Object Raising:

	(17) 	For John to come here would be a nuisance.
 	It would be a nuisance for John to come here.




Such argumentation based on semantics is often necessary in historical syntactic studies, because of the absence, in some cases, of the crucial examples needed to confirm or disprove a particular analysis.

Syntactically, then, these sentences present no problems for an Object Raising analysis. The word order in (15a) in which the whole modifying clause, paranomon horo:sai, is placed between the definite article and the modified noun is a perfectly regular feature of Greek syntax--it has always been possible for a modifying clause to be placed in this positton, in a manner similar to the German extended modifier construction, as the following examples from Classical and Modern Greek show:

	(18) 	hai aristai dokousai einai phuseis (Xen. Mem. 4.1.3)
 the-best/NOM.FEM seeming/NOM.FEM be/INF natures/NOM
 'the natures which are deemed to be best'
 (Literally: "the deemed-to--be-best natures")

 	ta θeoroumena alita provlimata
 the-considered/NTR.PL insoluble/NTR.PL problems/NTR
 'the problems which are considered (to be) insoluble'
 (Literally: "the considered-insoluble problems").





Furthermore, the infinitive in (15a), horo:sai, is not a good Classical Greek form, a consideration which reduces the chances of this example being simply a borrowing from the Medieval learned language.D

Textually, however, the Prodromos example (15c) requires some particular attention, although the other examples in (15) are very clear. First of all, this line is not in the manuscript which the editors, Hesseling and Pernot, used as their main source, Parisinus Grec 396, f° 698-704 (their Siglum G). Thus the line itself may be a later interpolation. This fact, however, does not diminish its value for the purposes of showing the existence of Object Raising in Medieval Greek; if the Object Raising interpretation is valid, then the interpolation points to Object Raising being possible at a later date than indicated by the date of the text (12th century).

The problem with this line is that there is a variant reading in two of the four manuscripts which attest it--two of the manuscripts, Sigla S (Parisinus Suppl. gr. 1034, f° 169r-175v) and A (Manuscript of Adrianople 1237, f° 1r°-7r°) have the genitive article tou, indicated in (15c), with the infinitive koubalein, while the two remaining manuscripts, Sigla g (Parisinus grec 1310, f° 429r°-434r°) and C (Parisinus Coislin 382, f°142r-148v°), have the nominative/accusative article to. This variation is significant, but can be explained.

The line itself is open to two interpretations. One is the Object Raising interpretation given as the translation for (15c), 'I consider the mud (to be) a nuisance to carry'. The other has ton pel:on 'the mud' as the surface object of koubalein, i.e. "consider carrying the mud (to be) a nuisance'. Under this latter interpretation, koubalein ton pel:on would be the cyclic (sentential) subject of einai phortikon,11 whereas under the Object Raising one, ton pe.lon would have undergone Object Raising and become the cyclic subject of einai phortikon (subsequently to be raised by Subject-to-Object Raising to become the object of he:goumai, which accounts for the surface case-marking of accusative).E

Each of the two manuscript readings fits syntactically with one of these two interpretations and not the other. The reading of Sigla g and C, with to, accords with the sentential subject interpretation, with to koubalein being an articular infinitive used as a subject (for this use of the infinitive, see Chapter 2, §2.1). The reading of Sigla s and A, with tou, on the other hand, accords with the Object Raising interpretation, since tou could be used as a generalized subordinating conjunction, and is found with the infinitive as the complement to adjectives. The use of tou in an Object Raising sentence here would be exactly parallel to its use in the Biblical Greek Object Deletion examples and the Doukas Object Deletion example in the previous chapter, examples (23) and (32a) respectively.

It is important to note that the reading to does not go well with the Object Raising interpretation, since to + infinitive is never found as the complement to adjectives or verbs, and to is not attested as a generalized subordinating conjunction. Furthermore, the reading tou does not accord well with the sentential subject interpretation, for tou does not seem to have been used to introduce sentential subjects which are cyclic subjects (i.e. which have not been extraposed). This is evident from the examples given by Mandilaras (1973) from the Post-Classical papyri (up to the 8th century A.D.), where tou is never used with a subject-infinitive—the only cases susceptible of that interpretation have the infinitive extraposed,®2 and therefore presumably not a cyclic subject

Therefore, it seems to be the case that the different scribes read this potentially ambiguous line in different ways--two of them interpreted it as an Object Raising sentence, and so used tou, while the other two interpreted it as having a sentential subject, and so used to. The variant readings can therefore be explained as a function of how the scribe interpreted the line he read. Although it is impossible to determine exactly what the original read-it may have had the bare infinitive--this variation is noteworthy. Among other things, it shows that Object Raising was still possible at the time the scribes wrote tou, and furthermore that it was an optional rule, for either reading led to a well-formed sentence.F

3.2:

Although Object Raising existed in some form, then, at this stage, there is evidence for a breakdown in this older system, as noted earlier. Two developments in Greek attest to this. The first seems to have had its beginnings around this time, although the exact dating is far from certain. The second can be clearly dated to this period.G

At some point in Medieval or early Modem Greek, a transparent lexical compounding process, which created forms similar in meaning to an Object Raising sentence, became productive. These compounds had as their first member the stem form of the adjectives for 'hard' and 'easy', duskolo- and eukolo- respectively. The transparent relation between these compounds and these Object Raising triggers is of interest. One such compound is duskoloeuretos 'hard-to-find', for example:

	(19) e:ton kai duskoloeureton (Dig. Akr (T) 3423 (Z) (13 c.))
 was/3SG and NTR
 'And it was hard to find'.



Such lexical compounds with Object Raising meanings occurred in Classical Greek, but not with so transparent a derivation--the Classical Greek compounds are formed with the prefixes dus- 'hard' and eu- 'easy', for instance dusbatos 'hard to pass (over)', eukritos 'easy to judge or decide'. The only Classical Greek compound of the transparent type seems to be duskolokamptos 'hard to bend' which occurs once in Aristophanes:

	(20) hoias hoi nun kata Phrunin tautas tas duskolokamptous (Ar. Cl. 971)
 such/ACC they/NOM now according-to ACC these-the-hard-to-bend/ACC
 '(They do) now such as those difficult turns, in the manner of Phrynis'.



That the more transparent formation became productive is shown by the large number of these compounds listed in Modern Greek dictionaries, especially the Mega Lexicon of De:met:rakos (1938), for example:





	(21)
	diskolovastaxtos
	'hard to hold'



	
	diskolovretos
	'hard to find'



	
	diskoloyatreftos
	'hard to heal'



	
	diskolodiavatos
	'hard to cross (over)'



	
	diskoloθoritos
	'hard to see'



	(22)
	efkolospastos
	'easy to break'



	
	efkoloanaflos
	'easy to ignite'



	
	efkolognoristos
	'easy to know'



	
	efkolo(e)ksigitos
	'easy to explain'



	
	efkolosikotos
	'easy to lift'







However, the exact relation between these lexical compounds and syntactically-derived Object Raising sentences is unclear. For one thing, it cannot be assumed that these lexical forms have derivations in the syntactic sense, i.e. involving syntactic rules of the same type as those involved in the generation of Object Raising sentences. Furthermore, even if these forms are considered to have syntactic derivations, it is not at all clear that the rule of Object Raising, as postulated in previous sections, is involved. As was the case with the similar lexical Object Deletion forms discussed in the previous chapter (section 4), it is possible that these are derived by a combination of Object Raising and Passive, or even Passive and Subject-to-Subject Raising, i.e. actually "hard-to-be-found," an analysis which is supported by the appearance of the ending -to-, which is associated in Ancient Greek with passive verbal adjectives.13 Nonetheless, it is interesting that this class of superficially transparent compounds with the meaning of an Object Raising sentence arose at approximately the same time as the language was losing another means for the simple expression of the semantic content of an Object Raising sentence, namely Object Raising by movement with an infinitive in the subordinate clause. This accords with the general breakdown of the older system of Object Raising.

The second change of interest in this regard is the fact that beside the older form of Object Raising with an infinitive in the subordinate clause, and no trace of the raised nominal on surface in that clause, there appear to be a few examples of Object Raising in which a copy of the raised nominal is left behind, and furthermore, in which the subordinate clause has a finite verb instead of the infinitive; for example, in a 1578 Chronicle, the following sentence occurs:

	(23) kai e:ton huperthaumasio to ergo na to
 and was/3SG very-wonderful/NTR the-workiNTR iti/ACC
 eblepe tinas kai na to akouei (Monemb. p. 42)
 saw/3SG someone/NOM iti hear/3SG
 'And the work was especially wondrous for people to see and to hear'.



While there is no clear evidence concerning the structure governed by the adjective huperthaumasios, the simplex thaumasios, as shown earlier in connection with (8a), must govern an Object Raising structure. Also, the related adjective with essentially the same meaning, huperthaumastos, occurs in Medieval Greek with a sentential subject:

	(24) kai e:ton huperthaumaston pragma na ta /
 and was/3SG marvelous/NTR thing/NTR them/ACC
 akouei ho anthropos kai na ta eblepei (Singing Tree 13-14 (16 c.))
 hear/3SG the-man/NOM see/3SG
 'And it was a marvelous thing that someone might see and hear them'.



Therefore, this example is most likely Object Raising also. Already in late Medieval Greek, then, the older form of Object Raising was beginning to change.

Thus in Medieval Greek, two forms of Object Raising were possible, by copying and by simple movement ("chopping") of the nominal. The grammar of Medieval Greek must therefore have contained two forms of the rule of Object Raising.14/H Medieval Greek, then, is the bridge between the earlier stages of the language where only the non-copying type was possible, and the later stage, Modern Greek, where only the copying type is possible. In order to fully understand the copying type, the evidence from Modem Greek is presented next.

4. The Modern Greek Data

As noted above, Object Raising sentences like the ones in Late Medieval Greek (see (23)) are the only type found in Modern Greek. For example, (25) is an acceptable Object Raising sentence:

	(25) ta anglikai ine diskola na tai katalavo
 the-English/NTR.PL are hard/NTR.PL them/NTR.PL understand/1SG
 'English is hard for me to understand'.



The presence of a pronoun in the subordinate clause which is anaphorically linked with the raised nominal is obligatory--its absence produces an unacceptable sentence:

	(26) *ta anglika ine diskola na katalavo.


This holds for Object Raising that takes place within noun phrases also, i.e. where the Object Raising trigger is an adjective modifying a head noun:

	(27) afto ine skliro karidii na toi / *ϕ tsakiso
 this/NTR is hard-nut/NTR it/NTR crack/1SG
 'This is a hard nut to crack'.



In (27), the presence in the embedded clause of the object pronoun to, anaphorically linked to the nominal karidi, makes the sentence acceptable; its absence causes the sentence to be unacceptable. The presence of this pronoun is most easily accounted for by positing that Object Raising is a copying rule in Modern Greek.

It should be pointed out that although sentences of this type are of rather low frequency (speakers generally opt for a paraphrase), they nonetheless do occur and can be elicited from speakers and heard spontaneously under the proper conditions Thus if these sentences in fact represent Object Raising, as shall be demonstrated, it is clear that the rule has changed; it is no longer possible to produce an acceptable Object Raising sentence by simply moving the object without a traceJ ("chopping") from its clause--instead, the rule must obligatorily leave behind a pronominal copy of the raised nominal.

In order to justify the claim that sentences such as (25) involve Object Raising, by which an object of a subordinate clause becomes the subject of a superordinate clause, it is necessary to demonstrate two things. First, it must be shown that the nominal in question is not the subject of the matrix clause in underlying structure, that is, that the deep structure is not like that of an Object Deletion sentence (see Chapter 3). Second, it must be shown that the nominal in question has in fact become the subject of the matrix clause.

The evidence that such sentences represent an Object Raising structure comes from the nature of the trigger adjectives and from idiom chunks. Adjectives which are here claimed to trigger Object Raising, for example, diskolo 'difficult', efkolo 'easy', skliro 'hard', all can occur with overt sentential subjects, and also with those sentential subjects extraposed:16/K

	(28) 	to na katalavo ta galika ine diskolo
 the/NTR understand/1SG the-French/ACC is difficult/NTR.SG
 'For me to understand French is difficult'

 	to na diavasi i Maria ta galika ine efkolo
 read/3SG Mary/NOM is easy/NTR.SG
 'For Mary to read French is easy'

 	to na xoriso tin gineka mu θa itan poli skliro
 divorce/1SG the-wife/ACC my FUT was/3SG very hard/NTR.SG
 'For me to divorce my wife would be very hard'





	(29) 	ine diskolo na katalavo ta galika
 'It's difficult for me to understand French'

 	ine efkolo na diavasi i Maria ta galika
 'It's easy for Mary to read French'

 	θa itan poli skliro na xoriso tin gineka mu
 'It would be very hard for me to divorce my wife'.





These facts are an automatic consequence of the hypothesis that a sentence such as (25) has an underlying structure as in (30):

[image: ]

If, instead, the underlying structure were that of an Object Deletion structure, as in (31):

[image: ]

the grammar would have to be complicated by allowing the adjectives under consideration to occur in two structural frames, despite the fact that sentences such as (28) and (29) are cognitively synonymous with putative Object Raising sentences like (25). Again, this synonymy is a consequence of the Object Raising hypothesis and is a descriptive and explanatory problem in any other hypothesis.

Similarly, the Object Raising hypothesis predicts that any nominal which can occur as an object in a sentential subject can occur as the subject in the matrix clause--this includes nominals of restricted distribution such as those bound to verbs in idiomatic expressions. The Object Deletion hypothesis, on the other hand, predicts that sentences with an object idiom chunk as matrix subject should either be completely unacceptable or fail to have the relevant idiomatic reading.L The facts support the Object Raising hypothesis. The relevant idioms are anigo ton dromo, literally "I open the road" but idiomatically 'I clear the way (for)', vrisko ton bela mu, literally "I find my trouble" but idiomatically 'I get into trouble', and troo tin xilopita, literally "I eat the macaroni" but idiomatically 'I am rejected (as a suitor)'. Although the sentences are not wholly well-formed, they contrast with sentences involving an adjective with an Object Deletion structure such as etimos 'ready', which are totally unacceptable. Thus the fact that these sentences with idiom chunks are even marginally possible counts in favor of the Object Raising hypothesis--other factors, such as the difficulty of splitting up certain idioms, affect the overall acceptability of these sentences:

	(32) 	?o dromos itan efkolos na ton
 the-road/NOM.MASC was easy/NOM.MASC it/ACC.MASC
 aniksome ya tin metanastefsi su
 open/1PL for the-immigration/ACC your
 'The way was easy for us to open for your immigration'

 	??o belas mu den mu ine diskolos
 the-trouble/NOM.MASC my not to-me is difficult/NOM.MASC
 pote na ton vro
 ever it/MASC.ACCfind/1SG
 'It's never hard for me to get into trouble'

 	?*i xilopita ine diskoli
 the-macaroni/NOM.FEM is difficult/NOM.FEM
 na tin fai kanis
 it/ACC.FEM eat/3SG someone/NOM
 'It's difficult to be rejected as a suitor'



 	(33) 	*o dromos ine etimos na ton aniksome ya tin metanastefsi su
 ready/NOM.MASC

 	*o belas mu ine etimos na ton vro
 	*i xilopita ine etimi na tin fai kanis
 (* on idiomatic reading; acceptable on reading 'The macaroni is ready for someone to eat').





The conclusion to be drawn is that these adjectives in fact govern the structure necessary for Object Raising.

That the raised nominal actually becomes the subject of the clause into which it is raised is shown by several considerations. First, this nominal may trigger gender and number agreement on the predicate adjective, as evidenced by the masculine singular efkolos in (32a) and diskolos in (32b), the feminine singular diskoli in (32c), and the neuter plural diskola in (25). Any adjectival forms other than the ones indicated lead to unacceptable sentences, with the pattern of (25).17

Second, this nominal can be raised again by rules such as Subject-to-Object Raising with θeoro 'consider' and Subject-to-Subject Raising with fenome 'seem', which in Greek are restricted to applying only to subjects:18/M

	(34) 	θeoro tin filosofia pos ine diskoli
 consider/1SG the-philosophy/ACC COMP is NOM.FEM
 na tin katalavi kanis
 it/ACC.FEM understand/3SG someone/NOM
 'I consider philosophy to be hard for someone to understand'

 	θeoro tin filosofia diskoli na tin katalavi kanis
 'I consider philosophy hard for someone to understand'

 	(esi) fenese diskolos na se vri kanis
 you/NOM seem/2SG NOM.MASC you/ACC find/3SG someone/NOM
 'You seem difficult for someone to find'.





This fact shows that the nominal raised by Object Raising has all the properties of a subject in the superordinate clause.

Third, as sentence (34c) shows, the raised nominal can trigger agreement on the matrix verb--only (cyclic) subjects in Modern Greek govern verb agreement, so (34c) is evidence for the raised nominal being a subject. The sentences given earlier are of no use in this regard because the third person forms of 'be', ine (present) and itan (past), are the same for singular and plural, and so do not allow one to distinguish between agreement with the new subject and agreement with the underlying (sentential) subject. With a raised first person nominal, the verb 'be' shows agreement with the new subject:

	(35) (ego) imun / *itan diskolos ya tin Maria na me vri
 I/NOM was/1SG was/3SG NOM.MASC for Mary/ACC me/ACC find/3SG
 'I was difficult for Mary to find'.



Thus the raised nominal behaves in all respects like a subject of the matrix claus19It is worth noting that this distinguishes Object Raising from the process (see footnote 17) by which a "dangling" topic, in the nominative case, appears at the head of a sentence. These topics are characterized by a heavy intonational pause separating them from the rest of the sentence, the inability to trigger agreement, and the inability to undergo further raisings. The availability of this focussing process, however, as well as Topicalization and Left Dislocation as in (36a) and (36b) respectively:

	(36) 	?tin filosofia, ine diskolo na katalavo
 the-philosophy/ACC is NTR understand/1SG
 'Philosophy, it's hard for me to understand'

 	tin filosofia, ine diskolo na tin katalavo it/ACC
 'Philosophy, it's hard for me to understand it'





may contribute to the low frequency of true Object Raising in Modern Greek, since all of these processes have a similar functional value of putting an object in an embedded clause into focus position at the head of the main clause. The evidence of the preceding prargraphs, however, makes it clear that Object Raising still exists in Modern Greek, and furthermore, that it is no longer a "chopping" movement process--instead, a copy of the raised nominal must obligatorily be left in the lower clause.

5. Conclusion

To sum up, the existence of the rule of Object Raising has been established for Greek from the Classical period up through Modern times. Moreover, the rule in the earlier stages seems to have been a "chopping" rule, as opposed to a copying rule. The evidence from Medieval Greek shows clearly that Object Raising remained in this form until rather late in the history of Greek.20 The copying type of Object Raising appeared for the first time in late Medieval Greek, and has prevailed in Modern Greek, where it is the only possible way of applying the syntactic rule of Object Raising. There is no evidence, though, for a stage of the language in which Copy Object Raising was possible with an infinitive in the subordinate clause or for one in which non-Copy Object Raising was possible with a finite subordinate clause. Thus there is a correlation of the presence of an infinitive and Object Raising being a simple "chopping" rule with the absence of an infinitive and Object Raising being a copying rule. The consequences of this correlation are explored in Chapter 8.


1990 Commentary Footnotes:

A. There is of course considerable controversy regarding other aspects of the "tough"-Movement construction/rule, and no real consensus. For instance, some linguists (see, e.g., Chomsky 1977) subsume it under WH-Movement, while others (e.g. in most current versions of Relational Grammar) treat it as a different rule type altogether. See Hukari and Levine (to appear) for some relevant discussion.
 B. See however footnote D of Chapter 3 for some discussion about and references on the controversy as to whether the Accusative-plus-Infinitive construction is an instantiation of Subject-to-Object Raising in Ancient Greek.
 C. More neutrally, it can be put as follows: Classical Greek Object Raising sentences involved a complete gap for the direct object in the complement clause and that gap was construed as coreferent with the matrix clause subject.
 D. More specifically, the only active infinitive of horao: that is attested is the present infinitive horan; the aorist in Classical Greek did not have the aorist suffix -s- attached to the present stem but rather had a suppletive form, deriving from the root id- and having the form idein.
 E. Though see footnote B above.
 F. Admittedly, this argument is a bit tenuous, for there is no way of knowing what gave rise to the to/tou variation in the different manuscripts. Presumably, the original had either to or tou; the suggestion made in the text here that the original may have had a bare infinitive is probably to be discounted, for the line would thus be metrically ill-formed with only 14 syllables instead of the required 15.
 G. The consequences of these developments for the relationship between the syntactic and the lexical components of the grammar are explored in Joseph 1980a. In particular, it is pointed out there that, given the rise in productivity shown by the lexical Object Raising type and its renewal in a form transparently related to the basic syntactic Object Raising triggers, the claim made by Roeper and Siegel 1978 that in cases where syntactic generativity clashes with lexical productivity—as it did in Greek with both an innovative form of an Object Raising construction and an innovative form of an Object Raising compounding process--the syntax will win out; clearly in the Greek case, the lexicon prevailed. See also Joseph and Janda 1988 for an additional perspective on the significance of this Object Raising "clash" and its resolution in the direction of the lexicon.
 H. Some sentences from Spanish that may show the presence of both copy and noncopy Object Raising in the language are the following:

(i) Estas radiosi serán difíciles de componer ϕi
 these radios be/FUT.3PL difficult/PL fix/INF
 'These radios will be difficult to fix'
(ii) Este libroi será dificil de leér se loi a los chicos
 this book be/FUT.3SG difficult read/INF them/DAT it/ACC to the children
 This book will be difficult to read to the children'
 (literally: "This book will be difficult to read it to them, to the children").
It is quite possible, however, that (ii) involves rather Left Dislocation, and not the creation of a new subject via Object Raising. Still, the evidence of Medieval Greek seems secure enough to make it necessary to recognize that a language can have both types of Object Raising, and given the coexistence of comparable copying and noncopying constructions such as Topicalization and Left Dislocation in the same language (e.g. English), I see no reason to exclude the analysis presented here for Medieval Greek on the grounds of having to posit extra rule-types.
 I. As noted in footnote J of Chapter 3, Theophanopoulou-Kontou 1986 discusses some instances of Object Raising (and Object Deletion)-like constructions in Modern Greek in which a complement clause pronominal does not occur. As noted there, it is not clear that such sentences are Object Raising (or "Object Deletion") in the sense developed (and required) herein.
 J. The term "trace" was intended here in a nontechnical sense, i.e. not referring to an empty category left by NP-Movement, as in Government and Binding Theory.
 K. See footnote L in Chapter 3.
 L. It should be noted, as mentioned in footnote L of Chapter 3, that some of these idioms are not drastically noncompostional in their meaning; of the ones given here, perhaps only troo tin xilopita shows real noncompositionality.
 M. See also Chapter 11, footnotes F, G, and J, and the Appendix. It has been suggested, e.g. by Ingria 1981, that nonsubjects can be raised; moreover, it has been argued, e.g. by Philippaki-Warburton 1987, that Raising is not really involved in these sentences, but rather only Topical Fronting within a complement clause together with special case-marking processes that let case-marking apply across clause boundaries. The facts are very messy and thus it is hard to come to a definitive conclusion concerning such a putative construction. I am inclined to believe in Raising and in Raising only of subjects, for none of the proposed mechanisms for getting the putative raised nominal to appear with accusative case seems to be fully workable; see also footnote D of chapter 3.




Footnotes To Chapter 4

1. Furthermore, the deletion rule would presumably be dependent on conditions of co-reference being met between the matrix subject and the complement object--idiom chunks like tabs in keep tabs on are presumably non-referential, in that they do not match any single entity in logical structure; therefore, conditions of co-reference could not be met, and the rule could not apply.
 2. Cf. Jackendoff (1975) for a critique of Lasnik and Fiengo's position. Berman (1974a: 256ff.) and Breckenridge (1975) also argue against a deletion analysis.
 3. Ancient Greek did have sentences involving an Object Raising structure in which the subordinate verb ends up as passive in form, for example:
 (i) Hektor, ame:khanos essi pararretoisi pithesthai (Il. 13.726)
 VOC impossible/NOM.MASC are/2SG words-of-reason/DAT persuade/PASS.INF
 'O Hector, you are impossible to be persuaded with words of reason'
 and such a type does occur marginally in Modern Greek (see footnote 13). Whatever the exact derivation of such sentences--they could be a combination of Object Raising with Passive, or Passive and Subject-to-Subject Raising--it is clear that they do not point to the independent existence of an EQUI structure for these adjectives. If these were EQUI, then the fact that the subordinate verb had to be Passive would simply be an accidental fact, whereas in the other analyses sketched above, this fact is explained.
 4. Cf. Liddell and Scott (1940), Kuhner-Gerth (1904), Smyth (1920), and others.
 5. Liddell and Scott (1940, s.v.)
 6. Idem.
 7. I am indebted to Calvert Watkins for pointing out to me the significance of such statements.
 8. I am indebted to Prof. Frank Cross for help with this section.
 9. Cf. Browning (1969), Kriaras (1969), Beck (1971), etc.
 10. There was a Classical verb kobaleuein 'carry, transport', but the form koubalein does not occur in Classical Greek. Cf. Liddell and Scott (1940), and Lampe (1961), s.v.
 11. An interpretation in which Extraposition applied, i.e. 'I consider it (to be) a nuisance to carry the mud' can be ruled out largely because of considerations of word order.
 12. Extraposition is assumed in those cases because the infinitive is to the right of the predicate--Greek at that time had Subject-Verb as the unmarked order.
 13. There exist in Modern Greek sentences which seem to have undergone Object Raising with Passive in the subordinate clause, comparable to the Ancient Greek type discussed in footnote 3. These are at best a marginal type, even more so than Object Raising without Passive, but some
speakers accept sentences like:
(i) afti i parangelia ine diskoli na ektelesθi
this-the-order/NOM is difficult/NOM carry-out/3SG.PASS
'This order is difficult to be carried out'.
As with the Ancient Greek sentences of this type, it is not at all clear whether they are derived by Object Raising with Passive or Passive with Subject-to-Subject Raising. One fact that may support the Passive plus Subject-to-Subject Raising analysis of these sentences is the fact that like Subject-to-Subject Raising sentences, only the next-most embedded clause can have its subject raised, whereas true Object Raising can raise the object of a verb that is more than one clause down:
(ii) ta anglika ine diskola na prospaθiso na ta katalavo
the-English/NTR.PL are difficult/NTR.PL try/1SG them/NTR.PL understand/1SG
'English is difficult for me to try to understand'
(iii) *afti i parangelia θa ine diskoli na prospaθiso na ektelesθi
this-the-order/NOM FUT is difficult/NOM try/1SG carry-out/3SG.PASS
'This order is difficult for me to try to be carried out'.
(The Greek verb prospaθo 'try' does not have a "like-subject" constraint as does its English counterpart [see footnote I of Chapter 3], so (iii) is not ungrammatical due to a violation of such a constraint.) However, if these sentences involve Subject-to-Subject Raising, the process must be restricted to raising only derived subjects, for underlying subjects cannot be raised with these adjectives:
(iv) *o Yanis ine diskolos na agapisi tin Maria
John/NOM difficult/NOM love/3SG Mary/ACC
'*John is difficult to love Mary'.
 14. Judith Aissen (personal communciation) reports that Spanish seems to have both a copying and a non-copying rule of Object Raising, though the distribution of these rules is different from that of the Medieval Greek rules.
 15. Moreover, errors in translation into English such as this one from a National Tourist Organization pamphlet of Crete: "Heraclion is easy to navigate your way around it," suggest that copy Object Raising is a real part of the competence of speakers of Greek.
 16. For a discussion of sentential subjects and Extraposition in Modern Greek, showing that sentences such as (29) involve Extraposition and not simply Scrambling (i.e. rightward shifting of the sentential subject with no change of subject status), see Joseph (Forthcoming).
 17. There are sentences in which the adjective is invariable, occurring as a neuter singular, as in (i):

(i)?i filosofia ine diskolo na tin katalavo
 philosophy/NOM.FEM is NTR it/ACC.FEM understand/1SG
 'Philosophy is difficult for me to understand'.
 It is unclear whether this is a lack of agreement, agreement with the underlying (sentential) subject, or an instance of Object Raising within an NP, with the neuter singular diskolo being interpreted as "a difficult thing"--Greek has a process by which an unspecified head noun can be deleted when modified by an adjective. This last possibility is supported by the fact that in general, only inanimate nominals can occur in sentences like (i); when the raised nominal is animate, the neuter singular is far worse than in (i):
 (ii)?*meriki zografi ine diskolo na tous katalavo
 several/NOM.PL artists/NOM are NTR.SG them/ACC understand/1SG
 'Several artists are difficult for me to understand'.
 Also, speakers in general felt more comfortable with sentences like (i) if there were a heavy pause after the initial nominal, suggesting that it is really a dangling topic and not an integral part of the sentence that follows.
 18. Cf. Joseph (1976), Joseph and Perlmutter (1978) regarding these rules.
 19. In addition, the initial position that these nominals occur in is the unmarked position for a subject. Also, the case-marking of nominative is what is expected for a subject. However, these considerations are not conclusive because the dangling topics discussed in footnote 17 also have these properties but do not seem to be subjects.
 20. In this regard, it is parallel to Object Deletion, discussed in the previous chapter.




Chapter 5
Thelo:-Futures and Clause Union

In this chapter, another change in the syntax of Greek which appears to be connected to the replacement of the infinitive by finite, tensed verbal forms is discussed. In one future formation, consisting of thelo: plus an infinitive, e.g. thelo: grapsein 'I will write', unstressed clitic pronouns could attach to the verb thelo:; however, in the future formation that resulted from the replacement of this infinitive, consisting of thelo: plus an inflected finite verb, e.g. thelo: grapso: "I will write", attachment of these clitic pronouns onto thelo: did not produce fully acceptable sentences.

This change in preferred, or perhaps even allowed, clitic placement in future formations is claimed to be the surface result of a deeper change, the loss of the rule of Clause Union from the generation of the future formation. Clause Union is the rule by which an underlying two-clause structure is reduced to a single clause, with the nominals governed by the verb of the lower clause, i.e. subject, direct object, etc., becoming governed by the verb of the higher clause.1/A Given certain assumptions to be discussed subsequently concerning clitic attachment in general, the attachment of clitic pronouns onto thelo: in the thelo: grapsein future can be taken to be a consequence of the application of Clause Union. Furthermore, the change in attachment of these clitics can be viewed as a consequence of the loss of Clause Union from the production of the future. In a later chapter, Chapter 9, the reasons why Clause Union should have been lost in the formation of the future are discussed.

The evidence that can be brought forth to support such an analysis, however, is not very strong, due in part to the absence of the crucial examples which could confirm it. Nonetheless, there are some indications that suggest that this analysis is at least plausible. Therefore, in a sense, the analysis presented is not a definitive analysis of Clitic Placement in thelo: -futures, but rather an interpretation of some facts regarding thelo:-futures in general, and the attachment of clitic pronouns in these futures in particular. Thus it is important to be cautious in considering this material.

The chapter is organized as follows. Some facts about the various future formations with thelo: are given first as background. Then, the indications that Clause Union is operative in one future type but not the other are presented. Since the clitic evidence forms a major part of the support for this interpretation, it is here that the relevant facts concerning the change in clitic attachment are given. Finally, since it appears that Clause Union survives in Greek in a different construction, namely the perfect tense formation with exo and an invariant verbal form, e.g. exo grapsi 'I have written', the facts concerning this construction are discussed.

1. Thelo: -Futures

The monolectic future of Classical Greek was on the wane by Hellenistic times,2/B and was being replaced by a series of periphrastic formations.3 This trend continued into Byzantine and Medieval Greek. The most important periphrastic futures in Medieval Greek, not only because they are so frequent in the texts but also because they provide the basis for the Modern Greek future formed with the particle θa, are those involving forms of the verb thelo: 'want'.4/C

Medieval Greek attests an almost bewildering assortment of such future formations. At various stages of Medieval Greek, the following groups of periphrastic formations, among others, are either directly attested or are presumed to have existed; within each periphrastic type, there were distinct forms for a durative and for a punctual aspect, marked by the distinction between the present stem and the indefinite (aorist) stem. The verb grapho: 'write' (punctual stem graps-) is used as the model, and only punctual forms are given:

	(1) 	thelo: na grapso:5
 1SG 1SG

 	thelei na grapso:, and its subsequent developments (see below) the na grapso:, tha grapso:
 3SG 1SG

 	thelo: grapsein
 1SG INF

 	thelo: grapso:
 1SG 1SG

 	thelei grapso:
 3SG 1SG





There may have been some nuance of meaning distinguishing these various types from one another, but such differences are basically unrecoverable now.6/D

Although the main interest here lies in the types (1c) and (1d), and peripherally (1e) as well, a few words concerning type (1b) are in order; type (1a) is of no consequence for the matter at hand. Type (1b), a combination of the third singular form thelei7 plus the particle na plus an inflected subjunctive, although not directly attested, has been posited by some scholars8 as the starting point for the chain of reductions that led to the creation of the Modern Greek future with the particle θa, e.g. θa grapso: 'I will write'. Others, especially Psicharis (1884), have taken the (1a) type, thelo: na grapso:, as the starting point for θa grapso:, claiming, in effect, that type (1b) did not exist. All of the intermediate steps leading to θa grapso:, that is, the probable fast-speech truncation to the na grapso:, the assimilation to tha na grapso:, and the apocope to than' grapso:, are all attested;9 however, the question of the source, ultimately, of this form cannot really be answered, for it involves a decision on possible fast-speech processes in Medieval Greek.10

It is clear, though, that the future type (1c), thelo: + Infinitive, cannot have been the starting point for θa grapso:, despite the claims of some scholars.11 For one thing, such an analysis cannot explain the vocalism a of the particle θa. Also, it runs afoul of the chronology of the different types, for thelo: + Infinitive and the precursors of the particle θa co-existed for some time--the earliest instance of the na with the subjunctive as a future is the form thenna attested in Cypriot Greek of the 12th century.12/E Thus there can be no direct link between the Medieval thelo: + infinitive future type (1c) and the Modern Greek type with the particle θa, and any treatments of the developments with the thelo: + Infinitive future need not take the Modern type into account.

Beside these future formations, there were also periphrastic conditional formations with the imperfect tense of thelo:, i e. e:thela, as the first member. These fall into the same categories as the futures, for the most part, that is, inflected e:thela plus na plus subjunctive, e:thela plus infinitive, and so forth. These are in general rarer than the future formations, but seem nonetheiess to pattern in exactly the same way. Since the details of their use and formation parallel those of the thelo:-futures so closely, the analysis of the futures sheds ample light on the conditionals. Thus any references made to details regarding the futures hold for the conditionals as well, unless expressly noted. Similarly, examples of conditionals are used on occasion to support claims made regarding the futures.

Bânescu (1915) studied the various future formations of Medieval Greek carefully. From his findings, with some revisions, the following chart of the chronology of the thelo:-futures can be constructed:


[image: ]

The most important fact to be derived from this chart is the chronological status of thelo: grapso: and thelei grapso:. These two are clearly later than the other future types, and thelei grapso: is the latest of all. These two types, coupled with the thelo: grapsein formation, present the most interesting case with respect to syntactic changes in the future formations, and accordingly, it is to them that attention is now drawn.

2. Thelo: grapsein/thelo: grapso:/thelei grapso:

The future type thelo: + Infinitive, as is clear from the chart above, occurs relatively early on in Post-Classical Greek. Browning (1969:40) dates its first use as a periphrastic future formation to the late Hellenistic Koine of the period before the 6th century A.D.F This formation gained currency and by the Medieval Greek period was by far the most frequent future formation, to judge from textual attestations. Although no statistics are available,13 the impression one gets after reading through the corpus of Medieval vernacular texts is that thelo: + infinitive far outnumbers any other future type in the texts. Some examples of this formation follow:

	(2) 	kai t' onoma sou thelo: pei kai thelo: eksepsukhiasei (Erotop. 605 (15 c.))
 and the name/ACC your 1SG say/INF and 1SG feel-desire/INF
 'And I will say your name and I will feel ardent desire'



 		... pou theloun apomeinei (Morea 369 (P) (13 c.))
 who/REL 3PL wait/INF
 '... (those) who will wait'

 	arksan na sumbouleuontai to pos thelousin praksei (Morea 829 (H) (13 c.))
 began/3PL discuss/3PL ART how 3PL act/INF
 'They began to discuss (the question of) how they would act'

 	k' ekei thes eistai meta me (Erotokr. III.1335 (17 c.))
 and there 2SG be/INF with me
 'And you will be there with me'.





As noted in the earlier chapter on the infinitive (pp. 22-24), the shape of the infinitive, namely in -ei(n) for actives and -e:(n) for passives, both pronounced [-i(n)], is the result of phonological and analogical changes working on the Ancient Greek infinitival endings. The final -n was unstable, hence [-i] came to be the ending of the infinitive. Also in that earlier chapter (pp. 34-35), the question of whether these thelo: + Infinitive forms represented true colloquial Greek expressions or whether instead they are artificial formations created by Medieval scribes was addressed, and was resolved in favor of their being representative of real colloquial usage. The reader is referred to that chapter for discussion. The question of the synchronic derivation of thelo: + Infinitive futures is taken up in subsequent sections.

It was from this thelo: + Infinitive future type that the thelo: grapso: future type arose. It seems that the thelo: + Infinitive type, in the third person singular, as in (3):

	(3) thelei grapsei
 3SG INF



was reanalyzed as being a sequence of two inflected, finite third singular verbs, i.e.:

	(4) thelei grapsei
 3SG 3SG



Such a reanalysis could occur because the infinitive grapsei, pronounced [grapsi], was homophonous with the third singular indefinite (aorist subjunctive) form, variously spelled grapsei or grapse:i, but pronounced in any case [grapsi]. Thus the sequence in (3) was formally ambiguous between the analysis given in (3) with an infinitive as the second part and that given in (4) with a third singular finite form. Given such a reanalysis, the spread of this doubly-inflected future formation to non-ambiguous forms is relatively straight-forward--it can be readily characterized in terms of a proportional analogy:

	(5) thelei: grapsei:: thelo:: X, X ----> grapso:
 3SG 3SG 1SG 1SG



The new future formation which results from the reanalysis and analogy thus consisted of an inflected finite form of thelo: followed by an inflected finite form of the "main" verb, with the two verbal forms agreeing in person and number. This "main" verb could have either the indefinite, e.g. grapso:, or the present stem, e.g. grapho:, depending on the desired aspectual distinction. A full paradigm with the indefinite stem would therefore be:14





	(6)
	thelo: graps:o
	thelome grapsome



	
	theleis grapseis
	thelete grapsete



	
	thelei grapsei
	theloun grapsoun (OR thelousi grapsousi).







Some examples of this future are the following:

	(7) 	's to telos thelo: sas to po: (Bios Dem. 398 (16 c.))
 at the-end 1SG you/PL it say/1SG
 'In the end I will tell you it'

 	's ton ouran' honta theleis anaibazeis (Eroph. I.600 (16 c.))
 to the-heaven/ACC when 2SG go-up/2SG
 When you will go up to heaven'

 	ho:s thelete ton kamete (Mys. Khrist. 44 (No Date))
 as 2PL him do/2PL
 'As you will do it'

 	theloun armatosoun to koumounin (Makh. 372, 1.22 (15 c.))
 3PL outfit/3PL the-expedition/ACC
 They will outfit the expedition'.





There is, of course, no direct proof showing that this account must be right, but it is a very plausible explanation and has found wide acceptance among scholars of Greek.15 For one thing, it accounts for the change in a straight-forward manner through the use of well-attested processes of linguistic change, reanalysis and analogy. In addition, that there was some mutual influence between third singular and infinitival forms which could have played a role in their being confused for one another is shown by the infinitival form of the verb 'be' which occurs sporadically in Cypriot love poems recorded in the 16th century.16 This form is eiston, and it appears to be a conflation of the regular infinitive eistai(n), pronounced [iste(n)], (see Chapter 2.3, p. 37) with the third singular imperfect e:ton, pronounced [iton], and thus attests to a pressure within the verbal system itself involving infinitives and third singular forms. Finally, the reanalysis/analogy account of the thelo: grapso: futures accords with the relative chronology of the two types involved--thelo: grapso: is clearly a more recent development than thelo: + Infinitive, as indicated by its later occurrence in the texts (see the chart above, p. 116).

The details of the development of the thelei grapso: futures with an invariant third singular form of thelo: and a fully-inflected form of the main verb, are not as clear, however. From its relative chronology vis-à-vis the other future formations, thelei grapso: seems to be a secondary formation of some sort. The most plausible hypothesis is that it developed from the thelo: grapso: type. Since the person-marking in the thelo: grapso: type was redundantly encoded on the thelo: as well as on the "main" verb, i.e. grapso:, it is not unreasonable to assume that this redundancy was eliminated on one of the two forms. The resulting invariant form, the third singular thelei, may have been reinforced by its occurrence in the *thelei na grapso: future construction. Some examples of this type follow:17

	(8) 	thelei te:n kano: pethera, thelei te:n kano: mana (Passow #552a, 1.8)
 3SG her/ACC make/1SG mother-in-law/ACC 3SG her 1SG mother/ACC
 'I will make her a mother-in-law, I will make her a mother'

 	k' emeis thelei ta kamo:me (Kats. Thy. II.322 (18 c.))
 and we/NOM 3SG them/ACC do/1PL
 'And we will do them'.





Thus the sequence of developments from thelo: + Infinitive futures can be summarized as follows:

	(9) thelo: grapsei(n) ===> thelo: graps:o (by reanalysis and analogy)
 ==> thelei grapso: (by elimination of redundant person-marking).



3. The Syntactic Change

Given, then, that there was a direct transition from the thelo: grapsein future to the thelo: grapso: type, through the replacement of the infinitive by a finite form, it is interesting that there appears to have been a syntactic change in the future constructions beyond this change in morphology. As mentioned earlier, there is some evidence suggesting that the thelo: + Infinitive future was derived by the rule of Clause Union.

The claims of this analysis are as follows: from an underlying structure roughly as in (10):18 the rule of Clause Union applies. Clause Union can be informally stated as in (11) (see Chapter 9 for some discussion):

[image: ]

	(11) Unite the complement clause with the matrix clause so as to form a
 single clause--the nominals governed by the complement verb
 become governed by the matrix verb; the complement verb becomes
 a "dead" verb.



A "dead" verb is defined, e.g. by Perlmutter (1976),G as a verb which governs no nominals, e.g. no subject, no direct object, and so forth. The application of Clause Union, then, has the effect of reducing the two-clause structure of (10) to a single clause. It is necessary also to posit the application of Subject-to-Subject Raising in the derivation of this future formation, so that NPi becomes the subject of the main verb thel-.

In the thelo: grapso: future, however, there is no evidence that Clause Union applies at all, although it must be assumed that Subject-to-Subject Raising continues to apply.19/H Thus, it appears that Clause Union has ceased to apply in the derivation of the future tense formation.

One of the most striking surface changes that accompanies this loss of Clause Union is a change in the placement of clitic pronouns. In the Clause Union future, clitics could freely attach to the left of the verb thelo:, as in:

	(12) 	kai tote thelo: na ido: to pos ton theleis surein (Prodr. III.390 (12 c.))
 and then want/1SG see/1SG ART how him/ACC 2SG pull/ENF
 'And then I want to see how you will pull him'

 	philin se thelo: dosei (Erotop. 248 (15 c.))
 kiss/ACC you 1SG give/INF
 'I will give you a kiss'

 	dia na mas theleis idei (Morea 261 (13 c.))
 for us/ACC 2SG see/INF
 '... in order that you will see us'

 	gorgo to theleis so:sei (Erotokr. III.484 (17 c.))
 quickly it/ACC 2SG accomplish/INF
 'You will accomplish it quickly',
 or to the immediate left of the infinitive, as in:



 	(13) 	kai tote holoi theloun to pisteusein (Makh. 255 1.13-4 (15 c.))
 and then all/NOM 3PL it believe/INF
 'And then they will all believe it'

 	kai theleis to kerdaisein (Call. 987 (14 c.))
 and 2SG it gain/INF
 'And you will gain it'

 	se kheri ge: se magoulo pote de thes m' aggiksei (Erotokr. 111.683 (17 c.))
 on hand or on cheek ever not 2SG me/ACC touch/INF
 'You will never touch me on the hand or on the cheek',
 but in the thelo: grapso: future, the favored position seems to be between the two verbal forms,20 as in (7a) and (7c) and:



 	(14) 	thes to groikeseis (Erotokr. v.670 (17 c.))
 2SG it hear/2SG
 'You will hear it'

 	thelo: tou eipo: (Kats. Iph. v.652 (18 c.))
 1SG to-him say/1SG
 'I will say to him'.





As will become clear below, Clitic Placement to the left of thelo: as in (12) is a direct consequence of the application of Clause Union; thus the restriction of clitic placement in the thelo: grapso: futures attests to the loss of Clause Union.

In order to demonstrate that this syntactic change did in fact occur, it is necessary to establish several points. First, it must be shown that the thelo: grapsein future had an underlying two-clause structure which could be reduced to a single clause by the operation of Clause Union by the time the construction reaches the surface. Second, to the extent possible, since there is not as much evidence concerning this type, it is necessary to show that the thelo: grapso: future formation did not involve Clause Union.

The evidence concerning these claims is discussed in the following sections. The reader must bear in mind that the analysis of this syntactic change is the most speculative of those presented here. Many assumptions must be made and it is difficult to establish some of the necessary claims because of the limited amount of data. The change in clitic placement in these future formations is clear enough--the interpretation of that change in terms of the loss of Clause Union, however, is where some of the speculation enters.

3.1 Underlying Two-Clause Structure

In arguing that the future type thelo: grapsein had an underlying two-clause structure, it is necessary to contrast such an hypothesis with another plausible hypothesis, namely that thelo: grapsein was generated directly by Phrase Structure rules, roughly as in (15):

	(15) VP ===> AUX + INF (NP) (ADV)...
 AUX ===> thel-
 INF ===> grapsein,...



Thus the main claim embodied in the rewrite rules of (15) is that the thelo: grapsein future consists of a single clause underlyingly.

There are a few considerations of both a non-empirical and an empirical nature which favor the Two-Clause hypothesis over the Phrase-Structure (PS) hypothesis. First of all, it has been argued, e.g. by Ross (1969) and more recently by Pullum and Wilson (1977), that so-called "auxiliary" verbal elements like will, can, must, etc. in English are underlyingly main verbs, governing a sentential complement. By extension, this has been taken to hold for all auxiliary-like elements in Indo-European languages21 and therefore would hold for thelo: in the thelo: grapsein future as well. Although the issue of the status of even the English auxiliary-like verbs is far from settled, there are some ways in which surface elements of this kind behave like main verbs. These non-empirical considerations show that the assumption of a two-clause structure is not unwarranted from the standpoint of general Linguistic Theory.

In addition, it can be noted that thelo: in this future formation and others is completely homophonous with the clear main verb thelo: which indicates volition and takes a sentential complement, e.g. thelo: na grapso: 'I want to write'. Volitive thelo: occurs in all verbal forms, including, for example, the infinitive, as in (16a) and (16b), and the participle, as in (16c):

	(16) a. ki an eiken thelei he: aphenteia andres kai palle:karia (Sumph. 195
 and if had/3SG want/INF the-lordship/NOM men/ACC and heroes/ACC (16 c.))
 'And if the Lordship had wanted men and heroes ...'



		kam' holon keino apano: mou apou 'theles thele:sei (Eroph. IV.683
 do/IMPV all/ACC that/ACC on me which 2SG.IMPF want/INF (16 c.))
 'Do to me all that which you would want'

 	thelonta ... na eni (Sach. II 34 (16 c .))
 wanting/PPL be/3SG
 '... wanting to be ...'





and so is not a defective verb in any sense, as are the auxiliary-like verbs in English. The formal identity of thelo:-Volitive and thelo:-Future need not be significant; however, they are both subject to the same phonological reduction processes that yield fast-speech forms like thes in the second person singular, and thus may have been formally connected.22

Furthermore, if the structure underlying the future is as in (10), with the clausal complement as subject of thel-, then the difference in meaning between thelo:-Volitive and thelo:-Future can be taken as a function of the different underlying structures they occur in.I

Moreover, the PS hypothesis leads to ail unexplained redundancy in the grammar which the Two-Clause hypothesis avoids. The rule of Passive can apply in this future formation. Examples of such sentences are given in (17):

	(17) 	kai ho:s thelo: kai ego: doksasthe:nai
 and as 1SG even I/NOM be-praised/INF.PASS
 ho:san apo tou patros mou (Dig. Akr. (E) 748 (13 c.))
 as-if by the-father/GEN my
 'And as even I will be praised as if by my father'

 	kai hapou ederen thelei dartein (Makh. 225 1.28 (0) (15 c.))
 and who smote/3SG 3SG be-smitten/INF.PASS
 'And he who has smitten shall be smitten'

 	kai thelomen khathe: k' he:meis (Belis. I 47 (14 c.))
 and 1PL be-lost/INF.PASS even we/NOM
 'And even we will be lost'.





Under the Two-Clause hypothesis, the sentences in (17) are derived straight-forwardly by the same rule of Passive which applies to form passives of sentences involving a single verbal element in the verb phrase, schematized roughly as in (18):

	(18) NP1 V NP2 X ===> NP2 V[+PASSIVE] apo NP1 X.


This rule would apply in the lower clause before Clause Union, under the Two-Clause hypothesis. Under this analysis, the appearance of Passive morphology on the second verb is explained. Under the PS hypothesis, however, the rule in (18) is not sufficient to generate the sentences of (17). Instead, an optional element, (thel-), must be added to the structural description and the structural change of (18):

	(19) NP1 (thel-) V NP2 X ==> NP2 (thel-) V[+PASSIVE] apo NP1 X.


This by itself is a complication of the Passive rule and is certainly ad hoc--it does not explain why it is thel- that is singled out as an optional element or why it must in fact be optional. These considerations alone count against the PS hypothesis.23/J

Furthermore, this leads to a redundancy in the formulation of other syntactic processes which interact with thelo: grapsein futures. In particular, under the PS hypothesis, the statement of the constraint on allowable aspectual forms with the verb arkhizo: 'begin', which is discussed in detail below, must also contain (thel-) as an optional term (see below). Thus the PS hypothesis requires the grammar to state in two different places that thel- must sometimes act as if it is not there, thereby leading to an obvious loss of generality and redundancy in the grammar. It becomes completely accidental that in each case, it is the verb thelo: that must be made optional in the statement of these rules and constraints.24

The cumulative weight of these various considerations favors the Two-Clause hypothesis over the PS hypothesis. In what follows, then, it is assumed that the Two-Clause hypothesis is correct, and the future type thelo: grapsein in Medieval Greek is taken to derive from an underlying complex, two-clause structure.

3.2. Reduction of Underlying Structure

In this section, the question of whether thelo: grapsein can represent on the surface a reduction of the underlying two-clause structure is considered. The assumption is made that if thelo: grapsein can be shown to no longer have a two-clause structure on the surface, then that reduction of structure must have been carried out by the application of Clause Union. The evidence for a reduction of structure in thelo: grapsein comes from two sources--a constraint on possible aspectual forms with the verb arkhizo: 'begin' and the placement of clitic pronouns.

3.2.1. The arkhizo: Constraint

Two facts and one assumption form the basis for this argument. First, the verb arkhizo: 'begin' has a restriction on the possible aspectual forms which can be embedded directly under it. The Greek verbal system by Medieval times showed a clear distinction between punctual aspect, marked by the use of the indefinite (aorist) stem, and durative aspect, marked by the use of the present stem. Most verbs could have either aspect embedded under them, depending on the desired semantics. The verb arkhizo:, however, allowed only durative aspect in its complement. The second crucial fact is the occurrence in the Chronicle of Morea (13th century) of an example of the thelo: + Infinitive future embedded under arkhizo: (in a dialectal form, arkhazo:):25

	(20) kai tous Loumpardous arkhasan natous theloun tokseuei (Morea 1067(H) (13 c.))
 and the-Lombards/ACC began/3PL them/ACC 3PL shoot-with-bow/INF
 'They began to shoot the Lombards with their bows'.



This example is noteworthy because the form of the infinitive with thelo: is the durative (present) tokseuei and not the punctual (aorist) toksepsei.

The argument for a reduction of structure depends crucially on the assumption that the durative infinitive was the only permissible form in a sentence such as (20) and that a string such as

	(21) was ungrammatical:
 	(21) *arkhasan na tous theloun toksepsei
 began/3PL 3PL PUNC.INF.



There is no direct evidence for this claim, and (20) is the only example of its kind in Medieval Greek literature. Therefore, there is not even a significant statistical preponderance of durative over punctual in this construction to support this claim. One can only cite the obvious fact that the author of the text apparently made a conscious choice to use the durative here and not the punctual. If it should turn out that the punctual was possible, then the argument could not stand.

The argument runs as follows. Given that the constraint on arkhizo: restricts aspectual forms in the first clause down only (see below for discussion), then the assumption that Clause Union has applied in a sentence like (20) explains why the durative form is found to the exclusion of the punctual toksepsei. Clause Union has the effect of putting tokseuei in the clause immediately under arkhizo:, thereby putting it in a place where it can be affected by this constraint. Thus Clause Union allows for a straight-forward explanation of why tokseuei obeys the constraint on arkhizo:, even though it is underlyinyly in the SECOND clause down under arkhizo:.

It is clear how the PS hypothesis fails with respect to these facts. The constraint would have to be formulated with thelo: as a parenthesized, optional element, in order for it to be able to affect the infinitive:

	(22) In the sequence arkhizo:-(thel-)-V-, V must be durative aspect.


Thus both Passive (cf. (19)) and the arkhizo: constraint would have to contain the exact same complication, (thel-), creating unmotivated redundancy in the grammar.

The evidence from the arkhizo: constraint, then, argues for a reduction of structure in the thelo: + Infinitive futures, under certain assumptions. The exact formulation of the constraint itself, though, is crucial, for the argument depends on it referring only to the first clause down. This question, and the general question of the nature of the constraint, merit further attention.

There is ample evidence that a constraint of some form on aspectual forms with arkhizo: is necessary. In the Chronicle of Morea, the work in which example (20) occurs, arkhizo: and its variant form arkhazo: are always, without exception, followed by the durative aspect when they take a verbal complement; the examples include (H and P refer to the different manuscripts):K

	(23) 	arkhasen houto:s legei tou (H 233)
 3SG thus say/INF to-him/GEN
 'He began to say thus to him'

 	arkhisen houtors legei ton (P 233)
 3SG him/ACC
 'He began to say thus to him'

 	arkhisan ... na tous dokseuousin (P 1067)L
 3PL them/ACC shoot-with-bows/3PL
 'They began to shoot them with their bows'

 	arkhasan na kourseuoun
 3PL run/3PL
 'They began to run'

 	arkhisan na kourseuoun (P 2063)
 3PL run/3PL
 'They began to run'

 	arkhasan suntukhainei / kai legein (H 5261-2)
 3PL converse/INF and say/INF
 'They began to converse and say'.





For the verb legei(n) 'say' in (23a, b, f), the punctual form is (ei)pei(n); for dokseuousin in (23c), the punctual form is doksepsousin; for kourseuoun in (23d) and (23e), it is koursepsoun, and for suntukhainei in (23f), it is suntukhanei. Thus these examples illustrate the exclusive use of the durative with arkhizo:.

This situation is found in other Medieval texts as well, and continues in Modern Greek, where only the durative can be used after arkhizo:'s direct descendant, arxizo 'begin':

	(24) 	arxizo na perpato s to magazi
 1SG walk/DUR.1SG to the-store
 'I'm beginning to walk to the store'





		*arxizo na perpatiso s to magazi
 walk/PUNC.1SG

 	arxise na perpatai o Yanis s to magazi
 began/3SG walk/DUR.3SG John/NOM
 'John began to walk to the store'

 	*arxise na perpatisi o Yanis s to magazi
 walk/PUNC.3SG

 	θa arxiso na perpato s to magazi
 FUT begin/PUNC.1SG walk/DUR.1SG
 'I'll begin to walk to the store'

 	* θa arxiso na perpatiso s to magazi
 walk/PUNC.1SG.





These sentences show that the tense or aspect of arxizo makes no difference as far as the constraint is concerned--arxizo must always be followed by durative aspect forms. Through the use of Modern Greek as a control over Medieval Greek, then, it is possible to confirm the existence of this constraint.

This constraint may be semantic in nature, restricting the aspect of the complement of verbs with the meaning BEGIN. Many other languages have similar constraints, such as the Slavic languages,26 and also English,27 which prohibits the occurrence of the aspectual auxiliary, perfective have, after verbs of temporal aspect:

	(25) 	*Bill began to have said something.
 	*John began having written a letter.




However, it is not certain that this constraint in Greek must have been a purely semantic one, for it seems to be lexically restricted to arkhizo:. Other verbs with the meaning 'begin', especially arkhino:, are to be found with punctual aspect forms, e.g. in the Assizes of Cyprus (13th century):

	(26) hode thelomen arkhinesei na 'poumen (§ke' 1.1)
 so 1PL begin/INF say/PUNC.1PL
 'So we will begin to speak'.



The lexical restriction holds in Modern Greek as well, for although this verb is rare, it can occur acceptably with punctual aspect forms in the complement:

	(27) θa arxiniso na su po kati
 FUT begin/1SG to-you say/PUNC.1SG something
 'I'll begin to tell you something'.



Since two verbs with the same meaning behave differently with regard to this constraint, it cannot be a purely semantic one.M

Furthermore, Modern Greek provides the crucial evidence, lacking in the Medieval Greek texts, that only verbs in the FIRST clause down and not ALL embedded verbs, are constrained by arkhizo:. For example, sxediazo 'plan' can take complements of either aspect:

	(28) 	o Yanis sxediase na figi ya tin Ameriki
 John/NOM planned/3SG leave/PUNC.3SG for the America
 otan akouse ta nea
 when heard/3SG the-news/ACC
 'John planned to leave for America when he heard the news'

 	o Yanis sxediase na fevgi ya tin Ameriki
 leave/DUR.3SG
 kaθe xrono kata ton Iunio otan itan mikros
 every year around the-June when was/3SG small/NOM





'John planned to leave for America every year around June when he was small'. When embedded under arxizo this does not change:

	(29) 	o Yanis arxise na sxediazi na figi ya tin Ameriki otan akuse ta nea
 began/3SG plan/3SG leave/PUNC.3SG
 'John began to plan to leave for America when he heard the news'

 	o Yanis arxise na sxediazi na fevgi ya tin Ameriki
 leave/DUR.3SG
 kaθe xrono kata ton Iunio otan itan mikros





'John began to plan to leave for America every year around June when he was small'. Thus the presence of arxizo does not affect the aspect of the verb two clauses away. Only the immediately dominated verb is controlled by arxizo; thus figi in (29a) is acceptable. Sentences such as (29) are not to be found in the Medieval Greek corpus, thus one cannot verify the limits of this constraint in Medieval Greek. However, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, these facts from Modem Greek make it quite likely that only the first clause down under arkhizo: was affected by this constraint in Medieval Greek.

The constraint, then, seems to affect only verbs in the first clause down, so the argument for a reduction of clause structure can go through. The only other formulation of the constraint which could vitiate the argument would be if the constraint referred to just the first VERB after arkhizo:, without regard for clause membership. It would then be satisfied by thelo:, which is always durative, and the occurrence of tokseuei in (20) would not be taken to be significant.

There is no evidence bearing on this particular formulation of the constraint. However,

formulating in in this way makes it completely accidental that the infinitive in (20), tokseuei, obeys the constraint on arkhizo: just as thelo: does. If instead, the occurrence of tokseuei is taken as a reflection of a systematic characteristic of the language, an explanation for its occurrence here is provided. That explanation holds that a reduction of the underlying two-clause structure of the thelo: + Infinitive has occurred, thereby bringing the infinitive within the scope of the arkhizo: constraint and excluding the punctual form toksepsei.

3.2.2. The Clitic Evidence

Further evidence for a reduction of clause structure comes from the placement of clitic pronouns in thelo: + Infinitive futures. As has been noted earlier, clitics could be placed either to the immediate left of thelo: or the immediate left of the infinitive.28 Examples of these two possibilities include the following.

	(30) 	philin se thelo: do:sei (Erotop. 248 (15 c.))
 kiss/ACC you 1SG give/INF 'I will give you a kiss'

 	gorgo to theleis so:sei (Erotokr. III.484 (17 c.))
 quickly it 2SG accomplish/INF
 'You will accomplish it quickly'

 	holoi theloun to pisteusein (Makh. §255 1.13-14 (15 c.))
 all/NOM 3PL it believe/INF
 'They will all believe it'

 	kai theleis to kerdaisein (Call. 987 (14 c.))
 and 2SG it gain/INF
 'And you will gain it'.





Although the details of clitic placement in Medieval Greek are far from clear,29 it seems that in non-imperatives, they were generally placed to the left of their governing verb especially when there was a verbal particle such as na with the verb. Clitics could be placed to the right of their governing verb as well, but the tendency toward placement on the left became stronger and stronger, eventually becoming the only possibility in Standard Modern Greek.30/N The various clitic placements are illustrated in (31) through (33):

	(31) 	k' enemeine tou he: aphenteia (Morea 7142(H) (13 c.))
 and wait-for/3SG him the-lordship/NOM
 'And His Lordship waited for him'

 	kai kaphtei me he: agape: sou (Erotop. 215 (15 c.))
 and burn/3SG me the-love/NOM your
 'And your love is burning me'

 	kai tasso: sou's ligon kairo (Erotokr. I.1247 (17 c.))
 and promise/1SG you in little-time
 'And I promise you in a little time ...' (Asin. 294 (15 c.))

 	gadare deikse me to
 ass/VOC show/IMPV me it
 'Ass, show me it!'



 	(32) 	ho prigkipas te:n legei (Morea 7703(H) (13 c.))
 the-prince/NOM her/ACC says/3SG
 The prince says to her ...'

 	hotan se thume:tho: (Erotop. 575 (15 c.))
 when you/ACC remember/1SG
 'When I will remember you ...'

 	alla kai se parakalo: (Call. 716 (14 c.))
 but and you/ACC ask/1SG
 'But I beseech you ...'

 	kai na se to eipo: edo: (Quadrup. 276 (14 c.))
 and you it say/1SG here
 'And I'll tell you it here'



 	(33) 	ton ida s to dromo
 him/ACC saw/1SG on the-street
 'I saw him on the street'

 	*ida ton s to dromo
 	mu to dosate
 me/GEN it/ACC gave/2PL
 'You gave it to me'

 	*dosate mu to
 	*dosate to mu.




Thus the general rule seems to have been (and still is) that clitics were (and still are) placed to the left of their governing verb. Therefore, it appears that clitics attached to the left of thelo: were governed by thelo:, and clitics attached to the left of the infinitive were governed by the infinitive.

That being the case, it is clear how Clause Union can account for the dual option on Clitic Placement in thelo: + Infinitive futures. Clause Union has the effect not only of reducing the complex nature of a two-clause structure to a simplex structure, but also of causing the nominals governed by the lower verb, i.e. subject, direct object, indirect object, to become governed by the matrix verb. Under the assumption that clitics may attach only to the verb which governs them in final structure, a universal principle which has been proposed and defended by Perlmutter (1976) and Aissen and Perlmutter (1976),31 positing Clause Union in the derivation of thelo: + Infinitive futures accounts for the placement of clitics in a straight-forward manner. If Clause Union does not apply, the clitics are governed by the lower verb, the infinitive, and so attach to the immediate left of the infinitive. If Clause Union does apply, then the clitics become governed by the matrix verb, thelo:, and so attach to the left of it. Under this analysis, the clitic placement to the left of thelo: is an automatic consequence of the application of Clause Union and this universal principle of clitic placement. Clause Union must, under this analysis, be an optional rule, in the sense that a grammatical string is produced if it does not apply. There may well have been conditions under which the application of Clause Union was obligatory, but Medieval Greek does not offer much insight into this question.32

The alternative to having Clause Union be responsible for Clitic Placement to left of thelo: would be to have an extra part of the regular Clitic Placement rule optionally allow a clitic governed by the infinitive to be preposed so as to occur on the left of thelo:. Since the preposing must be optional in this account, however, an extra constraint is required when the lower verb governs two clitics, an indirect and a direct object.

In such a situation, the clitics must both attach to the same verb, either both to the infinitive, as in (34a), or both to thelo:, as in (34b) and (34c):

	(34) 	kai theloun me te:n mathei (Phlor. 1023(V) (14 c.))
 and 3PL me it/FEM teach/INF
 'And they will teach it to me'

 	ki' hoi petres mou to thelasi goggusei (Eum. Bosk. 69 (16 c.))
 and the-rocks/NOM to-me/GEN it/ACC 3PL.IMPF grumble/INF
 'And the rocks would grumble it to me'

 	epibouleuthe:ka na te:s te: thelo: parei (Asin. 166 (15 c.))
 be-advised/1SG to-her/GEN it/FEM 1SG take/INF
 'I was advised to take it to her'.





This situation falls out automatically under the Clause Union hypothesis, for the application of Clause Union causes both clitics to become governed by the matrix verb thelo:. Therefore, they both attach to the left of thelo:. Under the preposing analysis, however, an extra constraint is

required to insure that if one clitic is preposed, the other will be too. Because the preposing is optional,33 it should be possible for one clitic to be preposed and the other not. However, such examples never occur in thelo: + infinitive futures, i.e. there are no cases like (35):34

	(35) *sou thelo: to do:sei
 to-you/GEN 1SG it/ACC give/INF
 'I will give it to you'.



The Clause Union analysis requires no extra machinery, and thus is to be preferred.

It appears, though, that pairs of clitics in general stayed together in Medieval Greek, so that a constraint such as the one mentioned above may have existed independently. For example, the rule that accounted for placement of clitics to the right of a verb under some conditions (see (31) above) generally had to keep the clitics together, so that if one clitic was to follow the verb, both had to. However, if such a constraint existed, it was not absolute, for there are a couple of examples of "split" clitics, with one before and one after the verb:

	(36) 	kai to:ra me eipe to (Lyb. I 2276 (14 c.))
 and now me say/IMPV it
 'And now, tell me it!'

 	sou sumpatho: te:ne ki' aute: (Katz. V.324 (16 c.))
 you/GEN excuse/1SG her/ACC even her/ACC
 'I excuse even her for you'.





As noted above, such examples never occur in thelo: + Infinitive futures. Therefore, the double movement of clitic pairs in these futures seems to have been a distinct phenomenon from double movement in other case, and the argument based on this phenomenon can stand.

3.3:

The evidence in these sections suggests that thelo: + Infinitive futures do in fact derive from an underlying two-clause structure, and furthermore, that this structure can optionally be reduced to a single clause by the application of Clause Union. Clitics provide an overt surface clue as to whether this rule has applied, for where clitics attach to the left of thelo:, this analysis holds that Clause Union must have applied--when they attach to the left of the infinitive, Clause Union has not applied. Thelo: + Infinitive futures without clitics are therefore ambiguous as to whether Clause Union has applied or not.O

3.4. Thelo: Grapso: Futures

The development of the thelo: grapso: futures out of the thelo: + Infinitive type has already been outlined (see pp. 117-118). What is necessary at this point, then, is an account of the synchronic derivation of this future formation.

3.4.1:

This future formation seems to have retained an underlying two-clause structure. For one thing, the same considerations regarding the main-verb status of auxiliary-like elements in general which were discussed earlier hold also for the thelo: grapso: futures. Moreover, the evidence of the interaction of Passive with this future type also gives support to the claim of a two-clause structure.

As with the thelo: + Infinitive futures, the second verb in the thelo: grapso: future could appear in passivized form. Examples of thelo: grapso: passives include the following:

	(37) 	theleis ... kai time:the:sis (Deph. 77 (16 c.))
 2SG and be-honored/2SG
 'And you will be honored'

 	kai theleis plero:the:s s' auto apo ton Kur-Khalkhia (Kats. Iph. v.508 (18 c.))
 and 2SG be-paid/2SG in this by the-Mr. K./ACC
 'And you will be paid in this by Mr. Khalkhia'.





The argument for a two-clause structure based on Passive is the same as for the thelo: + Infinitive futures.35 Given the facts of (37), if thelo: grapso: futures were generated as such by the phrase structure rules, then the rule of Passive would have to be complicated by the addition of thel- as an optional element:

	(38) NP1 (thel-) V NP2 ===> NP2 (thel-) V[+PASSIVE] apo NP1.


Such a complication is ad hoc, for it does not explain why an element must be made optional or why that element is thelo:--under such an analysis, any verb is as likely to appear parenthesized in the Passive as thelo:. Under the Two-Clause hypothesis, the regular rule of Passive accounts for sentences like (37), for Passive applies in the lower clause where there is no occurrence of thelo:. A weak point in this argument is that there is no redundant complication in other parts of the grammar, for there are no thelo: grapso: examples with arkhizo:.36 Still, the complication in the Passive rule alone counts against the PS hypothesis and in favor of the hypothesis which posits an underlying two-clause source for the thelo: grapso: futures.

3.4.2:

Given that thelo: grapso: derives from an underlying two-clause source, it is necessary to show that there is no reduction of structure in order to prove that Clause Union does not apply in this future formation. The only available evidence comes from Clitic Placement, for there simply are no examples of thelo: grapso: embedded under arkhizo:. Thus there is no way of verifying what the behavior of the thelo: grapso: future is with respect to the constraint on arkhizo:.

Therefore, it is necessary to rely on the evidence from Clitic Placement in these futures as an indication that thelo: grapso: retains its two-clause structure throughout its derivation.

The most important fact to note regarding Gitic Placement in the thelo: grapso: future is that the overwhelming majority of relevant examples show the clitic between thelo: and the finite verb, i.e. attached to the lower verb. Furthermore, while some examples of a fronted clitic (i.e. to thelo: grapso:) do occur in the Medieval Greek corpus, there is good reason to believe that they were not completely well-formed and not fully acceptable sentences.

It has been assumed, and there is no independent evidence to the contrary for Medieval Greek, that clitic pronouns attach to the left of the verb which governs them. Therefore, the change in the position of clitics between thelo: grapsein and thelo: grapso: futures signals a change in which verb governs the clitics. Under the assumptions of section 3.2.2, clitics which were governed by the lower verb in underlying structure could only come to be governed by the higher verb through the application of Clause Union. Therefore, this apparent change in the possible governing verb for the clitics means that they offer no evidence for the operation of Clause Union in the thelo grapso futures and suggest that in fact, Clause Union cannot apply in its generation.

In what follows, an exhaustive listing of all thelo: grapso: examples with clitics found in the Medieval Greek corpus is given, along with pertinent discussion, in order to document this change in possible attachment of the clitics.

First of all, there are six cases which must be discarded as indeterminate. They all have the verb thelo: and the finite verb inverted, with the clitic between them (accents are indicated):

	(39) 	barúno: se thélo: (Makh. §596 1.10-11 (15 c.))
 trouble/1SG you/ACC 1SG
 'I will trouble you'

 	mémpsoun se théloun (Thanat. 455 (15 c.))
 blame/3PL you/ACC 3PL
 'They will blame you'

 	mátheis to thès kaì 'deîs to thés (Sac. Abr. 130 (16 c.))
 learn/2SG it 2SG and see/2SG
 'You will learn it and you will see it'

 	máheis tdòthdé
 (Erotokr. III.841; III.1365 (17 c.))learan2SG it 2SG
 'You will learn it'





		kaì phâis tè:n thès tè:n glô:ssa (Phal. Hist. 637 (17 c.))
 eat/2SG it/FEM 2SG the-tongue/ACC.FEM
 'And you will eat (your) tongue'.





It is impossible to determine in these examples whether the clitic is attached to the matrix verb thelo: or to the lower verb (recall that clitic attachment to the right of a verb was possible). As is clear from the accentuation (postposed clitics are never accented) in the critical texts, some editors seemed to feel that the clitic was preposed before thelo:, hence accented, as in (39d) and (39e), while others felt that it was postposed after the lower verb, hence unaccented, as in (39a, b, c). Since the manuscripts are not reliable references for accents and editorial practices in this regard differ, these examples must be classified as indeterminate and thus of no value to the question of Clitic Placement in thelo: grapso: futures.37/P

The clear cases of clitics between thelo: and the finite verb, i.e. attached to the lower verb, are numerous. Four such examples have already been cited, (7a), (7b), (14a) and (14b). The following are the remaining examples of this kind found in the texts consulted:38

	(40) 	to ne:si theleis to ideis (Phyl. Alex. 9. 128 1.6 (17 c.))
 the-island/ACC 2SG it see/2SG
 'You will see it, the island'

 	ou thelo: se dokimasto:39/Q (Dig. Akr. 1104(E) (13 c.))
 not 1SG you/ACC choose/1SG
 'I won't choose you'

 	kala thelo: sou 'moso: (Andron. (Wagner ed.) 51 (14 c.))
 well 1SG you/GEN swear/1SG
 'I will swear to you well ...'

 	kai thes ts' eipeis ek logou mou (Eroph. IV.95 (16 c.))
 and 2SG her say/2SG from word/GEN my
 'And you will tell her on my behalf'

 	esu thes mou 'sai noikokure:s (Erotokr. III 1482 (17 c.))
 you/NOM 2SG me/GEN be/2SG housewife/NOM
 'You will be for me a housewife'

 	k' e:theles to 'kheis thamasma (Gyp. I.70 (17 c.))
 and 2SG.IMPF it have/2SG wonder/ACC
 'And you would regard it a wonder'

 	kai panta thelo: s' agapo: (Gyp. I.382(A) (17 c.))
 and always 1SG you/ACC love/1SG
 'And I will always love you'

 	thes tone phereis to phto:kho Gupari (Gyp. III.3(A) (17 c.))
 2SG him/ACC bring/2SG the-poor-G./ACC
 'You will bring him, poor Gyparis'

 	orphana itheles ta IDIS40 (Gyp. III.120(A) (17 c.))
 orphans/ACC 2SG.IMPF them see/2SG
 'You would see them as orphans'

 	kallia 'kha na 'theles mou pe:s (Katz. III. 142 (16 c.))
 better had/1SG 2SG.IMPF me/GEN say/2SG
 'It would have been better for me for you to have said to me ...'

 	gdike:isosi thes mou kameis (Zenon I.49 ( 17 c.))
 revenge/ACC 2SG me/GEN do/2SG
 'You will get revenge on me'

 	thelou me thapsou zo:ntano (Zenon I.167 (17 c.))
 3PL me/ACC bury/3PL alive/ACC
 'They will bury me alive'

 	kai theleis to deis (Zenon I.170 (17 c.))
 and 2SG it see/2SG
 'And you will see it'

 	thelou tone ple:go:soune (Zenon II.431 (17 c.))
 3PL him/ACC wound/3PL
 'They will wound him!

 	kai theleis gle:gora to deis (Zenon III.209 (17 c.))
 and 2SG quickly it see/2SG
 'And you will quickly see it'

 	thelo: tou do:so: phono (Zenon IV.156 (17 c.))
 1SG hirn/GEN give/1SG murder/ACC
 'I will give him murder'

 	k' eis to throni he:i prakses sou de (Zenon IV.302 (17 c.))
 and on the-throne the-acts/NOM your not
 thelou s' anaibasou
 3PL you/ACC put-up/3PL
 'And your acts will not place you upon the throne'

 	de thelete to det:e (Zenon IV.367 (17 c.))
 not 2PL it see/2PL
 'You will not see it'

 	theleis to 'kheis (Sathas ed. Cretan Drama 188,
 2SG it have/2SG cited in Hatzidakis (1883: 244))
 'You will have it'

 	isia theloun tous kolazoun (Dem. Alph. #3 1.40 (No Date))
 equally 3PL them/ACC punish/3PL
 'They will punish them equally'

 	theleis tou se:meio:seis (Kats. Iph. Prol. 127 (18 c.))
 2SG him/GEN take-note/2SG
 'You will take note of him'

 	m' a thes mou pe:s (Kats. Iph. II.471 (18 c.))
 but if 2SG me/GEN say/2SG
 'But if you will say to me ...'

 	e:thelan mou to pousi (Kats. Iph. III.520 (18 c.))
 3PL.IMPF me/GEN it say/3PL
 'They would say it to me'

 	panta sou sima sou theleis m' ekhe:s (Kats. Iph. III.622 (18 c.))
 always you/GEN near you 2SG me have/2SG
 'All your life, you will have me near you'

 	se kinduno megalo / ton emauto mou se:mero (Kats. Iph. IV.355-6 (18 c.))
 in danger great the-self/ACC my today

 	thela tone balo:
 1SG.IMPF him/ACC place/1SG
 'Today I would place myself in great danger'

 	erthala to 'kho (Kats. Iph. IV.522 (18 c.))
 1SG.IMPF it have/1SG
 'I would have it'

 	ki hola ta zakharata tou thelo: tou ksepoule:so: (Kats. Iph. V.664 (18 c.))
 and all-the-sweets/ACC his 1SG him/GEN sell-off/1SG
 'I will sell off all his sweets for him'



 	kaithes me skho:ras (Kats. Iph. V.734 (18 c.))
 and 2SG me/ACC forgive/2SG
 'And you will forgive me'

 	ma gle:gora theleis te:ne logiase:s (Kats. Iph. V.850 (18 c.))
 but quickly 2SG her/ACC think-of/2SG
 'But quickly you will think of her'

 	theloun ton kataste:soun (Kats. Iph. V.1085 (18 c.))
 3PL him/ACC establish/3PL
 'They will establish him'

 	erthela t' agroike:so: (Kats. Thy. V.316 (18 c.))
 1SG.IMPF them/ACC hear/1SG
 'I would hear them'

 	e:thelan tou 'pasi (Kats. Klath. II.879 (18 c.))
 3PL.IMPF him/GEN say/3PL
 'They would say to him'

 	e:theles to gno:riseis to 'khe kamo: (Kats. Klath. I.103 (18 c.))
 2SG.IMPF it know/2SG what have/3SG do/1SG
 'You would know what I have done'.



There are 37 such examples. One of them, (40a) is the only prose attestation of thelo: grapso: with a clitic, and thus is presumably free from any metrical constraints or word-order liberties to be found sometimes in poetic works. As noted earlier, these 37 examples represent by far the largest group of thelo: grapso: futures with clitics. Since in a situation like this, statistical measures can be significant, the high percentage of examples with the clitic attached to the lower verb suggests that this was certainly the preferred clitic placement in thelo: grapso: futures.41/R

There are a total of 12 instances of clitics being placed before thelo: in these futures. However, of these 12, only five stand as serious counter-examples to the claim that thelo: to grapso: is the regular clitic placement, for seven of them are suspect for one reason or another. Furthermore, among the seven examples which can be discarded here, there are some which reveal in a very interesting way that clitic fronting in thelo: grapso: futures was probably not fully acceptable in normal usage.

One example of clitic fronting with thelo: grapso: can be discounted since the couplet it

occurs in seems to be suspect in several ways. This couplet occurs in the 17th century Cretan epic, Erotokritos:

	(41) apo te:n prote: ho, t' elega, as ta 'theles thumasai /
 from the-first what said/1SG Part. them/ACC 2SG.IMPF remember/2SG
 kai tsi boules mou tsi kales, as eikhes aphoukrasai (III.1089-90)
 and the-advices/ACC my the-good/ACC.PL Part. had/2SG listen-well/2SG
 (See below for translation).



First of all, from a formal standpoint, this couplet contains two verbal forms not generally found in Greek of this period or region. The use of as with an inflected form 'thela (imperfect of thelo:) plus an inflected subjunctive to express irrealis conditionals is unparalleled in the 10,012 lines of Erotokritos.42 Furthermore, the next line contains a suspicious form in eikhes aphoukrasai-- "reanalyzed"S perfect formations with ekho: are occasionally found in Cretan, but there are no others in Erotokritos. Also, a durative form with ekho: is extremely rare in all of Greek,43 and in the modern standard language, only the punctual aspect form is possible. Although the use of this form seems clearly to have been forced by a desire on the poet's part to have a rhyming couplet, if such poetic license allows formal oddities like these to arise, it cannot be ruled out that the same poetic license may have disrupted the syntax of line 1089 with respect to the placement of the clitic pronoun ta.

Second, from a metrical standpoint, line 1089 is hypersyllabic by one. The standard line in Erotokritos and other Medieval Greek poetry has 15 syllables, and line 1089 has 16. Although a synizesis of prote: ho, t' to [proty ot'] is one way of correcting the line, the possibility cannot be ruled out that the line should be emended by the DELETION of a syllable, for instance the clitic ta.

Emending out ta becomes more attractive when the semantics of the couplet are considered. As it stands in (41), with ta in line 1089, this couplet does not translate well. The lines seem to mean "What I said from the start, would that you had remembered (that), and my good counsels, would that you had heard (them)". However, it is difficult to take them that way because ta, a plural, does not agree with its apparent antecedent, ho, t(i) 'that which', a singular--in fact, it is difficult to see what ta could even refer to. Since a resumptive pronoun referring back to the headless relative pronoun ho, ti is not obligatory, as Erotokritos II.1959 shows:

	(42) ki ho, ti 'thela na po: s' ese eipes esu s' emena
 and what wanted/1SG say/1SG to you/ACC said/2SG you/NOM to me/ACC
 'And that which I wanted to say to you, you said to me!'



eliminating the ta in line 1089 does not create a syntactically ill-formed string.

Thus on formal, metrical, and semantic grounds, it seems best to consider this couplet as suspect, and moreover, to emend it by deleting the ta of line 1089. As such, then, this is not a counter-example to the claim about clitic placement in thelo: grapso: futures.

The remaining six examples which can be discounted all have the sequence Clitic-thelo:-finite verb occurring in line-final position, where the finite form is needed to maintain the rhyme. That is, if an infinitive were to occur with thelo: and the fronted clitic in these lines, the rhyme would be destroyed. The examples of this kind, where the syntax has been sacrificed to save the rhyme, so to speak, are:

	(43) 	de thelei akousei to thumo tse: egdike:sis ton toso / he: kamera
 not 3SG hear/INF the-anger/ACC the revenge/GEN the-so-much/ACC the-room/NOM
 he: basilike:? maedasas thelo:do:so: (Zenon I.21-22 (17 c.))
 the-royal/NOM but her you/GEN.PL 1SG give/1SG
 'Will not the royal room hear such great anger of revenge? But here, I will give you ...'

 	.... polus phobos pou me tarassei / ompros tou
 much-fear/NOM which me disturbs/3SG before him
 to Basilisko to:ra tou thelou pasi (Zenon II.277-8 (17 c.))
 the-B./ACC now to-him/GEN 3PL say/3PL
 '(There is) a great fear which disturbs me, now they will speak to him,
 before him (before) Basilisko'

 	Sebastiane, t' ophphitzio ekhe na siganepseis/
 S./VOC the-office/ACC have/IMPV quiet/2SG
 hola mas ta strateumata kai sus tous theleis pepseis (Zenon III.193-4 (17 c.))
 all-our-the-troops/ACC and you(?) them 2SG send/2SG
 'Sebastian, be sure to quiet the office, and you will send all
 our troops (and yours?) to them'

 	an kameis touto to kalon me te:n sophe:n sou gno:sin / hola te:s ge:s
 if do/2SG this-the-good/NTR with the-wise/ACC your judgment/ACC all the-earth/GEN
 taperata se theloun epaino:sin (Peri Rom. 159-160 (No Date))
 the-ends/NOM you/ACC 3PL praise/3PL
 'If you do this good thing with your wise judgment, all the corners
 of the earth will praise you'

 	drame na te:s anoikse:s / kai an e:soun phronimos pote to:ra
 run/IMPV her/GEN open/2SG and if were/2SG good/NOM ever now



 	to theleis deikseis (Phal. Enup. 107-8 (17 c.))
 	it 2SG show/2SG
 	'... run to open (it) for her, and if you are ever good, now you will show it1
 	f. ma pe mou apotis tou khro:steis po:s tone thes ple:ro:seis /
 	but say/IMPV me/GEN since him/GEN owe/2SG how him/ACC 2SG pay/2SG
 	hoti den ekheis idion sou pragma na tou to dose:is? (Phal. Rim. 249-50 (17 c.))
 	because not have/2SG own your thing him/GEN it give/2SG
 	'But tell me, since you owe him, how will you pay him, because
 	you don't even have anything to give him?'


It is clear that in these instances, an infinitive in final position would destroy the rhyme, and in (43f), where the infinitive would be in the first line of a couplet, it is important to note that there is no way to produce an adequate second line which could rhyme with an infinitive.

Of these examples, actually (43d) and (43e) appear to be emendations on the part of the editors. The manuscripts for each one have infinitives instead of the rhyming finite forms. Thus, for (43d), the manuscript reads epainesei, an infinitive, and for (43e), the Naples Manuscript (Graecus III B 27) reads deiksei, an infinitive. The manuscript readings show that the scribes apparently did not want to maintain the rhyme at the expense of what would probably have been a syntactic anomaly in their normal speech. This is especially clear with regard to (43f)--one manuscript, Ambrosianus Y, 89 sup., has ple:ro:sei, the infinitive, whereas the other, Naples Graecus 111 B 27, has ple:ro:seis, the finite verb. Taking the non-rhyming reading as the lectio difficilior, it is possible to restore ple:ro:sei as the original reading.

Thus these examples, especially where there is supporting manuscript evidence, show that the authors and scribes often violated the rhyme of their poems to avoid the syntactic anomaly of clitic fronting with thelo: grapso:, and only admitted fronted clitics under the pressure of their rhyme scheme. These examples, then, form perhaps the most crucial evidence supporting the claim that the sequence to thelo: grapso: was not fully acceptable in Medieval Greek, under normal conditions.

There still remain five examples of fronting of a clitic in a thelo: grapso: future:

	(44) 	me pothon ton paraksenon na te:n thelo: dokseuso: (Lyb. 702 (Wagner ed.) (14 c.))
 with desire-the-strange her/ACC 1SG praise/1SG
 'With a strange desire, I will glorify her'

 	katekho: po:s hoi basilioi to thelou kamnou panta (Rod. IV Sc. 5 (17 c.))
 understand/1SG that the-kings/NOM it 3PL do/3PL always
 'I understand that kings will always do it'

 	tou 'theles ekheis khare: (Katz. I.194 (16 c.))
 him/GEN 2SG.IMPF have/2SG joy/ACC
 'You would have joy for him'

 	ki honta to thelo: thume:tho: tremoun ta sorthika mou (Katz. III.362
 and when it 1SG rernember/1SG tremble/3PL the-innards/NOM my (16 c.))
 'And when I will remember it, my innards (will) tremble'

 	hoi theoi te:n thelousi kamousi blasphe:mia (Kats. Iph. V.230 (18 c.))
 the-gods/NOM it/ACC.FEM 3PL make/3PL blasphemy/ACC.FEM
 The gods will make it blasphemy'.





It is possible that not even ail of these examples are completely "clean", so to speak. For instance, in all the other examples in the works of Katsaitis, clitics occur between thelo: and the finite verb (see (40u-g')), so the possibility of (44e) simply being an error cannot be ruled out. Similarly, (44a) may simply be a transposition for na te:n dokseuso: thelo: (i.e. thelo: na te:n dokseuso:) which would have the same meaning; the editor gives no critical apparatus, so it is impossible to tell what the manuscripts read here. In addition, others of the examples in (44) conceivably could have the apparent clitic as a (headless) relative pronoun—the third person clitics and the relative pronouns were homophonous in Medieval Greek--but it is hard to make a conclusive case for such an analysis. In a sense, it is pointless to try to explain away every apparent counterexample to the claim regarding the status of clitic fronting in these futures, for such steps seem only to be dodges, mere tricks of analysis.

Instead, it seems best to accept the data of (44) as they are. Even so, though, there are some considerations which reduce the seriousness of (44) as counter-evidence to the claim under discussion. First of all, it must be noted again that the statistics favor thelo: to grapso: as the regular and normal clitic placement--there are 42 good cases of thelo: grapso: futures with clitic pronouns, and of these, 37, that is, over 88%, show the clitic between thelo: and the finite verb, attached to the finite verb. This pattern outnumbers the fronted clitic type by a ratio of 7.4: 1, which seems high enough to be significant.T

Second, there are two possible sources of contamination which could have led to the production of this small number of to thelo: grapso: examples. As noted above, the third person clitic pronouns were homophonous with relative pronoun forms. Relative pronouns could occur at the head of a sequence of verbs with no restrictions such as clitics seemed to have been subject to. That is, there was nothing to prevent relative pronouns which were underlying objects of the lower verb in thelo: grapso: futures from occurring before thelo: by the syntactically well-motivated process of Relative Pronoun Movement. As an example of the fronting of a relative pronoun in a related future formation, the thelo: na grapso: type, there is the following:

	(45) pali ... eisai esu to thes na apophasiseis (Stathes Int. II.48 (17 c.))
 again are/2SG you/NOM what/REL 2SG decide/2SG
 'Again ... you are that which you wiil decide (to be)'.



Thus the claim is that the syntactically well-formed relative pronoun frontings could have served as a source of confusion which led to these sporadic examples of fronting of true clitic pronouns with thelo: grapso:) in these poetic contexts. This claim is supported by the observation that ALL these cases of clitic fronting with thelo: grapso: involve third person clitics, exactly those clitics which are homophonous with the relative pronouns. There are no examples such as (46):

	(46) **se thelo: thume:tho:
 you 1SG remember/1SG



because, it is claimed, there is no homophonous syntactically well-formed string with a relative pronoun to serve as a model.

Another potential source of contamination comes from the thelo: + Infinitive futures themselves. Clitic fronting with these futures was syntactically well-motivated, as is shown above. This future type co-existed with the thelo: grapso: futures throughout the latter's existence. Thus there were always surface future forms with fronted clitics which differed minimally from thelo: grapso: futures in having the infinitival ending -ei(n) on the second verb as opposed to a personal ending. The possibility of contamination of one future type (thelo: grapso:) by another (thelo: grapsei(n)) with respect to clitics cannot be discounted, then.45

There is in addition some corroborating evidence which supports the stand taken up to now that the fronting of a clitic in a thelo: grapso: future was not grammatically possible in Medieval Greek. For one thing, there are several texts in which both thelo: + Infinitive and thelo: grapso: futures co-occur and in which clitic frontings occur only in thelo: + Infinitive futures. These include the Chronicle of Makhairas, the Sacrifice of Abraham, Erophile, the prose Alexander tale, and others. This fact is significant because it shows that the choice of which future type to use when the clitic is fronted was not random. That is, the authors and scribes had both types available to then, but systematically used only the thelo: + Infinitive type with a fronted clitic.

The second piece of corroborating evidence comes from clitics in the thelei grapso: future. As mentioned earlier (section 2), this future type seems to have been a secondary development from the thelo: grapso: type. Without exception, clitics are placed between thelei and the finite verb,46 (see (8a) and (8b) for two additional examples):

	(47) 	thelei sou do:sou gi' antra sou (Gyp. III.248 (17 c.))
 3SG you/GEN give/3PL for man/ACC your
 They will give you, for your man,...'

 	kallia 'kha na 'thele mou pe:s (Katz. IV.318 (16 c.))
 better had/1SG 3SG.IMPF me say/2SG
 'It would have been better for me if you had told me'

 	etsi thelei to kamo: (Katz. Iph. I.187 (18 c.))
 thus 3SG it do/1SG
 'I will do it thus'

 	thelei sou kamousi kako (Kats. Iph. II.426 (18 c.))
 3SG you/GEN do/3PL evil
 'They will do you ill'

 	asplakhnon pali thelei me legoun (Kats. Iph. II.564 (18 c.))
 compassionless/ACC again 3SG me/ACC call/3PL
 They will call me compassionless again'

 	ekhthro thelei me ekhousi (Kats. Ips. III.484 (18 c.))
 enemy/ACC 3SG me/ACC have/3PL
 'They will have me for an enemy'

 	thelei sou klapso: (Kats. Iph. IV.622 (18 c.))
 3SG you/GEN cry/1SG
 'I will cry for you'

 	thelei me pagoun ho:s ekei (Kats. Iph. IV.649 (18 c.))
 3SG me/ACC take/3PL to there
 'They will take me (to) there'

 	kaimia phora e:thele te:ne tasso: (Kats. Iph. V.337 (18 c.))
 and one time 3SG.IMPF her/ACC promise/1SG
 'And once I would promise her'

 	kai thelei te: gno:riso: (Kats. Iph. V.737 (18 c.))
 and 3SG her/ACC know/1SG
 'And I will know you'

 	kai thelei se plero:so: (Kats. Iph. V.766 (18 c.))
 and 3SG you/ACC pay/1SG
 'And I will pay you'

 	den thelei te:n aphe:so: (Kats. Iph. V.785 (18 c.))
 not 3SG her/ACC leave/1SG
 'I will not leave her'

 	kai thelei ton parakinoun (Kats. Thy. II.237 (18 c.))
 and 3SG him/ACC incite/3PL
 'And they will incite him'

 	auta thelei ton kamousi (Kats. Thy. II.243 (18 c.))
 these/ACC 3SG him/ACC do/3PL
 'They will do these things for him'

 	theama eleeinatato e:thele to eipe:te (Kats. Thy. IV 166 (18 c.))
 sight most-pitiful 3SG.IMPF it say/2PL
 'You would call it a most pitiful sight'

 	m' an e:thele to ide:te (Kats. Thy. IV.165 (18 c.))
 but if 3SG.IMPF it see/2PL
 'But if you would see it...'

 	thelei te:s eimai panta krate:mene: (Kats. Klath. III.125 (18 c.))
 3SG her/GEN am/1SG always held/PPL
 'I will always be held for her'

 	thelei to idoume (Kats. Klath. III.733 (18 c.))
 3SG it see/1PL
 'We will see it'.





That thelei grapso: should show no evidence of clitic fronting, and therefore of Clause Union, makes the claim that clitics could not be fronted in thelo: grapso: futures and that thelo: grapso: did not involve Clause Union all the more plausible.U

To summarize the situation regarding clitics in thelo: grapso: futures, the evidence suggests that the sequence to thelo: grapso:, with a clitic attaching to thelo:, was not wholly well-formed in Medieval Greek. The numerical evidence (37: 5) shows that such a sequence was rare, and certainly not statistically predominant. The evidence from the manuscripts concerning the destruction of line-final rhymes shows that the poets and scribes were willing to forgo their rhyme schemes to avoid such a sequence, and in many cases created them largely due to pressures of rhyme. Furthermore, the few examples that do occur in the texts are perhaps not to be considered as being derived by the grammar in the strict sense, for they may be conflations of several constructions, the results of contamination by other similar formations.47/V

Thus the clitic evidence shows that there is a difference in possible Clitic Placement between thelo: + Infinitive and thelo: grapso: futures. In particular, fronting of a clitic pronoun seems to be unacceptable in the thelo: grapso: type. Since Clause Union was taken to be responsible for the fronting of the clitics in the thelo: + Infinitive futures, along with the proposed universal of clitic attachment, the clitic evidence suggests that there can be no application of Clause Union in the thelo: grapso: future. Therefore, in the passage from the thelo: + Infinitive future to the thelo: grapso: future, a syntactic rule has been lost from the derivation of the future construction.

4. Exo Grapsi Perfects

The evidence of section 3 suggests that in the development of the thelo:-futures, the syntactic rule of Clause Union was lost in one construction, with the surface effect in the construction being a change in the possible placement of clitic pronouns. It is not the case, though, that Clause Union was lost from the grammar altogether, or that when the thelo:-futures died out, Clause Union ceased to be a part of the grammar of Greek. In particular, there is reason to believe that the derivation of the perfect tenses in Modern Greek with exo 'have' plus an invariant form of the verb, e.g. exo grapsi 'I have written', involves the rule of Clause Union. In this section, the relevant evidence is sketched briefly.

4.1 Underlying Two-Clause Structure

Besides the considerations supporting main verb status for all auxiliary-like elements discussed earlier, there is also evidence from Passive in Modern Greek perfects to support the hypothesis of an underlying two-clause source for these forms.48 The second verb in the exo grapsi perfects may occur wlih Passive morphology, for example:

	(48) 	i fili mu exun skotoθi apo tus dolofonus
 the-friends/NOM my have/3PL kill/PASS by the-murderers/ACC
 'My friends have been killed by the murderers'

 	exo vlafθi apo ta logia su
 have/1SG hurt/PASS by the-words/ACC your
 'I have been hurt by your words'.





Under a two-clause analysis of these perfects, the ordinary Passive rule which relates (49a) with (49b):

	(49) 	i fili mu skotoθikan apo tus dolofonus
 the-friends/NOM my killed/3PL.PASS by the-murderers
 'My friends were killed by the murderers'

 	i dolofoni skotosan tus filus mu
 the-murderers/NOM killed/3PL the-friends/ACC my
 'The murderers killed my friends'





and which has the form roughly as in (50):

	(50) NP1 V NP2 X ===> NP2 V[+PASSIVE] X apo NP1


will account for sentences like (48). If the perfects were not two-clauses underlyingly, the rule of Passive would have to be complicated as in (51):

	(51) NP1 (ex-) V NP2 X ===> NP2 (ex-) V[+PASSIVE] X apo NP1.


This is, of course, an ad hoc complication in the rule of Passive, caused only by the insistence on not generating exo perfects as underlying two-clause structures--the optional inclusion of (ex-) in (51) nas no independent motivation. Therefore, the two-clause analysis, with its simpler rule of Passive, is to be preferred.

4.2 Reduction of Structure

The best evidence for a reduction of this two-clause structure comes from clitic placement. Clitics in Standard Modern Greek exhibit a very straight-forward placement. They follow the non-finite verbal forms, including imperatives, as in (52), the gerundive, as in (53), and the mediopassive participle, as in (54), when they are governed by these forms:

	(52) 	doste mu to
 give/IMPV.PL me/GEN it/ACC
 'Give me it!'

 	*mu to doste
 	*to mu doste


 	(53) 	dinondas tu to
 giving/GRDV him/GEN it/ACC
 'Giving it to him ...'

 	*tu to dinondas
 	*to tu dinondas




	(54) 	episkeptomenos tin
 visiting/PPL her/ACC
 'Visiting her ...'

 	*tin episkeptomenos.




Clitics precede all finite verbs which govern them:

	(55) 	ton ida s to dromo
 him/ACC saw/1SG on the-street
 'I saw him on the street'

 	*ida ton s to dromo


 	(56) 	tu to edosa
 him/GEN it/ACC gave/1SG
 'I give it to him'

 	*edosa tu to
 	*edosa to tu.




The important fact for this argument is that even though the second member of the exo grapsi perfects, the invariant form grapsi, appears to be a non-finite verbal form, and even though clitics in these perfects are governed in logical structure by this second member and not by exo, nonetheless, clitics must attach to the left of exo, and cannot attach to the invariant form:W

	(57) 	ton exo di sixna
 him/ACC have/1SG see often
 'I have often seen him'

 	*exo di ton sixna
 	*exo ton di sixna.




(57c) is not ungrammatical because something has intervened between exo and the second member of the perfect tenses, for adverbs can freely intervene:X

	(58) 	exo idi di afti tin tenia
 have/1SG already see this-the-film/ACC.FEM
 'I have already seen this film'

 	tin exo idi di
 it/ACC.FEM
 'I have already seen it'.





Thus the facts of (57) appear to be a counter-example to the otherwise valid generalization that clitics attach to the left of non-finite forms which govern them.

However, positing the application of the rule of Clause Union in the derivation of the exo perfects accounts for this apparent violation of the generalization and explains why (57b) is ungrammatical. The application of Clause Union makes the nominals governed by the lower verb become governed by exo. By the Modern Greek Clitic Placement rule that clitics attach to the left of finite verbs governing them, the placement of clitics in exo grapsi perfects is automatically accounted for.

4.3:

Even without pursuing these arguments any further, this evidence makes it extremely likely that Clause Union applies in the derivation of the exo grapsi perfects in Modern Greek. Since there is no optionality of Clitic Placement as there was with the thelo: + Infinitive futures of Medieval Greek, Clause Union must be obligatory in Modern Greek. Thus the evidence suggests that Clause Union still operates in the grammar of Greek, though restricted to just this one construction.49/Y

5. Conclusion

To sum up, in this chapter, the developments with certain of the thelo:-futures in Medieval Greek have been discussed. To the extent possible, it has been shown that the thelo: + Infinitive future was derived by the rule of Clause Union, marked in part by the possibility of clitics attaching to the left of thelo:. Furthermore, the future type thelo: grapso:, which arose directly from the thelo: + Infinitive type by the replacement of the infinitive by a finite verb, has been shown NOT to derive by the rule of Clause Union, as evidenced mainly by the generally unacceptable status of clitics attaching to the left of thelo: in this future type. Thus the future construction has changed in its allowable placement of clitics and the syntactic rule of Clause Union appears to have been lost from the derivation of the future. It has been shown, though, that Clause Union remains in the grammar of Greek, even in Modern Greek where there are no longer any thelo:-futures,Z in a restricted form, applying only in the perfect tense formations of the type exo grapsi. An account of why Clause Union should have been lost from the thelo:-futures is given in Chapter 9.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. The bibliography on Clause Union has burgeoned in the years in 1978, and it is not possible to list all relevant works here. Two important ones, however, are Gibson and Raposo 1986 and Davies and Rosen 1988, and perhaps the most recent relevant study is Gerdts 1990. Additional references on Clause Union can be found in Dubinsky and Rosen 1987. Moreover, it should be noted that Clause Union is now taken to refer to a set of related constructions, and some languages distinguish the properties of Causative Clause Union, for instance, from other Clause Unions (e.g. in Tzotzil, as described by Aissen (1987: 212-251), there is a a separate abilitative Clause Union construction).
 B. See now Browning (1983: 31).
 C. For more on the want-future in each of the Balkan languages, see Joseph (1983; Chapters 3-6, passim), as well as handbooks such as Schaller 1975 or studies such as Banfi 1989. The relevant comparison I had in mind with Chinese was the Mandarin verb yaw which as a main verb means 'to want; to want to' but which also has a use as an auxiliary verb marking future tense, as noted by Chao (1972: 55; 334).
 D. Browning (1983: 34) has the same characterization of the nuances of meaning of these futures.
 E. I have not been able to find this particular form in the readings I have done of Medieval Greek literature, but Browning (1983: 79) reiterates its occurrence, and so I am confident that it constitutes a real form.
 F. See now Browning (1983: 34).
 G. See Johnson and Postal 1980 for a discussion of "dead" as a grammatical relation; note that there it is taken as a relation for nominals, not for verbs. See footnote C of Chapter 9 for some discussion.
 H. Since Joseph and Perlmutter 1978 has never been published (see footnote I of chapter 3), the best available discussion is in Soames and Perlmutter (1979: Chap. 43, pp. 156ff.), the work which was given as Perlmutter and Soames (Forthcoming) in footnote 19 and in the bibliography. Note that Philippaki-Warburton 1987 suggests that there is no Subject-to-Subject Raising in Greek, though she does not specifically address the question of how to analyze sentences such as (i) in footnote 19 (nor, in my opinion, can one account for such sentences without reference to some syntactic rule akin to Raising).
 I. It is significant also that the sequence thelo: na grapso: can, as pointed out in footnote 5 of this chapter, also have a future meaning. This type might be taken to confound the correlation between underlying structure and meaning with thelo:. However, it also bolsters the two-clause analysis
 since it presents a future with thelo: that ostensibly has two clauses, as suggested by the presence of two finite verbs and the apparent subordinator na.
 J. Clearly, this argument is very much rooted in the assumptions about syntactic structure made in the mid-to-late 1970's. The best part of this argument in that framework is that both passive and the arkhizo: constraint would have to be formulated with the same invisible element; the two-clause analysis under consideration provides a way of formalizing the invisibility of thel-.
 K. Though he does not mention the situation with verbs meaning 'begin' directly, some discussion of aspect in Hellenistic (specifically, New Testament) Greek is to be found in Newton 1979a.
 L. It is worth noting that this example is a manuscript variant (found in P) of the example above, (20) from manuscript H, which was the crucial evidence for the interaction of the arkhizo: constraint with the thelo: grapsein future. As such, it attests further to the "invisibility" of the element thel- to the aspect constraint.
 M. This conclusion depends on there not being some nuance of meaning by which arxizo and arxino differ from one another, a subtlety that is perhaps difficult to capture in a translation into English; so far as I know, the verbs are synonymous and there are no such differentiating semantic nuances.
 N. In various dialects of Modern Greek, though, the weak pronouns can be placed to the right of the verb even with finite verbs, so that the Medieval Greek situation may reflect true dialect differences. Note also that the Modern Greek weak pronouns (the so-called "clitic" pronouns) may in fact be affixes, as discussed in see footnote H of Chapter 3. Such a conclusion does not seem to hold, however, for Medieval Greek, as suggested in footnote H, but in any case the status of these pronominals seems not to affect crucially any of the claims being made here.
 O. Although one might think that Clause Union would necessarily lead to contiguity between the two verbs, as it does in languages such as French and Spanish where it has been posited to operate, such cannot be the case in Medieval Greek. In particular, there are examples in which a clitic is placed before thelo:--a diagnostic for Clause Union in the analysis presented--but some constituent intervenes between thelo: and the infinitive, e.g.:
 (i) ple:n na mou e:theles eutus kopsei te:nkephale: (Morea 5518(P))
 but if me/GEN 2SG.IMPF straightaway cut/INF the-head/ACC
 'But, if you would cut (off) my head immediately...'.
 Positing Clause Union without contiguity of the verbs is not unparalleled, for Czech causatives, as described by Toman 1975 (more accurately cited as 1976), show properties typical of Clause Union (e.g. differential case-marking on complement-clause subjects depending on the transitivity of the complement verb) but do not require contiguity of the matrix (causative) verb nechat 'let' with the complement verb. The lack of obligatory contiguity of the verbs in the thelo: grapsein future construction can be taken as an indication that what is at work in this construction is not simply some sort of "Verb Adjunction" or "Verb Raising" (e.g. in the sense of Aissen 1974ab), but rather something more akin to Clause Union.
 P. The import of footnote 37 was not made clear--it is altogether possible that these lines originally had infinitives with the Clause Union construction (i.e. with the clitic pronoun fronted) but were later altered by a copyist introducing the finite lower clause verb in place of the infinitive without regard for the syntax of the overall construction. Such a situation could arise if one were essentially copying word-by-word, since then an individual correct form could be introduced which nonetheless could lead to an incorrect phrase when combined with other words.
 Q. Part of the problem, not clearly indicated in footnote 39, is that dokimasto: is mediopassive in form, and thus presumably would not be occurring with a direct object.
 R. The use of the term "significant" was not intended in the strict statistical sense. However, a "Z-statistic" has now been computed to compare the proportion of fronted clitics found with the thelo: grapso: future against that found with the thelo: grapsein type. For ease of computation (though the reliability of the measure would only increase if a larger thelo: grapsein sample were taken), the 42 relevant examples of clitics with thelo: grapso: were matched up with a randomly selected representative corpus of 42 examples of clitics with thelo: grapsein (specifically, the first 42 such examples in my notes from my 1976-1977 reading of (essentially) the entire Medieval Greek corpus, thus achieving virtual randomness since the texts were entered into my notes on the basis of when I happened to be able to track them down in the libraries in Greece). In that sample of thelo: grapsein futures, there were 24 instances of a clitic occurring before thelo: and 18 instances of the clitic between the two parts of the periphrastic future. The results of the computation yielded a Z-score of 4.5 (with the percentage of frontings being .12 in the thelo: grapso: future (5 out of 42) versus .57 (24 out of 42) in the thelo: grapsein future), with significance beyond the .001 level. Thus, the two patterns were significantly different from one another, and differed in the direction predicted, i.e. with the 5 clitic frontings in the thelo: grapso: type indeed being strikingly unusual (and thus in a sense equivalent merely to "noise"). I am indebted to Ken deJong, Mary Beckman, and Neal Johnson for help with the statistics discussed here.
 S. By "reanalyzed", I mean here the same sort of development in the perfect that was seen in the formation of the thelo: grapso: future, i.e. with the reanalysis of an originally nonfinite form as being finite.
 T. See also footnote R regarding statistical significance.

U. The thelei grapso: type presents evidence of value here because it most likely derives directly from the thelo: grapso: type.
 V. As an addendum to footnote 47, see also footnote C of Chapter 1.
 W. In the nonfinite forms of the perfect, especially in the active participial form exondas di 'having seen', if there is a weak pronominal form, it occurs between the two pieces of the periphrasis, i.e.exondas ton di 'having seen him'. In such a case, however, it is clear from the accentuation (about which one can be sure in Modern Greek, unlike the situation in Medieval Greek, known as it is only through texts) that ton is attaching to exondas, for the phenomenon by which rightward attachment of weak pronominals adds an accent to the "host" of the pronouns is manifest here, i.e. éxondás ton di, with an added accent on éxondas. The placement of the weak pronoun to the right of the nonfinite form exondas is the expected placement with nonfinite forms--see above Chapter 5, section 4.2 and below Chapter 7, section 1.
 X. It is even possible, though perhaps marginally so, to have a subject intervene between exo and the invariant form, so that ?exi o Yanis figi is possible, though not preferred, for 'John has left'.
 Y. This footnote is simply to draw additional attention to footnote 49, since it contains a retraction of the conclusions written up in Joseph 1975 (more accurately cited as Joseph 1976, since the conference proceedings were published in 1976). Those conclusions, while seemingly supported by the grammaticality judgments offered by my single informant in 1975, have not been not supported by parallel judgments from any other speakers of Greek I have worked with. This shows the dangers of relying too heavily on a single speaker's judgments and on a single type of evidence (grammaticality judgments).
 Z. I am assuming that the future marker θa, while diachronically certainly a "thelo:"-future, has no synchronic connection with the main verb θelo 'want'.




Footnotes To Chapter 5

1. For some discussion of Clause Union in various languages and in Universal Grammar, see Breckenridge (1975), Toman (1975), Aissen and Perlmutter (1976), Aissen (1976).
 2. Browning (1969: 38).
 3. Among these future paraphrases are ekho: 'have' + Infinitive, mello: 'be about to' + Infinitive, esomai 'will be' + Present Participle, and hina + Subjunctive. Only the thelo:-futures are really of interest here, for only they survived with any degree of currency in Medieval Greek, and only they show signs of having undergone a systematic change of the sort thelo: + Infinitive ===> thelo: + finite verb.
 4. Future formations involving forms of a verb meaning 'want' are found in other Balkan languages, see Sandfeld (1930), though their relation to these Greek forms is far from clear. Such formations are not restricted to Balkan languages, cf. English I will go, or even to Indo-European languages, for Chinese forms a future tense in much the same way.
 5. Many handbooks claim that this is only volition and not future in Medieval Greek; however, there are some clear examples of thelo: na grapso: as a future, e.g.:
 (i) dio:khneis me kai na misepso: thelo: (Chans. Pop. #123 1.1)
 chase/2SG me/ACC and run-away/1SG 1SG
 'You chase me and I will run away'.
 Cf. also example (45) below.
 6. Browning (1969:40) says the following about the semantics of the thelo:-futures: "Another future-equivalent, originally with a somewhat different nuance-will as opposed to obligation [as in the ekho: + Infinitive future]--is provided by thelo: + infinitive."
 7. Whether this thelei is a true impersonal verb form or a frozen form generalized from the third singular thelei na grapsei 'he will write' is unclear.
 8. For example Browning (1969: 82).
 9. The final form tha results from the regular loss of final -n. It is most likely that these latter changes began as sandhi variants which were then generalized, i.e. than' / __#V alternated with thana / __#C for some time. See Psicharis (1884) for details. The future type the grapso:, which is also sporadically attested in late Medieval Greek, could be from the same sequence without the vowel assimilation or could be an independent truncation of the type (le), thelei grapso:.
 10. One might think that the third singular thelei, pronounced [9eli] is the more likely source, because of the frequent reduction of -li- in the second singular [θes] from [θelis] in Medieval texts and even in Modern Greek still. Also, a final -0 seems to have been more resistant to elision in
general than a final -i. However, in view of the uncertainties concerning possible fast speech forms in Medieval Greek, a trunction from thelo: to the cannot be ruled out.
 11. For example, Hesseling (1892: 39), Togeby (1962), and Hatzidakis (1883: 244), though Hatzidakis later revised his opinions.
 12. Browning (1969: 82).
 13. Psicharis (1884) offers some statistics for various future types in collections of late popular songs where thelo: grapsein is rare, but no counts are available for earlier works, to!my knowledge. Psicharis' (1884: 23) listing of future types in Wagner's collection of earlier songs and stories (Wagner (1874)) is useful, but generally unreliable.
 14. This reanalyzed type is also found in the conditionals, either due to an independent occurrence of the reanalysis and analogy or by a secondary spread from the futures. An example of this reanalyzed conditional is:
(i) paragore:seis et:heles touto to douleute: (Gyp. III.504 (17 c.))
console/2SG 2SG.IMPF this-the-servant~ACC
'You would console this servant'.
 15. For example, Meyer (1889: 193) in his edition of Portius'Greek grammar of 1638.
 16. Cf. Siapkaras-Pitsillides (1952), #130 1.15 for an example. This form also occurs occasionally in other dialects.
 17. As noted above in footnote 9, it is possible that the the grapso: futures belong here, by a truncation of thelei to the. An example of a the grapso: future is:
(i) the mou to tsakisoun (Passow #565b 1.3)
me/GEN ii/ACC break/3PL
'They will break it on me'.
 18. This future formation is probably an underlying structure of this sort, with a sentential complement as subject, because it allows for a straight-forward explanation of why the subject of thelo: is always to be interpreted as the same as the subject of the infinitive. If this future had instead an EQUI structure, i.e. with the sentential complement as the object of thel-, then there would have to be a special constraint to guarantee that the subject of thel- and the subject of the inrinitive were the same. Also, the existence of types with an impersonal verb, such as thelei grapso:, or the presumed *thelei na grapso: type, could reflect the underlying structure directly if it were as in (10). Pullurn and Wilson posit this structure for English auxiliary-like elements in their recent analysis (Pullum and Wilson (1977)). However, if the underlying structure proved to be an EQUI structure, none of the arguments and claims here would be affected in the least.
 19. The fact that Subject-to-Subject Raising would have to continue to apply at this stage causes no
problems. This rule can apply so as to leave behind a finite verb, as in Modern Greek sentences like (i):
(i) fenome na ime fliaros simera
seem/1SG am/1SG talkative/NOM today
'I seem to be talkative today.
See Joseph and Perlmutter (1978) and Perlmutter and Soames (Forthcoming) for some details and some discussion.
 20. But see the discussion below, pp. 132ff.
 21. This claim has been made by Lakoff (1972).
 22. It is interesting that Lightfoot, one of the critics of the "Auxiliary-as-Main-Verb" Hypothesis for Modern English, cf. Lightfoot (1974), does not hesitate to call auxiliary-like elements in Old English real main verbs, largely due to considerations such as homonymy with main verbs, etc. mentioned here.
 23. This argument would not hold in a theory which holds that tense is irrelevant to the statement of rules that change grammatical relations. This thesis, however, does not assume such a theoretical framework. Also, note that Passive in English has typically been treated by Transformational grammarians in a manner analogous to rule (19) with an AUX (= Auxiliary) element in the Structural Description and Structural Change of the rule. Pullum and Wilson (1977), in their reanalysis of English auxiliaries as main verbs, note that the necessary alterations which their analysis entails in the formulation of transformations "always tend to increase the simplicity of the formulations" (p. 781), as is claimed here for Greek.
 24. In addition, since it appears that the selectional restrictions on the subject of thelo: in this future formation are determined by the infinitive, the PS hypothesis would have to treat thel- as if it were not there for the statement of these restrictions as well. However, there are no ungrammatical sentences available to confirm any claims made about selectional restrictions.
 25. The use of the thelo: + Infinitive future embedded with na under a main verb is paralleled in the Chronicle ofMorea by the use of the older future periphrasis, ekho: 'have' + Infinitive, in a similar context, e.g.:
(i)kai thelo: nasas ekho: eipei (Morea 6773)
and wish/1SG you/PL have/1SG say/INF
'And I wish to tell you ...'
Browning (1969: 84) characterizes this latter usage as a "conflation of two future periphrases belonging to different stages of the language." Still, such usage occurred often to indicate that it
was not simply a "performance" error. See example (34c) for an instance of this usage with thelo: + Infinitive.
 26. Information from Horace Lunt, personal communication.
 27. See Pullum and Wilson (1977: 774-5) for references and discussion.
 28. There are just a few cases of the clitic to the right of the infinitive in all of Medieval Greek in this future type. Since the total number of thelo: + Infinitive futures is so high, these few examples do not seem to be significant.
 29. To my knowledge, no general study of Clitic Placement in Medieval Greek has ever been carried out. Individual commentators, however, occasionally note that clitics are generally placed to the left of a verb, cf. Hesseling and Pernot (1913: 166).
 30. Except in imperatives and with participial forms—see below, section 4.2 and also Chapter 7.1.
 31. They use somewhat different terminology and work in a somewhat different framework. Still the effect of the principle is the same.
 32. For instance, when thelo: was preceded by the particle na, it seems that Clause Union had to apply, for clitics are always found to the left of thelo: in such a situat ion, cf. (20) above. It is unclear, though, whether this is due to a condition of the application on the rule or a consequence of a surface filter which requires that clitics occur between na and a following verb.
 33. However, if the conditions under which Clause Union was obligatory could be made more precise, this argument perhaps could not be maintained. Whatever conditioned the obligatory preposing of one clitic would presumably condition the proposing of the other.
 34. There are one or two examples with the clitics between thelo: and the infinitive in which the accentuation in the text suggests that the indirect object is attached to thelo: and the direct object to the infinitive, for postposed clitics are unaccented and proposed clitics are accented and a sequence of postposed clitics should have the first one accented. These examples include:
(i) kaì thélei soi tè dó:sei (Spaneas II 491 (13 c.))
and 3SG you/DAT them/ACC give/INF
'And he will give them to you'
(ii) thélo: sou tà pleró:sei (Assizes §ng' 1.7 (Ms. B) (13 c.))
1SG you/GEN them/ACC pay/INF
'I will pay you them'.
However, the accentuation in manuscripts in general is very erratic and the accentuation in published editions of the texts is subject to editorial whim, therefore it is not very safe to rely too heavily on the written accents as a clue to where the clitics are attached. Position relative to thelo: and the infinitive is much more informative and reliable.

35. Likewise, the same caveats hold; cf. footnote 23.
 36. Presumably, though, the statement of selectional restrictions would still be complicated in this way; see footnote 24.
 37. Note also that different versions of (39c) and (39e) have infinitives and not finite verbs as the lower verb. For (39c), Bortoli's 1713 edition has the infinitive de:i, and for (39e), the Naples manuscript has the infinitive phâin.
 38. Some of these are conditionals and not futures. However, as noted earlier in section 1, they have the same derivation and so show the same point.
 39. There is some chance that this line may be corrupt. The editor, Hesseling, wanted to emend it to include na, presumably replacing se. Trapp (1971) agrees with this emendation, but Karagianne:s (1976) prefers the original reading. Thus this may not be a sure example.
 40. The spelling here is as it is found in Manuscript A, of the Athens National Library.
 41. See Chapter 1 (p. 2) for a discussion of the significance of statistical measures.
 42. It should be noted, though, that there is a large variety in dialectal forms of the conditional, so such a form may well have been possible.
 43. Hatzidakis (1905: 598ff.) notes the general absence of ekho: with durative forms for Medieval and Modem Greek.
 44. It is interesting that the authors and scribes chose to use these future forms with the rare Clitic Placement to the left of thelo: instead of the more frequent placement to the left of the lower finite verb. One must suppose that certain conditions were present in the sentence or discourse which required obligatory clitic fronting (i.e. obligatory Clause Union in the Clause Union futures); see pp. 131-2 and footnote 32 for discussion. Then, when confronted with what would have been a non-rhyming couplet, the authors and scribes merely corrected the rhyme. Thus the claim is that they wanted the syntax of one construction (thelo: + Infinitive) but used the morphology of the other (thelo: grapso:) because of the need for a rhyme.
 45. It is even possible that the ambiguous third singular forms which spawned thelo: grapso: in the first place may have been responsible for this contamination, in part
 46. I am excluding futures of the type the grapso: because it is as likely that they derive from then(a) grapso: (from *thelei na grapso:) as it is that they derive from thelei grapso:.
 47. Among other things, this means that not every sentence that occurs in a text must automatically be taken to represent an acceptable utterance of the language. For an example of this principle applied to certain Raising constructions in Classical Modem Irish, see Armstrong (1977).
 48. But see footnotes 35 and 23.
 49. In an earlier paper, Joseph (1975), I suggested that one Modem Greek causative construction
showed some traits which might be attributable to the workings of Clause Union (or Verb Raising, as it was called there). This conclusion was based on judgments of grammatically which I have since found are not shared by the great majority of native speakers of Greek consulted. Therefore, it seems best to discount the evidence of the earlier paper in a discussion of Clause Union in Modern Greek, although the internal consistency of the speaker on whose judgments the earlier arguments were based suggests that there may be some dialects (idiolects??) of Greek in which Clause Union may operate to some extent in the formation of causatives.




Chapter 6
Theories of Syntactic Change



1. Although many works on the history of Post-Classical Greek and handbooks of the historical grammar of Greek1 make reference to the loss of the infinitive and its replacement by finite verbal forms, none makes reference to the syntactic changes discussed in Chapters 3 through 5. Such facts as the obligatory presence of a pronoun in the subordinate clause of the Object Deletion and Object Raising constructions, or the placement of clitic pronouns in the different future formations with thelo:, for instance, simply are not to be found in such works. Mention is usually made of the retention of the infinitive in the quasi-auxiliary contexts and of the few lexical items in Modern Greek that continue older infinitives, but none is made of these syntactic changes.

In fact, the accounts of the traditional grammars and handbooks are based on the view that all the changes in Greek concerning the infinitive are accounted for once one notes that the infinitive was replaced by finite verbal forms in virtually every construction in which it was used in earlier Greek. That is, these works seem to hold that it is possible to produce acceptable Modern Greek sentences by simply "plugging in" an appropriate finite verbal form in place of every superficial occurrence of an infinitive in earlier Greek, with exception made, of course, for the exo grapsi perfects.

This view of the relation of surface syntactic constructions in earlier Greek to those of Modern Greek is expressed, for example, by Burguière (1960: 147):


Il est connu de tous que le roméique [=Modern Greek] fait usage, dans les circonstances syntaxiques ou le grec ancien employait l'infinitif de ce qu'on peut décrire extérieurement. . . comme un subjonctif précédé de l'élément ná, reste de la "conjonction finale" ancienne hina.



Similarly, Mirambel (1966: 175), though clearly aware of the fact that the loss of the infinitive could have consequences for the syntax of Greek, nonetheless suggests that simply noting its replacement by finite forms is all that must be said:


On voit par degrés ... se réduire ou s'éliminer les formes dites 'nominates' du verbe, les participes et l'infinitif ... Les conséquences atteignent la structure morphologique de verbe lui-même; elles sont plus importantes encore en ce qui touche la syntaxe. C'est, en effet, une partie notable de l'expression 'subordonée' qui se trouve touchée de ce fait, la langue marquant une tendance à exclure du verbe tout mode dans lequel la notion de 'personne' n'est pas exprimé. Mais, en outre, à l'évolution du verbe et aux étapes qui la constituent se trouve étroitement liée une évolution de la phrase et spécialement de la phrase complexe; notamment c'est le cas, pour l'infinitif de la proposition subordonée rattachée à une proposition principale, ce que revient à examiner le passage d'un type thelo: grapsai [Volition] au type thelo: hina grapso: puis thelo: na grapso:.



Finally, there is the work of Kurzová, especially Kurzová (1968: 43), in which this standard view is also implicit. Kurzová correctly emphasizes the functional (i.e. semantic) equivalence of the older infinitive expressions with the modem finite verbal expressions that replaced them:


Aber der hauptsächliche Ersatz des Infinitivs, na + 'Konjunktiv', hat den charakteristischen Funktionsumfang des griechischen Infinitivs in dem Sinne beibehalten, als na + 'Konjunktiv' im ganzen syntaktischen Umfang der dynamischen Wunschdetermination verwendet wird, sowohl in dem für den Inhaltssatz also auch in dem für Infinitiv typischen Bereich. Es besteht kein Zweifel darüber, dass die eigenartige Funktion des Inhaltssatzes bzw. des umschriebenen Konjunktivs ... mit dem gleichen und ebenso eigenartigen Funktionsumfang des altgriechischen Infinitivs zusammenhängt.



However, like Mirambel, she seems to be implying that once one has noted the functional equivalence of the infinitive with its replacement, this development in the passage from Ancient to Modern Greek has been adequately and completely accounted for.

Thus the traditional works on the recent history of Greek imply that one can map directly from the surface structure of earlier Greek to the surface structure of Modern Greek by simply replacing any infinitives by appropriate finite verbs, with acceptable results for Modern Greek.

In a sense, it is anachronistic to refer to "surface structure" in the context of traditional grammars, for linguists working within that framework had no explicit theory of syntax to work with, no notion of "deep" and "surface" structure as it is viewed today. However, to the extent to which it is possible to reconstruct the theory of syntax which underlies these accounts, it is clear that they are based on a syntactic theory which few modem linguists, at least in America, would subscribe to. They generally did not conceive of sentences in terms of more than one level,2 thus for them, sentences could only be generated in the form they have on the surface.3/A,B

This position regarding syntax and the resulting "surface-to-surface mapping" view of syntactic change constitutes the views underlying all traditional accounts of the infinitive-loss in Greek. Moreover, this view underlies all traditional accounts of syntactic change, not just those dealing with Greek. Diachronic syntax before the 1960's for the most part consisted of listing changes that occurred in sentence-formation between two stages of a language and speculating as to the historical origin of various constructions, the implication always being that one could map directly from the surface forms of one stage to the surface forms of a later stage and produce acceptable sentences. Since this constitutes the view that was held for some time concerning syntactic change, it is worth investigating somewhat carefully, in order to determine whether it is a valid approach to the study of changes in the sentence syntax of Greek over the past 1,000 years or so.

There are a few constructions for which this traditional view works, in that it makes the right predictions regarding the status of certain strings in a later stage of the language. From this, it is possible to see how such a theory might be motivated as a general theory of syntactic change. For instance, in the Temporal infinitive construction discussed in Chapter 2, section 2.4 (pp. 32-33), this traditional view predicts that at a later stage in Greek, there should have been acceptable surface strings with a finite verb, possibly marked with the particle na, in place of the infinitive; this prediction is correct, as indicated by the attestation of examples such as (1) in the Medieval texts:

	(1) 	to na s' idoun ... / ek te:n pikrian
 ART you/ACC see/3PL from the-bitterness/ACC
 tous sphazontai (Pulo. 492-3 (14 c.))
 their slaughter/3PL.PASS
 'On seeing you ... they will be wiped out from their bitterness'

 	to akousoun to hoi arkhontes megalo:s ethaumasan (Morea 895(P) (13 c.))
 ART hear/3PL it/ACC the-leaders/NOM greatly wondered/3PL
 'On hearing it, the leaders were greatly puzzled'.





Thus from a consideration of examples such as this and others like it, one can see that the traditional view of syntactic change does have some validity for the facts of Greek.c

However, this view cannot account for all developments with the infinitive in Greek, and thus cannot stand as a general theory of syntactic change. In particular, this view can be directly falsified by the changes discussed in Chapters 3 through 5. For example, simply plugging in an appropriate finite verb for the infinitive in the Object Deletion construction will produce an unacceptable sentence in Modern Greek, because there is no mechanism to guarantee that there will be a pronoun co-referent with the matrix subject in the subordinate clause. That is, from an earlier Greek surface string as in (2):

	(2) he: Maria esti eumorphe: (tou) idein
 Mary/NOM is/3SG pretty/NOM Part. see/INF
 'Mary is pretty to see'



this view predicts that replacing the infinitive idein with a finite verb, for example the first person plural farm (i)dume, should, with appropriate lexical substitutions, produce an acceptable sentence:

	(3) i Maria ine omorfi na dume.
 Mary/NOM is/3SG pretty/NOM see/1PL.



However, as was emphasized in Chapter 3.4, such strings are unacceptable in Modern Greek, requiring a pronoun in the subordinate clause in order to be acceptable:

	(4) i Mariai ine omorfi na tini dume
 her/ACC
 'Mary is pretty to see'.



Thus the view underlying the traditional grammars makes the wrong prediction regarding the status of strings such as (3) in Modern Greek.

The same holds for the prediction made regarding Object Raising sentences and regarding the placement of clitic pronouns in the thelo: grapso: future in Medieval Greek. This view predicts that from a string as in (5):

	(5) he: hodos esti duskole: (tou) heurein
 the-road/NOM is/3SG difficult/NOM Part. find/INF
 'The road is difficult to find'



the corresponding Modern Greek string produced by replacing the infinitive with a finite verb form should be acceptable:

	(6) i odos ine diskoli na vrume
 the-road/NOM is/3SG difficult/NOM find/1PL.



Again, though, this string is unacceptable, and requires the presence of a pronoun object in the subordinate clause:

	(7) i odosi ine diskoli na tini vrume
 it/ACC.FEM



'The road is difficult for us to find'.

With clitics in the thelo:-futures, the prediction is that from a string as in (8):

	(8) to thelo: grapsei(n)
 it/ACC will/1SG write/INF
 'I will write it'



the string with grapso: for the infinitive grapsei(n) should be acceptable:

	(9) to theio: grapso:
 write/1SG.



However, as noted in Chapter 5, section 3.4.2, such strings, while they do occur in some texts, seem nonetheless to be non-normal, and probably were unacceptable in colloquial Medieval Greek.

Nothing in the traditional view suggests that these facts should be as they are. These problems with accounting for the history of Object Deletion, Object Raising, and Clitic Placement in thelo:-futures are very serious problems for the view of syntactic change underlying all traditional accounts of the infinitive-loss in Greek. Hence, such a theory cannot be maintained as a general theory of syntactic change.

2. With the advent of a more sophisticated theory of syntax in the late 1950's and early 1960's, namely the GenerativeTransformational model of Chomsky (1957) and others following him, some linguists began to revise accounts of diachronic syntax in light of the new theory of syntax. In particular, this new theory recognized the existence of two distinct levels of syntactic structure, a deep level and a surface level, whereas traditional accounts of syntactic change had operated only with a surface level. Therefore, new accounts of syntactic change which utilized the deep level were produced, for example, Klima (1964), Klima (1965), Closs (1965), Closs-Traugott (1965), and others.E These accounts were necessarily "deeper," in the relevant sense, than the surface-oriented traditional accounts.

The results of these new accounts showed that syntactic changes could be characterized as changes in syntactic rule systems and in the form of syntactic rules. The major mechanisms of change were posited to be rule loss, rule addition, rule generalization, and rule reordering, the same devices adduced for diachronic phonological change by early researchers in generative historical phonology, e.g. Halle (1962), Kiparsky (1965), Kiparsky (1968), and others. Syntactic changes were viewed as changes in the processes which underlie the surface forms--any changes in surface forms, that is, in the syntactic constructions one encountered in traditional grammars, were due to changes in the rules by which they were generated.

For example, Closs-Traugott (1969) discusses certain changes in the Passive construction in English between Old English, Middle English, and Modern English. A representative passive sentence is given in (10) for each period:

	(10) OE: pa Darius geseah pact he oferwunnen beon wolde (Alf. Or. 128.5)
 when saw that defeat/PPL PASS.AUX MODAL
 'When Darius saw that he would be defeated'
 ME: the wikkednesse that hath been doon (Chaucer T. of Mel. 2210)
 PRF.
 'The wickedness which had been done ...'
 NE: The food is being prepared by the chef.



One crucial difference between successive stages involves the selection of auxiliary-like elements in Passive sentences--Old English was highly restricted in terms of which modal elements could occur in Passives, Middle English less so, and Modern English freest of all. Closs-Traugott characterized these differences as being due to successive changes in the Structural Description of the Passive transformation:

	(11) OE: X NP Tense (Modal) V NP PASSIVE Y
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 ME: X NP Tense (Modal) (Perfect) V NP PASSIVE Y
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
 NE: X NP AUX V NP PASSIVE Y
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7.



Similarly, regarding other superficial changes in Passive, such as the selection of a Passive Auxiliary verb and the marking of the Agentive noun phrase (the underlying subject), Old English allowed several possibilities, Middle English fewer, and Modem English only one. These changes are characterized as being caused by successive changes in the Structural Change portion of the Passive transformation:

	(12) OE: PASSIVE AUX can be beo-, wes-, or weord-
 AGENT MARKER can be from, mid, purh (and others)
 ME: PASSIVE AUX can be beo- or wes only
 AGENT MARKER can be with or by only
 NE: PASSIVE AUX is only be
 AGENT MARKER is only by.



Under this view of syntactic change, the changes noted in Greek in Chapters 3 through 5 are readily characterizable. The change in Object Deletion is due to the loss of the rule of Object Deletion; similarly, the change in the placement of clitics in thelo-futures is due to the rule of Clause Union being lost in all but the exo grapsi perfects. In addition, the changes in Object Raising can be attributed to a change in the mode of application of the rule, from a "chopping" rule to a copying rule. In each case, then, the observed changes in the surface forms which these rules produced would be due to the changes in the rules themselves. Changes originate in deep elements in the grammar, namely in the syntactic rules from which surface forms are derived.

Despite the fact that such a schema for syntactic change "works", in the sense that it provides a means fcr characterizing these syntactic changes in a formal and systematic manner, it is not without difficulties or drawbacks. For one thing, it is very dependent on one particular theory of syntax, so if some aspect of the theory is disproved, revised, or abandoned, the account of syntactic change must necessarily be altered--it does not and cannot stand by itself.

For instance, regarding the Passive example in (10) and (11), if one adopts a Relational view of grammar,4/F in which grammatical relations such as subject and direct object of a verb are primary notions, then one's view of the history of Passive in English must change. In such a theory, Passive is defined universally as an operation which simply takes a direct object of a verb and makes it into the subject of that verb, with all other side-effects, such as changes in word-order or case-marking being language-particular, idiosyncratic phenomena.5/G In Closs-Traugott's approach, grammatical relations are secondary notions, and are defined in terms of word-order configurations; for example, the V NP configuration defines the direct object of a verb. Passive can be viewed as having the effect of making a direct object into a subject, but that effect must be secondary. Thus Closs-Traugott's approach seems to predict that it is as likely that the V NP part of the Structural Description could change in some significant way as it is that the part which specifies the allowable auxiliary elements could. One would expect, though, that V NP would only change if the definition of direct object changed, and thus that such a change, independent of any other changes, would not occur. Nothing in Closs-Traugott's approach expresses this intuition, whereas in a Relational view of Passive, the "definition" of direct object could not change, since this is a primary notion given by the theory.

In addition, the Relational view of Passive holds such features as the case-marking of the agent noun phrase to be language-particular side-effects of Passive. Therefore, the changes in the Structural Change of Passive indicated by the schema in (12) are treated as primary changes in Closs-Traugott's approach, even though they would be secondary changes, perhaps unrelated to changes in Passive, in a Relational approach. Closs-Traugott herself recognized this drawback to her approach, for she writes:


In grammars where abstract elements like PASSIVE AUX are introduced by adjunction transformations, such changes are strictly speaking not a matter of SC [= Structural Change of the transformation] but of lexical and morphophonemic change. The predominantly lexical nature of the changes can be seen clearly when it is noticed that with in ME replaced mid in all contexts, not just passives, but also in adverbial phrases of manner, accompaniment, etc. (p. 14)H



Thus an approach to syntactic change which is more theory-independent would be desirable.6

A second and perhaps more serious shortcoming of this early transformational approach to Historical Syntax is the fact that it really offers no explanation for WHY the changes occur or WHY they occur as they do. One receives the impression that little more has been done except to describe observed changes in a particular formal framework. No motivation for change is provided; rules are seen as changing spontaneously.

For example, as noted earlier regarding Passive in English, no reason is given to explain the fact that the part of the rule specifying allowable auxiliary-like elements changed rather than some other part. Similarly, with respect to the changes in Greek, no reason can be offered to explain the fact that Object Deletion was lost altogether and Object Raising retained in a different form, and that some other conceivable set of changes did not occur.

These are problems for which an answer should be provided. Thus what is needed is a theory of syntactic change which has some explanatory and predictive power, a theory which could explain why syntactic changes take place and why they take place in the manner and form they do.7/I

3. A theory of syntactic change which has arisen in recent years, essentially in response to this need for an explanatory theory, is the one to be found in numerous recent works on historical syntax, such as Anttila (1972), Ard (1976), Chung (1976), Jamison (1976), and others. This theory holds that a major mechanism of syntactic change is the reanalysis of ambiguous or opaque surface forms. That is, given a particular surface string which is ambiguous--either structurally ambiguous or semantically ambiguous with a corresponding structural ambiguity--this theory claims that the language-learning generation gives to ambiguous surface strings in the output produced by the older generation an analysis which is different from that which the speakers intended. The language-learners then adjust their syntactic rules to accommodate the new analysis and generate the appropriate surface forms. Thus syntactic change, under this theory, is viewed as occurring at the surface, in the transmissional gap between generations, but having deeper consequences for the underlying rule system as well.

A good example of this reanalysis is offered by the history of Subject-to-Object Raising in Finnish, as discussed by Anttila (1972: 103-4) and by Breckenridge and Hakulinen (1976). At one stage of Finnish, in at least some nominal paradigms, the accusative singular, ending in -m, was distinct from the genitive singular:

	(13) NOM ACC GEN
 SG poika poja-m poja-n 'boy'
 PL poja-t poja-t poik-ien.



Sentences such as (14):

	(14) 	näe-m poja-m menevä-m
 see/1SG boy/ACC go/PTCPL.ACC
 'I see the boy go'

 	näe-m poja-t menevä-t
 boys/ACC
 'I see the boys go'





were generated by Subject-to-Object Raising, with the subject of the embedded verb raised to become the object of the matrix verb--the case-marking of accusative on pojam and pojat in (14) is a consequence of the change in clause-membership. Later, a sound change m ==> n /__# made the accusative singular and the genitive singular homophonous, so that a string as in (15):

	(15) näe-n poja-n menevä-n
 see/1SG ACC or GEN ACC or GEN
 'I see the boy go'



was formally ambiguous between pojan as accusative in the matrix clause and genitive and still in the embedded clause. That it was ultimately reanalyzed as genitive is apparent from sentences like

(16):

	(16) näe-n poik-ien menevä-n
 GEN.PL GEN
 'I see the boys go'



where the genitive is used in the plural, even though there was no homophony, and thus no ambiguity, between genitive and accusative plural. Genitive is the expected case-marking if there is not a change of clause-membership, so in the stage represented by (16), there is no Subject-to-Object Raising in this construction. Therefore, a reanalysis of an ambiguous surface string has led to a change in this construction and to the loss of a rule from the syntactic rule system.

This theory of syntactic change, as noted earlier, is a more surface-oriented one than the early transformational approach. Change originates at the surface in this theory, whereas it originates in deep elements in the early transformational approach. The recognition that surface forms are important in determining syntactic change seems to have been spurred in part by the realization that grammars per se are not transmitted between generations--rather, each child must construct his/her own grammar anew each generation based on the surface data, the output of the older generation's grammar, that (s)he hears. The fact that two grammars with slighdy different rules, perhaps applying in different orders, can produce the same output explains why changes CAN occur--the child does not need to form a particular grammar; (s)he only needs to construct a grammar that "works," i.e. produces the desired output. Therefore, any link between the grammar of one stage of a language and that of a later stage is, as Andersen (1973: 767) puts it, a "pseudo-connection." Andersen offers the following diagram (p. 767) to schematize the relations holding between the grammar and output of two successive stages of a language:J

[image: ]

Superficial factors are thus accorded a pre-eminent role in determining linguistic change, syntactic as well as phonological.8

This view of syntactic change has the advantage of being an explanatory theory, in the sense that it allows one to give reasons why changes occur. Changes are caused by the obscuring of the proper analysis of a string due to reasons of ambiguity or opacity.K This view can be closely linked to theories of sentence perception and processing, and language acquisition, and in some sense, is a theory which is true to the psychological reality of linguistic functions.

The earlier mechanisms of syntactic change, rule loss, rule addition, and so forth, are not mechanisms of change at all under this view, but rather are simply descriptive devices which characterize the difference between the grammars of two stages of a language. It is still possible to say that Grammar B lacks a rule that Grammar A had, for instance, but there is no direct link between the two grammars.

This view of the importance of superficial factors in determining syntactic change has been extended recently by Naro (1976). In discussing the origin of the reflexive impersonal construction with se in Portuguese, which, he hypothesizes, arose through a reanalysis of passive sentences with se as actives, Naro asserts that "considerations of DERIVATION [Emphasis added: BDJ] appear to be incapable of explaining the genesis of the se-impersonal" (p. 801-2). He later claims the following (p. 808): "It appears that syntactic change, say from stage i to stage i + 1, is a function of the surface properties of stage i, and in particular that the formal grammatical rules and derivations of stage i + 1 need not be related in any way to those of stage i, even in the merely descriptive sense". In effect, then, Naro puts forth the claim that the derivational history of particular surface strings, i.e. which syntactic rules went into their generation, does not play a role in syntactic change; nothing deeper than the surface structure is required under this theory as a determinant of change. As Naro puts it in his abstract (p. 779): "Syntactic change is viewed as a process thai is critically dependent on the surface properties of language and essentially independent of grammatical derivations."

This theory, with its surface-reanalysis paradigm for syntactic change, has much to recommend it. For one thing, there are too many well-attested instances of syntactic reanalysis in the literature (see p. 168 for references) to simply brush them aside as having no significance. Furthermore, it accords with what is known about child-language-acquisition and the transmission of language between generations--that children construct their grammars based on the only data available, the surface output they hear around them.L In addition, unlike the view of traditional grammars, this theory recognizes possible "deeper" consequences, i.e. readjustments in syntactic rule systems, of superficial phenomena. Finally, as noted earlier, this theory provides a motivaticn for the occurrence of syntactic change, and so answers the need for such a theory.

4. Despite all these advantages, it seems that there are syntactic changes which do not fit into the surface-reanalysis paradigm of this theory. In particular, the changes in the syntax of Greek discussed in Chapters 3 through 5 appear to be a different kind of syntactic change; the reanalysis paradigm does not offer a plausible account for them. For example, in the Object Deletion construction, even if one assumes that a string such as (18), where the infinitive idei by phonological change has become homophonous with a third person singular finite verb:

	(18) he: Maria einai eumorphe: (tou) idei
 Mary/NOM is/3SG pretty/NOM Part. see/INF
 'Mary is pretty to see'
 (phonetically: [i maria ine evmorfi (tu) idi])



might have been reanalyzed as having a finite verb in the lower clause (third singular idei, pronounced [idi]), there is no principle which can guarantee that the resulting form of these Object Deletion sentences without an infinitive will have a pronoun in the lower clause coreferent with the matrix subject. That is, nothing accounts for the obligatory presence of this pronoun in the late Medieval and Modern Greek correspondents to earlier Object Deletion sentences. The same holds for Object Raising sentences, where again there is no non-ad hoc way to explain the obligatory presence of a pronominal copy of the raised noun phrase in the clause out of which it was raised. Similarly, in the Clause Union future construction with thelo: (i.e. thelo: + Infinitive), where it seems that a reanalysis was responsible for the secondary formation thelo: plus an inflected verb (e.g. thelo: grapso:), nothing in the reanalysis paradigm leads one to expect that a fronted clitic pronoun (i.e. to thelo: grapso:) might not be perfectly acceptable. In fact, the reanalysis paradigm by itself would lead one to expect that a fronted clitic in the thelo: grapso: futures and the absence of a lower-clause object pronoun in Object Deletion and Object Raising sentences without an infinitive could produce acceptable results, which clearly is not the case.

In order to account for these changes, such a theory would have a few choices. It could posit the addition of extra syntactic rules to the grammar to patch up the damage done by the reanalysis, for example, a rule to insert an object pronoun in the lower clause of Object Deletion and Object Raising sentences. This, however, amounts to nothing more than a description of the results of the change. Also, such rules are entirely ad hoc and not motivated by any independent facts in the language.

Another possible account would be for the sequence of events to be reconstructed in a manner similar to the following. The theory could say that at the point at which a finite-verb-replacement for the infinitive entered the Object Deletion and the Object Raising constructions, for example, two options were possible already with an infinitive in the lower clause, Object Deletion and Object Raising sentences with a lower-clause object pronoun and Object Deletion and Object Raising sentences without a lower-clause object pronoun. After the replacement of the infinitive, there would then be two options, as schematized in (19) for Object Deletion and in (20) for Object Raising:

	(19) 	he: Maria einai eumorphe: na te:n doume
 Mary/NOM is/3SG pretty/NOM her/ACC see/1PL

 	he: Maria einai eumorphe: na doume
 'Mary is pretty (for us) to see'.



 	(20) 	he: hodos einai duskole: na te:n heuroume
 the-road/NOM is/3SG difficult/NOM it/ACC find/1PL

 	he: hodos einai duskole: na heuroume
 The road is difficult for us to find'.





Such a period of optionality can only be reconstructed, for there is no direct evidence for it, as noted in Chapters 3 and 4.

Then, for some reason, at a period before Modern Greek, this theory would claim, the option with the pronoun, (19a) and (20a), was generalized at the expense of the other option, and the obligatory pronoun became fixed in these contexts. If there were some contexts independent of Object Deletion and Object Raising in which a m-clause always occurred with an object pronoun, then in this theory, one could say that those served as the model for the generalization of (19a) and (20a) over (19b) and (20b) respectively. In principle, though, either option could win out--therefore this theory makes no real claims about possible syntactic changes.

The situation is sornewhat different with the thelo:-futures, for the evidence suggests that there may have been a period of optionality with the fronting of a clitic as in (21a) and (21b):

	(21) 	to thelo: grapso:
 it/ACC will/1SG write/1SG

 	thelo: to grapso:
 'I will write it'.





Still, no account can be given for why (21a) was so severely restricted in its occurrence or for why it apparently was not a part of normal usage. Similarly, no account can be given for why it was the (21b) option that acquired fully acceptable status.

The main failure of these accounts is that there is no way to link the change in the infinitive with the changes in these constructions. Under this thecry, the syntactic changes could just as easily have occurred without the change in the infinitive, and, more importantly, the change in the infinitive could have occurred without there being a change in these constructions beyond the replacement of the infinitive by a finite verb.

In the chapters that follow, explanations are offered in which the syntactic changes noted earlier are systematically related to the change in the infinitive. This is a stronger claim, for it allows one to posit a single change, the replacement of the infinitive, to account for three changes which in a surface-oriented theory would have to be three individual, unrelated, and spontaneous syntactic changes. Thus the claim is that these syntactic changes depended on the morphological change of the replacement of the infinitive by finite forms, and not that the syntactic rules changed independently, bringing on a replacement of the infinitive. That is, speakers inherited or innovated a particular morphological pattern and adjusted their syntax to fit the morphology and not vice-versa.

Moreover, it is shown that reference to deeper levels, especially to the derivational history of particular surface configurations, is necessary to explain these changes. This result directly contradicts Naro's claim (see p. 171), and in addition, runs counter to the recent trend toward explaining syntactic change in terms of surface phenomena.M It shows also that a return to the recognition of deeper factors in syntactic change does not imply the loss of an explanatory and predictive theory of diachronic syntax.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. See Lightfoot (1979: 8-9), for example, for more detailed characterization of the theory of syntax and syntactic change implicit in the writings of the Neogrammarians.
 B. The sentiments expressed in this paragraph seem a bit ironic now, given the development in the 1980's of monostratal theories of syntax such as Generalized Phrase Structure (GPSG) that explicitly reject the notion of more than one level of analysis in the syntactic component of the grammar. Despite its monostratal nature, GPSG shows significant differences from the approaches to syntax alluded to in the text, not the least of which is its degree of explicitness and formalization. More particularly, though, GPSG works with a view of surface structure that has been enriched via such devices as slash categories, a rich set of feature specifications, etc., and in addition has a rule-to-rule mapping between syntax and semantics that implicitly recognizes the relevance of the semantic component while at the same time keeping it distinct from the syntax per se. Therefore, GPSG is in no way a throwback to the traditional grammar view of surface surface as described here. Nonetheless, the changes discussed here present a considerable challenge to GPSG since superficially similar constructions behave differently in diachronic change (see especially Chapter 10).
 C. The infinitival relative clause construction discussed in Chapter 10 provides another instance where this traditional view leads to the right results.
 D. The same could be said about more recent monostratal theories of syntax such as Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar. Chaski 1988 discusses various changes in Greek complementation, some of which are connected to the changes with the infinitive, with regard to how well different syntactic frameworks--GPSG, Relational Grammar, and Government and Binding (GB)--can account for them, and concludes that GPSG is the least suitable, with GB only slightly better. Similar conclusions are reached below concerning the changes in Object Deletion and Object Raising; see Chapter 10.
 E. Lightfoot (1979: 13-42) has extensive discussion of the early generative approach to syntactic change.
 F. On Relational Grammar and related theories of grammar (specifically Arc Pair Grammar), see now Johnson and Postal 1980, Perlmutter 1983 (the Perlmutter (forthcoming) of footnote 4), Perlmutter and Rosen 1984, and Postal and Joseph 1990.
 G. Perlmutter and Postal 1977 is reprinted, apparently with minor changes, in Perlmutter 1983.
 H. Interestingly, with did not replace mid in the word midwife, where the older meaning of accompaniment for mid- is preserved; presumbly the retention of mid- in this context is a
 consequence of the fact that midwife is a lexical item and had a morpholexical rather than syntactic derivation. Thus it would be more accurate to say that with replaced mid just in its produetive--presumably syntactic--uses.
 I. See also Hock (1986: 309-379) for more discussion of syntactic change in general, with references (pp. 666-667).
 J. In Joseph 1980b, a slightly different version (from Anttila (1975: 274), following Andersen) is given of this diagram, with a box for "Linguistic Universals" hovering above the grammars at both stages, serving as a "filter" through which the output of grammar 1 passes as it serves as the input to the formation of grammar 2.
 K. Lightfoot (1979: Chapter 7) has further discussion of the role of surface structures and reanalysis in syntactic change. He also (in Chapter 3) makes use of the notion of opacity in a different way, introducing the "Transparency Principle", which, informally stated, requires "underlying structures to be 'close' to their respective surface structures" (p. 121). Such a principle is surface-oriented, but allows for radical restructuring of a grammar at a deeper level if a sufficient number of exceptional properties rendered an historically prior analysis opaque to language learners at a later stage.
 L. Furthermore, it is clear that for other types of language change, the surface structure is the locus of change. For instance, in the domain of morphological change, as argued in Joseph 1990a, speakers often lose sight of "obvious" analyses supported at a deeper level in favor of reanalyses based on surface forms; a good example from current American English is the innovative verbal form hafing to (with an [f]) for having to, apparently based on the occurrence of the [f] in have to ([haeftu]) despite the fairly obvious connection with the verb have.
 M. As noted in footnote D, the necessity for reference to the derivational history of particular surface strings in order to account for the changes they undergo presents a real challenge to monostratal theories of syntax such as Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, though the highly developed notion of "surface structure" in such a theory may provide a means for making the necessary differentiations. See Chapters 10 and 12 (especially footnote F) for some pertinent discussion.




Footnotes To Chapter 6

1. Cf. Debrunner (1954), Jannaris (1968), and others.
 2. The distinction between logical subject and grammatical subject, though, is an old notion. Still, it was not made explicit in any way.
 3. Lightfoot (1976: 17-18) discusses the theory of syntax implicit in traditional grammars in much the same terms.
 4. For some background regarding this theory as well as descriptions and accounts of language phenomena within this theoretical framework, see Aissen and Perlmutter (1976), Harris (1976), Perlmutter and Postal (1977), and Perlmutter, ed., (To Appear).
 5. See Perlmutter and Postal (1977) for some discussion, as well as an overview of Passive in a variety of languages.
 6. Another example involves rule reordering as a mechanism of syntactic change. Klima (1965) gave an example from the history of English case-makring of a reordering of syntactic rules. If, however, as most syntacticians now believe, syntactic rules do not apply in a fixed linear order, then the notion of reordering of two rules becomes impossible, though cf. Haiman (1974) for an apparent example of reordering in which a rule goes from post-cyclic to cyclic.
 7. This second problem with the early transformational approach to diachronic syntax is paralleled by problems within the generative approach to diachronic phonology. Early generative theory held that sound changes were due to changes in rules (rule loss, rule addition, rule simplification, rule reordering), i.e. that changes in rules are primary and any morphological side-effects such as levelling within a paradigm are secondary. However, as Andersen (1973: 766-7) points out with regard to a change of certain labials to dentals in the Tetak dialect of Czech, such a theory has no explanatory power:
 To paraphrase King [(1969)] (108), a rule changing certain labials to dentals was added to the speakers' grammar; this changed certain labials to dentals. But this concept would provide no answer to the question of where the speakers of these dialects got the rule which they supposedly added to their grammar. Judging from King's exposition (e.g. p. 85), one would have to surmise that they conceived it spontaneously [Footnote omitted]. Nor would this model of change suggest an answer to the question of why the speakers would add such a rule. Indeed, this theory can do nothing with the Tetak change--or any other phonological change--except
 restate the diachronic correspondences to which it gave rise.
 Furthermore, such a theory makes it completely accidental that almost all reorderings of phonological rules attested in the literature (cf. Kiparsky (1968), for example), except for a few cases of reordering to a natural i.e. feeding or non-bleeding order, just happen to have a morphological side-effect of levelling within a paradigm affected by the reordering.
 8. To push the parallel between phonology and syntax mentioned in footnote 7 somewhat farther, note that many linguists have now given up the early generative phonological view of sound change and have accorded more weight to surface forms in determining change. That is, many linguists now feel that surface morphological pressures cause levellings and any changes in phonological rules are merely the means the speaker uses to generate the new surface forms. Cf. Leben and Robinson (1977) for a recent reappraisal of generative phonology based on this view.




Chapter 7
Explanation of the Object Deletion Changes

As shown in the previous chapter, neither the theory behind traditional accounts of syntactic change nor the surface-reanalysis theory adopted by recent scholars can account adequately for the changes that occurred in Greek involving Object Deletion and consequently for the loss of the rule of Object Deletion. The crucial failure of these theories is that they are unable to account for the obligatoryA presence of an object pronoun coreferent with the matrix subject in the subordinate clause of the Modern Greek counterpart to earlier Object Deletion sentences in anything other than an ad hoc way.

The presence of this pronoun, i.e. the change in the construction, is intimately tied to the fact of Object Deletion, so that in actual fact, the two changes cannot be separated from one another. Once the pronoun became obligatory in the subordinate clause, there was no longer any sign that a deletion had occurred, and therefore that a rule of Object Deletion existed in the language.1

Thus, if an explanation for the obligatory appearance of the pronoun can be found, then some insight will be gained into the mechanism behind and the motivation for the loss of Object Deletion from the grammar of Greek. Accordingly, in the sections that follow, the question of why this pronoun must appear is addressed, and the consequences it has for the fate of Object Deletion are discussed.

1. A Constraint on Object Deletion

The answer to the question of why the subordinate clause must have an object pronoun is to be found in a linguistic universal concerning the rule of Object Deletion coupled with a morphological peculiarity of Modern Greek. The following claim is crucial to this answer:

	(1) A language which is like Modern Greek in all respects except that it has
 a rule of Complement Object Deletion is not a possible human language.



This claim follows from a general principle:B

	(2) Complement Object Deletion cannot delete the object of a finite verb.


Principle (2) is tentatively proposed as a linguistic universal.

The designation "finite verb" is not an arbitrary one, for there appear to be at least three generalizations in Standard Modern Greek which must refer to the distinction between finite and non-finite verbal forms.C The non-finite forms of Greek include the gerundive in -ondas, the mediopassive participle in -menos, and the positive imperatives, with a singular in -e and a plural in -te.2 Examples of these forms are given in (3) and examples of their usage are given in (4):

	(3) 	grafondas 'writing'
 	episkeptomenos 'visiting'
 	grapse 'write!' (SG)
 	grapste 'write!' (PL)


 	(4) 	grafondas to grama o Yanis ixe mia idea
 write/GRDV the-letter/ACC John/NOM had/3SG an-idea/ACC
 While writing the letter, John had an idea'

 	episkeptomenos tin Elada o Yanis siniditopiise tis omorfies tis
 visit/PPL Greece/ACC John/NOM realized/3SG the-beauties/ACC its/GEN
 'While visiting Greece, John realized its beauties'

 	grapse to grama
 write/IMPV.SG the-letter/ACC
 'Write the letter!'

 	grapste to grama
 write/IMPV.PL the-letter/ACC
 'Write the letter!'





The three generalizations which refer to this distinction are listed in (5):

	(5) 	Clitics attach to the right of non-finite verbs, and to the left of finite verbs.
 	The negative particle den can be used only with finite verbs.
 	Only finite verbs can show person agreement.




The following facts demonstrate the correctness of these generalizations.

Regarding Clitic Placement, clitic pronouns attach to the right of the gerundive, cf. (6a), the mediopassive participle, cf. (6b), and imperatives, cf. (6c) and (6d):3

	(6) 	grafondas to, o Yanis ixe mia idea
 write/GRDV it/ACC
 'While writing it, John had an idea'

 	episkeptomenos tin, o Yanis siniditopiise tis omorfies tis Eladas
 visit/PPL it/ACC of-Greece/GEN
 'While visiting it, John realized the beauties of Greece'

 	grapse to
 write/IMPV.SG it/ACC
 'Write it!'


 	grapste to
 write/IMPV.PL it/ACC
 'Write it!'





Placement to the left of those forms yields ungrammatical sentences:

	(7) 	*to grafondas, o Yanis ixe mia idea
 	*tin episkeptomenos, o Yanis siniditopiise tis omorfies tis Eladas
 	*to grapse
 	*to grapste




The opposite situation obtains with finite forms, such as present and past tense forms, subjunctives, etc.:4

	(8) 	to grafo
 it/ACC write/1SG.PRES
 'I write it'

 	*grafo to


 	(9) 	to egrapsa
 it/ACC wrote/1SG.PAST
 'I wrote it'

 	*egrapsa to


 	(10) 	θelo na to grapso
 want/1SG it/ACC write/1SG.SUBJ
 'I want to write it'

 	*θelo na grapso to.




Thus the correct generalization regarding Clitic Placement in Standard Modern Greek must distinguish these two classes of verbs.

The same holds regarding the negative particle den. This can occur with various of the finite forms, as in (11):D

	(11) 	den grafo
 not write/1SG.PRES
 'I do not write'

 	den egrapsa
 not wrote/1SG.PAST
 'I did not write'

 	an den grapso
 if not write/1SG.SUBJ
 'If I do not write ...'





but with none of the non-finite forms, as in (12):

	(12) 	*den grafondas
 not write/GRDV

 	*den episkeptomenos
 not visit/PPL

 	*den grapse
 not write/IMPV.SG

 	*den grapste
 not write/IMPV.PL.





Thus the distribution of den provides another parameter along which these two classes of verbs are distinguished.

Similarly, as indicated in (5c), all the finite forms can, and in fact must, show person agreement, and none of the non-finite forms can. The gerundives, such as grafondas, are invariant in form:

	(13) 	grafondas to grama, (ego) ixa mia idea
 write/GRDV the-letter/ACC I/NOM had/1SG an-idea/ACC
 'While writing the letter, I had an idea'

 	grafondas to grama, (esi) ixes mia idea
 you/NOM had/2SG
 'While writing the letter, you had an idea'

 	grafondas to grama, o Yanis ixe mia idea
 John/NOM had/3SG
 'While writing the letter, John had an idea'.





Similarly, the medio-passive participles, such as episkeptomenos, show agreement for number but not for person:5

	(14) 	episkeptomenos tin Elada, (ego) siniditopiisa tis omorfies tis
 visit/PPL.SG Greece/ACC I/NOM realized/1SG the-beauties/ACC its/GEN
 'While visiting Greece, I realized its beauties'

 	episkeptomenos tin Elada, (esi) siniditopiises tis omorfies tis
 you/NOM realized/2SG
 While visiting Greece, you realized its beauties'

 	episkeptomenos tin Elada, o Yanis siniditopiise tis omorfies tis
 John/NOM realized/3SG
 'While visiting Greece, John realized its beauties'



 	(15) 	episkeptomeni tin Elada, (emis) siniditopiisame tis omorfies tis
 visit/PPL.PL we/NOM realized/IPL
 'While visiting Greece, we realized its beauties'

 	episkeptomeni tin Elada, (esis) siniditopiisate tis omorfies tis
 you/NOM realized/2PL
 'While visiting Greece, you realized its beauties'

 	episkeptomeni tin Elada, (afti) siniditopiisane tis omorfies tis
 they/NOM realized/3PL
 'While visiting Greece, they realized its beauties'.





Finite forms, such as the present tense form, the past tense form, and the subjunctive, do show person agreement (illustrated with singular forms):

	(16) 	(ego) grafo
 I/NOM write/1SG.PRES
 'I write'

 	(esi) grafis
 you/NOM write/2SG.PRES
 'You write'

 	(aftos) grafi
 he/NOM writes/3SG.PRES
 'He writes'



 	(17) 	(ego) egrapsa
 wrote/1SG.PAST
 'I wrote'

 	(esi) egrapses
 wrote/2SG.PAST
 'You wrote'

 	(aftos) egrapse
 wrote/3SG.PAST
 'He wrote'



 	(18) 	θelo na grapso (ego)
 want/1SG write/1SG.SUBJ
 'I want to write'

 	θelo na grapsis (esi)
 write/2SG.SUBJ
 'I want you to write'

 	θelo na grapsi (aftos)
 write/3SG.SUBJ
 'I want him to write'.





The examples in (16) through (18) are ungrammatical if the personal verb forms and pronouns are not matched up in just that way; that is, combinations as in (19) are ungrammatical:

	(19) 	*ego egrapses
 I wrote/2SG

 	*aftos grafo
 he write/1SG.





Therefore, internal to Greek, the class of finite verbs and the class of non-finite verbs are distinguished in at least these three ways.

The formulation of this principle so as to refer to the distinction between finite and non-finite verbs gives an explanation for the appearance of an object pronoun in the lower clause of the Modern Greek correspondent to earlier Object Deletion sentences. The subordinate verb in these sentences, for example kitazi in (20):

	(20) i Maria ine omorfi na tin kitazi kanis
 Mary/NOM is pretty/NOM her/ACC look-at/3SG someone/NOM
 'Mary is pretty to look at'



is fully finite. It shows person agreement—in (20) it is third person in agreement with its subject kanis—and clitics attach to its left, as indicated by the placement of tin in (20). Any deviation from this yields an ungrammatical sentence:

	(21) *i Maria ine omorfi na kitazo tin kanis
 look-at/1SG.



Therefore, according to principle (2), Object Deletion cannot apply. As noted in Chapter 3.4, the object pronoun in the subordinate clause is simply the surface realization of an NP in the deep structure which is coreferent with the matrix subject.E The appearance of the pronoun is a direct consequence of Object Deletion being prevented from applying. Since there is no general rule in Greek deleting definite object pronouns, the pronoun must remain in the lower clause.F

The evidence which suggests the existence of (2) is not restricted to Modern Greek. Such a principle seems to have been operative in earlier stages of Greek. It was noted earlier in Chapter 3 that the infinitive is found to the exclusion of all other verbal forms in Object Deletion sentences in Classical, Biblical, and early Medieval Greek. It seems, then, that Object Deletion could not delete the object of finite verbs in those periods as well. Therefore, earlier Greek Object Deletion sentences provide support for this constraint on Object Deletion.

One must now consider the question of what predictions (2) makes regarding other languages. For languages in which it is possible to motivate a distinction between finite and non-finite forms on language-internal grounds, (2) predicts that Object Deletion will not be able to delete the object of a finite verb. On the other hand, for languages in which such a distinction cannot be motivated, (2) makes no prediction.

In the next section, data from languages other than Greek are considered, in an attempt to provide some support for the universality of (2). The claim that (2) is universal is a very strong one. It can be falsified by finding a language with finiteness/non-finiteness as a relevant distinction for verbs that allows Complement Object Deletion to apply freely into a clause with a finite verb. On the other hand, it is a difficult claim to verify absolutely, for it is clearly an impossible task to test every natural language to see if (2) holds.6 Therefore, the most that can be done is to show that (2) is a plausible universal by demonstrating that the claims it makes about other languages can be substantiated, in particular that it holds in a variety of languages, preferably ones that are genetically and typologically unrelated, in which finiteness/non-finiteness is a relevant distinction for the verbal system.

2. Evidence From Other Languages

In a brief survey of this sort, covering data from several languages, it is impossible to undertake a systematic investigation of all the properties of relevant sentences in each language. All of the sentences, however, have been carefully checked with native speakers and/or discussed with people who know the language well, so they do represent real facts about the language, Furthermore, since a justification of the proposed Object Deletion analysis for each language is beyond the scope intended here, only the most pertinent facts are given. For each language, therefore, examples of normal Object Deletion sentences are given, along with, where possible, ungrammatical Obiect Deletion sentences which can be explained by principle (2). In addition, some general facts about each language are provided where necessary. Moreover, language-internal arguments for a finite/non-finite distinction in each language cannot be given. It is a task for further empirical study to determine whether this goal can be achieved.

2.1. English

The fmite/non-finite distinction for English is well-known and well-documented and so does not need further discussion or exemplification. Briefly, though, finite clauses can be distinguished as those which can occur with the complementizer that, i.e. clauses containing tensed verbs and subjunctives.G Furthermore, this distinction is relevant in Object Deletion sentences.

Object Deletion sentences in English regularly have an infinitive in the clause in which the object is deleted--if the verb in that clause is finite, the resulting sentences are ungrarnmatical:7/H

	(22) 	Mary is pretty to look at ∅.
 	This floor is slippery to dance on ∅.
 	The cake is ready to put ∅ in the oven.
 	This pot is too hot to hold ∅.
 	TThat puppy is too cute for you to admit disliking ∅.


 	(23) 	*Mary is pretty that I look at ∅.
 	*The socks are ready for you to announce that you will put on ∅.
 	*That puppy is too cute for you to be able to admit that you dislike ∅.




Furthermore, minimal pairs like (24a,b) and (25a, b):

	(24) 	*Jane is too ugly for us to be able to convince John that he should kiss ∅.
 	Jane is too ugly for us to be able to convince John to kiss ∅.


 	(25) 	*The cookies are ready for you to tell Ted that he should put ∅ in the oven,
 	The cookies are ready for you to tell Ted to put ∅ in the oven.




clearly attest to the workings of a constraint such as (2), since the two sentences differ only in the finiteness of the most deeply-embedded clause and only the sentence with the non-finite form, the (b) sentences in each case, allows the deletion. Finally it is important to note that a sentence like (23c) can be made acceptable by the addition of a pronoun to the lower clause, that is, by not allowing the deletion to violate the proposed constraint:

	(26) That puppy is too cute for you to be able to admit that you dislike it.


There are some sentences in English which are weak counter-examples to this general pattern in that they appear to show Object Deletion into a tensed, finite clause and yet are not completely unacceptable; for example Hankamer (1971: 392) notes the following sentence:

	(27) *This rock is too heavy to claim I can pick up


and says about it: "This sentence is OK for some speakers, but no one gets This rock is too heavy to claim that I can pick up'." Hankamer's observation seems correct, for (27) does not appear to be as bad for many speakers as (23c), (24a) and (25a)—it should probably, then, be assigned a slightly higher acceptability rating than indicated in (27):

	(28)??This rock is too heavy to claim I can pick up.


Still, sentences like (28) are not wholly well-formed, so it is clear that Object Deletion cannot freely apply so as to delete the object of a finite verb in English. Thus instead of revising the constraint to allow for a marginal sentence like (28), it seems preferable to consider it ungrammatical, and try to find a reason for it not being completely unacceptable.8 There is, in fact, a possible explanation for the semi-acceptable status of (28).

It has been suggested9 that the application of a rule like Object Deletion more than one clause down requires semantically empty material between the deletion trigger and the deletion target, as well as some sort of reduction of clause structure. The verb claim in (28) is relatively devoid of semantic content and is close to the unmarked verb of speaking. Furthermore, the absence of the complementizer that in (28) suggests a fairly "flat" surface structure. Thus, the claim is that (28) is better than might be expected because other factors-a reduction of structure and semantically empty intervening material in the lower clause—make the deletion more acceptable.

This line of reasoning regarding (28) is supported by two considerations. First, as Hankamer notes, when the complementizer that is present in the sentence:

	(29) *This rock is too heavy to claim that I can pick up


Object Deletion yields a completely ungrammatical sentence. The presence of the complementizer would signal that there is a full sentence boundary and hence that the surface structure is not "flat". Second, when a semantically less-empty predicate is substituted for claim in sentences like (28), Object Deletion is impossible:

	(30) 	*That puppy is too cute for you to deny you like ∅.
 	*This rock looks too heavy for you to be absolutely certain you can lift ∅.
 	*Isn't that candidate too weak for you to publicly declare you will support ∅?




Thus it seems that sentences like (28) should not be considered to be serious counter-examples to the constraint in question. The total range of facts concerning English Object Deletion sentences, then, lends support to this constraint.

2.2. Other Indo-European Languages

Furthermore, this principle seems to be at work in other Indo-European languages, both ancient and modern. For example, in Vedic Sanskrit, collocations of certain adjectives with infinitives (case forms of verbal nouns) are to be found which seem to involve Object Deletion synchronically:

	(31) yám i: gárbham ṛta:vṛdho dṛśé cá:rum
 which/ACC him/ACC fetus/ACC increasing-through-truth/NOM.PL see/INF lovely/ACC
 áji:janan kavíṃ máṃhis̤tham adhvaré puruspṛham (RV 9.102.6)
 produced/3PL seer/ACC most-freely-giving/ACC ritual/LOC much-desired/ACC
 '(The one) whom the (gods) who increase through truth have engendered as a fetus,
 lovely to see, the most freely-giving seer in the sacrifice-ritual, the much-desired one'.



Infinitives, like dṛśé in (31), show none of the characteristics of finite verbs in Vedic, such as markings for tense, person, voice, etc. Under the assumption that the occurrence of the infinitive in such constructions means that finite forms were impossible here, examples like gárbham . . .

dṛśé cá:rum above support the constraint in question.

Furthermore, among modern Indo-European languages, where the data are more readily accessible, this constraint seems to be quite widespread. For example, Object Deletion in French is constrained so as not to delete the object of a finite verbal form-thus the most normal form of these sentences has an infinitive in the lower clause:10

	(32) 	Marie est jolie à regarder
 Mary is pretty/FEM look-at/INF
 'Mary is pretty to look at'

 	La maison a été trap chére à bâtir
 the-house was too expensive build/INF
 'The house was too expensive to build'

 	Cette pierre est trop lourde à porter
 this rock is too heavy carry/INF
 'This rock is too heavy to carry'.





If there is a finite verb in place of the infinitive, then the deletion yields ungrammatical sentences:

	(33) 	*Marie est jolie qu' on regarde
 COMP PRO looks-at/3SG

 	*La maison était trop chére (pour) que nous bâtissions
 was/3SG for COMP we build/lPL.SUBJ

 	*Cette pierre est bien trop lourde (pour) que je porte.
 much for COMP I carry/1SG.





Sentences (33b) and (33c) can be improved by the addition of an object pronoun in the subordinate clause, a fact which is in keeping with the hypothesis that the constraint in question holds in French:

	(34) 	?La maisoni était trop chére pour que nous lai batissions
 it
 'The house was too expensive for us to build it'

 	?Cette pierrei est bien trop lourde pour que je lai porte
 it
 'This rock is much too heavy for me to carry (it)'.





Similarly, in Dutch, the verb in the subordinate clause of Object Deletion sentences is restricted to the infinitival form-finite forms, especially those overtly marked for person and tense, are excluded:11

	(35) 	Mary is mooi om naar te kijken
 is pretty at to look/INF
 'Mary is pretty to look at'

 	Deze rots is te zwaar om op te heffen
 this rock too heavy up to lift/INF
 'This rock is too heavy to lift up'

 	De cake is klaar om in de oven te zetten
 the-cake ready in-the-oven to put/INF
 'The cake is ready to put in the oven'



 	(36) 	*Mary is mooi dat ik naar kijk
 COMPI at look/1SG

 	*Deze rots is te zwaar voor mij om te zeggen dat it kan op heffen
 for me to say/INF can
 'This rock is too heavy for me to say that I can pick up'

 	*De cake is klaar dat ik in de oven zet
 put/1SG.





(36b) can be improved by the addition of the object pronoun ze in the lowest clause, in keeping with the hypothesis that the constraint in question holds in Dutch:

	(37) Deze rotsi is te zwaar voor mij om te zetten dat ik zei kan op heffen
 'This rock is too heavy for me to say that I can pick it up'.



Another language which shows similar facts pointing to the existence of this constraint is German.12 As in French and in Dutch, only infinitives can occur in the subordinate clause of German Object Deletion sentences:

	(38) 	Das Mädchen ist schön anzusehen
 the-girl is pretty to-look-at/INF
 'The girl is pretty to look at'

 	Der Kuchen ist zu heiss zum essen
 the-cake is too hot to eat/INF
 'The cake is too hot to eat'



 	(39) 	*Das Madchen ist schon dass man sieht
 COMP PRO sees/3SG

 	*Der Kuchen ist zu heiss dass man isst.
 COMP PRO eats/3SG.





Many other Indo-European languages also exhibit a similar constraint Without giving the details, it is possible to note that such a constraint seems to hold in Spanish,13 Italian,14 and in the typologically quite different language, Classical Modern Irish.15 Thus the evidence from the languages related to Greek and English shows that this constraint holds in several Indo-European languages, at various diachronic levels.

One might want to claim that the genetic affiliation of these languages is responsible for the appearance in them of this constraint. However, such a hypothesis requires the assumption that the constraint was maintained independently in each language, in some cases over long periods of time. On the other hand, the hypothesis that the constraint is universal, i.e. that it holds for ALL languages, explains its appearance in all the Indo-European languages at these various diachronic stages. Since it is an element of Universal Grammar, under this hypothesis, any language with this rule and the necessary distinction of finite and non-finite forms would have to obey this constraint. The Indo-European languages show clear distinctions between finite and non-finite verbal forms, so the universal in (2) predicts, correctly, that they will not allow finite forms in the subordinate clause of Object Deletion sentences.

2.3. Non-Indo-European Languages

The hypothesis of universality for this constraint is borne out further when one considers non-Indo-European languages as well. It makes the correct predictions for such diverse languages as Classical Mongolian and Korean.

For example, in Classical Mongolian, one can find sentences such as the following, which appear to involve Object Deletion;

	(40) tariyan Qotong-ud-un tari-qui-dur körö-Iče-kö
 fields Moslem-PL-GEN sow-VBL.NOUN-DAT/LOC reach-MUT.ACT-VBL.NOUN
 ögei (Iledkil Sastir 55v 1.2-3)
 be-not
 'The fields are unsuitable for the Moslems to sow'.



Mongolian verbs show a distinction between finite forms, exemplified in (41) with the verb yabu-'go':

	(41) yabu-mui 'he goes, he will go'
 yabu-ba(i) 'he has gone'



and non-finite forms, including the verbal nouns.16 Therefore, the occurrence of the non-finite verbal noun tariqui in the complement clause of (40) suggests that the constraint in (2) is at work in Mongolian also.

A similar situation is to be found in Korean, where Object Deletion sentences regularly have the gerundive form of the verb in the subordinate clause:17

	(42) Mary-nin po-ki-e yepuda
 TOPIC see-GRDV-DAT/LOC be-pretty/DECL
 'Mary is pretty to look at'.



Korean verbs are not marked for person or number, but are inflected for tense-the tensed forms or the verb po- 'see, look at' are as follows:

	(43) Present: ponda
 Past: poassta
 Future: polkošita



None of these tensed forms, however, are possible in the subordinate clause of Object Deletion sentences:

	(44) *Mary-nin ponda/poassta/polkošita (-e) yepuda.


It is not clear whether Korean has a distinction between finite and non-finite forms, or if it does, how this distinction manifests itself. However, the use of the gerundive in Object Deletion sentences to the exclusion of tensed forms is reminiscent of the exclusive use of non-finite forms in this context in the other languages surveyed. Thus it appears that Korean Object Deletion sentences18 provide some support for (2) as a universal principle, although careful study of the Korean verbal system is necessary to determine whether finiteness is the relevant distinction.

The facts from these languages, then, coupled with the data in the previous sections from English and other Indo-European languages, makes the claim of universality for (2) highly plausible, for this constraint holds in a variety of languages, of different genetic and typological affiliation. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it is possible to maintain the strong hypothesis that the constraint on Object Deletion given in (2) is an element of Universal Grammar, holding for all languages.19

3. The Change in Greek Explained

Given this universal constraint on Object Deletion, the presence of the pronoun in the subordinate clause in Modem Greek is an automatic consequence of the obligatorily finite nature of the subordinate verb. Deletion of the object by Object Deletion would violate this universal principle which constrains the application of this rule, since, as noted above, the subordinate verb with na is a finite verb by a variety of tests. The same explanation holds for the appearance of this pronoun in late Medieval Greek counterparts to earlier Object Deletion sentences in which a finite subordinate verb appears for the first time.20

The loss of Object Deletion in Greek, then, resulted from the interaction of this universal constraint with the morphological replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms. The historical change in the syntactic rule component of Greek depended on the morphological change involving the infinitive. The morphological prerequisites for application imposed on this rule by the constraint (2) could no longer be satisfied in late Medieval Greek, with the result being that the rule ceased to function in the grammar. Thus this instance of syntactic rule loss was not in itself a primary or spontaneous change, but rather was caused by another change in the language.21

Furthermore, it is clear that non-surface factors were involved in this syntactic change. The simple conversion of an earlier Object Deletion sentence with an infinitive in the subordinate clause to an Object Deletion sentence with a finite verb in the subordinate clause, the sequence predicted by the surface-oriented theories of syntactic change discussed in the previous chapter, could not take place because the rule involved in the derivation of that construction was subject to a universal constraint on its application. Thus, a non-surface factor, namely a fact of the derivational history of the surface string, played a role in this syntactic change, because of the existence of a universal constraint on a specific rule.

The question of the universality of this constraint is important for this explanation of the syntactic change involving Object Deletion. If the constraint were purely internal to Greek, then this syntactic change would still require the action of a deep factor, for presumably the Greek-internal constraint would specifically mention Object Deletion.22 However, in such a situation, there is no principled explanation for why Greek did not give up the constraint and retain the Object Deletion rule. A priori, this would seem to be a possible outcome of the conflict between the two. The linguistic universal proposed above, however, claims that the language that would result is not a possible language, and therefore that this possible outcome does not constitute a possible linguistic change.

If the constraint is universal, as the evidence of section 2 suggests, then an explanation for this change is provided, for there would then be only one possible outcome, the loss of Object Deletion. Thus the linguistic universal established in section 2 guided the direction which the syntactic change involving Object Deletion took between Medieval and Modern Greek.23/I

It can be concluded, therefore, that the explanation for the change in Object Deletion—the construction changing so that the presence of a pronoun in the lower clause became obligatory and the rule being lost from the syntactic component of Greek-is to be found in the interaction of the Greek-particular morphological change of the replacement of the infinitive with a language-universal constraint on the application of Object Deletion. As noted earlier, this explanation means that factors other than just those present on the surface are relevant in syntactic change.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. Though sec footnote J of Chapter 3 regarding Theophanopoulou-Kontou (1986) and some Object-Deletion-like sentences in Modem Greek.
 B. Grosu and Horvath 1987 propose to subsume the principle in (2) (as well as the corresponding principle (8) for Object Raising given in Chapter 8) under what they take to be a more general principle, their (14):
 Complement clauses with an empty operator in their COMP binding a syntactic
 variable are non-finite, and so are all clauses between any non-finite clause
 with an empty operator in COMP and the variable bound by that operator.
 Leaving aside problems one might have with the general concept of "empty operators" both in terms of having to recognize a further set of null categories in syntax and of the vagueness of the notion "empty" (and note that Grosu and Horvath themselves are aware of this latter problem-see their footnote 6, p. 186), there are two points that can be made here to counter their claim. First, what they see as a "general principle" is not really as general as they claim; in particular, it really seems only to be a generalization over Object Deletion (OD) and Object Raising (OR), and in any case it must both specify COMPLEMENT clauses (so as to rule out "infinitival" relatives) and make reference to operator and variable-binding, both of which are distinctive features of OR/OD constructions. In Joseph (1980b: 358 fn. 27), it is suggested that a way of unifying the two constraints might be to say "that no two-clause rule affecting an object can operate into a finite clause", but it is admitted there that "the degree of generality [thus] gained is minimal". Second, at least Greek OR (as well as possibly the "OD" structures with some adjectives as matrix predicates, e.g. etimos 'ready') shows some evidence of operator movement, according to Chomsky's diagnostics cited by Grosu and Horvath (footnote 3, p. 183), namely unboundedness (cf. footnote 13 of Chapter 4), so that it would appear that Modern Greek OR could be analyzed as a construction with an operator binding a variable, despite the absence of a gap; it then becomes circular to claim that it has no gap because it has no operator and thus cannot be nonfinite. For these reasons, therefore, it seems best to maintain the more construction-based statements of the constraints originally adopted here.
 C. Also, finite verbs in Modern Greek can cooccur with the mood marker na, and, as argued in Joseph 1985b, the nonfinite verbs (i.e., the imperatives and participles) have a complementizer node that is obligatorily unfilled underlyingly.
 D. Note that this statement regarding den says nothing about the distribution of the other negative marker, min, which is used with subjunctive mood and participles. There is no reason a priori for
 the same factors to be relevant in the distribution of one negator as in that of the other, though it is possible to characterize den as the indicative negator and min as the negator for other forms. See Joseph and Philippaki-Warburton (1987: Chapter 1.4) for discussion.
 E. But see footnote K of Chapter 3.
 F. With regard to the possibility of a rule deleting definite object pronouns, it should be noted that Ingria 1978 has claimed (a claim reiterated in Ingria 1981) that Modem Greek has a "discourse deletion" rule that allows for the absence of accusative weak pronouns in relative clauses introduced by the complementizer pu. While I have never seen good justification for such a rule (and see the discussion in Joseph (1983e: 19 fn. 6)) and believe that it is based on erroneous grammaticality judgments, the existence of such a rule would not weaken the claims made here, for if it operates at all, it is restricted to relative clauses.
 G. This characterization of finiteness in English is amplified upon in Joseph (1983b: 18-21), where cooccurrence with nominative pronoun subjects and agreement in the present tense with third person singular subjects are added as further diagnostics for English finite verbs.
 H. Facts similar to these are reiterated in Hukari and Levine (1991).
 I. As an explanation, in the sense of ruling out all possible directions of change except for the one actually occurring, this account is only as strong as the correctness and universality of principle (2). The weak counterexamples noted in section 2.1 are therefore potentially quite damaging to the account of the change, though the strength of the constraint if only a Greek-particular one (and not universal) is still clear and still relevant for guiding the direction of the change.




Footnotes To Chapter 7

1. The claim that Greek still has a rule of Object Deletion, despite the obligatory presence of an object pronoun in the lower clause, requires the positing of an ad hoc device with no independent use in the grammar of Greek. A new rule would be needed in the grammar to insert a pronoun in the lower clause which agreed with the matrix subject. This pronoun would obligatorily fill the gap in the lower sentence caused by the application of Object Deletion. Such a rule has no independent motivation in Greek. Therefore, such an analysis is to be rejected.
 2. There are different imperative forms for durative and for punctual aspect, but that difference is irrelevant here. Also, there are some irregular imperative forms in the singular which do not end in -e, e.g. des 'see'. The invariant form such as grapsi in the perfect tense formation with exo 'have', e.g. exo grapsi 'I have written', is probably also to be included among the non-finite verbal forms. However, in that formation, which is the only place in the grammar it occurs, it seems that the rule of Clause Union applies, thus making it impossible to test any of these generalizations with this form. See Chapter 5.4 for some discussion.
 3. Clitic Placement is different in the perfect formations like exo grapsi—see the preceding footnote and Chapter 5.4.
 4. This generalization regarding Clitic Placement holds only for Standard Modern Greek. There are some dialects, most notably Cypriot Greek, in which clitics are regularly postposed in positive, declarative sentences, occurring after the verb.
 5. The medio-passive participle is like an adjective, and thus also shows agreement for gender and case. However, those features are irrelevant here.
 6. Even if it were possible to check every language currently spoken, it would not be possible to check all the languages which have died out over the centuries, and so not every known human language could be tested.
 7. This fact has been noted by Ross (1967: 228-230), Hankamer (1971: 392), and Postal (1974: 244). Lasnik and Fiengo (1974: 555) explain such sentences by nneans of the Tensed-S Constraint of Chomsky (1973: 238). However, since Bach and Horn (1976) have shown that this constraint cannot be a universal constraint holding on all syntactic rules, the explanation in terms of a principle like (2) will be adopted here.
 8. This line of reasoning and the subsequent ideas were suggested to me by Jorge Hankamer.
 9. By Jorge Hankamer, personal communication.
 10. Thanks to Jesse Pinkham for her native judgments of the French sentences.
 11. Thanks to Annie Zaenen for help with the Dutch.

12. Thanks to Jaklin Kornfilt and Jochem Schindler for help with the German.
 13. Information from Judith Aissen.
 14. Information from Pasquale Tato.
 15. Information from John Armstrong.
 16. Cf. Poppe (1954: 89-95) for details.
 17. Special thanks to Young-Ae Choi for her help with the Korean. A modified morphophonemic transcription is used here, with hyphens separating the relevant morphemes.
 18. It can be shown that a process like Object Deletion must be involved in the generation of sentences such as these and not the general process in Korean which allows the relatively free deletion of object pronouns in simple sentences. The deletion of object pronouns is optional—although (i) is the more usual form, without the object pronoun, the pronoun can occur overtly on the surface, as in (ii):
 (i) Mary-ka tule-ol-ttæ poassta
 SUBJ enter-come/CONT-'when' saw
 'Mary entered and I saw her'
 (ii)?Mary-ka tule-ol-ttæ ku yoca-rɨl poassta
 that-woman/ACC
 'Mary entered and I saw her'.
 This contrasts with the Object Deletion sentences, where an object pronoun cannot occur in the subordinate clause:
 (iii) *Mary-ka po-ki-e ku yoca-nɨn yepuda
 SUBJ TOPIC
 '♦Mary is pretty to look at her'.
 19. There are languages like Turkish which seem to have a distinction between finite and non-finite verbal forms but which do not have any construction resembling Object Deletion, and therefore do not contradict this hypothesis. The Turkish equivalent of a pretty to look at sentence has a paraphrase, roughly "pretty of face", hence with no verbal complementation. Similarly, the adjective hazir 'ready' requires a Passive infinitive in Object Deletion contexts, so that the deletion is of a subject and not an object.
 20. See Chapter 3.3 for some examples of such sentences. In the final chapter. Chapter 12, there is a discussion of the mechanism of change and the relevance of this universal at the transition stage in which these sentences first appear.
 21. Thus this seems to be a case of a syntactic change brought on due to system-internal factors-Jeffers (1976) points out that the study of the internal motivation of syntactic change has in
 general been neglected.
 22. Other rules in Greek are not constrained in this way— see Chapter 10 for details concerning Relative Deletion, for instance.
 23. Parker (1976), in analyzing the change of the Indo-European middle to a passive, takes a similar view. He claims that a reanalysis leading to a syntactic change may only occur if it would not violate a linguistic universal.




Chapter 8
Explanation of the Object Raising Changes

The changes in Object Raising between Medieval and Modern Greek--the construction changing so as to requireA a pronoun where previously one could not occur and the rule changing to become a Copying process where previously it was a "Chopping" rule--allow for a similar explanation to the one just offered for the changes in Object Deletion. That is, it is possible to find a universal syntactic constraint on Object Raising that can account for the obligatoiy presence in the subordinate clause of a pronominal copy of the raised noun phrase. This account contrasts with the line of explanation which must be taken in a surface-oriented theory of syntactic change in which, as discussed in Chapter 6.4, no principled explanation is possible for the obligatory occurrence of this pronoun. The best that a surface-oriented theory could offer was a statement that the pronoun became obligatory, with no motivation being given for why that change should have occurred. In this chapter, then, the details of this principled explanation involving a linguistic universal are discussed. In the case of Object Raising, though, as opposed to Object Deletion, the nature of the constraint is such that an additional question must be confronted--why was the rule maintained in the grammar in a different form, i.e. a copy rule, and not lost outright?

1. A Universal Constraint on Object Raising

The explanation of the changes in Object Raising rests on the following claim, similar to the one given in the previous chapter for Object Deletion:

	(1) A language which is like Greek in all respects except that it has a "chopping"
 rule of Object Raising is not a possible human language.



There are several conceivable formulations of a general principle from which (1) could follow; however, not all are satisfactory. For example, if the general principle were proposed as that in (2):

	(2) All raisings out of a finite or tensed clause must be copy-raisings


then the facts of Greek are automatically accounted for. If Object Raising was to be maintained in the grammar, it could only be as a copying rule, because the replacement of the infinitive left an obligatorily finite and tensed verb in the lower clause.

Some support for (2) as a universal of language comes from English Raising with the predicate look like, which raises out of a finite and tensed clause and must leave a copy of the nominal that was raised in that clause:

	(3) 	John looks like he has had a rough day.
 	*John looks like Ø has had a rough day.


 	(4) 	?John looks like they've given him a hard time.
 	*John looks like they've given Ø a hard time.




Furthermore, Hajati (1977) has shown that Raisings out of the finite and tensed ke clauses in Modern Persian are Copy Raisings.B

Despite the attractiveness of this as an explanation for the changes in Object Raising in Greek, it does not seem to be able to stand. The main problem is that there are languages which are counter-examples to (2). In Turkish, for example, Subject-to-Object Raising with some verbs raises a subject out of a fully tensed clause:

	(5) Herkes ben-i sɨnɨfɨm-ɨ geç-ti sanɨiyor
 everyone I/ACC class-my/ACC pass/PAST believe/PRES
 'Everyone believes me to have passed'



and in some dialects, the lower verb can also be person-marked, i.e. apparently finite:

	(6) Herkes ben-i sɨnɨfɨm-ɨ gec-ti-m sanɨyor
 everyone I/ACC class-my/ACC pass/PAST.1SG beiieve/PRES
 'Everyone believes me to have passed'.



But in neither dialect is there any evidence that Raising leaves behind a copy-in particular, an overt copy cannot appear on the surface:

	(7) *Herkes ben-i ben sɨnɨfɨm-ɨ geç-ti-(m) sanɨyor.
 I/NOM



Therefore, (2) cannot be a universal and a different general principle needs to be found.

A more satisfactory formulation of such a principle is (8):

	(8) Object Raising1 cannot deprive a finite verb of its object2/C


The discussion in the previous chapter clarified the meaning of the characterization "finite verb" in Greek, and showed that it is needed independently for the statement of syntactic generalizations in Greek. The conclusions reached there hold for this principle as well. Similarly, it is important to bear in mind that there may be languages for which (8) makes no prediction because a distinction between finite and non-finite verbs is not to be found or because there is no language-internal evidence showing the need for such a distinction.

The Polynesian language Niuean is an example of a language for which (8) makes no prediction, Seiter (1977) has shown that Niuean has a rule of Object Raising which produces sentences like (9):

	(9) to maeke e tama e: ke lagomatai he ekekafo
 FUT possible ABS child this SBJNC help ERG doctor
 'This child could be helped by the doctor'



by raising lama e 'this child', the underlying object of lagomatai 'help', to become the subject of maeke 'possible'. The verb which is deprived of its object, lagomatai, is neither finite nor non-finite, for finiteness has no relevance for the verbal system of Niuean.3 There appear to be no language-internal grounds in Niuean for distinguishing between finite and non-finite verbs. Therefore, principle (8) makes no prediction for Niuean, and consequently Niuean is not a counter-example to (8).

In the sections that follow, the validity of (8) as a universal principle is tested, and it is demonstrated to hve a wide range of applicability among the languages of the world. The significance of this principle for the explanation of the changes in Greek Object Raising is taken up in the final section.

2. Evidence for the Universality of this Constraint

2.1. English

English provides support for the constraint given in (8). Object Raising in English generally can only raise objects out of non-finite clauses. Berman (1973: 43, fn. 8) noted this constraint:D


There is an additional restriction on Tough Movement [= Object Raising] which blocks movement out of tensed [i.e. finite] clauses, cp.

	It is impossible to believe John to have stolen that book.
 	That book is impossible to believe John to have stolen.
 	It is impossible to believe that John stole that book.
 	*That book is impossible to believe that John stole.




The contrast between Berman's (ii) and (iv), which differ only in the finiteness of the verb which is deprived of its object, is instructive for showing the effects of this constraint. Additional examples of such minimal pairs can be adduced:

	(10) 	John would be difficult for me to imagine inviting Ø to my party.
 	*John would be difficult for me to imagine (that) I might invite Ø to my party.


 	(11) 	These books will be hard to persuade the kids to read Ø.
 	*These books will be hard to persuade the kids that they should read Ø.




In each case, the unacceptable sentences involve Object Raising removing the object from a clause with a verb which is finite in all respects in English, in accordance with the constraint in (8).

As was the case with Object Deletion, there are a few sentences which are marginal in English and appear to violate this regular pattern. One such sentence is (12):4

	(12)?A book like that is tough to claim you've read Ø carefully.


In (12), the object, a book like that, has been raised out of a finite clause and yet the sentence is not completely unacceptable. On the other hand, neither is it wholly well-formed, so the contention that Object Raising does not FREELY remove objects from clauses with finite verbs can still be maintained. That is, the claim that sentences like (12) are ungrammatical but become more acceptable due to other factors allows one to maintain (8).

These other factors are essentially performance factors, parallel to those discussed in the previous chapter for certain similarly marginal Object Deletion sentences, and seem to contribute to the higher acceptability of sentences like (12). In particular, if Object Raising, like Object Deletion, requires semantically empty intervening material and some reduction of clause structure in order to apply more than one clause down, then the relative emptiness of the verb claim and the lack of the complementizer that, signalling a "flat" surface structure, may reduce the degree of the violation caused by Object Raising out of a finite clause in (12). This claim is supported by the fact that the presence of the complementizer that reduces the acceptability of (12) somewhat:

	(13)??A book like that is tough to claim that you've read carefully.


This judgment is delicate but seems to be real nonetheless. Similarly, if a semantically less-empty predicate is used, the sentence is ungrammatical:

	(14) 	*A book like that is tough to be really confident (that) you've read carefully.
 	*A book like that is tough to openly admit to your mother (that) you've read carefully.




Thus it is possible to reconcile (12) with the clear cases, such as (10) and (11), which obey the constraint, by recognizing that other factors may contribute to (12)'s higher acceptability rating. One can conclude, then, that Object Raising in English generally provides evidence in support of the existence of this constraint, despite the apparent counter-examples to it.5

2.2. Other Indo-European Languages

A constraint similar to (8) exists in many Indo-European languages, both ancient and modern. As was the case with the constraint on Object Deletion, the fact that the Object Raising constraint occurs in these languages at such varied diachronic levels in itself supports the hypothesis that the constraint is universal. Otherwise, one would have to claim that the constraint was maintained independently in these languages, in some cases over long periods of time.

In Latin, for instance, the most usual form of Object Raising sentences had the non-finite verbal form known as the supine in the lower clause, as in:

	(15) 	perfacile factu: esse (Caesar Bel. Gall. 1.3.6)
 very-easy/NTR do/SUP be
 'It was very easy to do'

 	si ho:c fas est dictu: (Cic. Tusc. 5.38)
 if this/NTR right is say/SUP
 'If this is right to say'.





The supine in -tu: is a case form of a verbal noun. A less common way of forming Object Raising sentences was with the preposition ad 'for' and the accusative of the non-finite form known as the gerund, another verbal noun, in the subordinate clause, as in:

	(16) quod non modo facile ad credendum est (Cic. Tusc. 1.78)
 what not only easy/NTR for believe/GER is
 'What is not only easy to believe...'.



Both of these verbal forms, the supine and the gerund, are non-finite, and show none of the characteristic markings of finite verbs in Latin, such as person agreement. If their use in Object Raising sentences means that finite verbs were impossible in this context, then Latin is in keeping with the predictions made by (8).

Similarly, in French, Object Raising is restricted to operating out of non-finite clauses, and the subordinate verb must be the infinitival form. Examples of Object Raising sentences and their ungrammatical counterparts with finite verbs in the lower clause include the following:6

	(17) 	Le problème est difficile à résoudre
 the-problem is difficult solve/INF
 'The problem is difficult to solve'

 	Ce problème va être facile à commencer à résoudre
 this goes/3SG be/INF easy begin/INF solve/INF
 'This problem is going to be easy to begin to solve'



 	(18) 	*Le problème est difficile que je résoude
 COMP I solve/ISG

 	*Le problème est difficile pour que je résoude
 for COMP

 	?*Ce genre de livre est difficile à dire qu' on a lu soigneusement
 this-type of book is say/INF COMP PRO has/3SG read/PPL carefully
 '?*This kind of book is difficult to say that you've read carefully'.





Likewise, in German,7 only infinitives are allowed in the clause which loses its object by the application of Object Raising, and finite verbs, typically marked, as in many Indo-European languages, for person and tense, cannot occur:

	(19) 	Viele Dinge sind ihr leicht beizubringen
 many things are/3PL her/DAT easy to-teach/INF
 'Many things are easy to teach to her'

 	Elefanten sind schwer mit Doppeldeckern zu transportieren
 elephants are/3PL hard with bi-planes to transport/INF
 'Elephants are hard to transport with bi-planes'.





The appearance of a finite verb in the lower clause in Object Raising sentences leads to ungrammatical results:

	(20) 	*Viele Dinge sind schwer dass ich ihr beibringe
 hard COMPI teach/1SG

 	*Diese Bucher sind schwer zu verstehen dass Hans stahl
 these books to understand COMP stole/3SG.PAST
 '*These books are hard to understand that Hans stole'

 	*Ein solches Buch ist leicht vorherzusagen dass Sie aufmerksam gelesen hatte
 a such book is easy to-predict/INF COMP you carefully read/PPL have/2PL
 '*Such a book is easy to predict that you have read carefully'.





Thus German is in accordance with the predictions made by the hypothesis that the constraint in question holds in that language.

A similar situation is found in Dutch8 and in the genetically related though typologically distinct language, (Classical) Modern Irish.9 Thus the overall evidence from Indo-European supports the claim that the constraint given in (8) is universal.

2.3. Non-Indo-European Languages

The evidence from languages which are genetically unrelated to Indo-European also supports the claim of universality for this constraint, for many non-Indo-European languages that seem to have the relevant distinction of finiteness allow only non-finite verbal forms to be the verb which is deprived of its object by Object Raising, and exclude finite forms. Korean seems to be such a language.10 In Korean, only the gerundive verbal form is used in Object Raising sentences:

	(21) ku cheyk-un11 ilk-ki oriopta
 this book/TOPIC read/GRDV be-hard
 This book is hard to read'.



In particular, the forms of the verb which are overtly marked for tense are excluded:

	(22) *ku cheyk-un ilkota(PAST) / ingnɨnda(PRES) oriopta.
 'read'



Thus if the distinctions between these tensed forms and the gerundive can be shown to be parallel to the finite/non-finite distinctions in other languages, then Korean seems to obey a form of the general constraint, (8), systematically excluding tensed verbal forms from the subordinate clause of Object Raising sentences.

A similar pattern is to be found in Georgian,12 where it is clear that finiteness is a relevant distinction. Verbs in Georgian show a finite/non-finite distinction--in particular, only the finite verbs can show Person Agreement with their subject or object.13 Moreover, the verbal form in the subordinate clause of Object Raising sentences is restricted to a form that is generally called a "future participle in the adverbial case," but which Harris (1976: 313-324) has analyzed as being in fact a non-finite form, what she calls an infinitive. Finite verbal forms apparently cannot occur in Object Raising contexts:14

	(23) 	es gveli 3nelia moşklavad
 this-snake/NOM hard-is/I-2 kill/INF
 "This snake is hard to kill'

 	3neli var dasarçmuneblad
 hard I-am/I-2 convince/INF
 'I am hard to convince'.





Therefore, in Georgian, Object Raising is possible only into a clause whose verb is restricted in accordance with the putative universal constraint (8) to a non-finite form.

Similarly, in Modern Standard Arabic,15 although Object Raising sentences are not very common, dictionaries16 do cite examples such as the following:

	(24) 	şa9b-u l-ihtima:l-i
 difficult/NOM the-bear/VBL.NOUN-GEN
 'difficult to bear' (Lit. "difficult of bearing")

 	şa9b-u l-isti9ad-i
 the-prepare/VBL.NOUN-GEN
 'difficult to prepare' (Lit. "difficult of preparing").





Verbs in Arabic are marked for person, gender, and number of their subject, and for tense, and seem to show a finite/non-finite distinction based on these features. The verbal noun appearing in the subordinate clause of the Object Raising sentences in (24), however, shows no markings for these categories, and thus appears to be non-finite. Although language-internal arguments are needed to support this claim regarding the relevance of this distinction for Arabic, it appears that in Arabic, too, the constraint in (8) is observed.

Thus, this constraint seems to have validity for many languages, of varied genetic and typological classification. With more systematic research into the verbal system of each of these languages, this claim can be verified more accurately. In the absence of counter-evidence, then, the hypothesis that (8) is a linguistic universal, a constraint holding for all languages, is the strongest available hypothesis. As such, it can be adopted and applied to the developments with Object Raising in Greek.

3. The Change in Greek Explained

It is clear from the data of Chapter 4 that a form of this universal constraint held in earlier stages of Greek as well. In Classical, Biblical, and early Medieval Greek, the only verbal form found in the subordinate clause of Object Raising sentences is a non-finite form, the infinitive. The exclusive use of the infinitive in this context in earlier Greek can be viewed as a reflection of the universal constraint (8).

Given that situation, it is easy to see why the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms in this construction did not proceed along the lines hypothesized by the surface-oriented theories of syntactic change, that is, why a sentence such as (25):

	(25) he: hodos esti duskole: (tou) heurein
 the-road/NOM is/3SG difficult/NOM Part. find/INF
 The road is difficult to find'



could not be "mapped" directly into (26):

	(26) *he: hodos esti duskole: na heuroume.
 find/lPL



A string such as (26) in late Medieval or Modern Greek would violate the universal constraint on Object Raising, since the subordinate verb which is deprived of its object is necessarily finite, by a variety of tests discussed in the previous chapter (see p. 182). Thus the morphological replacement of the infinitive by finite verb forms led to a situation in which Greek could no longer fulfill the morphological prerequisites imposed on Object Raising by the universal constraint (8). The result was that Object Raising by simple "chopping" of the object out of its clause, i.e. by simply depriving the verb of its object, could not remain in the grammar of Greek, and strings such as (26) were ungrammatical. The explanation for the ungrammaticality of sentences like (26), then, is exactly parallel to the explanation for the form Object Deletion sentences took in late Medieval and Modern Greek.

One might expect, then, that Object Raising would be lost from the grammar altogether--this is certainly one way for the effects of this constraint to be realized in a language. In such a case, the constraint would be satisfied by the grammar giving up the rule of Object Raising-with no Object Raising rule, strings like (26) would not be generated.

However, it is clear that Greek did not give up this rule, but instead maintained it in the grammar in a different form, as a copying rule. The evidence presented in Chapter 4.4 shows that Object Raising still exists in Modern Greek. Therefore, the question becomes that of why Object Raising was maintained in the grammar in this form.E

The universal constraint, as stated in (8), clearly prohibits the simple raising of the object of a particular class of verbs, those which are finite. However, it is important to note that the presence of the object pronoun in the subordinate clause--and therefore the fact that Copy Object Raising has applied--is another way to satisfy this constraint. The subordinate finite verb has not been deprived of its object, for a pronominal copy of the object remains. The lower clause still has its object, so the effect is as if Object Raising had not applied, i.e. as if the constraint had not been violated.

Under the assumption that Object Raising by Copying is one of the options in Universal Grammar available to speakers of a language--and there are languages such as Spanish which apparently have both Object Raising by simple movement ("Chopping") and Object Raising by Copying17/F--then the emergence of Copy Object Raising can be viewed as the means the speakers chose to maintain this process in their language. It is, of course, completely arbitrary that this option was chosen--Greek could have given up the rule just as easily. However, if the rule was to be maintained in Greek, for some reason, after the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbs, the constraint in (8) guarantees that it must be maintained as a copying rule.

The claim is, therefore, that it is possible for a language not to have Object Raising at all, to have Object Raising by "chopping" out of a non-finite clause, or to have Object Raising by Copying out of a finite clause, but it is impossible for a language to have Object Raising by "chopping" out of a finite clause. Thus, given the replacement of the infinitive, Greek could have satisfied the universal in one of two ways. That Greek did so by having Object Raising become a copying rule and not by giving up the rule altogether seems to be a totally arbitrary change.

There is no clear reason why this should have been the case. One can speculate, though, that the function served by Object Raising could have been the reason it was maintained. Object Raising not only puts a nominal in a focus position, at the head of the main clause, but it also makes that nominal a subject. Thus it has an additional subjectivizing function which other focus rules, such as Topicalization, lack.

Thus, stating the constraint as in (8) allows for a straightforward explanation of why simple movement ("Chopping") Object Raising did not remain in the grammar and why, if it was to be replaced by anything, its place was taken by COPY Object Raising. As was the case with the Object Deletion changes, these changes in Object Raising arc best explained by allowing reference to factors other than those strictly present on the surface, in this case, an aspect of the derivational history of a string such as (25). The universal constraint on the rule by which (25) was derived, coupled with the morphological change in the infinitive, produced a change in the Object Raising construction and rule in Greek.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. Though see footnote A of Chapter 7 regarding the Object Raising-like sentences without a copy pronoun discussed in Theophanopoulou-Kontou 1986.
 B. Furthermore, all other raisings in Greek seem to be copy raisings, including Subject-to-Subject Raising and Subject-to-Object Raising (see Soames and Perlmutter (1979: Chapter 43, pp. 154-171), Joseph 1976, and Joseph (To appear)) and Raising to Prepositional Object (see Joseph 1990b).
 C. See Grosu and Horvath 1987 for an attempt at collapsing the Object Deletion and Object Raising constraints, as well as footnote B of Chapter 7 and footnote E of Chapter 10.
 D. This restriction is noted also in Grosu and Horvath 1987 and Hukari and Levine 1991.
 E. As noted in Joseph (1980b: 363-364), Albanian has Object Raising via Copying out of a finite complement, as expected given the proposed constraint, though it also has Object Raising via Copying out of a nonfinite clause, as discussed in Joseph (1983b: 227ff.), a fact which is neither predicted nor precluded by (8).
 F. Though as noted in Chapter 4, Object Raising sentences are rather uncommon in Modern Greek especially as opposed to the non-Raising versions (e.g. with a sentential subject or with extraposition of the subject). Similarly, one can point to the fact that a transparent compounding process with the semantics of Object Raising strings (the duskoloeuretos type) arose in Greek in the period during which the syntactic Object Raising with an infinitive was on the wane--see Chapter 4, section 3.2 and Joseph 1980a for some discussion.
 G. But see footnote H of Chapter 4 regarding Spanish "copy" Object Raising possibly being Left Dislocation instead.
 H. Though see footnote I of Chapter 7.




Footnotes To Chapter 8

1. Object Raising here can be taken to refer to any Raising of a subordinate-clause object to assume a grammatical relation in a higher clause. This is a broader definition than was assumed in Chapter 4, in which Object Raising was taken to refer only to the process by which a subordinate object becomes a subject in a higher clause with predicates like EASY, DIFFICULT, etc. If the stronger claim embodied in this broader definition should prove to have counterexamples, then it may be possible to restrict (8) to just the process whereby an object is raised to subject status in a higher clause, excluding the raising of an object to object status, for the evidence in support of (8) is drawn largely from examples of the former process.
 2. This constraint is admittedly similar to the one on Object Deletion discussed in Chapter 7; however, it is unclear how to collapse them meaningfully, since not all syntactic rules are constrained in this way-see Chapter 7, footnote 7 for some discussion.
 3. Information from Sandy Chung, personal communication.
 4. This sentence is due to David Perlmutter.
 5. Another possibility is that there is a universal canonical rule of Object Raising, operative in English and the other languages to be surveyed here, which obeys the general constraint (8). Sentences like (12), then, would be produced by different, language-particular idiosyncratic rules which need not be subject to the constraint. It is not clear, though, whether such a claim has any empirical content and so is probably not testable.
 6. Thanks to Jessie Pinkham for her native judgments of these sentences.
 7. These data are from Breckenridge (1975)--an acknowledgement of help is due also to Jaklin Kornfilt and Jochem Schindler.
 8. This observation is due to Annie Zaenen.
 9. This observation is due to John Armstrong.
 10. Thanks to Young-Ae Choi for her help with the Korean.
 11. It is also possible to have ku cheyk marked with the subject marker -i instead of the topic marker, with a slightly different meaning.
 12. These data are from Harris (1976: Chapter 4).
 13. Harris (1976: 306).
 14. Markings like 1-2 in the glosses refer to derivational classes of the verb form-different classes govern different case-marking patterns.
 15. Thanks to Joel Clinkenbeard for bringing these data to my attention.
 16. For example, Wehr (1971).

17. Information from Judith Aissen, personal communication.
 18. It would be possible, of course, for Greek to have maintained the rule of Object Raising as a "Chopping" rule, and retained (or restored) the infinitive in just this one context. However, given the morphological "drift" of the language away from having a distinct infinitival form, it is unlikely that the infinitive would have been retained in a single isolated usage--not impossible, only unlikely.




Chapter 9
The Change in the Thelo:-Futures

In Chapter 5, a syntactic change involving Clause Union and Clitic Placement in the thelo:-futures was discussed. The range of possible positions for clitic pronouns changed between two historically related future types which differed superficially only in that the later type utilized a finite verb where the earlier type utilized an infinitive. In this chapter, the consequences of that morphological difference are explored, in an attempt to relate the change in possible clitic positions to the change in the morphological make-up of the future.

To review the facts briefly, the thelo: + Infinitive future in Medieval Greek has been shown to allow the application of Clause Union in its derivation. The various pieces of evidence showing this were presented in Chapter 5. A consequence of the application of Clause Union is the placement of clitic pronouns to the immediate left of the verb thelo: in this future construction. The future type derived directly from the thelo: + Infinitive future by the substitution of a finite verb for the infinitive, e.g. thelo: grapso: 'I will write', however, shows no evidence of allowing Clause Union in its derivation. A surface consequence of this is the fact that in the thelo: grapso: future, clitic pronouns could only be placed between thelo: and the finite verb—they no longer could attach to the left of thelo:.A Since clitic placement to the left of thelo: depended on Clause Union, the two questions of why Clitic Placement changed and why Clause Union was lost in the derivation of the future reduce to the single question of why Clause Union was lost.

The surface-oriented theories of syntactic change cannot adequately explain these developments. As noted in Chapter 6, they claim that Clitic Placement need not change between the two future types. The change in Clitic Placement and the loss of Clause Union must be viewed as completely spontaneously occurring events in the history of Greek, with the possibility that Clitic Placement changed independently.1/B The hypothesis that Clitic Placement changed independently, however, offers no insight into the question of why one clitic placement option was generalized and the other option given up. Such a hypothesis gives no motivation for the retention of clitic placement between thelo: and the finite verb at the expense of clitic placement before thelo:—equally likely outcomes would be the retention of clitic placement before thelo: with the other option being lost, or even the retention of both options.

The account given here is similar to the explanations offered in the previous chapters for the changes involving Object Deletion and Object Raising. In those cases, though, it was possible to formulate an explicit universal principle from which the observed changes followed as a consequence. However, in the account of the changes involving Clause Union and clitics in the thelo:-futures, there is no explicit universal principle that can be formulated and utilized as an explanatory device, though an attempt is made in the final section. Also, many assumptions must be made, so that the account is subject to falsification on several grounds.

Therefore, what is offered here is at best an account of the changes and not an explanation which could rule out any other possible development. However, since the account of the surface-oriented theories of syntactic change leads one to believe that the placement of clitics need not change, a different account of the changes is in order.

1. Clause Union

The rule of Clause Union as used in Chapter 5 can be defined in the following way:2

	(1) Clause Union is the process by which a complement clause and a matrix clause
 are united to form a single clause. In this process, the nominals which were
 governed by the complement verb become governed by the matrix verb.
 The complement verb becomes a "dead" verb.



A "dead" verb is defined as a verb which has been deprived of the nominals it governed, i.e. deprived of its subject, direct object, and indirect object.c Therefore, if a complement verb in a particular construction is a "live" verb (i.e. not a "dead" verb) on the surface, and still governs its subject, direct object and so forth, then Clause Union, as defined in (1), cannot have applied in that construction.

2. The Question of Grapso: 

It is crucial, then, to determine whether grapso:, i.e. the complement verb in the thelo: grapso: futures, is a live verb or not. If it is a live verb, then Clause Union cannot have applied. There is no direct proof, though, that grapso: is live. However, if it is assumed that verbs in Greek agreed in person and number with their final subject, i.e. their subject at the end of the application of all rules that affect the grammatical relations holding between a verb and the nominals it governs, then grapso: would necessarily be live. Since it shows agreement in person and number with some subject, and agreement, by assumption, is with final subjects, it follows that grapso: must have a final subject If it has a final subject, it cannot be a dead verb.

The assumption that agreement in Greek is stated in terms of final nominals governed by the verb is not a completely ad hoc and unwarranted assumption. Agreement clearly cannot be with the underlying subject which a verb governs, for that subject can be removed by the action of a rule like Passive. In such a case, the verb agrees with the subject created by Passive and not with the underlying subject.

Furthermore, there are sentences in Greek which suggest that Verb Agreement cannot be defined in terms of the cycle-final subject, i.e. the subject which the verb governs at the end of the first cycle containing that verb.D In particular, in sentences in which a subject of a lower clause is raised to become the object of a higher clause, and reflexivizes in the higher clause, the verb agreement in the lower clause cannot be with the cycle-final subject.

An example of such a sentence is (2)-these sentences are discussed in more detail in Chapter

11:

	(2) afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasτi
 let/1SG the-self/ACC my rest/3SG
 'I let myself rest'.



This derives from an underlying structure roughly as in (3):

[image: ]

by 1NPi being raised into the higher clause and becoming the reflexive form ton eafton mu. Ego T i s the underlying subject of the lower verb ard also its cycle-final subject. However, the lower verb in (2) is not first person singular, and in fact cannot be:

	(4) *afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasτo.
 rest/1SG



The reason for this, briefly, is that Reflexivization of the raised object turns it into a third person nominal, and the lower verb (indirectly) agrees with that--see Chapter 11 for details.

These Raising cum Reflexive sentences are important for they show that Verb Agreement cannot be stated in terms of cycle-final relations. Moreover, they are consistent with the assumption that agreement is stated in terms of final relations. Therefore, in what follows, it is assumed that a verb in Greek showed agreement in person and number only with its final subject.

3. An Account of the Change

Given, then, that Clause Union necessarily deprives a verb of the nominals it governs, and furthermore that verbs in Greek agreed in person and number only with their final subject, an account of the observed changes can be constructed.

The assumption must be made that, for some reason, speakers of Greek did not alter the morphological shape of the thelo: grapso: future, i.e. inflected thelo: plus an inflected finite verb, after they created it, but rather chose to do what they could with this morphological pattern.3/E Therefore, given the nature of Verb Agreement in Greek, the morphological make-up of the thelo: grapso: future was such that the complement verb was obligatorily a live verb. The application of Clause Union, which would create a dead verb, would then have been in conflict with the morphological requirements of this future construction and the nature of verb agreement in Greek. In order for this construction to remain in the language with this morphological shape, either the agreement rule would have to change or Clause Union would have to cease to apply. There is no evidence that Agreement changed; rather, it seems that Clause Union ceased to apply. With no application of Clause Union, then, under the assumptions made in Chapter 5 (pp. 130-131), clitics could in principle only attach to the lower verb.4

It is at this point, though, that this account falls short of being an explanation. Although the account given here makes it clear why all the rules involved in this construction could not remain exactly as before, i.e. why either Clause Union or Agreement had to change, no motivation can be given for why Clause Union changed and not Agreement, nor for why the construction was maintained in the form it had. That is, an equally likely outcome would have been for Clause Union to remain in the derivation of this future and for Agreement to change to being stated on cycle-final relations. The surface forms generated by such a grammar would have been the same in either case. Still, once speakers decided not to change the Agreement rule, then, with the morphological make-up this future formation had, Clause Union had to be lost, and the placement of clitics in this future formation accordingly had to change.

It is possible that some principle can be found which would rule out one of these developments, however, there is no obvious way of achieving that goal. This question is taken up again in the next section.

Still, the account given here is of some interest for historical syntax, because, like the explanations offered for the changes in Object Deletion and Object Raising, this account for the developments with Clause Union and Clitic Placement requires that factors deeper than the surface be taken into consideration in syntactic change. The reason why a sentences such as (5):

	(5) to thelo: grapsein
 it 1SG write/INF
 'I will write it'



could not be directly converted into (6) with acceptable results:

	(6)??to thelo: grapso:
 1SG 1SG



is that (5) was derived by Clause Union whereas (6) could not have been,3 under the assumption that, for whatever reason, Verb Agreement was unchanged. That is, a fact of the derivational history of (5), specifically that the to ended up to the left of thelo: by the application of Clause Union, was crucial in the change, because the resulting future type, assuming speakers left Verb Agreement unchanged, could not involve Clause Union. The sequence predicted by the surface-oriented theories of syntactic change fails because of a fact of the derivational history of sentences like (5). As such, then, this account further confirms the role that non-surface factors can play in syntactic change.

Also, the replacement of the infinitive by a finite verb has been shown to be the impetus for the sequence of events leading to these changes in the syntax of the thelo:-futures. Morphological change, therefore, can have a determining role in syntactic change.

4. A Possible Universal

It was noted in the previous section that the account given here does not explain why Clause Union HAD TO be lost. Instead, it can only give a reason for why Clause Union might have been lost. Clause Union could have been maintained in this construction if a different alteration in the grammar had been made, namely a change in the nature of the Verb Agreement rule.

However, it is possible that a universal principle was involved in this change, for there are many languages, e.g. French,6 Spanish,7 and Czech,8 in which the complement verb in Clause Union constructions regularly surfaces as the infinitive, a non-finite form, and finite forms appear to be excluded. The situation in these languages could be taken as a reflection of a universal principle such as (7):

	(7) A construction with a finite complement verb9 cannot be derived by Clause Union.


If (7) is a valid universal, then the obligatorily finite nature of the lower verb in thelo: grapso: futures would mean that Clause Union could not apply in that formation and therefore that the clitics would remain attached to the lower verb.

However, there are languages, e.g. Tzotzil,10 in which there is a causative construction which shows Clause-Union-like behavior but has a verbal form in the complement that may well be finite.F If finiteness is a relevant feature in the verbal system of this language, a task for empirical determination, then Tzotzil would be a counter-example to (7). It is not clear, though, whether this construction MUST be analyzed as involving Clause Union, for the Clause Union analysis makes some wrorg predictions.G Accordingly, the status of (7) as a universal is unclear.

Obviously, then, more research into Clause Union in various languages is needed before a principle like (7) can be seriously considered as a universal.H If it should prove to be valid, then a principled explanation for the changes in Clause Union, and therefore Clitic Placement, in thelo:-futures may be possible. Until that time, an account such as the one offered here can stand, for it at least provides a motivation for why a string like to thelo: grapso: need not be fully acceptable in Medieval Greek.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. This statement is subject of course to the cautions voiced in Chapter 5 regarding the status of the to thelo: grapso: examples.
 B. In arguing against such a view, I am in keeping with the spirit of Lightfoot 1979 regarding the value attached to being able to explain seemingly unrelated phenomena by recourse to some other single event or construct.
 C. The use of the term "dead" here is not canonical for Relational Grammar and Arc Pair Grammar, and the term "live" is also nonstandard. In Johnson and Postal 1980, for instance, or Aissen (1987: 212-213), "dead" is taken as a relation for nominals, not for verbs; the complement verb in a union construction is assigned the "union" relation. It may be possible to translate the notion "dead" as intended here into more current terms as a Union predicate whose nominals bear the dead relation.
 D. Clearly, this discussion is very much rooted in the frameworks for syntactic theory that were current in the 1970s, for the notion of "cycle-final subject" is appropriate only in a derivationally-based grammar of Greek; it can be assumed, however, that the notion can be translated or reconstructed in other theories with a nonderivational basis.
 E. That is, there may have been some nuance of meaning, largely unrecoverable now (see Chapter 5), that was conveyed by this particular future tense variant and not the others, so that speakers presumably would have been led to maintain it, at least for some time, in order to maintain the expression of that particular function.
 F. Tzotzil, as described by Aissen (1987: 212-251), does in fact have Clause Union with the complement verb inflected in the way a main clause finite verb would be. It therefore is a counterexample to (7) as stated here. It is interesting to note, though, that there is a sense in which the complement clause in union constructions is more limited in its inflectional possibilities than nonunion finite verbs; in particular, inflection for passive is systematically excluded from union constructions, and in fact, Aissen argues that for one type of union, so-called abilitative union, "the union complement... cannot contain a final 1" (p. 234, where 1 = subject). This would mean that union complements were restricted in ways that are reminiscent of nonfinite forms in languages like French and Spanish. Clearly more work is needed here concerning this putative universal, but recasting it in terms of the extent of restrictions on the complement verb is a promising line of research that might extend the cross-linguistic validity of the claim.
 G. As noted in footnote F, there really is no doubt about the Union status of these Tzotzil constructions, given the solid arguments that Aissen 1987 brings forth here.
 H. There has indeed been considerable research into Union constructions since 1978; see the references in footnote A of Chapter 5.




Footnotes To Chapter 9

1. It should be noted that there are some dialects which seem to have changed their Clitic Placement rule independently of developments with Clause Union. For example, in Cypriot texts of the late Medieval period (16th century), placement of clitics between thelo: and the infinitive in thelo: grapsein type futures is much more frequent than placement before thelo:. Cypriot, though, differs from Standard Modern Greek with respect to clitic placement, regularly postposing clitics in positive, declarative sentences, so perhaps it is rather the cases of placement before thelo: in thelo: + Infinitive futures that need special explanation for Cypriot The claim is not being made here that such developments as changes in Clitic Placement in general or the loss of a syntactic rule like Clause Union MUST be explainable in the terms given here-rather it is claimed that if an account such as is offered here is possible, it is to be preferred. In the case of Cypriot, it seems that Clitic Placement was changing in general, not just in thelo: futures.
 2. For a similar definition, though with different terminology and somewhat more elaboration, cf. Harris (1976: 116). Perlmutter (1976) also gave a similar definition.
 3. It would be possible, of course, for the construction to have changed its morphological shape. However, the construction probably arose in the first place for some particular reason, and thus it is not unreasonable to assume that speakers would try to maintain it in the morphological form they first gave it.
 4. Recall that clitics in general attached to the left of the verb which governed them, in Medieval Greek--see Chapter 5, section 3.2.2, for some details. This did not change between Medieval and Modern Greek. Thus it can be assumed that Greek did not develop a special Clitic Placement rule for the thelo: grapso: type.
 5. In this account, the occasional occurrence of strings like (6) in texts must be deerned "performance" errors, induced by factors not strictly produced by the grammar, such as the desire for rhyme, confusion of clitic pronouns with relative pronouns, etc. See Chapter 5, section 3.4 for a discussion of these factors. Thus it is claimed that the status of strings like (6) in Medieval Greek is entirely parallel to the status of semi-acceptable Object Deletion and Object Raising sentences with a finite subordinate clause in English, such as (i) and (ii), respectively:
 (i)??That rock is too heavy to claim I can pick up.
 (ii)?A book like that is hard to say you've read carefully.
 These were discussed in Chapters 7 and 8, respectively.
 6. Aissen (1974a, 1974b) and Perlmutter (1976) discussed the Clause Union construction in
 French, though Aissen called it Verb Raising. Kayne (1975) gives a different account of the relevant facts, taking the view that there is no Clause Union in French.
 7. See Aissen and Perlmutter (1976) for details and discussion.
 8. See Toman (1975) for details and discussion.
 9. It is assumed that the notion "finite verb" can be given some empirical content, as was done for this notion in regard to the constraints on Object Deletion and Object Raising; see Chapters 7 and 8.
 10. All information on Clause Union in Tzotzil is from Judith Aissen, personal communication.




Chapter 10
Infinitival Relatives

The explanations offered in the previous three chapters for the observed syntactic changes in Greek depend heavily on the interaction of a particular morphological change--in this case the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms--with universal syntactic constraints on the application of certain rules. These constraints refer crucially to those features affected by the morphological change, and thus were "activated" by the change in the relevant features, i.e. finiteness and/or tensedness. Such a theory predicts that this morphological change should have no effect on a syntactic construction when the relevant rule is NOT constrained by a universal which makes crucial reference to finiteness and/or tensedness. In this chapter, an example of such a construction is set forth, and it is shown that the replacement of the infinitive had no discernible effect on the construction other than the necessary substitution of a finite form for an infinitive. Thus, it is claimed, no real syntactic change occurred because an appropriate universal constraint was lacking. The construction in question is what can be called the Infinitival Relative construction.

1. Infinitival Relatives in English

The Infinitival Relative construction is exemplified in English by sentences such as (1):

	(1) 	I found a book to read.
 	I am looking for something to bring to my wife.
 	Bill has a surprise to tell you about.




This construction has been studied in English by Berman (1974a, 1974b)A who shows that it derives from a deep structure as in (2) by two deletion processes:1


[image: ]

The first rule deletes the subject of S1 (i.e. NPi) under identity with the NP in the matrix for-phrase. The details of this process are not relevant to the matter at hand and so are not given any further consideration here. The second rule deletes the object of Sl (i.e. NPj) under identity with the head of the relative clause. This rule seems to be non-distinct from the rule of Relative Deletion independently needed for the generation of sentences such as (3):2

	(3) 	This is the mani (that) Jane will marry Øi.
 	Here is the housei (that) I live in Øi.




Thus even though the Relative Clause in this construction generally has no overt relative-word,3 it can still be shown to derive by the application of a Relative Clause Formation rule.

In particular, the Relative Deletion rule in Infinitival Relatives can operate over an essential variable, cf. (4), as can the regular Relative Deletion rule, cf. (5):

	(4) 	Jill baked some cookiesi for the baby to try to cut its teeth on Øi.
 	I found a booki for you to try to begin to learn Spanish from Øi.


 	(5) 	John is the mani (that) Jane believed she wanted to marry Øi.
 	This is the housei (that) I think that I will try to persuade John that he should buy Øi.




In addition, both processes operate from the same structural configuration:


[image: ]

and effect the same structural change, namely the deletion of the subordinate occurrence of NPi in

(6). Therefore, there is no reason to posit two distinct Relative Deletion rules, and the main difference between (7a) and (7b) lies in the fact that (7a) has an infinitive in the subordinate clause while (7b) has a tensed, finite verb--they do not differ crucially in the rules which apply in their generation:

	(7) 	I will buy a book for Sam to read.
 	I will buy a book that Sam will read.




2. Infinitival Relatives in Classical, Biblical and Medieval Greek

The Infinitival Relative construction is also found in Greek. From ancient Greek up through Biblical Greek and on into Medieval Greek, Infinitival Relatives are to be found which are strikingly parallel to the English examples above. Some representative examples are given below:

	(8) Ancient Greek 	taute:n te:n kho:ran epetrepse. diaparsai tois Hellesin (Xen. Anab. 1.2.19)
 this-the-land/ACC gave-over/3SG plunder/INF the-Greeks/DAT
 'He gave this land over to the Greeks to plunder'

 	tas gunaikas piein pherousas (Xen. Hell. 7.2.9)
 the-women/ACC drink/INF bringing/ACC.PL
 '... the women who were bringing (something) to drink'

 	ktanein emoi nin edosan (Eur, Troj. 874)
 kill/INF tome/DAT her/ACC gave/3PL
 They gave her to me to kill'



 	(9) Biblical Greek 	ho ekho:n o:ta akouein akoueto: (Luke 8.8)
 the/NOM having/NOM ears/ACC hear/INF hear/IMPV.3SG
 'Let him hear who has ears to hear with'



 		edokan auto:i piein oinon meta khole:s memigmenon (Matt. 27.34)
 gave/3PL him/DAT drink/INF wine/ACC with gall/GEN mixed/PTCPL.ACC
 They gave him some wine mixed with gall to drink'



 	(10) Medieval Greek 	loipon legete tipote an ekhete ti legein (Quadrup. 568 ( 14 c.))
 well say/IMPV something if have/2PL anything say/INF
 Well, say something if you have something to say'

 	ouk ekho: ti poie:sei (Dig, Akr. 869 (15 c.))
 not have/1SG anything do/INF
 'I don't have anything to do'

 	alle:n kore: na breis perilampasein kai phile:sein (Erotop. 364 (16 c.))
 other-girl/ACC fmd/2SG embrace/INF and kiss/INF
 'You'll find another girl to embrace and kiss'.





This is one situation in which the lack of native speakers from the relevant periods of Greek is a hindrance, for there is no strong evidence that these sentences MUST involve a Greek rule of Relative Deletion, as opposed to an analysis which posits the operation of a rule other than Relative Deletion, starting perhaps from a structure different from the Greek correspondent of (2). However, it is clear that the object of the embedded verbs has been deleted, for all those verbs are generally transitive. Furthermore, those verbs arc interpreted as if they had objects which were coreferent with the head noun. Hence an analysis such as the one involving a rule of Relative Deletion is certainly a plausible analysis, even if it cannot be proved absolutely.

There are, moreover, a few positive indications which enhance the plausibility of the Infinitival Relative analysis of (8) through (10). For one thing, the semantics of these Greek sentences perfectly match English sentences which can be analyzed as Infinitival Relatives. Even more telling is the fact that many of the verbs which are typically found in the Greek construction, ekho: 'have', heurisko: 'find', and so forth, are identical in meaning to English verbs which typically figure in Infinitival Relatives, e.g. have, find, look for, etc. Thus overall semantic considerations and parallels between English and Greek support the Infinitival Relative analysis as the best available hypothesis. Finally, the Modern Greek correspondent of the earlier Greek Infinitival Relatives, a construction to be discussed below, clearly seems to involve a rule of Relative Deletion. The data from Modern Greek, therefore, used as a control over earlier stages of the language, point to an Infinitival Relative analysis of these sentences.

3. Medieval and Modern Greek Evidence

Given, then, that earlier Greek probably had an Infinitival Relative construction generated by the application of a Relative Deletion rule into an infinitival clause, it is interesting to see what happens when the Infinitive replacement process reaches the Infinitival Relative construction. Other than the replacement of the infinitive by a finite and tensed verb, there is no apparent change in the construction--deletion of the object is still possible. These are not Infinitival Relatives proper, for they no longer involve an infinitive. However, they are the direct continuation of the earlier Infinitival Relative construction with only na plus a finite verb in place of the infinitive. Since they involve no overt relative word, they can be called "Bare" Relatives. The following examples from Medieval Greek show this construction:

	(11) 	na me: ekhei ti n'apokrithe: dia to anaition te:s (Phlor. 431 (Ms. V)
 not have/3SG something answer/3SG for the-blamelessness her (14 c.))
 'So that she not have something to say in response for her blamelessness'

 	deneikhe ti na poise:i (Rim. Alex. 157 (15 c.))
 not had/3SG something do/3SG
 'He nad nothing to do'

 	den eikha ti na poiso: (Rim. Alex. 2135 (15 c.))
 not had/1SG do/1SG
 'I had nothing to do'

 	dos mou khartin kai kalamari na grapso: (Boustronios p. 500 1.5
 give/IMPV to-me paper/ACC and inkstand/ACC write/1SG (15 c.))
 'Give me (some) paper and an inkstand to write (with)'.





Thus the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms in this construction did not appreciably affect the construction, and did not affect the rule system by which the construction was produced--the deletion rule involved in this construction remained in the grammar in the same form it had previously and remained operative in this construction.

Before examining why this should have been the case, a brief consideration of the Modern Greek continuation of these "Bare" Relatives, the sentence type in (11) corresponding to older Infinitival Relatives, is in order. Modern Greek allows one to establish certain features of the analysis of this construction. Modern Greek has sentences just like the Medieval ones in (11), for example:

	(12) 	vrika ena vivlio na diavaso
 found/1SG a-book/ACC read/1SG
 'I found a book to read'

 	psaxnun ena doro na kanun s ton kaΘigiti tus
 look-for/3PL a-gift/ACC make/3PL to the-professor/ACC their
 'They're looking for a gift to give to their professor'





in which the object of the wa-clause has been deleted under identity with the head noun, e.g. ena vivlio in (12a).

Modern Greek has no general rule which deletes object pronouns,4/B therefore it would seem that a special rule is needed to carry out the deletion in the sentences of (12). However, Greek independently has a rule of Relative Deletion, operative when the relative clause is headed by the invariant complementizer pu,5 as in:

	(13) o Yanis ine o anΘroposi pu ida Øi s to dr-omo
 John/NOM is/3SG the-man/NOM COMP saw/1SG on the-street
 'John is the man (that) i saw on the street'



which can be identified as the rule operative in (12). This is shown by several considerations.

First of all, Relative Deletion with pu-Relatives can apply several clauses down--it is not restricted to applying just into the next-most embedded clause:

	(14) o Yanis ine o anΘroposi pu nomizo oti Θelo na do Øi tora
 John/NOM is/3SG the-man/NOM think/1SG that want/1SG see/1SG now
 'John is the man (that) I think that I want to see now'.



The deletion in Modem Greek "Bare" Relatives also is not restricted in its downward application:

	(15) vrika ena efkolo angliko vivliOi na prospaΘiso na diavaso Øi apopse
 found/1SG an-easy-English-book/ACC try/1SG read/1SG tonight
 'I found an easy English book to try to read tonight'.



Second, Relative Deletion with pu-Relatives is optional--if it does not apply, then the target nominal may surface in pronominal form in its clause:C

	(16) o Yanis ine o anΘroposi pu nomizo oti Θelo na toni do tora
 John/NOM is the-man/NOM think/1SG that want/1SG him see/1SG now
 'John is the man (that) I think that I want to see now'.



Similarly, the deletion in Modem Greek "Bare" Relatives is optional--a pronominal copy of the head noun may optionally appear in the lower clause, especially with specific head nouns:6

	(17) psaxno to koritsii ton oniron mu na toi filiso apopse
 look-for/1SG the-girl/NTR the-dreams/GEN my it kiss/1SG tonight
 'I'm looking for the girl of my dreams to kiss tonight'.



Third, as noted in Chapter 3 (§2), when the target of reiativization is in a prepositional phrase and Relative Deletion applies, the preposition may also be deleted.D Thus alilografo 'correspond, write to' always occurs in simple sentences with the preposition me 'with', as in (18a) and (18b); this preposition may be deleted when its object is the target of Relative Deletion, as in (18c):

	(18) 	alilografo me tin Maria
 correspond/1SG with Mary/ACC
 'I am corresponding with Mary'

 	*alilografo tin Maria
 	i kopela pu alilografo ine i Maria
 the-girl/Nom is Mary/NOM
 The girl I am corresponding with is Mary'.





This same peculiarity holds for Modern Greek "Bare" Relatives:

	(19) Θelo na vro mia kopela na alilografiso
 want/1SG find/1SG a-girl/ACC 1SG.SUBJ
 'I want to find a girl to correspond with'.



Finally, Relative Deletion in pu-Relatives is generally not fully acceptable when the target is an indirect object, as in (20a)--instead, a dative clitic pronoun is generally retained, as in (20b):

	(20) 	?o Yanis ine o anΘroposi pu Θa doso Ø ola mu ta lefta
 John/NOM is the-man/NOM FUT give/1SG all my the-money/ACC
 'John is the man I'll give all my money (to)'

 	o Yanis ine o anΘroposi pu Θa tui doso ola mu ta lefta
 him/DAT
 'John is the man I'll give all my rnoney to'.





Similarly, in Modern Greek "Bare" Relatives, deletion of an indirect object is not generally fully acceptable--the same difference noted between (20a) and (20b) is to be found in (21a) and (21b):

	(21) 	?epitelus vrika ton anΘropoi na doso Øi ola mu ta lefta
 at-last found/1SG the-man/ACC all my the-money/ACC
 'At last I found the man to give all my money (to)'





		epitelus vrika ton anΘropoi na tui doso ola mu ta lefta him/DAT
 'At last I found the man to give all my money to'.





The net effect of these four points is that any analysis which claims that Relative Deletion with pu and the deletion in Modern Greek "Bare" Relatives with na plus a finite verb are two different rules wouid be left with several unexplained parallels between the two rules, hence would have redundancy in the grammar. However, if they are recognized as being one and the same rule, then these parallels are not coincidental and are instead a consequence of the analysis. It can be concluded, then, that the "Bare" Relatives with na PLUS a finite verb in Modern Greek, and by extension, in earlier Greek as well, are generated by the rule of Relative Deletion.

4. An Explanation for the Developments

With this point established, the question of why Greek Infinitival Relatives did not change appreciably when the infinitive was replaced can now be answered. The rule of Relative Deletion could continue to operate in this construction because there exists no universal constraint blocking its application into finite, tensed clauses. That is, the rule of Relative Deletion as specified in Universal Grammar can operate freely into finite, tensed clauses--if any restrictions of that sort do exist, it would only be on a language-particular basis.7 That no such constraint holds universally on Relative Deletion is shown by the operation of this rule in English and in Greek:

	(22) 	John is the man; (that) Betty thinks my sister should have married Øi.
 	The cari (that) Sam was pushing Øi is mine.


 	(23) 	o Yanis ine o anΘroposi pu nomizo oti Θelo na do Øi tora
 John/NOM is the-man/NOM that think/1SG want/1SG see/1SG now
 'John is the man (that) I think I want to see now'

 	to aftokinitoi pu oΘuse Øi o Petros ine to diko mu
 the-ear/NOM that push/3SG.IMPF Peter/NOM is the-own/NOM my
 'The car (that) Peter was pushing is mine'.





In both (22) and (23), the target of Relative Deletion is contained in a finite and tensed clause, yet the deletion yields acceptable results. This moreover is true in several other languages having a rule of Relative Deletion, e.g. Basque, Malay, and others,8/D and thus it appears to be the case that Relative Deletion is not subject universally to a "finiteness" or "tensedness" constraint.

Therefore, when the infinitive was replaced by a finite verb in this construction, there was no reason for the operation of Relative Deletion to be affected. Since it was not subject to any universal constraint which could be activated by this morphological change, it was free, so to speak, to continue to apply. Thus the lack of a universal constraint on Relative Deletion was the crucial factor in making the transition from the Infinitival Relative construction to the "Bare" Relative construction both possible and acceptable.

The contrast between Relative Deletion and Infinitival Relatives on the one hand, and Object Deletion and the Object Deletion construction discussed in Chapters 2 and 7, on the other, is very instructive for showing the role of deeper factors, especially aspects of the derivational history of particular surface strings--which rules went into the production of these surface strings--in syntactic change. In earlier Greek, the two constructions were quite similar superficially, although details of structure probably did differ. In particular, they both involved a surface infinitive with its object deleted under identity with an element in a higher clause. However, the rules effecting that deletion were different for each construction. That difference in derivational history of the particular surface sentences was crucial in determining which construction would change and in what way, for only the Object Deletion rule was constrained universally in such a way as to prevent its further operation in Greek once the infinitive had been replaced.E

A theory of syntactic change which is strictly surface-oriented and therefore takes no deeper factors into consideration cannot explain these facts. Such a theory would have to claim that for some unknown reason, an object pronoun in the lower clause became obligatory in the Object Deletion construction, but not in the Infinitival Relative construction, for there is no straight-forward way of distinguishing these two cases. The existence of a universal constraint on Object Deletion but not Relative Deletion cannot be invoked in the account given in this theory, for that would require one to distinguish the surface forms of the constructions by the rules involved in their derivation, i.e. by deeper factors. Therefore, this theory claims that it would be as likely a syntactic change for the pronoun to become obligatory in the Infinitival Relative construction but not in the Object Deletion construction. The account given above, however, which takes deeper factors into consideration, explains why the pronoun becomes obligatory in the Object Deletion construction but not in the Infinitival Relative construction, and furthermore claims that the opposite change is an impossible syntactic change. It is thus a stronger account, ruling out a larger class of possible syntactic changes, and as such is to be preferred.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. As Robert Levine has kindly pointed out to me, there really is a paucity of literature on infintival relatives since Berman's work (a gap he plans to fill), partly because of the widespread acceptance of the analysis given in Chomsky 1977. A recent relevant study, however, is Green (To appear).
 B. See footnote F of Chapter 7 for some discussion, and regarding Greek relative clauses in general, see Joseph (1980d, 1983e) and Joseph and Phiiippaki-Warburton (1987: 23-29).
 C. See Haberland and van der Auwera 1987 for some discussion of the pragmatic function of the occurrence of the resumptive pronoun in relative clauses; they suggest (p. 325) that the pronouns serve to "mark the Antecedent of the R[elative]C[lause] as Topic of the RC". Bakker 1974 provides a study of the diachrony of the resumptive pronoun relative clause construction.
 D. For more on relative clause cross-linguistically, see now Comrie and Keenan 1979, Keenan and Comrie 1979, and Maxwell 1979.
 E. Grosu and Horvath 1987 suggest that the difference between complement clauses (as in Object Raising and Object Deletion) and adjunct clauses (as in Infinitival Relatives) is a crucial one for the finiteness effect in the application of syntactic rules. Presumably, in such an account, there would be structural differences that were evident (somehow) in surface structures and which indicated where and how in a syntactic string the complement or adjunct was attached; these structural cues would have guided speakers towards the observed changes, given appropriate universal constraints. In the view argued for here (and see Chapters 6 and 12 for more discussion), however, the difference in derivation between Object Raising and Object Deletion on the one hand and Infinitival Relatives on the other is what is crucial for the account of the observed changes; if it is assumed (contra Grosu and Horvath) that surface structures do not contain phonologically null syntactic elements that are somehow "tangible" to speakers, then it must be further assumed that the meaning of the sentences would have guided speakers in assigning appropriate underlying structures and consequently recognizing the effects of different syntactic rules in the constructions they encountered. In a sense, therefore, Grosu and Horvath are simply providing a syntactic formulation of the insight argued for here concerning the role of "derivational history" in guiding the changes in these Greek constructions.




Footnotes To Chapter 10

1. There are Infinitival Relatives in which the noun-phrase deleted by Relative Deletion is a subject, e.g. I found a mani Øi to do the job. However, the deletion of non-subjects is especially interesting here because of the contrast with Object Deletion (see §4). Hence only non-subject deletions will be considered here.
 2. For a discussion of why Relative Clause Formation with (that) as the Relative word is by deletion, cf. Stahlke (1976).
 3. A further indication that these are a form of Relative Clasue is the fact that an overt Relative word can appear when the target of Relativization is the object of a preposition, and instead of deletion, the target undergoes Relative Movement with Pied-Piping of the preposition, cf. (i): (i) I need something with which to write.
 4. Greek does have a rule which deletes unemphatic subject pronouns, as in:
 (i) ego ksero kala ta galika
 I/NOM know/1SG well the-French/ACC
 'I'm the one who knows French well'
 (ii) ksero kala ta galika
 'I know French well'.
 However, there is no corresponding rule which deletes object pronouns.
 5. The appearance of pu is obligatory in such relative clauses, so that (i) is ungrammatical:
 (i)*o Yanis ine o anΘropos xtipisa
 John/NOM is the-man/NOM hit/1SG
 'John is the man I hit'.
 The "Bare" Relatives, then, cannot be accounted for by a pu-Deletion process, for there is no independent motivation for the existence of such a process in the grammar of Modern Greek.
 6. Since the deletion of the lower noun phrase in Infinitival Relatives seems to have been obligatory in earlier Greek, this optionality of deletion in Modern Greek constitutes a change in the rule. However, it is an understandable change, because the major extraction processes of Greek seem to be drifting in the direction of applying so as to leave finite clauses intact, i.e. leaving a copy behind if a movement rule. For example, Left Dislocation (with a copy left behind) is preferred by most speakers over Topicalization (with no copy) sentences:

(i)?apo olus aftus ton Yani, den boro na xonepso
 from all-them/ACC John/ACC not can/1SG digest/1SG
 'Of all of them, John, I can't stand'
 (ii) apo olus aftus ton Yanii, den boro na toni xonepso
 him
 'Of all of them, John, I can't stand him'.
 Similarly, Relative Clause Formation by Movement with the inflected relative pronoun o opios can leave behind a copy, under certain conditions:
 (iii) den boro na vro to ftiarii to opioi ipe i Maria pos
 not can/1SG find/1SG the-shovel/ACC which said/3SG Mary/NOM that
 o Yanis nomizi oti toi evale konda s tin porta
 John/NOM thinks/3SG that it put/3SG near to-the-door
 'I can't find the shovel which Mary said that John thinks (that) he put near the door'.
 Therefore, that another extraction Relative Clause Formation strategy should be altered to conform with this general surface pattern is entirely reasonable.
 However, it does not seem possible to incorporate these facts into an explicit account of the changes in the various Greek constructions discussed, for example by claiming that Greek has been moving in the direction of "preserving the integrity" of finite clauses and requiring that they be "intact" on the surface. Such an account gives no explanation for why the finite clause should be obligatorily "intact," i.e. that an object pronoun in the lower clause should be obligatory, in the Object Deletion and the Object Raising constructions, whereas the finite clause in these other constructions is optionally "intact" on the surface. Such an account claims that it is merely accidental that the distribution of obligatorily and optionally "intact" finite clauses is as it is.
 7. The English restriction to non-finite clauses in the Infinitival Relative construction must be viewed in this way, as simply a language-particular restriction, in the sense that nothing forces English to have non-finite clauses in a Relative Clause construction.
 8. Cf. Peranteau, Levi, and Phares (1972), and Keenan and Comrie (1977) for some facts and discussion of Relative Clause Formation in many other languages.




Chapter 11
Raising and Reflexives

In the preceding chapters, the following paradigm for syntactic change has been developed--syntactic changes occur in response to a particular morphological change, with the constraints and principles of Universal Grammar restricting and guiding the direction of these syntactic changes. The morphological change upon which this paradigm has been established is the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms. The validity of this paradigm, however, is not restricted only to situations involving this morphological change. In this chapter, a further example of a syntactic change in Greek is discussed in which this established paradigm is exemplified. This syntactic change, however, depends on a different morphological change. Nonetheless, the same conclusion about the role of derivational information and universals in syntactic change emerges from this example.

The morphological change of relevance here is the shift in the form of the reflexive in Greek. From a form with inherent person, in which person distinctions were marked on the reflexive form itself, the reflexive changed into a form which is morphologically and syntactically a third person noun. This shift had interesting consequences for one construction which involved a rule of Raising, by which nominals in a subordinate clause could be raised to object status in a higher clause. Although the amount of data bearing on this change is restricted, especially from the earlier stages of Greek, it is possible to make judicious use of the available data to reconstruct the sequence of changes that occurred. It is necessary, though, to start with some background information from Classical Greek in order to set the stage for the changes of interest here.

1. The Classical Greek Situation

The reflexive forms in Classical Greek were person-marked, pronominal forms. There were individual forms1 for each person, singular and plural, and for the relevant gender distinctions as well (Masculine/Feminine in the first and second persons, Masculine/Feminine/Neuter in the third person). In addition, there were forms for each oblique case, Genitive, Dative, and Accusative. The paradigm ran as follows:2


[image: ]

The most important feature of this system for the matter at hand is the clear inherent person-marking in the stem of the reflexive form.

The behavior of these forms in a construction involving the rule which can be called Copy-Raising, or just COPY,3 is of particular interest, for it is this behavior which changes in Medieval and Modern Greek. Marlett (1976) has studied this construction in Koine (Hellenistic) Greek, and he makes the claim that the situation there is basically the same as in Classical Greek;4 furthermore, he includes several examples from the earlier stage of the language to substantiate this claim.

An example of this construction is the following (Marlett, p. 1):

	(1) egno:n se hoti skle:ros ei anthro:pos (Matt. 25.24)
 know/1SG you/ACC that hard/NOM are/2SG man/NOM
 'I know that you're a hard man ' (literally: "I know you that you are a hard man").



The claim of the Copy Raising analysis is that (1) is generated from a deep structure roughly as in

(2):

	(2) S[ego: egno:n S[su skle:ros anthro:pos ei]S ]S
 I/NOM you/NOM



by the application of a rule which takes a nominal in the embedded clause, in this case the lower subject su, and makes it the object of the higher verb, leaving behind a copy of the raised nominal. In (1), this copy does not appear on the surface because of the general Greek rule by which unemphatic subject pronouns are deleted. This rule can raise any nominal in the lower clause, not just subjects. When the raised nominal is not the lower subject, the copy is overt on the surface, because there is no rule in Greek which deletes non-subject pronouns (Marlett, p. 50):

	(3) blepe te:n diakoniani h:en parelabes en
 see/IMPV the-ministry/ACC which/ACC received/2SG in
 kurio:i hina aute:ni ple:rois (Col. 4.17)
 lord/DAT that it/ACC fulfill/2SG
 'See to it that you complete the work which you have received in the Lord'.



The Raising process does not affect the nature of the lower clause in any crucial respects--there is only the substitution of a pronominal form (aute:n in (3)) for what may have been a full nominal form in deep structure.

Although there is not a great amount of evidence supporting this analysis, nonetheless Marlett is able to justify it on several grounds.5 Furthermore, since the analysis is plausible enough from the standpoint of the logical structure of the sentences involved and of parallels with other languages with similar-looking constructions, such as Blackfoot6 and Biblical Hebrew,7 it can be accepted here without further discussion.A

The environment of interest is the one in which the Raised nominal is coreferent with the matrix subject, and consequently undergoes Reflexivization, becoming the reflexive form whose paradigm was given earlier. Such a sentence is the following (Marlett, p. 30):

	(4) dedoik' emauton ... me: poll' agan
 fear/1SG myself/ACC lest much/NOM too
 eiremen' e: moi (Oed. Tyr. 767)
 said/PTCPL.NOM was/3SG by-me/DAT
 'I fear that too much has been said by me'.



In particular, what is noteworthy about this sentence, in view of the Modern Greek situation to be discussed, is the fact that the copy left by Raising, moi, is first person--the raised nominal is first person at the point it is raised, the reflexive pronoun which it becomes is marked as first person, and the copy left behind in the Raising process is also first person.B

2. The Koine Greek Situation

Little appears to have changed regarding this construction between Classical and Koine Greek. One apparent difference, which has not yet affected the Raising cum Reflexive sentences like (4) is that the Reflexive pronoun is beginning to move away from showing inherent person-marking in agreement with its antecedent. For example, the genitive case-forms show person-marking only in the singular:8/C





	
	GEN. SG.
	GEN. PL.



	1
	emautou
	heauto:n



	2
	seautou
	heauto:n



	3
	heautou
	heauto:n.







Traces of gender distinctions are still to be found, as, for example in Mark 5.26 ... ta par' heaute:s 'the things from her-(self),' with the feminine third person genitive singular reflexive. Thus the Classical Greek system with reflexive pronominal forms was in the process of breaking down, but not to the point of establishing an invariant third person reflexive form, such as is found in Modern Greek.

In the Raising cum Reflexive sentences in Koine Greek, one finds the same situation as in Classical Greek. Marlett (p. 47) gives the following example:

	(5) e: ouk epiginorskete heautous hoti Ie:sous Khristos en humin (2Cor. 13.5)
 or not know/2PL yourselves/ACC that Jesus-Christ/NOM in you/DAT.PL
 'Do you not understand that Jesus Christ is within you?'



In accordance with the analysis proposed earlier, the raised nominal is second person at the point at which it is raised, and then becomes the reflexive form heautous in the matrix sentence. This is not marked specially as being second person, but it fits into a reflexive system in which distinctions of person and gender were still marked throughout the system, and its antecedent, the subject of epiginoskete, is second person. Finally, the copy left here by Raising, the dative humin, is also second person.

3. Later Changes with the Reflexive

The movement away from an inherently person-marked reflexive continued past Koine Greek times. In the late papyri,9 one finds a system in which such person-marked forms occur, but in diminishing numbers, with the third singular form heauto- being generalized for all persons. A similar situation is found in the Byzantine Chronicles of the 7th to 11th centuries,10 for example:

	(6) horas heauton (Theodosius Melitenus, 81)
 see/2SG yourself/ACC
 'You see yourself'.



In fact, throughout late Medieval Greek, traces of such a system are to be found, with a single invariant form. By around the 12th century, though, a new reflexive form arises. It is buiit on an invariant stem, and instead of having inherent person-marking as in Classical and Koine Greek, it indicates person distinctions by the use of a possessive pronoun. An early example of this is the following:11

	(7) na pnikso: ton heauton mou (Glykas 288 (12 c.))
 FUT drown/1SG the-self/ACC my
 'I'll drown myself'.



The full paradigm for this new form involved showing case distinctions in the reflexive stem, and person distinctions through the possessive pronoun--thus ton heauton mou was 'myself (ACC), tou heautou sou '(of) yourself' (GEN), etc.12 The introduction of this new form means that the reflexive form now has the morphological shape of a possessed nominal such as to kontarin tou 'his sword' (Glykas 347); more importantly, just like all (possessed) nominals, it functions syntactically as a third person.

This form of the reflexive is the one that is found in Modern Greek--a stem consisting of the definite article to- plus the nominal eafto- 'self' (by regular phonological changes from earlier heauto-) and an obligatory possessive pronoun indicating the person of the antecedent of the reflexive. This form can be shown to be syntactically third person by the following behavior. Greek has a process by which a clitic copy of the object of a verb can occur in a sentence with an emphatic function. This copy always agrees in person with the object:D

	(8) 	ton ida ton Yani xθes
 him/3SG.ACC saw/1SG John/ACC yesterday
 'I saw John yesterday'

 	*me / se ida ton Yani xθes
 me/1SG.ACC you/2SG.ACC

 	me ides emena xθes
 saw/2SG me/ACC
 'You saw me yesterday'

 	*ton/se ides emena xθes.




The emphatic clitic copy of the reflexive is always the third person pronoun ton, indicating that the reflexive is itself third person:

	(9) 	ton ida ton eafton mu s ton kaθrefti
 him/ACC saw/1SG the-self/ACC my in the-mirror/ACC
 'I saw myself in the mirror'

 	*me ida ton eafton mu s ton kaθrefti.
 me/ACC





Thus, this ultimate shape of the reflexive means that the reflexive has changed from a variable form with inherent person-marking to an invariant third person form, one which shows no overt person-marking, instead relying on the obligatory possessive pronouns to distinguish person.

4. Copy-Raising in Later Greek

A rule of Copy-Raising is also found in later stages of Greek,13/E including Modern Greek, In Modern Greek, it appears to be restricted to applying only to subjects of a subordinate clause.14/F Raising sentences are found with the verbs θelo 'want,' perimeno 'wait for, expect,' embodizo 'prevent,' kano 'cause, make,' θeoro 'consider,' krino 'judge,' afino 'let,' and possibly others, and it is clear that the rule is a copying rule.15/G In particular, a copy of the raised nominal can appear overtly in the lower clause, under conditions of emphasis, a situation which points direcdy to the rule being a copying rule:

	(10) afiste me nato krino ego
 let/2PL.IMPV me/ACC it/ACC judge/1SGI/NOM
 'Let ME be the judge of that'.



In (10), the raised nominal (me in the higher clause) has left behind a copy (ego), which surfaces due to the emphatic nature of the sentence. Moreover, the appearance of this copy can be shown to depend on the application of Raising, for there cannot be a copy of the lower subject if Raising does not apply:

	(11) *afiste na krino ego ego.


That is, two overt occurrences of a nominal can appear on the surface only if they are in different clauses.H

In general, as indicated in (10), this Copy-Raising process has no effect on the lower clause--it is whole and intact both before and after Raising. In addition, the raised nominal in (10) is first person before it is raised, first person after it is raised, and the copy in the lower clause is likewise first person. Similarly, the verb agreement in the lower clause is unaffected by the Raising process-it is the same as in sentences in which Raising does not apply:

	(12) 	o Yanis afise na figo (ego)
 John/NOM let/3SG leave/1SG I/NOM
 'John let me leave'

 	o Yanis me afise na figo (ego)
 me/ACC leave/1SG
 'John let me leave'.





This aspect of Copy-Raising, then, is identical to Ancient and Koine Greek Copy-Raising (see sections 1 and 2).

There is one systematic exception to this generalization stated above, and it is of particular interest since it involves the interaction of Raising with Reflexivization and shows a change from the earlier state of affairs. When the Raised nominal is coreferent with the matrix subject, and thus undergoes Reflexivization in the higher clause, the lower clause is different in certain respects from that in synonymous sentences which have not undergone Raising and subsequent matrix Reflexivization:

	(13) 	afisa na ksekurasθo (ego)
 let/1SG rest/1SG I/NOM
 'I let myself rest'

 	afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasθi
 the-self/ACC my rest/3SG
 'I let myself rest'.





In particular, the lower verb in (13b), where both Raising and Reflexivization have applied, is the third singular form ksekurasθi, whereas in (13a), it is first singular, ksekurasθo; furthermore, this third singular agreement on the verb is obligatory:

	(14) *afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasθo.


Facts such as these constitute a change from the earlier situation, for in Ancient Greek and Koine Greek, the lower clause was unaffected by matrix Reflexivation of the raised nominal.

Although (13b) is an example from Modern Greek, sentences such as this can be found in late Medieval Greek also. The late 16th century Cretan comedy Katzourmbos attests the following sentence:

	(15) to nou mou, gle:goro:tera, kera mou, thelo: aphe:sei /
 the-mindi/ACC my more-quickly lady my will/1SG let/ENF
 ton emauto mou, katekhe, na ton ksale:smone:se: (Katz. II. 173-4)
 the-self/ACC my understand/IMPV iti /ACC forget/3SG
 'My lady, I would sooner let myself forget my mind, you see, ...'.



The third singular marking on the lower verb ksale:smone:se: is what is particularly interesting and significant here--while one cannot be certain that the first singular ksale:smone:so: was ungrammatical, the author's conscious choice of third person here suggests that it is the better possibility at least. Thus such sentences existed in Greek from at least late Medieval times and continue on up into the present language. The modern language offers the opportunity to examine the full range of data concerning this construction and thus facilitates the understanding of this diachronic syntactic development.

5. The Modern Greek Evidence

In the last section, it wasnoted that in general, Copy-Raising in Modern Greek has no effect on the lower clause out of which the nominal is raised, except in Raising cum Reflexive sentences, in which the lower verb is obligatorily third person, regardless of the underlying person of the nominal which is raised.

The changes in the lower clause when there is matrix reflexivization do not stop with the verb agreement in the complement. When the copy left by Raising occurs overtly on the surface, it too must be third person singular, the masculine form aftos:J

	(16) 	afisa ton eaftoni mu na ksekurasθi mono aftosi
 let/1SG the-self/ACC my rest/3SG only he/3SG.NOM
 'I let only myself rest'

 	*afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasθi mono ego16/K
 3SG I/NOM

 	*afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasθo mono ego.
 1SG I/NOM





Similarly, with so-called "Bound Anaphoric" expressions like vrisko ton bela mu, literally "I find my trouble" but idiomatically 'I get into trouble,' where the possessive pronoun on bela 'trouble' must obligatorily agree with the subject of vrisko 'find', for example:

	(17) 	ego vrisko ton bela mu / *su / *tu
 I/NOM find/1SG the-trouble/ACC my your his
 'I get into trouble'

 	esi vriskis ton bela su / *mu / *tu
 you/NOM find/2SG your my his
 'You get into trouble'





in Raising cum Reflexive sentences, the possessive pronoun must be third person also:

	(18) den θa afiso ton eafton mu na vri ton bela tu / *mu
 not FUT let/1SG find/3SG his my
 'I won't let myself get into trouble'.



This contrasts with the synonymous sentence without Raising, and therefore without Reflexivization, in which the possessive pronoun must be first person:

	(19) den θa afiso na vro ton bela mu / *tu
 not FUT let/1SG find/1SG my his
 'I won't let myself get into trouble'.



There are other differences as well, but the three illustrated here--the person of the copy left by Raising, the agreement on the lower verb, and the agreement of the possessive pronoun in Bound Anaphoric expressions--are sufficient for the matter at hand.17/L Modern Greek sentences of this type, then, differ significantly from similar sentences in Classical and Koine Greek. At this point, the question of how this syntactic change is to be accounted for must be considered.

6. Accounting for the Change

In this section, the ways in which different theories of syntactic change would account for this change in Raising cum Reflexive sentences are explored. In particular, the surface-oriented theory discussed in Chapter 6 is contrasted with the theory which recognizes deeper factors in syntactic change, as developed in Chapters 7 through 10.

6.1:

Under a strict surface-oriented theory of syntactic change, one would expect that when the change in the reflexive occurred, a hypothetical string such as (20):

	(20) egno:n emauton hoti eimi skle:ros anthro:pos
 know/1SG myself/ACC that am/1SG hard-man/NOM
 'I know that I'm a hard man'



would change the form of the reflexive emauton and nothing else, resulting in (21):

	(21) egno:n ton heauton mou hoti eimi skle:ros anthro:pos.
 the-self/ACC my



Such sentences, however, do not seem to occur--instead, as noted in the previous sections, certain elements in the lower clause obligatorily become third person. Thus the extensive changes that took place in the lower clause, as evidenced especially by Modern Greek, are completely unexpected syntactic changes under this theory.

Moreover, in order to account for the change in some way, such a theory would have to posit that for some reason, a new agreement rule arose, along with the change in the reflexive, which made certain elements in the lower clause, for example the verb, agree in person with the now-third person reflexive. In addition, such a theory would have to claim that this new agreement rule either was or became obligatory, for some reason.

Such an account, though, is riddled with problems. For one thing, it does not really offer an explanation--no reason is given or can be given for why such an agreement rule should have arisen or why it should have become obligatory. Furthermore, there are surface configurations in Modern Greek which are superficially similar to the Raising cum Reflexive sentences, in which elements in the lower clause do not have to agree with the reflexive in person, for example:18/M

	(22) 	episa ton eafton mu na kratiso tin anapnoi mu
 persuaded/1SG the-self/ACC my hold/1SG the-hreath/ACC my
 'I persuaded myself to hold my breath'

 	episa ton eafton mu pos o Yanis boruse na me sikosi
 that John/NOM could/3SG me/ACC lift/3SG
 'I persuaded myself that John could lift me'.





The agreement rule must not be allowed to force person-agreement between the reflexive and the lower verb in (22a) and the lower object in (22b), for these sentences are acceptable as they are with no such person-agreement. Thus the rule would have to be obligatory in some cases but not in others, and the theory has no way to explain why this should be the case.

Therefore, there is a need for an account of these changes which can explain why the change occurred, why it occurred as it did, and why the Raising cum Reflexive sentences behave differently from the sentence types in (22).

6.2:

The same paradigm developed earlier, in which universals guide the direction of syntactic change, is able to provide a more explicit account of these changes. There are two crucial aspects to the explanation. First, there is a special relationship between the reflexive form and the subject of the lower clause in Raising cum Reflexive sentences like (23):

	(23) afisa ton eafton mu na ksekurasθi (aftos)
 let/1SG the-self/ACC my rest/3SG he/NOM
 'I let myself rest'



which can be called a "copy and antecendent" relationship--in particular, the lower subject, the copy left by Raising, is a copy of the nominal which surfaces as the reflexive. Second, there is a universal principle which can be stated as in (24):

	(24) A Copy must agree with the nominal of which it is a copy.


Various pieces of evidence can be brought forth in support of this proposed universal. For example, in the English Copy-Raising construction with the predicate look like, the copy and the raised nominal must agree:

	(25) 	Johni looks like hei / *she / *it is tired.
 	Johni looks like they've given himi / *her / *it a hard time.
 	The scissorsi look like theyi / *it are dull.
 	Those scissorsi look like you've been using themi / *it for an ice-pick.




Similarly, in Dislocation processes, in which a nominal is moved to the far left or right of a sentence, leaving behind a copy, the copy must agree with the nominal of which it is a copy. This is true in English:

	(26) 	Johni, I can't stand himi / *her / *it.
 	I can't stand himi / *her / *it, John.




and in Greek:

	(27) 	ton Yanii, den boro na toni / *tin / *to xonepso
 John/ACC not can/1SG him her it digest/1SG
 'John, I can't stand him'

 	den boro na toni / *tin / *to xonepso, ton Yani;
 'I can't stand him, John'





and in a variety of other languages.19 The formulation and content of this universal principle seem non-controversial and therefore with no evidence to the contrary, it can be taken as a valid universal.

This universal, coupled with the morphological change in the form of the reflexive, can explain the observed changes that have taken place between Koine and Modern Greek, as far as Raising cum Reflexive sentences are concerned. In each stage, the Reflexive and the copy left by Raising are in an explicit antecedent-copy relationship. However, in earlier Greek, the Reflexive was inherently person-marked, and thus the raised nominal was syntactically the same person before and after Raising. As a result, the copy left by Raising showed the same person as the full nominal had before Raising, as pointed out in sections 1 and 2. In Modern Greek, though, the Reflexive has become a third person nominal syntactically, and thus the copy left by Raising and all things dependent on the copy, such as verb agreement, must become third person.N

Thus a fact of the derivational history of the surface string, namely the antecedent-copy relationship holding between the Reflexive and the copy left by Raising, is crucial in the explanation of why the change occurred. Furthermore, sentences such as (22) can be distinguished from the Raising cum Reflexive sentences because there is no antecedent-copy relationship holding between the reflexive and a noun phrase in the lower clause. That is, in (28):

	(28) episa ton eafton mu na kratiso tin anapnoi mu
 persuaded/1SG the-self/ACC my hold/1SG the-breath/ACC my
 'I persuaded myself to hold my breath'



the reflexive is the underlying object of the matrix verb piθo 'persuade'.20/O Therefore, while coreferent with the reflexive, the subject of kratiso, namely ego 'I', is not a copy of the nominal which surfaces as the reflexive. These two nominals are not in an antecedent-copy relationship, and there is no derivational link between them. Thus there is no reason why such a string should have to change, because the universal principle (24) would not be activated by the morphological change in the form of the reflexive.

7. Conclusion

Once more, then, a syntactic change has been discussed in which a morphological change provides the impetus for the syntactic change, and a universal principle guides the direction of the change. Furthermore, an aspect of the derivational history of a particular surface string, that is, the copy-antecedent link between the reflexive and the copy left by Raising, also proved to be crucial in the change. Therefore, the paradigm for syntactic change developed on the basis of the effects of the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms finds support in other changes in the language.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. Ingria 1981 has criticized me--not entirely unfairly I should add--for accepting Marlett's Copy-Raising analysis for Classical and Koine Greek without hesitation, even though the overall class of trigger verbs includes perception verbs, the very class of verb in Modem Greek for which I was hesitant to accept a raising analysis (see footnote 14). I accepted Marlett's arguments for earlier Greek perception verbs as raising verbs for they fit into a larger group of raising triggers that includes other than perception verbs (such as 'fear', for instance), whereas the Modern Greek verbs in question are more restricted (though see footnote F).
 B. This statement, as well as all subsequent discussion, is couched in the "metaphors" of derivational theories of grammar, i.e. those in which the surface structure is seen as being created step-by-step by the application of a series of syntactic rules from an underlying structure. The discussion can be translated into more current nonderivational terms, however.
 C. See now Woodard 1990 regarding the development of the reflexive forms in late Classical and Hellenistic Greek.
 D. See footnote H of Chapter 3 regarding the possibility that the weak pronouns that serve here as copies are not true clitics but rather are affixes. Note also that although it might appear this way, the copying process is not a matter of merely copying a piece of the morphological material associated with the object noun phrase (despite the similarity of the third person weak pronouns with the definite article found with definite third person nouns, e.g. neuter singular accusative to for both 'the' and 'it', or the similarity of the nonthird-person weak forms with part of the strong forms, e.g. first person singular weak accusative me versus strong emena), for there are instances in which the copy can have no resemblance to any material of the nominal. For instance, the weak pronoun to can serve as the "copy" for an indefinite specific direct object with the indefinite article ena, as in (i), adapted from Kazazis and Pentheroudakis 1976:
 (i) su to pleko ena pulover
 you/GEN it/NTR.ACC knit/1SG a-(particular)-sweater/NTR.ACC
 'Speaking of a sweater, I'll knit you one'.
 E. Despite the caveats expressed in footnote 13, the crucial effect, i.e.the appearance in a matrix clause of a nonthematic (i.e. raised) object that corresponds semantically to a lower clause subject and which occurs with a pronominal copy in the lower clause, is the same in the earlier Greek construction and in the Modern Greek one. This effect is what makes the comparison of the two situations potentially revealing with regard to syntactic change, regardless of whether the "same" rule in any substantive sense is involved.

F. See footnote A regarding an apparent inconsistency in my acceptance of nonsubject raising for earlier stages of Greek but not for later stages. It has been pointed out on several occasions (e.g. by Ingria 1981, Philippaki-Warburton 1987, and others) that there are sentences in Modern Greek which might be analyzed as involving the raising of nonsubjects, for example (adapted from Philippaki-Warburton (1987: 297)) a sentence like (i) in which a lower clause object ostensibly is the object of the matrix verb perimeno:
 (i)perimeno to Yanii pos θa toni dyorisun
 expect/1SG John/ACC that FUT him appoint/3PL
 'I expect that they will appoint John'.
 Though Philippaki-Warburton ultimately opts for analyzing these as fronted topics, some have suggested that they might be taken as raising of a nonsubject (e.g. Ingria in his early discussion of the sentences). There are problems, though, with the raising analysis of such sentences. For one thing, since direct objects are marked with accusative case, there is in principle in such a sentence no way of distinguishing a fronting analysis where the "pivot" nominal (e.g. to Yani in (i)) is still in the lower clause from a raising analysis in which it is in the matrix clause (especially since the complementizer pos in Greek allows lower clause material to "leak" to its left). And, while Ingria has claimed that it is possible for the pivot nominal to have a pronominal copy co-indexing it on the matrix verb (e.g. ton perimeno to Yani pos θa ton dyorisun) such sentences are extremely awkward and very hard to get reliable judgments of grammaticality on from Greek speakers, in my experience, even more so when the pivot nominal corresponds to a lower clause indirect object; moreover, with indefinite pivot nominals, there is a potentially interfering reading, with verbs like θelo 'want', in which the pivot nominal is a thematic argument of θelo and the sentence is a "Bare" Relative clause (see Chapter 10), i.e. something like "I want a piece of paper to write on" in English, as well as, according to the analysis of Kakouriotis 1980. I am therefore inclined to discount putative raising of nonsubjects in Modern Greek (except possibly with perception verbs-see footnote 14), but even if it should turn out that such raisings are acceptable, the basic line of argumentation adopted here would not be altered in its outcome.
 G. There has been considerable controversy over the years regarding the question of Subject-to-Object Raising in Greek (quite apart from the controversy concerning its status in other languages, particularly English)--see Joseph 1976, Perlmutter and Soames (1979: Chapter 43), Kakouriotis 1980, Warburton 1982, Philippaki-Warburton 1987, Rivero 1987, and Joseph (To appear) for some discussion and for analyses in different frameworks. Based on the synonymy of the putative Raising sentences with their non-Raising counterparts, as well as various pieces of
 evidence for taking the nonthematic direct object with a verb like θelo 'want' to be a constituent of the matrix clause (e.g. the evidence of the so-called "Clitic" Copying phenomenon), I accept raising with the "pivot" nominal (see footnote F for this term) as an underlying lower-clause subject. Moreover, positing a rule of Raising to Object seems to be the most natural way of getting accusative case marking on the pivot nominal (though see Philippaki-Warburton 1987 for a different proposal). Given the evidence of sentences like (10), moreover, once the premise of a Raising analysis is accepted, one is led further to accept the notion of this Raising being a copying rule.
 H. This statement is not quite true in several ways. First, there are of course dislocations (see footnote 6 of Chapter 10 and Chapter 11, section 6.2 for some examples and discussion), in which a nominal and a copy appear in the same clause; in those, however, it is likely that there is a significant difference in the structural domain of each nominal, with the dislocated element dominated by a TOPIC or COMP node or the like. Moreover, there is the so-called "Clitic" Copying phenomenon which ostensibly yields a copy pronoun in the same clause as the nominal it copies (though not, interestingly, if the affixal analysis of the weak pronouns is adopted--see footnote H of Chapter 3). Even more relevant, though, is the fact that with third person nominals, a copy can appear in the same clause in which there is no obvious difference in structural domain, as in a sentence like (i):
 (i) ta fota tu dromu zvinun ki afta
 the-lights/NTR.PL the-street/GEN extinguish/3PL and they/NTR.PL
 'The street lights as well go out'
 (see Joseph (1990b: 273-274, fn. 10)). With first and second person subjects, there seems to be no such doubling of subjects allowed, as (11) indicates.
 I. Note that the reflexive form in (15) has the old first person singular form generalized--see also footnote 12.
 J. I take the occurrence of aftos in sentences like (16) as prima facie evidence for a copy pronoun associated with the Raising (and cf. the argument in section 4 that the appearance of the copy depends on Raising). Ingria 1981 and Warburton 1982 have both claimed that the occurrence of aftos is determined by the occurrence of an emphasizing word like mono and that consequently, aftos is not, strictly speaking, a copy pronoun. I choose instead to interpret the presence of mono as giving the right type of emphatic conditions under which a subject pronoun can easily appear in Greek; crucial to this interpretation is the fact that a word like mono is not required as long as the subject pronoun is emphatic in some way, as indicated by the acceptability of (10). It should be noted that all of these sentences with the copy pronoun overtly present are extremelv clumsv--not
 ungrammatical in any technical sense but certainly stylistically quite infelicitous.
 K. Specifically, in the irrelevant reading, the phrase mono ego is connected with the subject of the main verb afisa.
 L. Since Joseph and Perlmutter 1978 never materialized as such (see footnote I of Chapter 3), I briefly mention here some of the other differences alluded to here. For instance, with expressions that obligatorily require non-coreference between a subject and a possessive, e.g. xriazome ti voiθia kapyanu 'I need someone's help' (with the Greek expression behaving like the English, with the equivalent of *I need my help being ungrammatical) the switch in the person of the lower clause subject in the reflexive cum raising sentences occasions a change in the allowable possessives, as
 (i) den θelo ton eaftoni mu na xriasti ti voiθia *mu / tu*i/j / su
 not wani/1SG the-self/ACC my need/3SG the-help/ACC my his your
 'I don't want myselfi to need your / *my / *itsi / hisj help'
 where tu is to be understood as referring back to ton eafton, as opposed to die non-Raising version:
 (ii) den θelo na xriasto ti voiθia *mu / tu / su
 not want/1SG need/1SG the-help/ACC my his your
 'I don't want to need your / his / *my help'
 where only first person mu is excluded.
 Also, with predicate adjectives in the complement clause in Reflexive-cum-Raising sentences, agreement is masculine singular, even if the referent is feminine (there is some idiolectal variation on this point):
 (iii) i Ana afise ton eafto tis na gini asximos / *asximi
 Anna/NOM let/3SG the-self/ACC her become/3SG ugly/NOM.MASC / NOM.FEM
 'Anna let herself get ugly'.
 In addition, reflexivization of a raised nominal in a matrix clause means that an object in the immediately lower clause that is coreferent with the raised nominal and thus also with the lower clause subject cannot be reflexive, as in (iv) (see also the Appendix):
 (iv) a. den θa afiso ton eafton mu na me katastrepsi
 not FUT let/1SG the-self/ACC my me/ACC destroy/3SG
 'I won't let myself destroy me'
 b. *den θa afiso ton eafton mu na katastrepsi ton eafton tu his

c. *den θa afiso ton eafton mu na katastrepsi ton eafton mu. my
 The lower clause subject after matrix reflexivization in (iv) must be third person syntactically (though semantically coreferent still with the referent of ton eafton mu) and cannot trigger reflexivization itself, so that only the nonreflexive lower clause object, as in (iva), is acceptable.
 M. See footnote I of Chapter 3 regarding the status of EQUI in Modern Greek.
 N. The consequences of these facts for syntactic theory are significant, and have never sufficiently been made public (though they were presented as Joseph and Perlmutter 1979--see footnote I of Chapter 3~and are referred to in Joseph 1986); thus a summary is given here. Essentially, these facts present what can be taken as a virtual reduclio ad absurdum for derivational theories of grammar, at least as they were conceived of in the late 1970's (remnants of which still remain in some current approaches to syntax), in that the only way for such a theory to deal with them constitutes a vitiation of its basic empirical content.
 In particular, Greek presents several sentences that, within such a framework, argue for cyclic interaction among various syntactic rules; these sentences include ones in which passive and raisings both apply, and are parallel in most respects to similar sentences in English that were used in "classical" transformational grammar to motivate the cycle (see Soames and Perlmutter (1979: Chapters 30-44) for some discussion). Moreover, as Soames and Perlmutter 1979 and Joseph 1986 demonstrate, the fact that Greek complement clauses after raising are "whole", with a subject nominal (the copy left by raising), when taken together with the fact that Passive must be prevented from applying in that clause once raising has applied, means that a constraint such as Strict Cyclicity (forbidding a rule from applying wholly within an already cycled-on domain) is necessary (see the Appendix and Soames and Perlmutter (1979: Chapter 43) for relevant discussion); Strict Cyclicity presupposes cyclic interaction among rules, so that such a constraint provides further motivation for a cycle in Greek.
 The requirement that the raising copy be third person once the raised nominal is reflexivized to become a third-person nominal, and that the complement-clause elements that depend on that pronominal copy as subject (e.g. verb agreement) be adjusted accordingly once reflexivization applies has important consequences for the possibility of reflexivization in the complement clause. In particular, the effect observed in footnote L concerning a "switching off" of the potential for reflexives in a complement clause after raising and matrix clause reflexivization extends even further in a sentence with several embedded clauses in which all the subject and object nominals are coreferent and in which raising applies maximally, i.e. in all clauses in which it can; specifically, the matrix clause has a reflexive for the pivot (raised) nominal, the next clause down must have a
 nonreflexive object despite coreference with the subject, the next clause down allows a reflexive object, the next one down requires a nonreflexive object, and so on down the tree. Although such sentences are extremely awkward, they are grammatical, and were judged uniformly by a great variety of speakers consulted from different parts of Greece, with differing educational backgrounds, of different ages, etc.; an example demosntrating this effect over three clauses is (i):
 (i) den perimeno ton eafton mu na me θeli na petixo
 not expect/1SG the-self/ACC my me/ACC want/3SG succeed/1SG
 'I don't expect myself to want myself to succeed'
 (literally: "I don't expect myself that he want me that I succeed")
 and more complex sentences simply continue the alternating effect described above. In terms of the cycle and a Strict Cyclicity constraint, this alternating effect is completely unexpected, for elements from higher clauses are triggering effects that are manifested entirely in already cycled-on lower clause domains. In fact, if the cycle together with Strict Cyclicity makes any empirically testable prediction, it will be that such an effect will never be found and cannot be part of any natural language. The observe situation would thus represent a contradiction internal to the theory that is brought on by the demands of the theory itself, and would therefore be reason to reject the bases of the theory.
 However, the derivational framework provides an "escape hatch" in this situation: the rule that causes the difficulty, namely the reflexivization rule, can be stipulated to be noncyclic, i.e. not in the block of cyclic rules (see the Appendix for further discussion of this point). This stipulation would mean that the rules in the cycle would obey Strict Cyclicity while those not in the cycle would not. However, such a result has the effect of depriving the cycle of any empirical content that it might have, for any time a rule is at odds with the basic prediction made by the cycle plus the concomitant constraint of Strict Cyclicity it can be dispensed with by being banished, as it were, to the noncyclic block of rules.
 Based on these sentences, then, one is forced to conclude that the only way to maintain the derivational framework and the machinery it entails--specifically the cycle and Strict Cyclicity--is to give up any empirical content the theory might have in the way of testable claims about rule interaction. In the Appendix, a diachronically-based argument is presented for the same conclusion, based in large part on similar facts.
 O. The arguments alluded to in footnote 20 from Joseph and Perlmutter 1978 are quite parallel to those known from English generative syntax for motivating a distinction between persuade-type (Object Control) and expect-type (Raising) structures. An additional argument is provided by the situation noted in footnote 18 of this chapter, in that persuade-type verbs with matrix reflexivization
 trigger third-person effects in the complement clause only optionally, while it seems that with expect-type verbs, such effects are obligatory (as argued in this chapter); thus, optionality versus obligatoriness of these effects provides another limited test for Object Control as opposed to Raising structures (limited in that it is possible that an Object Control verb could show obligatory third person control in reflexive structures--thus optionality would point directly to Object Control but obligatoriness would not point necessarily to Raising).




Footnotes To Chapter 11

1. Historically, these resulted from a univerbation in the singular of the ordinary personal pronouns with the oblique case forms of the intensive reflexive autos. The older situation with the two forms always separated can be seen in Homer. Similarly, the plural preserves the old situation of two separate, inflected forms.
 2. This paradigm is taken from Goodwin and Gulick (1958). Contracted forms, e.g. sauton for seauton have been omitted.
 3. In traditional grammars, this is the construction known as prolepsis or attraction.
 4. Cf. Marlett (1976: 29-30, Appendix C).
 5. For example, Marlett argues against the only other likely analysis, one which posits the matrix object as the underlying object in the matrix clause. He points out that such an analysis means that in a sentence such as (i):
 (i) kai ho Ie:sous, ido:n auton hoti nounekho:s
 and Jesus/NOM seeing/NOM him/ACC that sensibly
 apekrithe, eipen auto:i (Mark 12.34)
 answered/3SG said/3SG him/DAT
 'And Jesus, seeing that he answered sensibly, said to him'
 the verb ido:n must be taken in both a physical sense 'see,' the meaning it has with an animate object, and a cognitive sense, the meaning it has with a clausal object, 'discern, understand'. The standard interpretation of this passage, however, treats ido:n as having only the cognitive sense. In addition, there are many other such passages for which a non-Raising analysis posits what Marlett calls a "double entendre" in the matrix verb which is not supported by the meaning of the passage. A Raising analysis, on the other hand, according to Marlett, allows for a single interpretation for the matrix verbs in these passages in a straight-forward way.
 6. Cf. Frantz (Forthcoming).
 7. Cf Marlett (1976: 31).
 8. This partial paradigm is taken from Blass-Debrunner (1961).
 9. Cf. Mayser(1906: 302ff.)
 10. Cf. Psaltes (1913), passim.
 11. Cf. Hatzidakis (1892:190).
 12. Examples are also to be found where the old first person stem was generalized throughout as the invariant reflexive form, e.g.:

(i) epoie:sen ton emauton tou (Alex. (ed. Mitsakis) 38-9 (16 c.))
 made/3SG the-self/ACC his
 'He made himself'.
 The structure of the form is the same, though, namely that of a possessed third person nominal.
 13. I say "a rule" here in order to beg the metatheoretical question of whether the modern rule is in some sense the SAME rule as the earlier rule, or is instead a different rule. In particular, since the earlier rule applied to any nominal in the lower clause whereas the modern rule seems to apply only to subjects (but see next footnote), it is unclear whether this is the same rule with a new restriction on it or a completely different, though possibly related, rule.
 14. The restriction to subjects may not be entirely right, for with the perception verbs such as vlepo 'see,' sentences such as (i) occur:
(i) ida ton Yanii pu toni epyase i astinomia
saw/1SG John/ACC that him/ACC caught/3SG the-police/NOM
'I saw the police catch John'.
However, such verbs give no evidence as to whether they govern an underlying structure with a bare sentential complement, like the Raising verbs want, expect in English, or one with a matrix nominal object plus a sentence, like the EQUI-from-Object verbs persuade, convince in English. All the Greek verbs which are clear Raising verbs do not allow raising of non-subjects.
 15. Cf. Joseph (1976), Joseph and Perlmutter (1978).
 16. This is acceptable for some Greek speakers but only when there is a heavy pause before mono ego and with the reading "Only I...."
 17. Cf. Joseph and Perlmutter (1978) for more discussion, and for further examples of changes in the lower clause.
 18. In sentences like (22a), the lower verb CAN be third person, for example:
(i) episa ton eafton mu na kratisi tin anapnoi tu persuaded/1SG the-self/ACC my hold/3SG the-breath/ACC his 'I persuaded myself to hold my breath'.
However, as (21a) shows, this agreement is not obligatory. The third person agreement in (i) is the result of the application of EQUI-NP Deletion, controlled by the matrix object, ton eafton mu. In this case, the lower subject is deleted by EQUI, and therefore the controller of the deletion, ton eafton mu, takes over any agreement controlled by the nominal it deletes. See Andrews (1973) for a discussion of similar phenomena, and Joseph and Perlmutter (1978) for a full discussion of this situation in Greek. In (22b), though, the appearance of a third person pronoun in the lower clause is impossible:

(ii) *episa ton eafton mu pos o Yanis boruse na ton sikosi
 the-selfi that John/NOM could/3SG himi/ACC lift/3SG
 'I persuaded myselfi that John could lift iti'.
 19. Cf. Cinque (1977) for some additional data and discussion. He makes an important distinction between true dislocation sentences and sentences in which the apparent "dislocated" noun phrase is present in its position underlyingly as a dangling topic. In true dislocation sentences, that noun phrase is moved and leaves behind a copy.
 20. Cf. Joseph and Perlmutter (1978) for arguments that the verb piθo in Greek has this structure underlyingly; note also the parallel with the English verb persuade.




Chapter 12
Towards a Model of Syntactic Change

The last few chapters have argued for several conclusions. First, the surface-oriented theories of syntactic change cannot give an explicit account of the changes that occurred in Greek involving Object Deletion, Object Raising, and Clause Union and Clitic Placement in the thelo:-futures. In particular, such theories must posit that with the replacement of the infinitive, two options became possible in each case--with Object Deletion and Object Raising, the options were between allowing an object pronoun in the lower clause and omitting it, and with the thelo:-futures, they were between attaching a clitic pronoun to thelo: and attaching it to the lower verb. This step must be hypothesized even though there is not always evidence that speakers ever had such an option--the Object Deletion and Object Raising cases present no such evidence, although the fronting of clitics in limited contexts with thelo: grapso: futures suggests that such a stage may be possible under certain conditions.

The most serious shortcoming of these theories, however, is the fact that they must claim that it is completely accidental that the presence of an object pronoun in the lower clause of Object Deletion and Object Raising sentences became obligatory, or that the attachment of pronouns to the lower verb in the thelo: grapso: futures became the preferred and perhaps exclusive positioning of clitics.

Furthermore, these theories fail to predict that the opposite changes cannot happen. They do not rule out any syntactic changes as being impossible. Even though the option which came to be favored in each case is in accordance with a universal syntactic constraint or principle holding for the rule involved in the derivation of the particular construction, the generalization of the option which would bring about a violation of the universal is just as likely an outcome in these theories.

The situation becomes all the more interesting when one considers the evidence from Infinitival Relatives, discussed in Chapter 10. That construction was virtually unaffected by the Infinitive-Replacement process, with no changes taking place beyond the replacement of the infinitive by a finite verb. In a surface-oriented theory of syntactic change, one would have to say that the optionality of an object pronoun in the lower clause in this construction is due simply to the fact that for some reason, neither the option of retaining the pronoun nor that of omitting the pronoun was generalized over the other. No principled explanation can be offered for why the object pronoun in the na-clause in Infinitival Relatives should be treated any differently from the object pronoun in Object Deletion or Object Raising sentences. The fact that there is no universal constraint or principle which might require the presence of the pronoun cannot be utilized in such a theory, for then levels deeper than the surface would have to be referred to.

All the outcornes described above which are simply accidental in a surface-oriented theory are in accord with observable syntactic universals. They are therefore predicted by a theory which recognizes the relevance of deeper factors, especially the derivational history of a surface string, and universals, in syntactic change, for universals holding on particular rules in a derivation would have to be satisfied.A

Finally, the data concerning the interaction of Subject-to-Object Raising with a morphological change in the form of the reflexive, presented in Chapter 11, confirm the validity of the line of explanation taken in Chapters 7 through 9, for a strictly surface-oriented theory of syntactic change makes the wrong prediction regarding the effects of the change in the reflexive, while a theory recognizing the relevance of deeper factors and universals makes the correct prediction.

The explanations offered here for these syntactic changes have several consequences of some theoretical interest for a general theory of syntactic change. These are listed and discussed in the next section. In the final sections these are translated into a general model of syntactic change.

1. Contributions to a General Theory of Syntactic Change

1.1:

The first point of theoretical interest is that the explanations in the previous chapters provide the motivation for these syntactic changes, and for why they occurred as they did. Providing a motivation for syntactic changes beyond a mere description of the changes has been one of the central problems in diachronic syntactic studies. Early transformational studies, as noted in Chapter 6, described changes without providing a reason as to why they occurred; as Jeffers (1976:3) writes:


Although it is clear that syntactic changes can be described as transformational change, it is not at all clear, and is a matter of considerable controversy whether or not innovations can be motivated in the transformation component. As has often been pointed out, it is not sufficient to simply state the facts. A formalization of the grammar before and after a change, and the explication of the structural change in terms of the devices of formal grammar does not explain the innovation. It remains necessary to ask why the alteration has taken place. The few attempts to show that explanations for syntactic change are to be found in the rules themselves have proved, at best, inconclusive.



As noted in Chapter 6, the surface syntactic patterns of a language are what many linguists have turned to in order to find a motivation for syntactic change.1 However, the changes discussed here show that a motivation for syntactic changes can be found which is internal to the language system itself, i.e. a change in one component can trigger a change in another component, under certain conditions. In this case, the change in the syntactic component was triggered by a change in the morphological compoment, the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms, and the necessary conditions were the existence of syntactic universals for the morphological change to interact with.

The dependencies between morphological change and syntactic change seem in this case to be best viewed as holding in the direction indicated, and not the reverse. That is, it does not seem possible to claim that the syntactic changes involving Object Deletion, Object Raising, and Clause Union in the thelo:-futures occurred first, completely spontaneously, and that they caused the loss of the infinitive in these constructions. There are three reasons why such a view cannot be maintained.

First, as noted in Chapter 6, such a claim requires one to posit three individual, unrelated, spontaneous syntactic changes, with no clear motivation provided for why the changes should have occurred as they did, i.e. why Object Deletion should have been lost whereas Object Raising was retained in a different form, and so forth. The hypothesis that the syntactic changes depended on the morphological change allows a single change to explain three otherwise unrelated and unexplained changes.

Second, the historical evidence concerning the infinitive-replacement process argues against this claim. As shown in Chapter 2, the process of the replacement of the infinitive by finite verbal forms was taking place already in New Testament Greek, yet traces of the rules of Object Deletion and Object Raising are still to be found in Medieval Greek, several centuries later. Also, the clause Union future of the thelo: grapsei(n) type did not even arise until after this time. Thus the infinitive-replacement process was occurring independently of changes in Object Raising, Object Deletion, or Clause Union.

Third, the claim that it was the loss of these syntactic rules that necessarily led to the loss of the infinitive in these constructions implies that it would be impossible for an infinitive to result from an Object Deletion or Object Raising structure in which the rules did not apply. That is, if the dependencies are such that the morphology is dependent on these rules, then it should not be possible to find infinitives in these structures without the application of the rules. This, however, cannot be right, for if these rules do not apply in English, the structures can still surface with infinitives:2

	(1) This rock is too heavy for me even to try to pick it up.
 	(2) 	It is impossible to beat Maty at tennis.
 	To beat Mary at tennis is impossible.




Therefore, it does not seem possibie for the dependencies to hold in the way claimed by such a hypothesis, for there is nothing which prevents particular structures in a language in which these rules do not apply from having an infinitive.

Therefore, the explanations provided here for the changes in Object Deletion, ObJect Raising, and Clause Union and Clitic Placement in the thelo:-futures show that a motivation for syntactic change can be provided, and that furthermore, that motivation need not be dependent on surface syntax alone.

1.2:

The second point concerns the role of universals and Universal Grammar in syntactic change. The explanations offered here depend on the assumption that syntactic changes cannot contradict observable universal syntactic constraints and principles. This assumption has been made by other linguists working in diachronic syntax. For example, Parker (1976:452), in his discussion of the constraints holding on the "mis-assignment of constituent structure" (MCS) as a mechanism of syntactic change, says the following:


However, MCS is not a completely unconstrained notion. A speaker must adhere to [certain] conditions as he assigns an SD [= Structural Description] to an utterance:... he may not violate any linguistic universals.... The substance and form of the grammar that a speaker may internalize are limited by a set of linguistic universals—properties that seem to be inherent in natural language. These universals are presumably part of the speaker's language acquisition device, and constrain the inferences he may make in constructing his grammar. As King [(1969:15)] states, "We assume that these universal properties are in some way available to the child, and that they are an integral part of the evaluation measure that selects for the child the best (descriptively adequate) grammar of his language." For example, all known languages have nouns and verbs. We assume that a speaker must take this universal into consideration in constructing his grammar; in doing so, he is constrained from constructing a grammar without one of these categories.



As Ebert (1976: xi) has noted, though, the evaluation of such a proposal as this must wait for the notion of linguistic universal to acquire more empirical content. That is, the problem of determining what constitutes a linguistic universal is a major one. In the case of the universals proposed to account for the changes in Greek, an effort has been made to formulate them so as to have some empirical content, and to demonstrate that they have a good chance of being universal because they hold in a variety of unrelated languages.

However, all universals that are ever proposed are only putative universals, subject to verification again and again as new data from other languages are considered. Thus, a priori, there is no reason to expect Object Deletion, etc. in Greek to fall into the same pattern; that is, the passage from Medieval Greek to Modern Greek is a testing ground for this universal just as data from some newly discovered language would be.B It seems significant, therefore, that observable constraints which appear to hold in many languages and so may be posited as universal provided the explanation for the changes in Greek for it could just as easily have been the case that the putative universals were wrong and that the rules of Object Deletion, Object Raising, etc. were maintained in later stages of Greek exactly as they had been in previous stages. Thus it is interesting that the facts concerning these constructions and these constraints are as they are.

This leads to the question of the relation of synchronic syntactic theory to a theory of syntactic change. One might suggest that ideally, the constraints on synchronic syntactic systems should provide the constraints of possible syntactic changes--Lightfoot (1976: 37) has made exactly this claim:C


I do claim that a theory of grammar will provide the upper bounds on possible syntactic changes. As G1 changes to G2, it cannot develop a rule which deletes every third word, because such a rule is impossible for natural language--as prescribed (I hope) by a THEORY OF GRAMMAR.



However, not all linguists agree with this view; for example, Steele, in a discussion following Lightfoot's paper (Lightfoot (1976: 34)), has said: "I question whether the formal properties of grammar are the constraints on syntactic change."

Still, it is of interest that universal syntactic constraints and principles which would have to be recognized by synchronic Linguistic Theory provide the key to the understanding of certain diachronic syntactic changes in Greek. The explanation of these developments, then, is consistent with, and therefore provides some support for, the claim made above that the constraints imposed on synchronic syntactic systems by a theory of grammar automatically impose constraints on syntactic change.D

Furthermore, these developments offer a new type of argument--one based on historical considerations--for the validity of a proposed linguistic universal, for only if the universal is valid is an explanation for the observed changes provided.

1.3:

The next two points of theoretical interest for diachronic syntax are ones that have been stated earlier, but which bear reiteration. First, the syntactic changes described here, involving the interaction of a morphological change with syntactic universals, represent a different type of syntactic change from what has previously been described in the literature. The most commonly described types of syntactic change involve the reanalysis of ambiguous or opaque surface forms, the resolution of a competition between two alternative modes of expresssion for a particular construction, or the movement of a language from one typological orientation to another, due to changes in word-order relative to the verb (cf. Lehmann (1973)). The typological model seems to have no relevance for the changes here, for basic word order did not change between Medieval and Modern Greek.3/E Furthermore, as shown earlier in Chapter 6, neither of the other mechanisms and types of change alone can account for ALL the developments with Object Deletion, Object Raising, and Clause Union in Greek, nor, as noted in Chapter 11, for the developments with Reflexives and Subject-to-Object Raising--something more must be added. Therefore, these changes in Greek syntax require the recognition of a new type of syntactic change.

Furthermore, the "something" which must be added in order to give an explicit account of these changes is itself theoretically interesting. The interpretation given here to these changes treats them as being dependent on syntactic universals which must refer to the application of particular rules in the derivation of the surface string involved in the change. This is a clear non-ad hoc way to explain the difference between the treatment of Object Deletion sentences on the one hand and Infinitival Relative sentences on the other.4 This means that factors other than those generally recognized as being present on the surface must be allowed to play a role in determining syntactic change. Facts about the syntactic derivation of certain strings must be involved, and in particular, which rules applied in the generation of a string can matter for the direction in which tne string will change.

Therefore, syntactic change cannot be viewed as operating blindly on surface strings, without regard for their derivational history. This directly falsifies the claim discussed in Chapter 6.3 made by Naro (1976) that derivations will play no role in determining syntactic change. Moreover, it runs counter to the recent trend of explaining syntactic change with reference only to superficial factors.F

This poses an interesting problem for future research in diachronic syntax. The account given here for these changes in Greek depends crucially on the RETENTION of some derivational information in syntactic change; however, the reanalysis paradigm discussed (see Chapter 6) above, depends crucially on the OBSCURING of derivational information in syntactic change, for only if the derivation of a particular string is not clear can reanalysis freely take place. Thus there is a contrast between some syntactic changes in which derivational information is RETAINED and some in which it is OBSCURED. It is a task for the future to determine the conditions under which one type of syntactic change will occur and not the other, for at the moment, there appears to be no clear dividing line.

2. A Model of Syntactic Change

The model that emerges from this discussion for the type of syntactic change illustrated by the changes in Greek is as follows. Changes in morphology, such as the replacement of the infinitive by finite forms or the change in the form of the reflexive, occur, for whatever reason. Speakers, then, when confronted with this inherited or innovated morphology, construct their syntactic patterns within the limits of this morphology on the one hand and the constraints and principles of Universal Grammar on the other.

Languages, therefore, can only change into a possible language-type dictated by Universal Grammar. However, they are not free to change from any possible human language-type to another, but must do so within the bounds of the morphological patterns they inherit or innovate.G This places an upper bound on the extent to which the syntax of a language can change in a short period of time.5

Therefore, when there are valid linguistic universals that would be "activated," so to speak, by a particular morphological change, the syntax must change accordingly so as not to produce violations of the universal. This means that the change in the syntax is abrupt--it happens automatically once the morphological change occurs.H The developments with Object Deletion, Object Raising, and Subject-to-Object Raising cum Reflexive sentences demonstrate this aspect of syntactic change perfectly, for there is no evidence that there ever was a stage of Greek in which it was possible to produce Object Deletion sentences like (3):6

	(3) he: Maria einai eumorphe: na idoume
 Mary/NOM is/3SG pretty/NOM see/1PL
 'Mary is pretty (for us) to see'



or Object Raising sentences like (4):

	(4) he: hodos einai duskole: na heuroume
 the-road/NOM is/3SG difficult/NOM find/1PL
 The road is difficult for us to find'



or Subject-to-Object Raising cum Reflexive sentences like (5):

	(5) aphe:sa ton heauton mou na ksekurastho:
 let/1 SG the-self/ACC my rest/1SG
 'Ilet myself rest'.



Such a stage could not exist, it is claimed, because no language can have such sentences--such a stage, then, is not a possible human language. Once the particular morphological change occurred in these sentence-types, the syntactic changes had to occur, so that (3), (4), and (5) could never have arisen.

The developments with Infinitival Relatives fit into this schema in an interesting way. There clearly is no universal constraint on Relative Deletion which could have been activated by the replacement of the infinitive--thus the rule could freely apply into the finite clause which replaced the infinitive.

In the case of Clause Union and the thelo:-futures, the situation is not as clear. There may have been a universal at work, but the evidence is not as clear-cut. If the presence of non-finite forms in the complement clause of Clause Union constructions in many languages is a reflection of something universal, though, then the change may have been dictated by universals. With no valid universal, however, there is no way in principle to rule out other conceivable changes or developments.

It may be, though, that a particular rule type or mode of application is frequently found in the languages of the world, but not to the exclusion of other types. Having such a type would not be tne only possibility for a language, but rather would be only a more frequent and perhaps unmarked situation. Such observations clearly cannot be used to rule out a class of syntactic changes as impossible, and as such are less interesting than universal claims. Still, they can help provide a characterization of a "likely" or a "natural" syntactic change.

In either case, the study of linguistic universals and of the syntax of varied languages can help in the study of syntactic change. Where no valid universals can be found, the search for the universals may help uncover a frequent syntactic type, and so can suggest what may be a likely syntactic change. However, where valid universals can be found, they indicate what are and are not possible syntactic changes, and thus provide real insights into the ways languages should be able to change.

It is hoped that the changes in Greek syntax discussed here provide a contribution to the understanding of what constitutes a possible syntactic change. What is needed at this point is further research into syntactic changes in other languages and language families and into the nature and form of linguistic universals, so that the notion of possible syntactic change can be further elucidated.


1990 Commentary Footnotes

A. If a putative universal is violated in some syntactic change, then presumably it is not truly universal. Nonetheless, it has often been assumed that "universals" can be violated by some change but that such a development will provoke further therapeutic measures to restore the language to a state of accordance with the universals. For a critique of this view, criticism I agree with, see Hawkins 1979.
 B. See Joseph and Janda 1988 and Joseph 1990a for a statement of this view of the relation between synchrony and diachrony.
 C. A fuller statement of this sentiment is to be found in Lightfoot 1979.
 D. This notion is explicated further in Joseph and Janda 1988.
 E. Though see Philippaki-Warburton 1985 for discussion of the basic word order of Modern Greek; it is argued there that Greek basically has Verb-Subject-Object order.
 F. It must be admitted that an "enriched" view of surface structure, as in Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar or even Government and Binding theory, could have the relevant properties to explain the facts considered here with just a single, i.e. surface, structure in the syntax. In the reanalysis accounts discussed earlier, reference to "surface structure" generally means reference to "flat" strings of words with no built-in and phonologically null indicators of constituent structure, relations with other parts of the string (e.g. slash categories, or traces in the technical sense). In a sense, one might argue that the more current view of "surface structure" is so enriched as to belie the designation "surface".
 G. See Joseph and Janda 1988 for discussion of the place of morphology in an overall grammar; it is suggested there that grammars are "morphocentric", i.e. that morphology is the central component of grammar. The evidence of the changes in Greek described herein is consistent with such a morphocentric view of the organization of a grammar, for the syntax in a sense has to catch up with and be guided by what the morphology gives it to work with.
 H. See the Appendix for an elaboration on the notion of "automatic" change.




Footnotes To Chapter 12

1. See Jeffers (1976) for further discussion and references.
 2. Within Greek itself, there was one example, though textually suspect, of an Object Deletion structure in the Greek Old Testament in which an infinitive surfaced with no deletion having occurred; instead, an object pronoun occurred with the infinitive. See Chapter 3, footnote 26 for details.
 3. That is, both Medieval and Modern Greek seem to be SVO. There may have been a change between Ancient and Medieval Greek, but that change is irrelevant to later developments.
 4. See Chapters 7 and 10 for details.
 5. With our current state of knowledge, there is no clear way to quantify or make precise this notion that there will not be radical restructuring of the syntax of a language over a short period of time. This is certainly an area for further research.
 6. In Chapter 3, footnote 30, mention was made of a possible case of Object Deletion into a finite clause in a Medieval Greek text, the Chronicle of Makhairas. However, that counterexample was shown to be only apparent, for the absence of the pronoun was shown to be a consequence of the application of a Conjunction Reduction/Right-Node-Raising type of process that was possible in Medieval Greek with object pronouns. Thus it does not seem to be an example which points to the existence of an intermediate stage of optionality in the Object Deletion developments.





Appendix
On Automatic and Simultaneous Syntactic Changes: The Diachrony of Raising and Passive Sentences in Greek1

1. Introduction

The basic thrust of the discussion in Chapters 7 through 11 is an attempt to identify linguistic universals which could have been responsible for guiding the direction of the various syntactic changes observed in Greek. The rationale for seeking these universals is that such principles, if found, would provide an explanation for the changes, i.e. a principled reason for why they occurred as they did and not in some other conceivable way. At the same time, looking for such universals could prove enlightening for linguistic theory in general, under the assumption that universals that hold in the passage from one synchronic stage of a language to another are no different from the universals that hold at any one given synchronic stage.

Uncovering universals that guide the path of diachronic syntactic developments can therefore be quite revealing for synchronic syntactic theory. In addition, if valid universals are indeed at work and if they are "activated" by some other change, as seems to have been the case with the Greek changes, then the adjustments triggered by the first change should be automatic, in the sense of being a necessary outcome. Such an automatic change would, moreover, be simultaneous with the triggering change, again assuming that valid universals are operative.2

Certain further assumptions lead to the possibility of an even greater payoff in terms of the value of such changes for understanding linguistic theory. Even though it is difficult to prove that two changes are related to one another in the automatic cause-and-effect relation under consideration here, assuming that two changes which appear to be (virtually) simultaneous in fact are to be classified as such is the strongest and condequently the most interesting claim to make, for one can then work from there to try to find an explanation for this simultaneity.3 Accounting for one change in terms of another, by showing one to be an automatic consequence of the other, would be one way of providing such an explanation.

It has been suggested in Chapter 12 (and see also Lightfoot 1979) that synchronic theory provides the constraints on possible changes a language may undergo. One can further claim, moreover, that a theory's ability to characterize one of two apparently simultaneous changes as being in fact an automatic change, a necesssary consequence of and thus explained in terms of the other, should likewise count as an important criterion upon which to judge competing theories of grammar.

In this Appendix, accordingly, some facts brought out in Chapter 11 conerning the diachrony of Subject-to-Object Raising in Greek are revisited and viewed from a slightly different perspective, in order to pin them down as an example of such an automatic and simultaneous change. Then, some additional details about the development of Raising sentences are discussed, with an eye to what they reveal about the most adequate framework for syntactic theory. In particular, by the above-stated diachronically based criterion for evaluating syntactic theories, it is shown that derivational theories of syntax run into special problems accounting for the observed changes that nonderivational theories do not encounter.

Although the notion of derivational as opposed to nonderivational frameworks has been alluded to earlier (see Chapter 11), it is appropriate to characterize the difference here briefly before reexamining the development of Raising in Greek.

Basically, a derivational theory of syntax is one in which rules apply in a certain order to produce a series of intermediate stages that convert a deep structure of a given sentence into a particular surface structure--the series of stages formed by the output of rule applications is called a derivation.4 In a nonderivational framework, by contrast, there is basically no difference between deep structures arid surface structures and thus one is not converted into the other via a series of intermediate steps; instead, some notion such as the designation of levels at which syntactic generalizations can be stated (e.g. initial syntactic level, final syntactic level, some combination, etc.)--as in current versions of Relational Grammar and Arc-Pair Grammar5--or some division of labor into components--e.g. semantic as opposed to syntactic, as in Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar with its rule-to-rule semantics--is employed. The analogue to a derivational theory's step-by-step rules in a nonderivational theory is a set of well-formedness conditions holding on surface forms, where elements can appear, in what combinations, how they relate to other elements in the sentence, and so forth. In such a system, the notion of derivation has no place.

Although comparing frameworks is a very tricky business, and perhaps not even possible, because the ground rules can be so very different in different frameworks, the two general approaches to syntax outlined here differ in one respect in the way they account for a change in Raising sentences in Greek to be presented below. Accordingly, it is fruitful to consider Raising diachronically in this context.

2. An Automatic Change involving Copy-Raising in Greek

Copy Raising in general and in Greek in particular has already been introduced in Chapter 11. Additional examples from Classical, Hellenistic, and Modern Greek are given in (1):

	(1) 	te:n ... huperbole:n to:n oreo:n ededoikesan me: prokatale:phtheie
 the-pass/ACC the-mouniains/GEN feared/3PL lest be-occupied/3SG
 They were afraid that the mountain pass might be occupied' (Xen. Anab. 3.5.18)
 (literally: "They feared the mountain pass lest it be occupied")

 	epegino:skon de auton hoti houtos e:n
 knew/3PL and him/ACC COMP this/NOM.MASC was/3SG
 ho kathe:menos (Acts 3:10)
 the-sitting/NOM.MASC.PPL
 'And they recognized that he was the one sitting'
 (literally: "They recognized him that he was the sitting one")

 	θeoro tin maria pos mono afti ine eksipni
 consider/1SG Mary/ACC COMP only she/NOM is/3SG smart/NOM.FEM
 'I consider only Mary to be smart'
 (literally: "I consider Mary that only she is smart").





As detailed in Chapter 11, Raising sentences in which the raised nominal surfaces as a reflexive form show differences in agreement in the complement clause from what was found in such sentences in earlier stages of Greek, with third person agreement being obligatory in Modern Greek and not possible in earlier stages. This change seems to have depended on a change in the form of the reflexive, from pronominal and person-marked in earlier stages of Greek to nominal and third-person in (late Medieval and) Modern Greek, and given the fact that a fairly solid universal seems to have been involved (see (24) of Chapter 11), this change further is an excellent candidate for being a case of an automatic change that was simultaneous with--and triggered by--another change.

3. Sneaky Passives Diachronically

Another aspect of the Copy Raising construction provides another instance of a syntactic change which, though lacking in some of the crucial historical data, nonetheless seems to be a real instance of an automatic syntactic change. In this case, however, there are some interesting theoretical dividends concerning differences between derivational versus nonderivational frameworks that can be reaped from the account of the change.

This change concerns the status of Copy Raising sentences in which the complement clause is passive and the raised nominal corresponds to the agentive noun phrase in the complement clause. An example of such a sentence from Ancient Greek is given in (2):7

	(2) dedoik' emauton ... me: poll' agan eire:mena
 fear/1SG myself/ACC not much/NOM.PL.NTR too said/PASS.PPL.NOM.PL.NTR
 e: moi (Oed. Tyr. 767)
 be/3SG.PST me/DAT
 'I fear that too much has been said by me'
 (literally: "I fear myself that too much has been said by me").



Such sentences can be referred to as "Sneaky Passives", following Soames and Perlmutter (1979: 164ff.) because in a derivational framework, they can be derived by applying Copy Raising in the matrix clause and then applying Passive "sneakily" into the complement clause; this latter step is possible because Copy Raising leaves a fully-intact complement clause, complete with subject (the copy pronoun) and object, and thus meeting the structural requirements for the application of a passive rule.8 This derivation is sketched in (3):

	(3) UNDERLYING STRUCTURE: s[ I fear s[ I say too much ] s ] s
 COPY RAISING (+ REFLEXIVE): [ I fear myself [ I say too much ] ]
 PASSIVE ("SNEAKILY"): [ I fear myself [too much be said by me ] ]



where many details of structure have deliberately been left out.

Sneaky Passives were fully grammatical in earlier stages of Greek, as (2) indicates. It is important to note that Copy Raising could in general operate on oblique nominals, as shown by the examples in (4):

	(4) 	phoboumai humas me: eike: kekopiaka eis humas (Gal. 4:11)
 fear/1SG you/ACC.PL lest in-vain worked/1SG among you/ACC.PL
 'I fear that in vain have I spent my labor among you'
 (literally: "I fear you lest I have spent my labor among you in vain")

 	kai poiei pantasi ... hina do:sin autoisi kharagma (Rev. 13:16)
 and cause/3SG all/ACC.PL COMP give/3PL them/DAT mark/ACC
 'And he caused everyone ... to receive a mark'
 (literally: "He caused alli that theyj give to themi a mark").





The fact that oblique nominals were eligible for Copy Raising means that a "Sneaky Passive" sentence such as (2) actually has two possible derivations. Besides the one outlined in (3), there is also a derivation in which passive applies in the complement clause followed by Copy Raising of the agent nominal created by passive into the higher clause. It is significant that (4b) shows Copy Raising of a dative noun phrase (autois), since it shows that even if the eligibility conditions for Copy Raising were stated in terms of case-marking, such a derivation for (2)--where the nominal corresponding to the raised noun phrase in the complement clause is a dative, moi--cannot be ruled out. It can be concluded, then, that a sentence such as (2) indeed has two possible derivations--the "Sneaky" Passive derivation and the one in which first Passive applies in the lower clause and then Copy Raising in the higher clause.

Sometime between Ancient Greek and Modern Greek, and unfortunately there is absolutely no textual evidence to indicate when this may have occurred, a change took place in Copy Raising. Whereas in Ancient Greek, it seems that any nominal could be raised to object status in a higher clause (cf. the raising of obliques in (4)), in Modern Greek Copy Raising is apparently restricted to operating only on subjects.9 Thus, sentences such as (5) are ungrammatical:

	(5) *θeoro ton yani pos ton vrika iliθio
 considei/1SG John/ACC COMP him/ACC found/1SG stupid/ACC
 'I consider John that I found him (to be) stupid'.



Since there is no indication regarding the status of such sentences in Medieval Greek, the assumption can be made that the Modern Greek evidence shows that the change in which nominals can be raised via Copy Raising has taken place within the Modern Greek period, i.e. in what is roughly the contemporary language.

What is interesting here is that besides this change in the eligibility of nominals for Copy Raising, there is another change, namely a change in the status of Sneaky Passive sentences. In Modern Greek, Sneaky Passive sentences are ungrammatical, as shown by (6):

	(6) *θeoro ton yam pos i maria vlaftike apo afton
 consider/1SG John/ACC COMP Mary/NOM hurt/3SG.PASS by him/ACC
 '*I consider John that Mary was hurt by him'.



Thus it appears that this is another instance of a simultaneous change--a change in what can raise occurs together with a change in the status of Sneaky Passives. Although the mere apparent (or stipulated) simultaneity of the two changes does not mean that one is an automatic consequence of the other, as noted above in section 1, it is desirable to treat them as having that relationship, for then one change can be explained in terms of the other. Thus, following that line of reasoning, an account is developed below in which the change in Sneaky Passives is an automatic consequence of the change in the Copy Raising construction; any such account necessarily is stronger--and thus more interesting and preferable--to one in which the changes are unrelated (again, as noted in section 1).

In a nonderivational framework, as pointed out in section 1, there are no syntactic rules that work to convert a deep structure into a surface structure via a series of phrase-markers (or the equivalent). Instead, sentences are generated in their surface forms in accordance with the analogue of syntactic (transformational) rules, namely well-formedness conditions on these surface strings. The analogue of Subject-to-Object Raising, for instance, would be a well-formedness condition sanctioning the occurrence of a nominal that is semantically "relevant" (to use as theory-neutral a term as possible) only in a lower clause (i.e. it bears a logical or thematic relation only in that clause) as an object in a higher clause. Put in terms of a nonderivational framework with a recognition of syntactic levels and grammatical relations, such as Arc Pair Grammar or Relational Grammar, such a condition would allow an initial level complement clause nominal, e.g. a subject, to occur as a final level matrix clause object.

In such a framework, Ancient Greek Copy Raising would be a well-formedness condition such that a nominal bearing any final level grammatical relation in the complement clause may "legally" be the matrix clause object. This condition can be stated in slightly more formal terms thus:

	(7) Condition on Ancient Greek Copy Raising:
 The final complement GRX (= any grammatical relation) is the final matrix
 clause GR2 (= direct object).



In other words, (7) allows the occurrence of Copy Raising sentences in which the final matrix object bears any final level grammatical relation in the complement clause.

A condition such as this sanctions Sneaky Passives such as (2) above, because the matrix object emauton--which does not bear a logical relation to the matrix verb--bears a final grammatical relation in the complement clause, namely the relation of the agent in a passive clause (the "Chômeur" relation of Relational Grammar, the 8-relation of Postal's Arc Pair Grammar). The well-formedness condition states only that this nominal must bear some relation in the lower clause; it does not place a restriction on what relation this might be, so that a passive agent, i.e. a chômeur relation, meets the requirements of the condition.

In Modern Greek, though, the well-formedness condition for Copy Raising sentences has changed so that instead of being able to be any complement clause grammatical relation, the matrix object can only be the final complement clause subject (as noted earlier-—recall example (5)). The Modern Greek version of this condition is given in (8):

	(8) Condition on Modern Greek Copy Raising:
 The final complement GR1 (= subject) is the final matrix clause GR2
 (= direct object).



This differs from (7) just in the specification of GR1 as opposed to GRX, that is, a relatively minor change from a formal standpoint. However, it is a chsnge that has important consequences. In particular, (8) automatically rules out Sneaky Passives because in Sneaky Passives, the matrix object in a Copy Raising is not the final complement clause subject, but rather is the final passive agent (i.e. chomeur or 8-relation).

There are admittedly a few potential problems with this account. In particular, since in Greek Raising there is a copy of the raised nominal in the lower clause, is it the copy or the matrix object that is considered to bear the relevant grammatical relation in the lower clause? It may be necessary to stipulate something to the effect that in terms of satisfying the well-formedness conditions and the "is" relationship utilized in the Raising well-formedness conditions (7) and (8), a copy counts the same as the nominal of which it is a copy. Alternatively, the existence of a chain of "control" linking the matrix object with its copy in the lower clause may be sufficient. This particular prohlem, however, is not a problem just for Copy Raising but rather is a general problem of determining how the overall syntactic framework should treat copies of nominals that bear particular grammatical relations.

Still, in this framework, the problem posed by the apparent simultaneity of these two changes--the change in what can raise and the change in the status of Sneaky Passives finds a straightforward solution, for the change from (7) to (8) automatically triggers the change in the acceptability of Sneaky Passives. The ease with which the nonderivational framework can account for these two changes is striking, for it contrasts with the extra machinery and extra assumptions needed in a derivational account of the changes, as made clear in the next section.

4. A Comparison of Frameworks

For convenience in exposition, a derivational framework is assumed here in which rules are stated in terms of grammatical relations; this decision allows for easier comparison with the nonderivational account outlined above, for rules in that account are so stated. The main assumption behind a derivational approach is that syntactic rules convert an initial structure into a surface structure through a series of sequentially-ordered steps (phrase markers, in the terminology of transformational grammar). Raising, therefore, in such a framework is a "process" by which a nominal in a lower clause becomes the object in a higher clause. For the sentence-type under consideration, i.e. sentences parallel in structure to (2), it has been established (see above, earlier in this section) that two derivations--two sets of sequentially applied syntactic rules--are possible: first Passive in the lower clause followed by Raising in the higher clause but also the "Sneaky" Passive derivation with first Raising in the higher clause and then Passive applying "sneakily" in the lower clause left intact by Copy Raising.

It is well-known that the assumption of sequentially-ordered rules in syntax has led to the recognition of the need for the cyclic application of syntactic rules. That is to say, natural languages exhibit syntactic phenomena, well-discussed in the literature,10 which require recourse to a device such as cyclic rule application in order to be accounted for in a derivational framework. In cyclic tule application, syntactic rules apply as a block sentence by sentence from the most deeply embedded clause in the phrase marker to the topmost (matrix) clause. In a derivational framework, therefore, the cycle has been posited as a linguistic universal.

Similarly, along with the cycle, it turns out that there are phenomena in natural languages which require the imposition of a constraint--the Strict Cyclicity constraint--which prevents a rule from applying (or reapplying, as the case may be) into an already cycled-on domain. With such a constraint, once a higher clause has been reached in the cyclic application of rules, a lower clause--an already cycled-on domain--would not be a possible domain for a rule. With Strict Cyclicity, rules cannot "reach down", so to speak, so as to apply entirely within a cyclic domain that has already been passed. As with the cycle itself, the Strict Cyclicity condition has been proposed as a linguistic universal.

However, in at least some versions of derivational frameworks, there are rules which can be called noncyclic or sometimes even postcyclic, i.e. they are not "in" the cycle. These rules, moreover, can apply freely into already cycled-on embedded clauses. An example of such a rule would be Relativization or Question Movement;11 thus a question word which originates in an embedded clause nonetheless can be fronted when the matrix clause is reached after the cycle, as in example (9), where the Ø indicates the deep structure point of origination of the question word:

	(9) Who did Sally think John felt Bill was ready to hit Ø?


One interpretstion of this observation is that the principle of Strict Cyclicity is valid only for cyclic rules, and does not hold, universally it would be posited, for rules not in the cycle, whether the rules are demonstrably post-cyclic or simply not demonstrably cyclic. This is an interpretation which becomes crucial later on in the discussion.

Thus, a derivational framework has derivations, it has the cycle, and it has a principle of Strict Cyclicity that is restricted to cyclic rules. Given these elements of the framework, the change in Greek Copy Raising would automatically trigger a change in the status of Sneaky Passives. For Ancient Greek, the framework just outlined would allow only the derivation of Raising cum Passive sentences such as (2) via the application of Passive in the lower clause and Raising in the higher clause to raise the now passive agent to object status (recall that in Ancient Greek, Raising could operate on nonsubject nominals). The other possible derivation--the "Sneaky" Passive derivation by which first Raising applied in the higher clause and then Passive "snuck" down into the lower clause to apply and put the original subject into an agentive phrase would be ruled out because it would violate the principle of Strict Cyclicity by reaching down into an already cycled-on domain.

Therefore, the change in which nominals were eligible for Raising (see (7) and (8) above) would be reflected also in a change in the status of Sneaky Passive sentences such as (6), because the only way (6) could be derived in this framework is by Raising an oblique (agentive) nominal (the other derivation being ruled out by Strict Cyclicity). A restriction on what can raise--from any nominal to only subjects--therefore automatically leads to a situation in which the only possible derivation for a sentence is systematically ruled out. Such a sentence is thus ungrammatical, for it cannot be derived.

At this point, from a comparison of the derivational account just presented and the nonderivational account preceding it, it would appear that the two accounts are equivalent. In both accounts, the change in Sneaky Passive falls out as an automatic consequence of the change in Copy Raising acting in concert with certain aspects of each framework that are either built-in or are universal parts of the theory in question (as the cycle is in a derivational framework).

However, on closer inspection, it turns out that there is a crucial difference between the two accounts. In particular, the derivational account must make one further, unwarranted and thus unmotivated assumption.

It came out earlier in the discussion that under certain interpretations of the way in which rules such as Question Movement operate, the principle of Strict Cyclicity would have to be valid only for cyclic rules. The consequence of such a restriction of this principle, however, is that only as long as Passive is a cyclic rule will it be constrained by Strict Cyclicity so as not to apply "sneakily" into an already cycled-on domain. That means that the derivational account must make the additional assumption that the rule of Passive stayed as a cyclic rule between Ancient Greek and Modern Greek, i.e. that it maintained its "cycle-type" and did not become noncyclic. This is a result which could be guaranteed by an appropriate typology of cyclic rules, for example that a rule with properties such as the Passive rule has would necessarily be a cyclic rule, but in the absence of such a typology,12 it would constitute an extra assumption necessary in a derivational framework. This result would mean further that the ungrammatically of Sneaky Passive sentences in Modern Greek really is not an automatic consequence of the change in Copy Raising, for Sneaky Passives could have remained grammatical if Passive had changed its cycle type and become a noncyclic rule (and thus not subject to Strict Cyclicity).

Furthermore, there is some evidence to suggest that rules can change their cycle type diachronically and move from being a cyclic rule to being noncyclic. In particular, Reflexivization (at least the so-called "Direct Reflexivization") in Ancient Greek, as best as can be determined, was probably a cyclic rule, inasmuch as it interacts with apparent EQUI and Raising constructions much as Reflexivization in English interacts with the English analogues of those constructions. Since that interaction in English has generally been taken as evidence for the cyclicity of Reflexivization in English, a similar conclusion can be drawn for Ancient Greek Reflexivization.15 However, in Modern Greek, due in part to the change in the morphological make-up of the reflexive expression (see the discussion in Chapter 11), Reflexivization must be taken as a noncyclic rule. The crucial sentences that lead to this conclusion are the following (see also footnote L and N of Chapter 11):

	(10) 	den θa afiso ton eafto mu na me katastrepsi
 NEG FUT let/1SG the-self/ACC my me/ACC destroy/3SG
 'I won't let myself destroy myself
 (literally: "I won't let myself that he destroy me")

 	*den θa afiso ton eafto mu na katastrepsi ton eafto tu his
 	*den θa afiso ton eafto mu na katastrepsi ton eafto mu. my




If Reflexivization were cyclic, then it would be expected that (10c), with multiple occurrences of ton eafto mu, in both the lower clause and the higher clause, would be grammatical. However, (10c) is ungrammatical, as is (10b), where there is a reflexive form in the lower clause but the possessive that occurs with it is third person (agreeing with the person of the reflexive in the higher clause). The only acceptable version of such a sentence with Raising and Reflexivization14 is that given in (10a), in which there is Raising and Reflexivization in the higher clause but no evidence of Reflexivization in the lower clause. Such facts run counter to the predictions made by an assumption of cyclicity for Reflexivization in Modern Greek. Thus, it can be concluded that the rule is noncyclic in this stage of tlhe language and that therefore Reflexivization has changed its cycle-type between Ancient Greek and Modern Greek.

An additional example of a change in cycle-type of a rule has been proposed by Haiman 1974. He argues that various phenomena connected with the Verb-Second constraint in Germanic languages first entered particular grammars as postcyclic processes, subsequently became cyclic, and in some cases forced a deep structure reanalysis. For instance, he points to the fact that many dummy pronoun insertions (e.g. the it of English it-Extraposition, there of there-Insertion, etc.) are cyclic in modem Germanic languages but appear to be postcyclic in earlier stages of the Iangauges in question. A similar analysis is offered for the Verb-Second Constraint itself.

These two examples, Greek Reflexivization and the Germanic Verb-Second constraint, suggest that a change in cycle-type is a possible type of change that a rule (or grammatical constraint) can undergo in a derivational theory. That being the case, the change in Sneaky Passives can only be an automatic consequence of the change in what can undergo Raising if it is assumed that Passive stayed a cyclic rule in Greek (or if an adequate typology of cyclic rules is developed--see footnote 12); since there is no reason, in the absence of a suitable typology, why Passive in principle should remain cyclic, it must be concluded that the derivational account cannot adequately characterize a relationship between the change in Sneaky Passives and the change in Copy Raising.

Thus, the nonderivational account actually provides a better explanation of these changes in Greek than the derivational account does, for it does not require the additional ad hoc assumption regarding the maintenence of cycle-type for Passive. Consequently, the nonderivational account is to be preferred. The differences are summarized in (11)

	(11) In order for the change in Sneaky Passive to be automatically accounted for: 	a derivational account needs: 	the cycle and a principle of Strict Cyclicity valid for cyclic rules (this is given by the theory)
 	the change in the Raising rule (see (7) and (8))
 	the assumption that Passive maintains its cycle-type and is therefore subject to Strict Cyclicity


 	a nonderivational account needs: 	a notion of levels to which syntactic rules can make reference (this is given by the theory, in the version of nonderivational grammar assumed here)
 	the change in the Raising rule (see (7) and (8)).






The nonderivational account has no derivations and therefore no cycle; the problem of change in cycle-type is, for such a framework, really only a pseudo-problem, for it is one that is forced only by the ground rules of the derivational framework. Thus this syntactic change in Greek makes it clear how a derivational framework is burdened by all sorts of extra devices and machinery, such as the cycle, as well as problems, such as a change in cycle-type, that are, in a real sense, nothing more than artifacts of these extra devices.

5. Conclusion

By way of conclusion, a summary of the results developed here can be given, as well as a recognition of some remaining problems.

First, it should be clear that automatic syntactic changes do exist, even though some previous attempts at uncovering such changes are probably not as conclusive as they might appear at first to be (see footnote 3). The examples involving changes in the Greek Raising construction seem to provide fairly good cases of automatic syntactic change.

Second, it is also clear that different theoretical frameworks handle the same syntactic change in different ways, demonstrating that the view that emerges of what changes there are in a language is to a large extent colored by one's view of how synchronic grammars are to be formulated. It is possible, moreover, to compare the accounts that are provided in different frameworks. Lightfoot (1979) has claimed that diachronic syntax provides "a new style of argumentation for choosing between competing theories and synchronic descriptions, by requiring that the theory interact with a theory of change to account for the point at which grammars undergo reanalyses or 'catastrophic' change". The suggestion here is that the ability to relate simultaneous changes as being automatic changes is another criterion to which diachronic syntax can contribute for deciding between competing theories.

Third, given such a criterion for deciding between competing theories, the evidence from the change in the status of Sneaky Passive sentences in Greek shows that a nonderivational approach to syntax is to be preferred over a derivational approach, for the latter provides a simpler and less ad hoc account of the Sneaky Passive change and of the means for connecting the Sneaky Passive change with the Copy Raising change in a manner that is both natural and automatic.

Finally, it is only fair to mention what seems to be the only real problem with the discussion of these changes in Greek syntax, namely the lack of conclusive historical evidence. There are clear indications about the status of the relevant constructions in the first stage, Ancient Greek (i.e., in this context, Classical and New Testament Greek), and about the last stage, Modern Greek, but only meager indications at best about the intervening stages. Unfortunately, there is nothing that can be done about the lack of data;15 it is simply a fact of life in historical studies that crucial data can be missing. One might simply dismiss these otherwise very interesting examples for that reason or else take them at face value and try to grapple with them. The latter approach has been adopted here, for the former seems counter-productive in that it limits the extent to which an understanding of syntactic change can be increased.

Footnotes to Appendix:

1. This Appendix is adapted from Joseph 1986 and is taken from there with the permission of the author and the volume editor. The discussion has been refocussed somewhat and also edited so as to fit in with the present work.
 2. It should be clear that not all simultaneous changes are linked in the causal relationship implied by the label "automatic". In particular, two changes--for examyle a change in the articulation of some sound and a reanalysis of a syntactic construction--may hsve nothing to do with one another yet may just happen to occur at (virtually) the same stage in a language's development. More often, probably, two changes that are simultaneous--or nearly so, to be more accurate-do stand in a cause-effect relationship, so that one change can be taken to be a consequence of the other change. Even in such cases, though, there need not be any notion of necessity in the actuation of the second change, i.e. one does not have to be an automatic consequence of the other. Two examples from historical phonology demonstrate this difference well.
Martinet, in several works (e.g. Martinet 1953), has argued for the existence of so-called "drag-chains" in sound change, in which one sound shift leaves a gap in a system but "drags" another sound along with it to fill that gap. For example, under one possible interpretation of the Grimm's Law consonant shift in Pre-Germanic, the shift of the Proto-Indo-European voiceless unaspirated stops, e.g. *t, to voiceless fricatives, e.g. *θ, left a gap in the consonant system that was then filled by the Indo-European voiced unaspirated stops shifting to voiceless unaspirated stops, e.g. *d --> *t. In such an account, the *t --> *θ change dragged along the *d --> *t change. While Martinet has in general viewed sucn a second shift as a necessary consequence of the first, in actuality, sound systems tolerate many gaps happily, so the creation of such an imbalance in a system does not automatically occasion the filling of that gap through another sound shift. In such a case, then, two (virtually) simultaneous changes need not be causally linked.
An example of an automatic change, though, is provided by the restructuring of underlying lexical representations brought on by unconditioned sound changes. For instance, when Indo-European *d became Germanic *t, lexical forms which had had *d were restructured so as to reflect the new pronunciation, as in the change of the word for 'ten': /*dek'ṃ/ --> */texum/ (cf. Gothic taihun, English ten, etc., and note that there were other changes as well not relevant here). At the point at which *d became *t, there was no longer any support for underlying /d/ either from morphophonemic alternations or even distributional evidence, so the lexical form--under any set of theoretical assumptions about how such forms are established by speakers learning their language--would have to change when *d changed. Thus the restructuring would have been (virtually) simultaneous with the sound change and an automatic consequence of it.
 3. In Joseph 1986, other potential instances of automatic syntactic changes that have been mentioned in the literature are discussed, including those brought out by Lightfoot (1979: Chapter 2; 5.2) concerning modals and passive in English, various word order changes (see Hawkins 1979), and the case of Greek Object Deletion and Object Raising discussed in this dissertation. What makes the Greek Object Deletion and Object Raising cases problematic is the existence of weak, but nonetheless real, counterexamples to the putative universals operative in those constructions, as discussal in Chapters 7 and 8 of this dissertation.
 4. Although the issue of whether grammars are derivational or not is less an issue now than when this paper was first written (1980), it is important to note that some still-current theories are derivational in principle, including Government and Binding Theory (despite the considerable limitation on the number of rules that apply to convert deep structures into surface structures), while others, including Generalized Phrase Structure Grammar, are distinctly nonderivational.
 5. See, for example, the papers in Perlmutter 1983, Perlmutter and Rosen 1984, and Postal and Joseph 1990.
 6. (1c) can be contrasted with a synonymous non-Raised version as in:
(i) θeoro pos mono i maria ine eksipni
consider/1SG COMP only Mary/NOM is/3SG smart/FEM
'I consider only Mary to be smart'
(literally: "I consider that only Mary is smart").
 7. This example also shows the absence of any effects in the complement clause with matrix reflexivization of the raised nominal, and as such figures in the discussion in Chapter 11.
 8. This point is mentioned also in Chapter 11, footnote N,
 9. There is some controversy on this point, as noted in footnote F of Chapter 11. Ingria 1981 and others have drawn attention to some sentences which appear to involve raising of nonsubjects. My informants in general were most unhappy with such sentences, hence my conclusion that Raising is restricted to subjects. Moreover, the only sentences with apparent nonsubject raising that my informants accepted were those involving perception verbs, a class which has proven notoriously resistant to clear analysis in many languages. Ingria himself, furthermore, argues that the structures in question are not Raising structures, a conclusion I support for the nonsubject instances but not for those involving subjects.
 10. See, for example, the discussion in Soames and Perlmutter 1979.

11. I am adopting here an analysis of these rules in which they do not apply in "successive cyclic" fashion.
 12. One possibility is that rules that change grammatical relations are necessarily cycle (a principle to this effect was proposed by Perlmutter and Postal in 1974 lectures). However, there are rules in English that seem to have the effect of changing grammatical relations that do not however "feed" clearly cyclic rules such as (English) Passive and thus seem not to be in the cycle. An example is the Benefactive --> Direct Object rule which produces sentences such I baked Mary a cake; for many speakers, Mary cannot be passivized (i.e. *Mary was baked a cake (by me)), a fact which would be accounted for if Benefactive --> Direct Ohject were a noncyclic rule. Such an analysis would mean giving up a typology of rule cycle-type (in a derivational relational grammar) based on effect on grammatical relations.
 13. I realize that actually proving that Ancient Greek Reflexivization is cyclic is an impossible task, given the unavailability of all of the relevant data that would need to be brought to bear on the matter; what is presented here, then, is at best a plausible account that is consistent with known facts.
 14. These sentences are much more acceptable if neither Raising nor Reflexivization occur, inasmuch as Raising is somewhat limited in Modern Greek and other means of expressing reflexivity (e.g. through the use of mediopassive verbal morphology) are not only available but generally preferred. Nonetheless, there is no doubt that these rules are part of the grammar of Modern Greek, so that their interaction and application in the same "derivation" is possible in principle. Moreover, although somewhat unusual in nature (note the awkwardness of the English translation), all Greek speakers that I have consulted with on this--and related sentences--some 20 in all from various parts of Greece and from a variety of backgrounds--have given uniform judgments.
 15. As Chapter 1 of this dissertation indicates, as thorough a search as possible for relevant data was carried out through the vernacular texts of Medieval Greek, covering literally thousands of pages of documents.





Bibliography and List of Texts

1. Pre-Medieval Greek Sources

The sources for all citations from Classical, Biblical, early Christian, and early Byzantine writings are from the standard editions of the authors and works cited. A full listing of authors, works, and editions for Classical Greek is given in the Preface to Liddell, Scott, and Jones A Greek-English Lexicon, Oxford at the Clarendon Press (1968), and for Biblical, early Christian, and early Byzantine Greek, in the Preface to various lexicons of Post-Classical Greek, especially Sophocles Greek Lexicon of the Roman and Byzantine Periods, New York: Charles Scribner's Sons (1900), Arndt and Gingrich A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and other Early Christian Literature, Chicago: University of Chicago Press (1957), and Lampe A Patristic Greek Lexicon, Oxford at the Clarendon Press (1961). The reader is referred to those standard reference works for details. Similarly, citations from papyrological collections follow the abbreviations in Liddell, Scott, and Jones.

2. Vernacular Medieval Greek Sources

Authoritative listings of vernacular Medieval sources are not as readily available as are listings for earlier Greek, nor are the works as familiar to most readers. Lists of the relevant works and editions can be found in Kriaras Lexiko te:s Mesaionike:s Hellenike:s De:mo:dous Grammateias 1100-1669 [Dictionary of Popular Medieval Greek Literature 1100-1669], Thessaloniki (1969) and Beck Geschichte der Byzantinischen Volksliteratur, Munich: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung (1971), and Beck does give details about the date, content, style, and literary genre of many of these works. In the following list, the major and minor Medieval works and writers that were consulted and read for this thesis are given, as well as some of the important collections of texts, songs, plays, and so forth. The texts are listed alphabetically according to an English title or an author, where appropriate. Texts marked with an asterisk (*) were available only in excerpted form, though published editions in some cases do exist. Finally, appropriate abbreviations are given in parentheses at the end of the entries for texts cited in the body of the thesis--these abbreviations are listed as a group, arranged alphabetically, at the end of this section.

A. MainTexts

Achilleid: L'Achilléide Byzantine, D. C, Hesseling, ed., Amsterdam: Johannes Müller (1919).

Alexander Sagas: a. Bios Alexandrou [Life of Alexander], W. Wagner, ed., in Trois Poèmes Grecs du Moyen-Age, Wagner, ed., Berlin: S. Calvary & Cie (1881).

b. He: Phyllada tou Meg' Alexandrou e: Historia tou Megalou Alexandrou tou Makedonos, Bios, Polemoi, kai Thanatos Autou [The Booklet of Alexander the Great or the History of Alexander the Great of Macedonia, Life, Wars, and his Death], A. Palle:s, ed., Athens: Pyrsoi, Co. (1935) (Phyl. Alex.),

c. "Die:ge:sis peri tou Alexandrou kai to:n Megalo:n Polemo:n--Anekdote: Peze: Diaskeue: tou Byzantinou Mythistore:matos tou Meg' Alexandrou apo ton ko:dika 236 te:s Mone:s Koutloumousiou" ["A Tale of Alexander and of the Great Wars--an Unedited Prose Edition of the Byzantine Story of Alexander the Great from Codex 236 of the Monastery of Koutloumousios"], K. Me:tsake:s, ed., Byzantinisch-Neugriechische Jahrbücher, Vol. 20: 228-301 (1970) (Alex. (Mits.)).

d. Die:ge:sis tou Alexandrou: The Tale of Alexander, the Rhymed Version: Critical Edition with an Introduction and Commentary, D. Holton, ed., Thessaloniki: Byzantine: kai Neoelle:nike: Bibliothe:ke: (1974) (Rim, Alex).

*Apokopos, by Bergade:s, excerpts in "Apokopos", S. Alexios, Rre:tika Khronika 17: 183--214 (1963).

Apollonios of Tyre: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 248-276.

Assizes of Cyprus: C. Sathas, ed., Bibliotheca Graeca Medii Aevi, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1877), Vol. VI (Assizes).

Belisarios Sagas: a. Vienna Ms. Version, W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 304-321 (Belis. I)

b. Rhymed Version, W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 348-378 (Belis. II)

Belthandros and Chrysantza: G. Meliades, ed., Athens: Stokhaste: (1925).

Byzantine Iliad: La Guerre de Troie, Poème du XlVe siècle en vers octosyllabes par Constantin Hermoniacos publiée d'après les manuscrits de Leyde et de Paris, E. Legrand, ed., Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1890) (Herman.)

Callimachus and Chrysorrhoe: Le Roman de Callimaque et de Chrysorrhoe, texte établi et traduit, M. Pichard, ed., Paris: Société d'Édition "Les Belles Lettres" (1956) (Call.)

Chronicle of Boustronios: C. Sathas, ed., Mesaio:nike: Bibliothe.'ke: [Medieval Library], Venice: Phoenix (1873), Vol. 2 (Boustronios).

Chronicle of Doukas: Historia Byzantina of Michael Ducas, J. Migne, ed. Patrologia Graeca (1866), Vol. 157 (Doukas)

Chronicle of Makhairas: Leontios Makhairas: Recital Concerning the Sweet Land of Cyprus entitled 'Chronicle', R. Dawkins, ed., Oxford at the Clarendon Press (1932) (Makh.)

Chronicle of Tocco: Cronaca dei Tocco di Cefalonia di Anonimo, G. Schiro, ed., Rome: Academia Nazionale dei Lincei (1975).

*Cosmogennesis, by G. Choumnos, excerpts in Kre:tike: Anthologia (IE'-IZ' Aio:nas) [Cretan Anthology (15th--17th Centuries)], S. Alexios, ed., Heracleion: Hetairia Kre:tiko:n Historiko:n Meleto:n (1969), and in Poie:tike: Anthologia B': Meta te:n Alo:se: [Poetic Anthology II: After the Fall (of Constantinople)], L. Polites, ed., Athens: Galaxia (1967).

*Dellaportas, poems excerpted in "To 'Hypomne:stikon' tou Leonardou Ntellaporta kai to pezo protypo tou", M, Manousakas, ["The 'Hypomne:stikon' of Leonardos Dellaportas and its prose original"], Epete:ris Hetaireias Byzantino:n Spoudo:n, 39-40: 60-74 (1972-3), and in Poie:tike: Anthologia: Biblio Proto: Prin apo te:n Alo:se: [Poetic Anthology: Book I: Before the Fall (of Constantinople)], L. Polites, ed., Athens: Do:done: (1967).

Digenis Akritas: a. Escorial Ms. Version: "Le Roman de Digenis Akritas d'apres le manuscrit de Madrid [= Escorial Ms.]", D.C. Hesseling, Laographia 3 (1912) (Dig. Akr. (E)).

b. Critical Edition: Digenes Akrites, Synoptische Ausgabe der altesten Versionen (Wiener Byzantische Studien 111), ed. by Trapp, Vienna (1971) (Dig. Akr. (T)).

Erotokritos, by V. Kornaros; Athens: Galaxia (1962) (Erotokr.)

Erophile, by G. Chortatzes; A. Solomos, ed., Athens: Galaxia (1961) (Eroph.).

*Fortounatos, by M. Phoskolos, excerpts in Kre:tike: Anthologia (IE'-IZ' Aio:nas) [Cretan Anthology (15th-17th Centuries)], S. Alexios, ed., Heracleion: Hetairia Kre:tiko:n Historiko:n Meleto:n (1969).

Georgillas, E.: a. Historike: Ekse:ge:sis peri Belisariou [Historical Tale about Belisarios], W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 322-347.

b. Thanatikon te:s Rodou [Plague of Rhodes], W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii

Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 11-15.

c. Alorsis Konstantinoupoleo:s [Fall of Constantinople], E. Legrand, ed., Bihliotheque Grecque Vulgaire Vol. 1, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1880), pp. 169-202.

Glykas: Mikhae:l Glyka, Stikhoi hous egrapse kath'on kateskhethe: kairon [Michael Glykas, Verses which he wrote while he was imprisoned for some time], E. Tsolake:s, ed., Thessaloniki (1959) (Glykas).

Good Shepherdess: He: Eumorphe: Boskopoula [The Lovely Shepherdess], N. To:madake:s, ed., Athens: Gre:gore: (1971) (Bum. Bosk.).

Gyparis: Gyparis: Kre:tikon Drama, Pe:gai--Keimenon [Gyparis: Cretan Drama, Sources--Text], E. Kriaras, ed., Athens: Verlag der 'Byzantinisch-Neugriechischen Jahrbücher' (1940) (Gyp.).

History of Valachie: E. Legrand, ed., Bibliothèque Grecque Vulgaire Vol. 2, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1881), pp. 231-333 (Valach.) [lines 2560-2720 edited by Lambros in Neos Helle:nomne:mon 5: 250-256 (1908) under different title; (Peri Rom.)].

Imberios and Margarona: a. Dresden Ms. Version, G. Meyer, ed., Imberios und Margarona, ein Mittelgriechisches Gedicht, Prague: Driick der Bohemia ( 1876) (Imb. I).

b. Critical Edition, ed. by Kriaras, in E. Kriaras, ed., Byzantina Hippotika Mythistore:mata [Byzantine Tales of Chivalry], Athens ( 1955), pp. 197-249 (Imb. II).

Katsaites: a . Iphigeneia (Kats. Iph.)

b. Thyeste:s (Kats. Thy .)

c. Klathmos Peloponne:sou (Kats. Klath.)

All three in E. Kriaras, ed., Katsaite:s: Iphigenia--Thyeste:s--Klathrnos Peloponne:sou, anekdota erga Kritike: ekdose: me eisago:ge:, se:meio:seis, kai glo:ssario [Katsaites: Iphigenia, Thyestes, Klathmos Peloponnesou, unpublished plays. Critical Edition with Introduction, Notes, and a Glossary], Athens: Institut Francais d'Athènes (1950).

Katzourmbos, by G. Chortatze:s; L. Polites, ed., Heracleion: Hetairia Kre:tiko:n Historiko:n Meleto:n (1964), (Katz.).

Laws of Cyprus: C. Sathas, ed., Mesaio:nike: Bibliothe:ke: [Medieval Library], Venice: Phoenix (1877), Vol. 6, pp. 514-585 (Cyp. Laws).

Legend of the Ass: a. Vienna Ms. Version, W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 112-123 (Asin.)

b. Version of J. Grimm and K. Lachmann, W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 124-140.

Lybistros and Rhodamne: a. Paris Ms. Version, D. Maurophryde:s, ed., in Ekloge: Mne:rneio:n te:s Neo:teras, Helle:nike:s [Selection of Monuments of more Recent Greek], Maurophryde:s, ed. Athens: Philadelpheo:s (1866), pp. 324-428 (Lyb. I).

b. Naples Ms. Version, W. Wagner, ed., in Trois Pofèmes Grecs du Moyen-Age, Wagner, ed., Berlin: S. Calvary & Cie (1881), pp. 242-349 (Lyb. (Wagner ed.)).

Michael the Brave: E. Legrand, ed., Bibliothèque Grecque Vulgaire Vol. 2, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1881), pp. 183-230.

Misfortune: "Logoi Pare:gore:tikoi peri Dystykhias kai Eutykhias kata ton Ko:dika te:s Leipsias" ["Consoling Words about Misfortune and Fortune, according to the Codex of Leipzig"], S. Lambros, ed., Neos Helle:nomne:mo:n 3: 402-432d (1906).

Morea: To Khronikon tou Moreo:s [The Chronicle of Morea], J. Schmitt, ed., London: Methuen & Co. (1904) (Morea).

Panoria, by G. Chortatze:s; E. Kriaras, ed., Thessaloniki (1975), [a different manuscript version of Gyparis, however with a different title].

Pentateuch: Les Cinq Livres de la Loi (Le Pentateuque), Traduction en Néo-Grec Publiée en Caractères Hébraiques à Constantinople en 1547. Transcrite et Accompagnée d'une Introduction, d'un Glossaire, et d'un Fac-sirnile, D. C. Hesseling, ed., Leipzig: Otto Harrassowitz (1897).

Phalieros, M. a. Ero:tikon Enupnion [Erotic Dream], A. van Gemert, ed., Marinos Falieros en zijn heide liefdesdromen, Amsterdam: Adolf M. Hakkert (1973) (Phal. Enup.).

b. Historia [History], G. Zo:ras, ed., Marinou Phalierou Historia kai Oneiron [Marinos Phalieros' History and Dream], Athens (1961) (Phal. Hist.).

c. Rima Pare:gore:tike: [Consolatory Rhyme], W. Bakker-A. van Gemert, eds., "The Rima Pare:gore:tike: of Marinos Phalieros", in Studia Byzantina et Neohellenica Neerlandica, W. Bakker, A. van Gemert, and W. Aerts, eds., Leiden: E. J. Brill (1972) pp. 74--195, (Phal. Rim.).

Phlorios and Platziaphlore: Critical Edition, ed. by Kriaras, in E. Kriaras, ed., Byzantina Hippotika Mythistore:mata [Byzantine Tales of Chivalry], Athens (1955), pp. 131-196 (Phlor.).

Pikatoros: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner

(1874), pp. 224-241,

Poulologos: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 179-198 (Pulo.).

Ptocholeon; W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 277- 303.

Ptochoprodromos: Poèmes Prodromiques en Grec Vulgaire, D. C. Hesseling and H. Pernot, eds., Amsterdam: Johannes Müller, (1910) (Prodr.).

Quadrupeds: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp.141-178 (Quadrup.).

*Rodolinos, by I. Tro:ilos, excerpts (Acts 3 and 4) in "Io:anne:-Andrea Tro:ilou: 'Basileus ho Rodolinos' Prakseis C' kai D'" ["John-Andreas Troilos' 'King Rodolinos' Acts 3 and 4"], M. Manousakas, ed., Theatro 1: 9-23(1962) (Rod.).

Sachlikes, S.: a. Stikhoi kai Herme:neiai [Verses and Interpretations], W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 62 -78.

b. Stikhoi kai Herme:neiai eti kai Aphe:ge:seis [Verses and Interpretations and Narrations, yet], W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 79-105 (Sack. II).

Sacrifice of Abraham: E. Legrand, ed., Bibliothèque Grecque Vulgaire Vol. 7, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1880), pp. 226-268 (Sac. Abr.).

Sklavos, M.: Symphora te:s Kre:te:s [Calamity of Crete], W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 53-61 (Sumph.).

Spaneas: a. Spaneas I, in E. Legrand, ed., Bibliotheque Grecque Vulgaire Vol. 1, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1880), pp. 1-13.

b. Spaneas II, W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 1-27.

c. Spaneas III, in D. Maurophryde:s, ed., Ekloge: Mne:meio:n te:s Neot:eras Helle:nike:s [Selection of Monuments of more Recent Greek], Athens: Philadelpheo:s (1866), pp. 1-16.

d. Spaneas IV, in "Ho Spaneas tou Batikanou Palatinou Ko:dikos 367" ["The 'Spaneas' of the Vatican Palatine Codex 367"], Neos Helle:nomne:mo:n 14: 353-380 (1917).

Stathe:s: C. Sathas, ed., Kre:tikon Theatron e: Sylloge: Anekdoto:n kai Agno:sto:n Dramato:n [Cretan Theater or Collection of Unpublished and Unknown Plays], Venice: Phoenix

(1879), Vol. 2, pp. 103-176 (Stathes).

*Theseid: excerpts from I1 Teseida neograeco, E. Foilieri, ed., Rome-Athens: Testi e studi byzant.-neoell. (1959).

*Trivolis, poems excerpted in Poie:tike: Anthologia B': Meta te:n Alo:se: [Poetic Anthology II: After the Fall (of Constantinople)], L. Polite:s, ed., Athens: Galaxia (1967).

*Troika: Polemos te:s Tro:ados [Trojan War], excerpts in D. Maurophryde:s, ed., Ekloge: Mne:meio:n te:s Neo:teras Helle:nike:s [Selection of Monuments of more Recent Greek], Athens: Philadelpheo:s (1866), pp. 183-211; A. Gidel Études sur la litterature Grecque Moderne, Paris: Imprimerie impériale (1866), pp. 197-229; and L. Polite:s "Dyo phylla apo kheirographo tou 'Polernou te:s Tro:ados"' ["Two Leaves from a Manuscript of 'Trojan War'"], Helle:nika 22: 227-234 (1969).

Xeniteia: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 203-220.

Zenon: C. Sathas, ed., Kre:tikon Theatron e: Sylloge: Anekdoto:n kai Agno:sto:n Dramato:n [Cretan Theater or Collection of Unpublished and Unknown Plays], Venice: Phoenix (1879), Vol. 2, pp. 1-102 (Zenon).

B. Minor Texts

This listing is far from exhaustive-it includes the more important minor texts, in the author's opinion, as well as those which were cited in the text (with abbreviations). A fuller listing is to be found in Kriaras (1969) and Beck (1971).

Acrostic of Futility: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 242-7.

Battle of Varna: E. Legrand, ed., Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1875).

Chronicle of Monembasias: in G. Baletas, ed., Anthologia te:s demotike:s pezographias, [Anthology of Demotic Prose], Athens: Petros Ranos (1947), Vol. 1, pp. 41-47 (Monemb.).

Demotic Acrostics: Ph. Bouboulide:s "Demo:deis Metabyzantinoi Alphabe:toi" ["Post-Byzantine Demotic Acrostic Poems"], Epete:ris Hetaireias Byzantino:n Spoudo:n 25: 284-305 (1955) (Dem. Alph.)

Depharanas: S. Karaiskakis "Das Lehregedicht 'Logoi Didaktikoi tou Patros pros ton Hyion' von Markos Depharanas 1543", Laographia 66 (1934-37) (Deph.).

Jonas: D. C. Hesseling, ed. "Le livre de Jonas", Byzantinische Zeitschrift 10: 208-217 (1901).

Lament of an Old Man: W. Wagner, ed., in Carolina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 106-111.

Life of Demetrios of Moscow: B. Knös, "Une version grecque de l'histoire du faux Demetrius, tzar de la Russie", Deltion te:s Historike:s kai Ethnologike:s Hetaireias te:s Hellados 16: 223-266 (1962) (Bios Dem.).

Mass of the Beardless Man: E. Legrand, ed., Bibliothèque Grecque Vulgaire Vol 2, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1881), pp. 28-47 (Spanos).

Michael Limbona: E. Legrand, ed., Bibliothèque Grecque Vulgaire Vol. 2, Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1881), pp. 123-147.

Mystery of the Passion of Christ: M. Manousakas-Or. Parlangeli "Agno:sto kre:tiko 'Mysterio to:n Patho:n tou Khristou"' ["Unknown Cretan 'Mystery (Play) of the Passion of Christ"'], Kre:tika Khronika 3: 109-132(1954) (Mys. Khrist.).

Oracles of Leon the Sage: E. Legrand, ed., Paris: Maisonneuve et Cie (1875).

Porikologos: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 199-202.

Singing Tree: in J. Psicharis Quelques Travaux de linguistique, de philologie, et de litterature Helléniques 1884-1928, Paris: Societe d'Édition "Les Belles Lettres" (1930), pp. 993-1001.

Sklentzas: E. Kakoulide: "Poie:mata tou Andrea Sklentza" ["Poems of Andreas Sklentzas"], Helle:nika 20: 107-145 (1967).

Son of Andronikos: W. Wagner, ed., in Medieval Greek Texts, Wagner, ed., London (1870) (Andron. (Wagner ed.)).

Tamerlane: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 28-31.

Venitia: W. Wagner, ed., in Carmina Graeca Medii Aevi, Wagner, ed., Leipzig: Teubner (1874), pp. 221-223.

C. Collections

These are arranged alphabetically by editor--those that were cited in the body of the thesis are followed by the appropriate abbreviations. Those already given in lists A and B are omitted.

Hesseling, D. C. and H. Pernot, Erortopaignia (Chansons D'Amour) publiées d'apres un manuscrit du XVe siècle avec une traduction, une étude critique sur les EKATOLOGIA (Chansons des cent mots), des observations grammaticales et un index, Paris: Librairie Universitaire (1913) (Erotop.)

Passow, A., Popularia Carmina Graeciae Recentioris, Leipzig: Teubner ( 1860) (Passow).

Pernot, H., Chansons Populaires Grecques des XVe et XVIe Siècles, Paris: Société d'Édition "Les Belles Lettres" (1931) (Chans. Pop.)

Siapkaras-Pitsillides, T., Le Petrarquisme en Chypre: Poèmes d'Amour en dialecte chypriote d'apres un manuscrit du XVIe siècle, Athens: Institut Français d'Athènes (1952) (Cypriaca)




D. Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in the citations in the body of the thesis, and refer to texts in lists A, B, and C; citation abbreviations which are the same as the English heading for particular entries are omitted.

	Alex. (Mits.)........................... Alexander Saga c.
 	Andron. (Wagner ed.)............... Son of Andronikos
 	Asin..................................... Legend of the Ass a.
 	Assizes............................. Assizes of Cyprus
 	Bios Dem.............................. Life of Demetrios of Moscow
 	Boustronios........................ Chronicle of Boustronios
 	Chans. Pop.......................... Pernot, H., Chansons Populaires ...
 	Cyp. Laws.............................. Laws of Cyprus
 	Cypriaca ...................... Siapkaras-Pitsillides, T., Le Petrarquisme ...
 	Dem. Alph......................... Demotic Acrostics
 	Deph......................... Depharanas
 	Dig. Akr. (E)................ Digenis Akritas a.
 	Dig. Akr. (T)................ Digenis Akritas b.
 	Doukas....................... Chronicle of Doukas
 	Eroph........................ Erophile
 	Erotokr...................... Erotokritos
 	Erotop....................... Hesseling, D. C. and H. Pernot, Ero. topaignia
 	Eum. Bosk..................... Good Shepherdess
 	Gyp.......................... Gyparis
 	Hermon....................... Byzantine Diad
	Kats. Iph.......................Katsaite:s a.
 	Kats. Klath.....................Katsaite:s b.
 	Kats. Thy.......................Katsaite:s c.
 	Katz............................Katzourmbos
 	Lyb. I..........................Lybistros and Rhodamne a.
 	Lyb. (Wagner ed.)...............Lybistros and Rhodamne b.
 	Makh............................Chronicle of Makhairas
 	Monemb..........................Chronicle of Monembasias
 	Mys. Khrist.................... Mystery of the Passion of Christ
 	Peri Rom........................See: History of Valachie
 	Phal. Enup..................... Phalieros, M. a.
 	Phal. Hist......................Phalieros, M. b.
 	Phal. Rim.......................Phalieros, M. c.
 	Phlor...........................Phlorios and Platziaphlore
 	Phyl. Alex......................Alexander Saga b.
 	Pulo............................Poulologos
 	Quadrup.........................Quadrupeds
 	Rim. Alex.......................Alexander Saga d.
 	Rod.............................Rodolinos
 	Sac. Abr........................Sacrifice of Abraham
 	Sach. II .......................Sachlike:s, S. b
 	Spanos..........................Mass of the Beardless Man
 	Sumph...........................Sklavos, M.
 	Valach..........................History of Valachie
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