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CHAPTER 8

Syntactic Microvariation: Dative
Constructions in Greek

DIMITRIS MICHELIOUDAKIS AND IOCANNA SITARIDOU

1. SCOPE AND STRUCTURE OF THE ARTICLE

This article is a first attempt at a syntactic analysis of dative construc-

tions across a number of Greek varieties—a fairly understudied and inad-
equately explored area in the study of Greek dialects, in general (but see :
Manolessou & Beis 2006 for a general overview). Drawing data from three ”
different varieties of Pontic Greek, namely Romeyka of Of (ROf), Romeyka

of Stirmene (RSiir)—both spoken in Turkey—and Pontic Greek as spoken

in Thessaloniki {TPG), as well as Medieval and Modern Cypriot Greek ..

(MedCG and ModCG, respectively) and Standard Modern Greek (SMG),
we set out to explore all the possible patterns in the syntax of the substi-
tutes of the Ancient Gresk (AG) dative.

The main aspects of cross-dialectal variation in Greek with respect to
datives are (i) the availability of dative alternations, that is, PP alternants;

{ii} the structural position of indirect object DPs relative to direct objects :
{and, mainly as a consequence of this, the passivisability of the direct-
object); (iii) the presence or not of minimality/intervention effects in rais- .

“

ing/Agree across datives; and (iv) the presence and the

son restrictions on the direct object in the presence of datives, both clitics-
and full DPs. Of these four potential dimensions of variation, (iii) and (iv) -

clearly depend on the status of (i) and (ii), that is, intervention effects of

the sort implied in (iii) and the strong PCC are available only when high '

indirect DPs alternate with low (usually prepositional) indirect objects (but
the implication is certainly not bidirectional), For our purposes, “dative” is a

cover term for DPs and clitics serving as Goal/Recipient or Ablative argu- -
ments of ditransitives, Benefactives/Malefactives, External Possessors, Ethical

strength” of per- :

Datives, and Experiencers of piacere-type psych predicates (following Belletti
& Rizzi's 1988 typology).

The article is organized as follows. In section 2, we outline our proposal.
In section 3 we present an overview of the syntactic isoglosses across the vari-
eties under discussion, which interact with the paramelterization we propose
and yield further apparent variation. In section 4, we discuss the structural
representation of dative arguments in SMG in order to establish a compara-
tive platorm for the dialectal data to be examined in sections 5-7, in each
of which we group our findings, depending on the availability of the relevant
data, under the following broad categories: (i) ditransitive constructions; (ii)
benefactives; (iii) datives with unaccusatives. In section 8 we discuss our anal-

. ysis and its theoretical implications. Finally, we conclude in section 9.

2. AN OVERVIEW OF THE PROPOSAL

On the basis of how the above-mentioned properties (i-iii) correlate and
(some of them) cluster together, we suggest a bipartite syntactic distinction,
with the distinctive feature being the accessibility/visibility of the “dative” DP
to Agree/Move. Following Chomsky (2000, 2001), we assume that the value
and the “timing” of the valuation of the (abstract) Case feature of a DP
determines whether or not it is an active goal, and following Michelioudakis
(2010a, 2011), we put forward the proposal that minimality in ¢-Agree

must be relativized to Case features, basically interpreting Chomsky (2000,

2001) as follows: (a) DPs with unvalued, uninterpretable Case features are
active goals; {b) DPs with uninterpretable Case features that have already
been valued by a lower ¢-head H, when probed by a higher ¢-head H, are

2

- “defective interveners,” in the sense that they cannot value H.s [ug] while
: Y 2 %

preventing it from probing further down; (¢} DPs with fully interpretable

and lexically valued theta-related Case do not induce any minimality effects

because ¢-heads only look for {and can only “see”) DPs with [uCase]. What

is particularly puzzling, then, in this respect, is the fact that, putting aside

the variation in intervention effects and possibly A-movability, all Greek
datives both diatopically and diachronically apparently bear inherent Case,
which cannot be suppressed in either ECM or passivization.'! This forces
us to postulate {cf. McGinnis 1998, Michelioudakis 2010a, 2011) {(at least)
two types of inherent Case: one that only allows a dative DP to behave as
described in (c) above; and a hybrid type that allows a dative to behave

- as in (a) or (b), while retaining its PF- and LF-interpretable part intact.

1 But see Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali (2010) for datives becoming nominative in a
restricted nunber of passive constructions in Classical Greek, which we do not con-
sider here. Crucially, in-all the varieties we examine here, abstract dative (whatever its



The latter may either be construed as a quirky Case feature in the sense
of Chomsky {2000: 127), that is, as a “(theta-related) inherent Case with a
[parasitic] structural Case feature” or, possibly, as a cluster of theta-features
(in the spirit of Reinhart 2002), a part of which is inserted,/valued in the
derivation, while the rest of it is unvalued (or simply absent, making the
theta-cluster incomplete) and awaits valuation (ox supplementation) by some
head carrying the corresponding LF-interpretable information (eg., Appl,
which may come in different semantic flavors). If the latter is on the right
track, then inherent Case in its purest (ie., inactive) form is a theta-cluster
that is inserted fully valued/specified from the Lexicon. However, in this
article, we do not discuss which (or whether only) one of these two con-
ceptions is right, and for this reason we do not try to relate our cases with
other cases that have been claimed to involve quirky Case, for example,
Icelandic guirky datives (but see Svenonius 2006, 2010, who argues that
quirky datives are actually structural}. Furthermore, the way in which the
availability of structurally “high/low” indirect object DPs correlates with ani-
macy and person/agreement restrictions is argued to provide evidence for
a movement analysis of the double object construction (DOC), compatible
in fact with Kayne's {2010: 1) radical approach: “No dative is externally
merged into its visible position,” which we modify/relativize by constru-
ing “dative” in this context as any dative DP/pronoun in a language which
also has prepositional alternants. That said, our analysis allows for “low”
datives, possibly spelt out in their first-merged positions, in systems without
dative alternations (e.g, Romeyka and, partly, MedCG), which overtly real-
ize and therefore provide direct empirical evidence for a low first-merged
position of these arguments. Also, in the context of our m@?.omnr to Case,
the “high/low” variation relates to whether or not the Case of the dative
argument alse originates low (see also Michelioudakis 20104, 2011a, 201ib,
forthcoming).

Our investigation clearly provides evidence for a radical dissocia-
tion between the morphological exponence and the syntactic properties
of dative expressions; exploiting all possible combinations resulting from
the existence of two morphological cases realizing abstract dative and the
dichotomy between two flavors of inherent Case, the diachrony of Greek
is such that all the syntactic patterns that logically follow from the above
are actually attested and are apparently compatible with any of the two
morphological exponents available in Greek dialects. Therefore, our find-
ings essentially point toward a four-way typology of these expressions (see
Table 8.8). All syntactic variation can then be shown to derive from factors
other than morphological case, while even from a diachronic perspective it
can be argued that there is only an indirect, but certainly not causal, rela-
e do et and svntactic change with respect to datives

3. SYNTACTIC ISOGLOSSES RELATING TO DATIVE
CONSTRUCTIONS ACROSS GREEX DIALECTS

The goal of this section is twofold: (a) to provide some necessary informa-
tion on the classification of the varieties under discussion; and (b) to intro-
duce the facts which are pertinent to a discussion of dative constructions
across the following diatopic and diachronic varieties of Greek—(i) SMG;
(i} TPG; (i) Romeyka (ROf and RSiir); (iv) MedCG; and (v} ModCG.

3.1 Morphosyntactic Distribution of “Dative”
and Dialectal Variation in Greek

Once morphological dative was lost in Greek, almost all of its argumental
functions were taken up by (see Manolessou & Beis 2006) (a) accusative:
Constantinople Greek, Northern Greek, Pontic, etc.; {(b) genitive: ModCG,
Peloponnesian, Dodecanesian, etc; (c) prepositional phrases (alongside (a)
or {b)): almost all dialects (with cross-categorial variation).

The morphological substitution of ancient Greek “dative” yields the typol-
ogy in Table 8.1.

Table 8.1. CLASSIFICATION OF MODERN GREEK DIALECTS ACCORDING
TO M-SUBSTITUTION OF ANCIENT GREEX DATIVE.

”wun.-w.umm.nnn_”. t : s <w-.—n_unm : Then
mACC B T 1 1
. o ‘m.cu._mww».. Of .
i . R . Siirmene
| mGEN . (Peloponnesian) T SMG
MedCG  ModCG

3.2 Head Directionality and Dialectal Variation in Greek

SMG, MedCG, and ModCG are all head-first varieties both within the VP
(1) and the DP (2):

(1) a. O Janis efaje to milo. (SMG)

the NOM  JohnNOM ate35G  the ACC  apple. ACC
“John ate the apple” ,

2 For a discassion of, the classification of Romeyka and other Pontic Greek varieties



)

Interestingly, although the VP in TPG is head-first (3a)},
within the DP is the only grammatical option (3b):

(3) a lda tin Parthena. (TPG)
saw.18G  the ACC Parthena ACC
“I saw Parthena.”
b. T’armen to spaksimon. (

On the other hand, in Romeyka, apart from the DP ir.p.nw is head:
(4¢c), as in TPG, there is clear indication that the VP is pre

b, BdZerasa ta wtisti

c. Kai afinei

a I katastrofi tu

b Is tin filakin tus

kafen. (ModCG)

treated. 15G the. GEN builder.GEN coffee. ACC
“I made coffee to the builder”

(Terkourafi & Sitaridou, in progress)

kanenan pragman katinos. {MedCG)
and  leave3SG  anything ACC anyoneGEN
“And {if) he leaves anything to anyone.

{Assizes £137, 190 in Michelioudakis 2010h:4)

kambu. (SMG & ModCG)

the NOM  destruction. NOM the GEN  valleyGEN
“The destruction of the valley”

{lerkourafi & Sitaridou, in progress)

Keptes! (MedCG)

to  the ACC thieves ACC.I'L

prisen ACC  the ACC
“To the prison of the thieves”

{Assizes £2, §268 in Sitaridou & Terkourafi, In progress: 34)

the GEN.PL Armenian.GEN.PL
“The massacre of the Armenians”
(Drettas 1997: 122}

head-final as well (4a—b} without however excluding VO orders:

(4)

3 On the genitive/accusative syncretism with plural masculines,

a. $kilon exa, {ROf}
dog ACC  have 15G
“I have a dog”

L O Mehmetis tin Aise psomin
the NOM Mehmet. NOM the ACC  Aise ACC  bread ACC
“Mehmet gave bread to Aise”

Terkourafi (2009, in progress).

genitive preposit

the NOM massacre NOM .

dontinan

see Sitaridy

c To 70

the GEN

to litsi.
animal. GEN ~ the  milk NOM

“The milk of the animal”

- -Although the discussion of linear OV and its interaction with information
structure falls outside the remit of the present article (but see Sitaridou &
- Kaltsa 2010), it is important to point out that (4a) is the preferred and

-unmarked option, that is, not the result of discourse-related movement
unlike OV in TPG, which is a more marked option.

2

3.3 Clitics and Dialectal Variation in Greek

The distribution of clitics alone is, according to Condoravdi & Kiparsky
{2001: 1-3), a sufficient criterion for the cartography of Greelk varieties. It
‘well known that SMG has clitics that are mostly proclitics (Sa} (enclitics
appear only after gerunds and imperatives; see (5b)).

(5) a To ipe. (SMG)
o itACCCL  5aid.38G
“He told him.”

b. Leyondas to/pes to.

saying it ACC.CL/sayIMP it ACC.CL
“Saying it / say it!”

5 the other hand, ModCG allows enclitics (6a), with proclitics triggered
:@.w when preceded by a NEG marker (6b), a mood marker, a focused xXP

L complementizer {6c):

@ a. Ethkiavasa to. (ModCG)

read, 18G it ACC.CL
“T read it”
v En ton iksero.

not  himACC.CL know1SG
“I don’t know him”

¢ Ksero oti i Maria to ethkiavasen.

know.1SG that theNOM Maria NOM it ACC.CL read.35G
“T know that Mary read it”

( ....HS&O@ the clitic placement pattern is not radically different from
om.”._goaﬁﬂh and by no means different to what we find in other
evil - Greek varieties (7c), namelv obiect clitie mremmme e

Y ATT AT e el
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cither before or after the verb (cf. Pappas 2001, Vassiliou 2002)
in (7a-b):

{7) a. Oti ekinos o iatros  didi E ﬁnmmamnm
that that the doctor give3SG himGEN.CL things
kinitika i pragmata  therma (MedCG)
mobile or things  hot

“that that doctor gives him unblocking or hot things (for the

intestines)”
{Assizes, £. 179, 9)
t
b. Ke ekinos endexete na !
and that  one may.38G PRT.SUBJ him.GEN.CL
dosi pragmata  stifthika
give. 385G things laxative

“And he may give him laxatives”
(Assizes, f. 189, 12)

c. To diadima perni to (Medieval Mainland Greek)
the crown.ACC takes it.ACC.CL

“The crown, he takes it
(Belisarios, 42 in Pappas 2001: 82)

A third clitic placement pattern among Greek dialects is exemplified by .H.mﬂ

and Romeyka, which have enclisis to the verb form across the board:

i lion-ato (TPG)
8} a. {as/ondas/eyo/ki} te
© W\HOOU.OWH\érw:\H.mOO\Doﬁ finish.1SGCL3SG.ACC
“MLet me / When [ /1 /1 don't} finish it
(adapted from Drettas 1997)

b. O  Mehmetis emenan/EMENAN edotien-=. (ROf) .
The Mehmet me. ACC/ME.ACCEFOC mm<m.mm®-0_.mmo.>ﬂ.

“Mehmet gave it to me /ME”

However, Romeyka and TPG do not seem to behave identically whe

comes to clitic clusters. In Romeyka the ditic/=/ ( .
with any other clitic in any person to form clitic clusters (9b),

TPG this is possible (9c-d):

edotien-=. (ROf)

emenarn i
SG-CL3SG.ACC

(9) a. O Mehmetis
the NOM Mehmet NOM  me ACC gaved

“Mehmet gave it to me.

*

b. *O Mehmetis edotie-m-z.

IR I T . Y o B b A

as shown

9a) cannot combin
wheréas:

c. O
the NOM  Mehmet
“Mehmet gave it to me”

Mehmetis  edoke m(e)-z. (TPG)
gave.35G-me. ACC.CL-38G.ACC.CL

d. Leyo-s-ata.
tell. 1SG-you. ACC.CL-them, ACC.CL
‘T am telling you these”

‘In Romeyka, /@/ appears to be the only third person ditic (with neutralized
- gender and possibly number), whereas the Romeyka counterpart of the TPG
third-person clitic “aton. MASC/NEU'T- atin FEM,” etc,, that is, “ato(n(a))” or
"ado(n(a))” for the masculine and the neuter, “ati(n(a))” for the feminine,
.does not appear to be a clitic; apart from not being able to cluster with
~clitics such as /2/ (10c), it can also follow words other than verbs, having
“roughly the same distribution as full DPs (10b), while it can also carry inde-
pendent stress when appearing as trisyllabic (10b—c)* The syntactic status of
first- and second-person pronominal forms is more dubious, however, as they
.n”mbboﬁ easily occur in a nonadverbial position (see (10a, 1od)}).s

(10} a. Bdotien-eme(n) 0
gave.3SG me. ACC.CL  the
“Mehmet gave me this/it.”

Mehmet ato(n). (ROf)
Mehmet NOM  him/it. ACC

b, Bdiksane to  Mehmet atona. (RSiir)
showed.3PL  the MehmetNOM  him. ACC
“They showed Mehmet to him.”

e Mehmetis adona  etdino fanerose. (RSiir)
the NOM Mehmet NOM  him. ACC this. ACC showed.3SG
“Mehmet showed this to him?”

d. Edotsen  eme(n(an)) o Mehmet aton. (ROf)
gave.35G  me ACC the Mehmet. NOM hjm/it

“Mehmet gave him/it to me”

is“also worth pointing out that in both Romeyka varieties, namely ROf
nd RSir? there is no evidence that tonic object pronouns are only used
wﬂwrman or other discourse-related reasons; rather, they seem to consti-
¢ an unmarked option, clearly owing also to the restricted distribution of

When trisyllabic, it cannot be neuter,
5 The full cartography of the Pontic pronominal system awaits further study.
t-should be noted that there is a third Romeyka variety still spoken in Turkey,
nely the variety of Tonya, for which, hawever, we do not have anv dabs af thic ciagn
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ditics (cf. English stressed promouns that are pot used emphatically).” Thus
the behavior of the Romeyka pronominal system contrasts with the other
Greek varieties, notably SMG (cf. Kayne 1975, Bianchi 2006 for Italian),
where strong pronouns are always a marked option and focused(either con-
trastively or informationally) when appearing undoubled in an A-position
(see also Cardinaletti & Starke 1999 for an overview of the process that
allows tonic pronouns fo occur only when focalized or topicalized). On the
basis of this description, it follows that in Romeyka even when object pro-
nouns precede the verb, the resulting OV lacks the interpretive eflects it has
in most other varieties (e.g, SMG); therefore, Romeyka pronouns can still
have a neutral reading, Furthermore, given the general unavailabitity for cli-
tics, PCC-like restrictions in Romeyka seem to apply to strong pronouns,

anlike SMG.

{(13)a. Tinan  pion ospit

ediksises? {TPG
H&.BH.: which house showed.28G :
Which house did you show to whom?”

b. *E..us ospit  ediksises tinan?
which  house showed.2SG  whom
c O Mehmetis i
tinan  doynan edotie?
? (ROf
Mrm.ZOZ Mehmet NOM whom  what+PRT.SUB]J gave wmﬂm v
Mehmet gave what to whom?” .

OH ﬁﬁum.:v‘. Hvrou.:mvrm' seems to muﬁ_u.—_unﬁ wﬂﬂmHHDH:“v Wmﬁﬂnm Ah & _Uv\. ._r_.n“r
HHOS ﬁm—m._“ B&ﬁ:__m ErlmHCDn_.me 18 mﬂmunﬂt or ﬁmmw...m.vm.mmmm C_.Hﬂm as 1n wC_mNH 1an
8 H

- (l4c—d) albeit not otherwise i
: erwise identi iy .
& Sitaridou 2012): entical (see Boikovi¢ 1997, Michelioudakis

(14)a. Pios  tinan  ayapai? (ROf)
who whom love.35G
“Who loves whom?”

3.4 Wh-Formation and Dialectal Variation in Greek

1t is well known that SMG does not allow multiple wh-fronting, as shown
in (11b):

b. *Tinan pios ayapai?
whom  who love.35G

c. Koj kogo  obia? (Bulgarian)
who whom love 358G
“Who loves whom?”

(11)a. Pjos edose G se  pjon? (SMG)
who gave3SG what to whom
“Who gave what to whom?”

b. *Pjos (se pjon) edose?

who  what to whom gave3SG d. "Kogo  koj obia?

whom who love.35G
ModCG is by no means different from SMG:
’ 3.5 Passives and Dialectal iation i
Variatio
(12)a. Pcos  iden pcon pothe? (ModCG) . nin Greek
who saw.38G  whom where

Unlike SMG, in which ; .
“Who saw whom where?” ch passives are fairly productive (15a), especially in

kg » . . . :
m wvm (written) wmmumﬁmb passives in TPG and Romeyka are systematicall
AMmMnmmmEmP &mw?w@ the availability of verbs with mediopassive thﬁro_omw
g, deponents). From all three Pontic varieties, T
. , TPG allows i
- ; more passives
Mww_uw_wmw Manﬁmm of contact with SMG, but not so readily with %Qm:mmn?mm“
. ; tr more or less marginally tolerates passives even in the pres-

énce of indirect objects and benefacti
active DPs {15¢-d), whi
allows very little passivization{15e). ( ), while RO apparently

b. *Pcos peon (pothe) iden?
who whom where saw.35G
“Who saw whom where?”
(Stavroula Tsiplakou, pc.)

Interestingly, however, TPG, like Romeyka, scems to allow multiple-wh

fronting: - (
To(18) a R Maria filithike apo ton Jani. {SMG)

the MariaNOM  kissed PASS.38G  from the. ACC  John.ACC
“Mary was kissed by John" |

7 Overall, there seems to be an interesting correlation between lack of clitics, pt
redicate duplication for affirmation, null objects, and the

nouns used nonemphatically, p
- e avtent. and H.Cuamﬂ_mm..

b Ta paradas edothan (3sin Anastan). (TPG}

e n e RWTOYNR A T e TYA O MTYT

4 N e




c T para tin Aide eBoste. {RSir) latter can only be instantiated by prepositional IOs, as is evident by the behav-

moneyNOM  the ACC  Anastasic ACC  given.PASS.35G lor of each type with respect to Barss & Lasnik’s (1986) diagnostics® (17-19)

Money was given to Aise”

(i) Quantifier variable binding (SMG):

d. To  xarti eyrafie tin Aige. (RSir)
the letter NOM the ACC  written PASS.35G  Anastasia. ACC {17} 2 O Kesaras edikse [(tn) kathe @iikiti]
“The letter was written for Aise” theNOM  CaesarNOM showed 35G the each governonGEN

[tin eparxia tu] (ston xarti). QGr >DQ)
. y e . (RO i
e *Ena kitap eyrafte/efothe(n)  (to Mehmet) (ROS) his province. ACC (on the map)
a boolk/lettet NOM  written.PASS.35G {the Mehmet. ACC) C

aesar showed each governor his province”

“A hook/letter was written/given (for/to Mehmet)”
hO Kesaras (1) edikse ftin eparxia ]

the NOM  CaesarNOM  *(him.GEN.CL) showed.35G  his province. ACC

As for MedCG and ModCG, although in general passives are usually not
. [tu kathe 3iikiti] (anderying 10, >DO in A-positions).

spontanecusly produced, they are tolerated with both monotransitive and
ditransitive predicates, which pattern with SMG in most respects (but cf.
clefting in (16b)):

cach governorGEN

ac
Cacsar showed each governor his province”

w 7O Kesaras edikse [tu iikiti tis ]
{16) a. Ta rialia eBothikasin/edothisan  ¥(-tis} tis Marias, (ModCG) the NOM  CaesatNOM  showed.35G  the governorGEN its
the moneyPL were-given.3PL herGEN,CL  the Maria GEN | keathe m@uwﬁmw.m*::mﬁ_ﬁ:m DO>I0__ in A-positions)
o

“The book was given to Mary” every/each province ACC

“?*Caesar showed its ; ince)
o b 1S MARLAS . othikasin/edothisn ta e ¢ governoer every/each province!
d. O Kesaras edikse [kathe eparxia]

i

the NOM  CaesarNOM showed. 358G [every province]
[tu Biikiti tis]. (*DO>10 )

i8.38C the Maria GEN  that  given.PASS.3PL the money3PL
“It was Mary that the money was given to”

fug

{lhecni Neokleous, p.c.)
f{its governorGEN]

4. DATIVE CONSTRUCTIONS IN STANDARD MODERN GREEK ¢ Kesaras cOikse [ston kathe diikiti],

. the NOM  Caesar NOM showed. 35G to-the each governor ACC

In SMG, the morphological exponent of abstract dative for DPs and clitics is [tin eparsia tu] (ston xarti). {10,,>DO)

the genitive. With the exception of some nonrecipient benefactives and ethical

datives, the m-GEN datives alternate with PPs headed by “se”—a preposition :

roughly equivalent to “to,” used in both motion-locative and stative-locative '

his province. ACC {on the map)
“Caesar showed each governor his province”
f O Kesaras cdikse Qm"cb Aliliti sm.v
oestons, the NOM  CaesarNOM showed.38G  (to-the governorACC its)
{kathe mﬁmdc,im (ston diikiti :m,v. AUDVWDTL

each/every province {to-the governor its)

“
Caesar showed each/every province to its governor”

4.1 Ditransitives in SMG

In SMG goal/recipient ditransitives, there are clearly two structural mmﬁmnzw..
(pace Dimitriadis 199%; see also Anagnostopoulou 2003, among others): one
in which the indirect object {I0) asymmetrically c-commands the direct object
(DQ), which has ofien been likened to the English double object construction
(DOC), and one in which DO asymmetrically c-commands 10. The formet
can be instantiated by either genitive DPs or PPs functioning as 1Os, while the

"8 For expository reasons, we only make use of the three diagnostics shown in
7:(17-19), as only these are applicable to all the Greek varieties under examination.
See Catsimali (1990} and Anagnostopoulou (2003} for the full set of diagnostics. The
-asymmetric relation indicated by these tests is not necessarily reflected in the surface
word order, which is relatively free, since any one of the two internal arguments can
i/ freely undergo A'-scrambling over the other.




ii) Wealk Crossover (SMG): b "0 Kesaras  royrafise

[kathe eparxia],

T,wu a. [Pjanu Biikiti), ru} edikses Caesar drew3SG |
. - . ' eve rovince, AC
which governor.GEN (imGENCL)  showed 258G [t Fikiti io/ston @:W“W H TM CJ
is
tin eparxia m? (10,_>DQ) [th , J Ovmnnmma.;b
| - the governorGEN its/to-the  governorACC its]

che province. ACC  his “ .
P Caesar drew every province for/to their governor”
“(To) which govemor did you show his province?” n .
21) a, 4Py .
) { janu {tu)}/{Se pion} zoyrafises tin eparxia tu? {Benef >DO}

b (2)*[Dja eparxial, edilses tu ditkiti tis? ?UOVHOE_V Who.GEN (him.GEN.CL)/to whom,ACC drew 258G th g/ PLF
. . ) A . ew.28G 1 i C his
which province. ACC shawed 258G the governotGEN  its “YWho did you draw his province (for}?” (*DO ¢ province.ACC bis
: meaﬁwniz_v
¢ [Se pio(n) Biikiti], edikses tin eparxia tu? {10,,>D0O) b. "[Pja eparxia] royrafises o Bkt st i
= - ~ . ~ 1 ! is/ston  diikiti tis?
to which governorACC shawed 286G the province. ACC his which province ACC drew2SG  the governorGEN  its/to-th .7,,
“(2*YWhich governor did you show his province toi” A athe governorAC its
- 22) a. Pjanu/se pj
se pon zoyrafises  ti? (Benef
d. [Pja eparxial, edikses sto(n)  difldtd tis? (DO>10,,) who.GEN/to whom ACC drew2SG . ( _MMM?_\EvUDV
ACC w2 what AC
which province ACC showed 28G to-the governor its
b ™ : , ,
“Which province did you show to its governor?” L eoyrafises Pjanu/se pjon? A*Uﬂuvmmnmmﬁ_év
what ACC  drew25G who.GEN/to whom ACC

(iii) Superiority effects (SMG): What did you draw for whom?”
Tev a, (2)Pjanu edikses ti/pjen? QO?VUOv

Th o
WVhoGEN  showed25G  what ACC/who.ACC e above tests are summarized in Tables 82 and 8.3, for (s-selected)

10s and benefactives, respectively.
b. *Ti/pjon edikses pjasu? (*DO>10 )

what ACC/who ACC showed 285G whoGEN

er

Table 8.2. C-COMMAND RELATIONS IN
COAL DITRANSITIVES {SMC).

¢ (?)Ti/Pjon edikses se  pjon? {DO>10,,)
what ACC/who ACC  showed 258G to who ACC

d. {3)5%  pjon cdikses ti/pjon? (10,>D0)
to whom chowed2SG  what ACC/who ACC DPgen , N
“What/whom did you show to whom?” et PP ...V . L g

This pattern is partly replicated by benefactives in SMG, with the excep-
tion of prepositional beneficiaries—in particular, in those cases where
prepositional realization is actually possible, especially when the benefici-
ary is a potential recipient or possible owner of DO. By applying Barss &
Lasnik’s paradigm again, we observe that benefactives, either realized as DPs
or DPs, always have to asymmetrically c-command DO (20-22) (see also

Table 8.3. C-COMMAND RELATIONS IN
BENEFACTIVES (SMQ]).

. Bemeb>DO . DO>sBenel

DPgen . . ... v C

Anagnostopoulou 2008): o
se“to"-PP - v oo Loy .1.
(20) a O Kesaras zoyrafise [ston kathe @iikiti/tu kathe -
tha NOM Caesar drew.38G to-the each m..éoao?_ﬁun\ every ]
ikt lena sxeliayrama fis eparxias tw}/[tin eparxia tul, ﬁwgmmﬁ::%vﬂov - : 4.2 Passi o SM
‘4.2 Passives in
mc<m50nﬁmz (a map of) the province his/his province : : c

Caesar drew every governor {a map of) their province”
, as well

uen

......Hm SMG, HOnE\mmbmm cannot be nominativized in passives (23a-b)



be passivized in the presence
is inherent, On the other hand, DO can . :

o o (pace Anagnostopoulou 2005), provided that ;.m
between T and DO) are obvi-
ent, or clitic doubling, which

of an IO or even a Wmcmm@ :
minimality effects (due to its intervention
i le by clitic movem
ated in some way, for examp : . ”
the head of 10_’s chain outside T's complement domain. OEE‘«,:. m
e o degraded (23c-d). In accordance, then, wit

i i ionificantl .
o st . e an instance of defective

i i ion 2, this must b
: tions sketched in section 2, . d
B % inherent Case feature must be active/visible for

intervention, that is, HOWQ ol for
Agree. In the presence of a prepositional 10, on the other hand, DOs

I1-
passivize unproblematically (23e). Importantly, {23e) does Doﬁ. rm,m_mw %m_w -
terpart with benefactives (23f), as predicted by the observation

8.3) that Benef s always intervene between T and DO.

i istrafile ta lefta.
23 a 'l Maria epis
ﬁ the, NOM Maria NOM returned. PASS.35G the Eonmf.zogbwnﬂ
(- .

“Mary was given back the money,

i ; tus yalus,

b *O Mara Emcmu:nm\ﬁ;n%m ena vOmo apo tus >_. N

the NOM Marat  erected/built PASS.35G an alta,ACC by the Frend
“aMarat was built an altar {by the French).”

istr: i Marias.
c Ta lefta ?* (1is) epistrafikan tis

S 1. GEN
theNOM  moneyNOM  herGEN givenPASS.3PL the GEN Maria

“The money was returned to Mary”
d [...} epu ?*{ru) ipsothike/xtistike {tu Mara) vomos umcm.mnmﬂ%m_wﬂ
where REL himGEN.CL erected/built PASS.38G the.GEN Mara altar by the Fren
“where an altar was built for Marat by the French”
{knolgoogie.com/k/ orv-Teh-papL)
e, Ta lefla epistrafikan sti Maria.
the moneyNOMPL returned PASS.3PL  to-the Maria. ACC
“The money was returned to Mary.
f. ?*Enas vomos mmumcmv.%m\ﬁwmn.__nm sto Mara.
an altar NOM erected/built PASS.38G to-the, ACC Mara

“An altar was built for Marat”

4.3 Unaccusatives {Psych and Motion) in SMG

In unaccusatives, genitive goals
riencers (with piacere-type psych verbs)

about the unavailability of dative alternations with unaccusatives),

Ly di o ootkarn (2da—d). Crucially, when nmmfﬂmm.

(with motion predicates) and genitive mu.nm.m
appear to behave alike: (a) they
liernate with “se™PPs (thus contradicting Baker’s {1996) generalization
a

suggests that they always intervene and block the Agree relation between
T and the nominative DO, that is, they always c-command DO when T
is merged, thus deriving the well-known backward binding effects associ-
ated with these constructions. The availability of both binding patterns for
both experiencers and goals is simply due to the fact that the nominative
theme may be LF-interpreted in either its low (thematic) position or in
a derived (subject) position. Note also that there is a number of contexts
(e.g, control into absolutives, etc; see Anagnostopoulou 1999) in which
“dative” experiencers can have subjectlike behavior too, that is, they may
occupy Spec-T, while this may also be the case for genitive goals with unac-
cusatives, middles, and passives (see Michelioudakis 2011 for discussion).
Despite these similarities, however, a closer look at the cross-dialectal (see
below) and cross-categorial variation (see Michelioudakis 2010b for syntactic
asymmetries in datives with predicative deverbal APs) reveals that the first-
merged positions of such datives cannot be quite the same.

(24)a. Kathe Bikeuxu, *tu) irthan/se kathe
every endorsee. GEN him.GEN.CL came.3PL/to every
dikeuxo, irthan i epitajes tu,
endorsee came.3PL  the checks his

“Bvery mbmonmmﬁ got/received Em\ﬁrmﬁn?mnwmw

b. Kathe epitaji, pije/eftase stus  Jikeuxus tis/*(tu)irthe
Every check went/arrived.38G to-the endorsees its/him.GEN.CL-
tu dikeuxu tis,
arrived.38G  the endorsee. GEN its
“Every check went/arrived into the hands of its endorsees”

c. Kathe miteras, ™{tis) aresun/se kathe mitera
every mother.GEN  herGEN.CL  appeal3PL/to every mother
aresun ta pedja tis
appeal.3PL the kidsNOM  her
“Every mother likes her (own) children”

d. Kathe pedi ™(tis) aresi tis  miteras
every child himGEN.CL appeals.3SG the motherGEN
tu /aresi sti mitera tu
its/appeal 38G to-the mother its

“Every nEEm appeals to rnﬁ mother”

h_..#._vm_.mo: Restrictions in SMG

1-SMG, the strong version of the person case constraint (PCC) (Ronet



ence of a genitive DP (25b). Crucially, it

_ Also, interestingly enough, it does
¢ (25d).

as on DO clitics alone, in the pres
does not affect strong DO pronouns (25¢)
not block first- and second-person themes with dative experiencer

ediksan. (SMG)
showed 3PL

{(25) a. Mu/su/ta ton/tin/*me/*se
[me/you/him].GEN.CL ?E._?Q\Bm\wc&.bnﬁhw
“They showed me/you/him him/her/*me/*you”
Marias,

Maria. GEN

b. To/(P)ion/Pme/?*se ediksan tis

Tn\ UEH.TEE_EE il

! s_\Em\%o&.PDO.ﬂh showed 3PL  the
“They showed it/him/me/you to Mary”

emena.

c. Tu/su ediksan ]
showed 3PL me ACC

[him /you) GENCL
“They showed me to him/you”
aresis,

appeal. 285G

pre
pro.28

d. Tu/tis/mu
[him/her/ me] GEN.CL
“You appeal to him/her/me”

5. PONTIC VARIETIES OF NORTHERN GREECE (TPG)

The TPG data come from feldwork in northern Greece—most speakers

come from the Thessaloniki area. An important methodological caveat is-
attrition because of contact with SMG. Overall, TPG datives largely pattern
with datives in SMG modulo the morphological exponence, which is accusa- :
tive across the board (always within the vP). L

5.1 Ditransitives in TPG

morphologically accusative NPs for indirect objects, but
those also alternate with PPs. What complicates the picture is the use of
the fusional determiners son/sin/so [se + wos\mz\w&ufhoirm.EmO\mmg
NEUT”: These are used (exclusively) for definite dative DPs across the
board, making the use of the bare accusative article for these argument
even in the 10>>DO pattern, while “se” may be absent
antified/wh- (bare accusative) 10s.
Also, TPG

TPG employs

hardly acceptable,
when this pattern is instantiated by qu

This may mean that TPG has a specialized dative definite article.

9 The issue of the PCC with genitive goals in unaccusatives is more complicated and
we do not address it here. At first sight, the varying tolerability of first-/second-person
themes in such constructions seems fO be coextensive with the variable tolerab:

ity of dative mso:@wmmo&ﬁonmb goals in nonactives in general
S T T e v in which the strong blocking effects of datives, in,

mammm_uq W.Em clitic clusters, with an TO-DO order (see 9c-d), subject to
weak version of the PCC (see the discussion on Romeyka in section 6) '

(26) To pedi edoke fai
the childNOM gave.3SG food ACC

“The child gave food to the brother”

son adelfe. (TPG)
to-the brother. ACC

TPG patterns with SMG wi
th respect to the hi i
tions between IO and DO G,dlﬁwuwv. ¢ hierarchical/c-command rela-

(i) Superiority effects (TPG):
(27) a. (Se) tinan
to who ACC which  house. ACC

pion ospit ediksises? (I0,>DO, 10,>N0O}

showed 285G

b. Pien  ospit *{se) tinan

to whom ACC

ediksises? (*"DO>IC,, DO>10,,)
showed 25G

“Which house did you show te whom?”

which  house, ACC

(i) WCO (TPG):
(28) a {Se) finan,
to who ACC

cdiksises

showed. 285G

t'ospitn-at;? QOE.VUO_ 10
the house ACC-his

“(to) whom did you show his house?”

>D0)

[

T. —uwc—.— i cdtksises
ospit, ediksises son E_‘:.uﬁ, /*ton kimn-at ? OUOVHG , *DO10 v
. B i B jal i
which house. ACC showed 285G to-the owner ACC-its/the owner ACC-its m

“Which house did you show to his owner?”

(iii) Quantifier variable binding (TPG):
(29)a. [Enan enan ta  pedia)

one the nrm&m?kwﬁﬁu
deskalon-at, (IO, >DO)

teacher. ACC-its

They showed every child (one by one) his/her teacher”

ediksan
showed.3PL

fon

one
the

b. [Enan enan ta  pedia), ediksan-ato

the children mroimm.wmw-g.mmﬁ.kﬁuﬂ
son Jeskalon-at /*ton deskalon-at (DO>10
to-the teacher-its/the teacher-its _

“They showed every child to his/her teacher”

ane ane

PE/ J.%v

Table 8. i
af 8.4 summarizes the c-command relations in goal ditransitives in TPG

u.u.. Benefactives in TPG




Table 8.4. C-COMMAND RELATIONS IN
GOAL DIT

{32) O eaftonats ki ares sin/*in  Aige. (ROf)
the self-herNOM not appeal35G  to-the Aise. ACC
"Aise does not like herself”

It is striking that TPG has suffered attrition, due to the influence of SMG,
to such an extent that it has lost merphologically accusative Class 1T expe-

riencers; instead, it has genitive—as well as PP (33)“dative” experiencers,
just like SMG does.

DPacc

definite benefactive arguments as se-PPs. This, in conjunction with the availability

i . ; between DO {33) Ti Mehmet ke  ti Aifes aresi
P factives like in ROf (which do not intervenc .
of “low umn%_mbﬁ. beneta cractions that are unique 1o TPG {30b): the. GEN Mehmet and the.GEN Aise.GEN appeal-t0.35G
and its probe), yields construc i O enas son/ton'! alon.(TPG)
(30) a. Emairepsen  pita © son Jorikan (TPG) the oneNOM (to-)the other

cooked.38G pie.ACC  to-the Jorikas. ACC
“(S)he baked a pie to/for Jorikas.

b1 pita  emaireften son U_oﬁmﬁs
the pie cooked.PASS.3SG  to-the Jorikas
“The pie was baked for Jorikas”

“Mehmet and Aise like each other”

6. ROMEYKA VARIETIES OF PONTUS (OF AND SURMENE)

- Romeyka are Greek varieties still spoken in Pontus, Turkey. From a typologi-
~cal perspective, Romeyka are Pontic Greek varieties that, in turn, belong to the
Asia Minor Greek dialectal group. From a glossonymic perspective, we use the
. term “Romeyka varieties of Pontus” to refer to what is previously known as
““Muslim Pontic” (Mackridge 1987). When further specification is required—
“Romeyka varieties of Pontus” is an umbrella term, after all (cf. Sitaridou
- forthcoming/a)—we specify it as “Romeyka of Of” or “Romeyka of Siirmene.”
: The methodology we used entailed oral interviews based on structured ques-
" tionnaires (cf. Sitaridou forthcoming/a). Overall, in the Romeyka varieties of
.wongm; all datives are morphologically accusative DPs, which, however, behave
~‘as bearing genuinely inherent Case, inactive and inert for Agree/Move.

5.3 Passives in TPG

TPG patterns with SMG with respect to the availability of direct passives:

in the presence of hierarchically high IO DPs, direct passives are impossible

(31a) unless the 10 undergoes clitic movement (31b):

(31)a. *Para edothen tin  Anastan. (TPG)
money.NOM m?ms.mbmm..wm@ the Anasta ACC

“The money was given (to) Anasta.
0

n.

b. (33Tin Anastan) eyraften-aten to yrama

the Anasta.ACC written-PASS.CLACC.3SG.FEM the _mzmnzog

the letter” 6.1 Ditransitives in Romeyka
“Anasta was sent the letter. .

HO DPs are accusative and do not alternate with PPs (34a), unlike TPG

5.4 Unaccusatives (Psych) in TPG considered so far (34b):

The use of unaccusatives with datives, especially piacere-Type m&.«nﬁ-@am%nmww
is rather limited in Pontic, and mostly in the Romeyka Wmn_msmﬂr om,.&wp
extent that they are used, at least in TPG and WO‘*.H they involve .m s
thematic hierarchy as their equivalents in SMG, Italian .wbm. $0 MP mEM 3 :
instance, they allow for backward binding of the nominative theme % .

“(34)a. To pedi edotse fai  ton adelfo/*son adelfo. (RSir)
: the child gave-35G food the brother ACC/*to-the brother
“The child gave food to the brother”

dative experiencer (32). 11 The possible use of a bare definite article in the accusative, which is not expected

fere; is probably a sign that in this variety the periphrasis “o enas ton alon” is becom-




(iif) Quantifier variable binding (Romeyka):
{39} Ta yardele, xora xore, ediksa ti  maylimis'atan, (ROF)"
the children each each  showed15G  the teacherstheir

b. To pedi edose fai  son adelfo. (TPG)
the child gave-3SG food to+the brother
“The child gave food to the brother”

“T showed all the children, one by one, to their teachers {each child to her own
teacher)”

th surface orders (10-DO and DO- 10) are licit,

i ieties, bo
e bl although the most common order in

despite the morphological homonymy,
our data was DO-V-10:

P

I showed every child his/her teacher”

Table 8.5 summarizes the c-command relations in goal ditransitives in

ton adelfo/ton adelfo fai, (RSr) Romeyka.

i § fai
(35) a. To pedi edotde "
the kid gaveldSG food  the brother/the brother 0

“The kid gave food to the brother.”

Table 8.5. C-COMMAND RELATIONS
IN GOAL DITRANSITIVES (ROF, RSUR),

ton Mehmeti. (ROf)

b. Byo edoka ton Mehmeti  ena kitap/ena kitap
. the Mehmet i
; S he Mehmet a letter/a letter -
1 gave 18G  the ! R
“I gave Mehmet a letter. b *. . ”.... -

PP-realization is restricted to purely locative uses:

These data are rather important because it seems that the underlying
DO>>10 in the double DP construction is not nonexistent or unique to

- German, for which the same diagnostics have led to the same conclusion
.Ammm Milfler 1995, MeGinnis 1999). In fact, the situation seems to be the
- same in some diachronic varieties of Greek as well, notably Medieval Cypriot
~ Greek {as well as Hellenistic Greek; see Michelioudakis 2010b, 2011). This
constitutes a serious challenge for the validity of any cross-linguistic gener-
alization whereby 10 DPs always merge higher than DOs. Furthermore, the
‘observation that the IO is asymmetrically c-commanded by the DO also ties
'in well with the fact that direct passives are entirely unproblematic in such
“languages, since the low position of the IO cannot cause any locality effects,

(36) Epije s0 kulin, (ROf)
went.38G  to-the school. ACC
“He went to the school”

Oﬂﬁﬁwm:w Barss & H\mmﬂwwym ﬁw mwav ﬁﬁmmeOmﬁﬂm MOH ﬁ-ﬁGBEmbnm :.wnwwhm—ﬁm a
]

DP,, asymmetrically c-commands DP

_Amv“
i) Weak Crossover Effects (Romey < )
dem Pion  zon ckloses  ton  (fopanonat? (RSiir)
which animal sent28G the mrmmrm&-;m
“Which animal did you send to its shepherd?
b, *Tinan tiopan(i) eldoses to zonat? Gﬁmu&
which  shepherd  sent.2SG the animal-his

b

~6.2 Benefactives in Romeyka
“Which shepherd did you send his animal to? ;
.>m in the case of genuine (goal) ditransitives, both surface/linear orders
QO DO and DO-IO) are attested in (almost) all varieties. Additionally, ben-
.mmmnﬂswm may alternate with PPs headed by de “for” (in ROf) or ja “for” (in
Sir and TPG). However, there is a dispreference for the DP,  >DP, . struc-
ture, when the beneficiary is not the potential/intended recipient—we shall call

&E subcase of benefactives “on behalf of/for someones sale”benefactives.

(ii) Superiority effects (Romeyka):
{38)a. Do tinan edikses? (ROf)
what  whom showed.25G

b. *Tinan do edikses? (ROf)
whom  what showed.25G
w

“What did you show to whom?

¢. Pion  fa{j)in  tinan edotien?
which  food who-ACC  gave35G

“Which food did she give to whom?”

Hw The speakers were presented with a context in which no more than one teacher
noﬂnmm.osn_v to each pupil; therefore, the teachers necessarily covary with the children,
ie; a distributive interpretation of the plural i¢ necaceitated  Alem  pavapen] ~F 1irmed




Benefactives

(40) a Aite epilie to Mehmet pide/pide to Mehmet. {RSiir)
Aise  made3S8G the Mehmet ACC pie, ACC/pie ACC  the Mehmet ACC
“Aise baked Mehmet a pie”

Benef s with potential/intended recipient reading _Ho:rnvm_m of/for someone’s sake’ Benef's

b. [ Aife epitien aton enan pita/fenan pita  aton, (ROf)
the Aise, NOM made3SG  him.ACC a pie.ACC/a pie, ACC  him ACC

Generated in either the High wvw:nﬁ?m VP- “Aise baked him a pie”
low or the adjonct position argumenty adjuncts
(40h, 41b,c) (40a, 413, 42b) www (41} 2 (Ja) tinan & epitie?/*Da tinan epitien? (RSir)
ROL, TPG RSiir R rG e .
1 (for) whom ACC — whatACC made3SG/What ACC whom ACC made3SG

Tigure 8.1

b. Tinan doxna itéen? % % :
Benefactives in different Pontic varieties. epitten?/  Pion  fa(j)in tinan epitien? (ROE)

whom, ACC what ACC made.35G/ which food ACC. whom ACC made3sG

Although our data still do not give us conclusive indications, a first
approximation about the c-command relations of benefactives would lead us
to categorize them {see figure 8.1) on the basis of two main factors: (i) the
distinction mentioned above, namely between “{ potential/ intended) recipient”
benefactives (40-41) and “on hehalf of” benefactives (42); this distinction
is relevant for ROf and TPG, where beneficiaries may appear as adjuncts
c-commanding [V DO]J, in which case they can neither bind the DO
(because they are not in an A-position) nor be bound by it (since it does
ot c-command them), which is why the Quantifier Variable diagnostic is not
applicable; “recipient” benefactives may either merge as adjuncts or in a low
position (probably the one associated with goals/ recipients), which is ¢-com-
manded by DO (41b—c), whereas “on behalf of” benefactives can apparently
only merge with VP as adjuncts (42a); (i) the availability of an A-position
sbove VD for benefactives, possibly the specifier of a High Applicative head -
(Pylkkinen 2002)": it appears that in RSiir, all benefactives are being reana-
tyzed as high applicative arguments ¢-commanding DO and not vice versa
(41a, 42b). This may also entail some change in the character/content of its
[Case] feature, that is, the emergence of an “active” inherent Case feature,
as in SMG, which is able to cause intervention effects; this would explain:
the unavailability of direct passives with benefactives in this variety (see 5.3)
as the impossibility of raising DO to T across the dative (especially in the :
absence of clitic doubling in Romeyka); direct passives are ruled out in ROf
anyway, even when the dative is 2 genuine (low) 10, probably because of a:
general avoidance of passivization, as mentioned in 3.5.

¢ Tinan ti epiken?/ Ti tinan epiken? (TPG}
whom ACC what ACC  made3SG/ What ACC whom ACC made3SG
“What did (s)he make for whom?”

(42) a Tinan tfopan cfaises to zon-at?/?Pion zon efaises ton tiopanin-at? (TPG/ROL)
which shepherd fed2SG his animal/which animal fed.2SG his shephexl. ACC

b. (Ja} tina tiopano ta provatat  efaises?/*Pio provat efaises ton tfopan-at? {RSiir)
(Por) which shepherd the sheep-his fed25G/which sheep fed 25G the shepherd its

“Por which shepherd did you feed his sheep? / Which sheep did you feed for its
shepherd?”

According to Pylkkinen (2002), a tell-tale sign of high Applicatives is
their compatibility with unergatives. In SMG, where a high A-position for
benefactives is independently supported, benefactives are indeed compatible
with unergatives; interestingly, this is also the case in RSiir, but crucially not
in ROf and TPG, which works in fandem with our assumptions m__uoﬁw.uN

(43) o *O Mehmet etreksen/jelase tin Aide. (ROf, TPG)
the Mehmet 1an38G/smiled3SG the  Aise ACC
“Mehmet ran for Aise / smiled for/atr Aisc”

b. O Janis ™(tis) ctrekse/™(tis) xamojelase tis  Marias. (SMG)
the John CLGENJ3SGF ran3SG/CLGEN3SGE smiled.38G the Mary.GEN
“John ran for Mary/smiled for/at Mary”

c. O Mchmetis sin Aise/*tin Aise merea  etrexse. (RSdr)
the Mebhmet NOM  to-the Aisc, ACC/theAlse. ACC  toward ran3SG

“Mehmet 1an to / “for Aise”

L3 As an anonymous reviewer poinfs out, “on behalf ofbenefactives have been
noted to be located high in the structure of the IP in several languages. [...] This
[also] explains why [“free”] benefactives can only be clitics in Romance” {see also
Michelioudakis 2011 for an analysis of “free” benefactives as (very) high applicatives,

T T e . Tremaanca facte and the oblipa

d O  Mchmetis tin - Aife examojelase.  (RSir)
the Mehmet NOM the Aise ACC  smiled3SG

“Mehmet smiled for/at Aise”




mmand relations in benefactives across all clicited, it arguably involves the same thematic hierarchy as their counterparts

VZ.e8 the c-co . L. . . . . .
Table 86 summanz in all other varieties, ie, an experiencer above the nominative theme {prior

to movement of any of the two to a pre-INEL position (46a-b)), suggesting
that what is crucial here for the absence of intervention effects between T
and NOM is probably the inactive inherent Case feature of the experiencer
which does not render it active/visible for Agree. Also, unlike SMG, which

varieties of Pontic.

Table 8.6. C-COMMAND RELATIONS IN BENEFACTIVES
{ALL VARIETIES OF PONTIC GREEK).

e wm:mmvaO R U%vanﬁnm i : allows PP- and DP-experiencers of such predicates to have subjectlike behav-
ll.]:l[[f:l.\lm.l 1 varieies exp. with * (RSBe), 2/ (ROE PG) ior, quirky experiencer subjects are clearly not possible in Romeyka (47).
DPacc in ali val es, e5p. ! B

nenrecipients)

(45) To xarti to Meme epidze. {RSir)
the paperNOM the Mehmet ACC went.35G
“The letter arrived (to) Mehmet”

* (RSir, ROE), ¥ (TPG) * (RStr, Rof), ¥ (TPG)

’ \=I HV y . ) oo ..
seto™-F ¥ Qﬂ.mwn_ RO, only ‘with ﬁoﬂgﬂ& ‘recipients) :

juf B for PP v (RSir, Rof)

T -

{46)a. 21 patii to Hosni aresi, (ROf)
the girlNOM  the Hosni.ACC  appeal. 385G

ives in Romeyka
6.3 Passiv “The girl appeals to Hosni”

In RSiir passives, the theme Agrees with T and becomes nominative nmumu
ossibly, moves to 2 mEEmnTmoﬂﬁoDY without the requirement that .ﬁ e
; _ ze (44a), unlike SMG and TPG, as expected, given

e lower than

b. To Hosni, 51 ares to kendinat
the Hosni,ACC not  appeal3SG  the self-his
“Hosni does not like himself”

dative argument clitici

that IO DPs (and “recipient” benefactives) were found to b

hat is, in a position not intervening between the latter and T (442, (47) *Ton Abdula, i Aise aresen ROf ama - pro;
wohwﬁ m.ﬁ.;w.ﬁ o%HO is again ruled out (44c). ROE, on the other hand, as The Abdulah. ACC the Aise NOM appealed-t0.3SG, but  pro
. Pagsivization ) : .
lready said, appears to lack passives altogether. tin Bminen cpiren (Rof).
already ' the Emine. ACC married.35G

ﬁh_.b.v a. I para tin Aige edoste. Amﬂ.mﬁﬂv “Abdulah liked Emm‘. but he married Emine.”

the moneyNOM  the Aise. ACC  given.PASS.38G

“ as given (to) Aise” . .. .
The money was gIvel ( ' 6.5 Person Restrictions in Romeyka

b. To harti eyrafte tin Aige. (RStr)
the letter NOM written.PASS.35G the Aise.ACC

» “Interestingly enough, Person-Case effects are not absent from Romeyka,
“The letter was written for (and sent to) Aise

" despite the lack of ditic clusters, Combinations of strong pronouns or of cli-
“tics and strong pronouns, are subject to the PCC, though a weaker version
“of it: as is expected in both strong and weak PCC languages, a first- and
_second-person accusative pronoun cannot be interpreted as a direct object

. 1 Alde edoste tin paran. ﬁWmM&
the Aise NOM m?mz.Ewmm.mmD the money.AC

“Ai as given the money. . . . . . .
Alse was § in the presence of a third-person pronoun (48) —irrespective of their relative

order, since both orders are in principle acceptable; however, the sequences
of a first-person clitic and a second-person pronoun (cf. 49) are acceptable
" for most of the speakers, and surprisingly the same pattern {as in 492-49b) is
attested in some Pontic varieties of northern Greece too (cf. Chatzikyriakidis
....M.Owov. Recall that SMG has the strong version of the PCC (49c¢).

6.4 Unaccusatives {Psych and Motion} in Romeyka

T Romeyka, apart from direct passives, Agree of the (nominative} theme with '

o . h
T, possibly followed by movement, is unproblematic with unaccusatives, bo ;
“ es. In motion unaccusatives, it can be argued that mo
mes, thus not intervening (45). The availability

more limited—the lexeme involved in (46}
o . O TATR e

psych and motion on
DPs are again merged below the
Cr o1 ~emetructions is, however,

{48) a. Ddiksane m(e)/emenan atona. {RSiir)
showed 3P me ACC.CL/me ACC him. ACC




b. Ediksan(e) x/aton(a) emenan. (RSar/ROf)
showed3PL  him ACCCL/himACC  me ACC
“They showed him to me / *lhey showed me to him”

ton andran tis,{/kathe jeneka ston andran tis) (ModCG)
the man. ACC her{/each woman to her man)
“T showed every woman her husband”

A J*eiksane-s-cme (RSar) (52) Efanin(-tis) tis Marias/Efanin
{49) a Ediksane-m-ese J ACC /showed SPLyon ACCCL  meACC seemed.38G-3FSGEN.CL the MaryGEN/seemed.35G
showed PL-me ACCLL youACC (%2?) sti Maria (na en) eksipnos. (ModCG)
h. Atos esena emen ediksen. {ROT)

to MaryACC (that is.35G)  smart

he  youACC meACC  showed.35G “He seemed to Mary (to be) smart”

*Mu se/fsu me edilsan, (SMG)
meGENCL youACCCL/youGEN.CL  me. ACC.CL showed.3PL

o

In MedCG, on the other hand, indirect objects and (so-called piacere-type)

dative experiencers are exclusively realized as genitive DPs, as in Romeyka,
modulo the m-case. Se/is

“They showed you to me/

-PPs only occur in constructions with either purely
locative uses, that is, with V(P)s in which the transfer of location read-
mg is more or at least as prominent as the transfer of possession reading,
Or with inanimate recipients (e.g. collective nouns (33) and metonymies

{54)).

It is worth noting that the equivalent of (48b) in SMG (50}, ms:mw E.W
10-clitic and a strong pronominal first-person DO, Eo.cﬂ be m.ml.mn y m.awu.w-
matical on the reading “They showed me to him”; this is probab. y attrd cm
able to the observation in section 3.3 about the inherently mavwmﬂn_c.mmmw
the strong pronoun in this context, while in Romeyka, as already claimed,

. (83) Na to ksighunde is ton kosmon (MedC@G)
this is the unmarked option.

PRT.SUB] itACC.CL  narrate.3PL to the people. ACC
“To narrate it to the people”
(Machairas 2.99.5)

(50) Tu ediksan emena. (SMG)
him.GEN.CL  showed.3PL me.ACC

“They showed me to him. (54) oti to dhikon tou ma dhothi [...] is ta cherja

that the own his PRT.SUBJ be-given.35G to the hands.ACC
tous pateres (MedCG) ta San Tomeniku
the fathers GEN the.GEN Saint Dominique. GEN

“that his fortune be given to the hands of the monks of
St. Dominique”

(Machairas 1.56.1-2)

7. MEDIEVAL AND MODERN CYPRIOT GREEK

MedCG is trivialty considered to be the earliest attested Hﬁomﬁd QBMW...
dialect in the historical record. ModCG on the om\._mﬁ hand, is .m_mozmm._b %
ardized variety, a continuation of MedCG, but S?nr_ also Mﬁwwwﬁmzwhmu
degrees of intradialectal variation. Overall, m.w_m,,ogmr in bot .m oo
ModCG all datives are morphologically genitive, the MedCG datives behave

.. .. u _ &Dw_rm m__._m:-.:mwuﬁm
. ‘ . k
:.;HWH Hu.nh tl .

:The first striking property of genitive arguments in MedCG is that, like accu-
“sative “datives” in Romeyka, they clearly do not induce any minimality effect,
‘since any Agree/Move relation between a probing head and a lower goal can
be established across a structurally intervening genitive argument, with no
“apparent effect, as if the genitive were not there. This appears to be the case
in constructions with raising predicates (55) and psych unaccusatives that

‘take dative experiencers (cf. (56) and (57), which allows even long-distance

”;Pm.mmmmumgmmunrm Emﬁﬁﬂmsmﬁrmma_umm&m& subject), as well as in pas-
Sivizatione of the dicamt Lo s fery ra1. N e

7.1 Morphological Exponence/Distribution in Cypriot Greek

In ModCG, genitive DPs and se-PPs alternate in ditransitives (51) and mmwww
riencer constructions {52), as in SMG, although there is a clear Emmmamwnm.

for genitives in the latter constructions.

i jeneka /kathe jenekas, .
51 Ediksa se kathe jeneka .
GV showed, 158G to each woman.ACC/each woman.GEN




of blocking effects in this case can simply be attributed to ﬁr.m fact that Em
genitive indirect object in MedCG is lower than the direct object, as we will
suggest below, that is, the genitive in ditransitives is not even .mﬁangwwzu.\ an
intervener; this appears to be the case in Romeyka too, that ._m‘ the indirect
object DP, being lower than DO, is not an intervener there either.

(58) ekinon, [y, to, [ t efnioT tis valis mu [t e kalon|]], fenete
that which seemed.3SG the senate/diet. GEN my beINE good seems
mu ki emenan (MedCG)
me.GEN.Cl and meGEN

“What seemed t my senators/consultants to be good seems to me (to be good)
toe.”

(Boustr. Chron. A 52.13-15)

(56) [Toutos o logas), polla aresen tou rigos t(MedCG}

This the words very-much appealed.35G the ling.GEN
“The king liked these words very much’
(Machairas 2.274.1)

(57) Den areskoun tous archondes tous Genouvisous[na cine oi las
not appeal3PL  the masters ACC the Genoans ACC 1o be3PL the peopleNOM
mas (MedCG)  kai to dhikon
our and the fortane-NOM

tous apokato eis tin eksousian sas]

their under to the power your
“lhe Genoan masters do not like the fact that our people and their fortunes are

under your rule’

{Machairas 3, 372}

(58) Pos estrafin to righaton, ape tous Romeous ke (pro)
that was-returned.35G the kingdom NOM by the Greeks and
edothin £ rous Latinous
was-given3SG the Latins.GEN

“That the kingdom was returned by the Greeks and was given to the Latins

(Machairas 2.99.1-2)

It should be pointed out that in (55), Spec'T in the relative clause
occupied by the trace of the embedded subject rather than vw.
4 gsince efanin here is clearly not used as impersonal, taking into .

is

ﬁ&onﬁ:

14 If we are to follow Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou {1998) in that Prog, does nof .
then the discussion here simply amounts to whether the mairix T Agrees::

exist anyway, : .
o yw N T L siven the coptextual information and

consideration that its other occurrence (fenete) in the matrix clause has an
overt referential subject, arguably raised out of an elided complement-TP;
note that in SMG, in which fenefe appears to have the same usage, the
embedded subject of an elided complement clause cannot be (A’)-moved
(ie, topicalized) into the matrix CP, unless fenefe agrees with it, that is,
if it gives rise to raising.”” At any rate, in MedCG there are also quite a
few other instances of raising predicates agreeing with embedded nomina-
tive DPs (regardless of their surface position) across genitive experiencers
unproblematically, without evidence of any intervention effect, for example
without obligatory cliticization/clitic doubling {CD) of the genitive as in
SMG; interestingly, cliticization/CD of the genitive is obligatory in SMG
even when the raising predicate is impersonal, that is, there still appears
to be a need to establish some Agree relation with the embedded CP, for
which the genitive would act as an intervener. As far as (57) is concerned,
the pliral marking on the matrix verb could not be the result of sympa-
thetic agreement with the experiencer, as there is no indication of such a
possibility in any other point in the text, or any other Greek text for that
matter; in all other cases with plural experiencers, psych Vs display singu-
lar agreement. On another topic, it seems that raising/long-distance Agree
is possible out of subjunctive complements, probably because na-clauses at
this stage serve mostly as substitutes of the infinitive (there still seems to
be free variation among infinitival and na-clauses in this period) and argu-
ably have not yet developed a full CP-structure (see Roussou 2000), that is,
they are not strong phases, which is why they are not subject to the Phase
Impenetrability Condition (Chomsky 2000, 2001). It is also worth point-
ing out that there is no evidence that dative arguments at this stage can
undergo any kind of A-movement, that is, there are no quirky subjects, nor
indirect passives; all genitive experiencers in the extant medieval Cypriot
texts occur postverbally and do not seem to pass any of Sigurdsson’s {1989)
diagnostics for subjecthood.’® Furthermore, if we follow Boeckx (2000: 361),

15 Consider, for instance, the following SMG example, which is as close structurally
to {55) as possible:

(i) Elines i lisis pus su fenonde.3PL esena na ine kales, mu fenende.3PL ki emena
{na ine kales)

(i) ?*Ekines i lisis pu su fenete.3SG esena na ine kales, mu fenonde.3PL ki emena
(na ine kales)

(ii) *Ekines i lisis pu su fenonde3PL esena na ine kales, mu fenete.3SG ki emena
(na ine kales)

(iv} *Ekines i lisis pu su fenete.35G esena na ine kales, mu fenete.3SG ki emena (na
ine kales)

“Those salutions that seem to you to be good, (they} seem good to me as well”
16 See also Sevdali {2009) who makesV the case for quirky datives in Classical

- Greek based on different types of evidence (case transmission, control, reflexive bind-




“[qluirky elements always block raising of nominative ‘objects’ [...] to the
highest (‘subject’) position, irrespective of agreement pattern,” which is not
the case in MedCG, as already shown.

Turning now our attention to ditransitives, there is evidence that in
MedCG, genitive indirect objects can stay structurally low, possibly in the
same position as Emﬁamaoum_ 10s in languages with dative shift/dative alter-
nations, which is probably a survival of the Koine DO>>I0 pattern (cf
(59), in which the DO binds the dative reciprocal anaphor). In around 70
percent of all the cases in which both internal arguments occur postverbally,
DO precedes 10. More importantly, this can be argued to be the unmarked
order on the basis of the fact that it occurs when there is no reason or
way to suspect or justify either .focus- or topic-movement, for example with
existential quantifiers ((60); cf. Philippaki-Warburton {1982) for a sirnilar
argument for Modern Greek VSO as the unmarked order). (61} also pro-
vides a piece of evidence that DO>IO cannot be claimed to be the result
of Ascrambling applied to an 10>DO base-generated order; if this were the
case, it should give rise to WCO in examples such as {(61), that is, if the
DO had to cross over an [O-DI containing a coindexed possessor. Therefore,
DOs can oceupy an A-position above 10, and the simplest assumption would
be that 1O is base-generated below DO. On the other hand, it seems pos-
sible that 10>DO may, at least sometimes, be the result of A-scrambling,
since it can be employed for defocusing purposes, as in (62). Also, interest-
ingly, there is no evidence in any of the extant texts for “free” benefactive
DPs, which are typically first merged above DO.

(59} po:s oun he: theos [...] tous agnooumenous edeiksen alle:lois
how so the goddess [...] the missing showed.35G each-other. DAT
lekso: (Koine Greek)
telLISG.FUT
“So now T'll tell you how the goddess (Venus) showed/revealed
the two missing heroes to each other”

(Chariton, Callirhoe, 8.1.5.2)

(60} kai afini kanenan pragman  katinos (MedCG)
and  leave.£8G any thing ACC anyone.GEN
“and (if) he leaves anything to anyone”
(Assizes £.137, 190)

(61) an thelete me  to kalon na strepsete
#  want2P  with the good PRISUBJ  return2PL
[to kastron], [tu afendi tu ] (MedCG)
the castle the owner.GEN its

“if you want to return the castle to its owner willingly”

e . P N T ]

(62) ke anen ke pepsoun i Genuvisi [...] tote na
and if and send.3P  the Genoans then PRT.SUBJ
dosoun tus Genuvisus 100 doukata (MedCG)
give3P  the Genoans. ACC/GEN 100 ducats
“and in case the Genoans send (someone)...then they (must)
give the Genoans 100 ducats”
{Machairas §353.17)

.Hrm unique instance, in the latest text of the period, of a quantified 10 bind-
ing a variable in the DO (61), clearly indicating that it c-commands it, may be
an early example of the emergent IO>>DO pattern, which is now prevalent in
ModCG or may constitute evidence that both patterns coexisted in that period
Interestingly enough, clitic clusters in the earliest text from that period mEumEH
to have an unfixed order, while being comparatively very few anyway, ‘mmoii

both I0-DO and DO-IO orderings (64). Finally, recall that meﬁﬂanm: moﬁm
perfectly acceptable direct passives, without obligatorily resorting to special
strategies to circumvent any intervening DP% minimality effects, for example
cliticization/clitic doubling of the genitive IO (see {58) above).

(63) kai edhoken pasanou, tin dhoulian tou (MedCG)
and gave.38G everyone.GEN  the job.ACC Em_
“and (he) gave everyone his job”
{Machairas §174.7)

{64)a. oti to tou afikan ekeino to zitaei  (MedCGQ)
that tCLACC him.CLGEN left.3P that  rel-pron. asks.3SG
“that they left him what he asks”
(Assizes £134,188)

b. Ape  ta perpira  x (=20) ta sou
as for the perpers 20 themNEUT.CLACC  you.SG.CLGEN
eparacdhoka.
handed-in.15G

“As for the perpers (=local currency) (that I owed to you), I
did give you 207
(Assizes £.74,103).

c. oti ekeinos to tou epoulisen ekeinon to alogon
that he NOM it.CLACC him.CLGEN s0ld.35G that the horse
“that he sold him that horse”
(Assizes £191.30)

d. oti  eteros tou to epoulisen

that someone-else him.CLGEN it.ClLACC  s0ld.35G

P -




To sum up, genitive “dative” arguments in MedCG do not display
any minimality effects in Agree/Move, they arguably cannot undergo
A movement, and genitive indirect objects in particular are (often} asym-
metrically ¢-commanded by the direct object in an A-position.

Moving on to ModCG, the picture is the reverse in most respects. To
begin with, in ditransitives, it is quite straightforward that genitive 10s, as
well as benefactives, asymmetrically c-command DO (based again on Barss
& Lasnik’s {1986) diagnostics, eg., quantifier variable binding {65)), rather
than the reverse. Moreover, the dispreference Anagnostopoulou  (2003)
observed for direct passives, is equally or even more robust in MedCG,
where direct passives are deemed as totally ungrammatical (66a), unless 10

is cliticized/clitic doubled or clefted {(66b).

(65) Ediksa kathe jenelkas, ton andran tis/ Mhathe andran, tis
showed.18  each woman.GEN the man ACC herfevery  manACC
jenckas tu, (MadCG)
the woman.GEN  his

“I showed every woman her husband / his wife every man.

{(66) a. Ta rialia edothikasin/edothisan *(-tis) tis Marias {ModCG)
the moneyPl were-givendPL herGEN.CI.  the Maria. GEN
“The book was given (to) Mary”
{1heoni Neokleous, p.c.)

b, En TIS MARIAS, pu edothikasin/edothisan ia rialia ¢,
be.3SG the Marin GEN  that were-given 3PL the money3PL

The money was given (to} Mary”
{Theoni Neokleaus, p.c.)

As far as the PCC is concerned, ModCG has its strong version, while in
MedCG texts there are quite a few indications that fist- and second-person

clitics in the presence of a third-person genitive goal are systematically avoided

and some escape strategy Is opted for (e.g, strong accusative pronouns, alter-
native morphological exponence of the goal). Combinations of first- and
second-person internal arguments (which should be available, given the parallel

with Romeyka) are hard to be tested, due to the narrative nature of the extant -

texts, however there is no a priori evidence that these were c:mH.mB.Ewﬂn&.
Finally, in the syntax of unaccusatives with genitives, there is an interest-
ing split. In SMG, as we said, both genitive experiencers selected by piacere-

type psych predicates and genitive goals selected by motion unaccusatives
must undergo cliticization or clitic doubling, otherwise the construction is:
significantly degraded, thus indicating that genitives in SMG do induce mini-
mality effects, by both intervening between T and the theme, and having an’

with genitive goals pattern with SMG—in fact, Cypriot speakers find them
HMMW Mwmamgmnn&‘ unless a genitive clitic is present (67)—while geni-
e % Emwnna are perfectly wnnm?mzm either with or without cliticization/
¢ oubling (68). Also, while both varieties allow raising (more or 1
marginally), only in SMG does the genitive experiencer require n:ﬂnﬁmc.oﬂa,w

clitic doubling (69).

(67) fto epiBoman) irte (-tis) tis Marias (MadCG)
the allowance NOM  came.35G herGEN.CL  the Maria. GEN

“Mary got the allowance” (= “The allowance came o Mary.")

68 O i i

{68) Janis areski {-tis) tis Marias polla {ModCG)
the JohnNOM  appeals henGENCL the Mary.GEN much
“Mary likes John a lot”

(69} Ta pedja (3 i M
ja  (Ben A i i i
Jen [V, co *oucttis)] fenonde tis Marias (na ine,./en, 3

the kids  not herGEN.CL seem.3P the MargGEN (PRT.SUBJ/are.3PL)
kurasmena (ModCG)

tired

“The kids do not seem to Mary to be tired”

8. CORRELATIONS AND THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS

Despite the considerable amount of cross-dialectal and cross-categorial mic

mimﬂwb that can be found in the varieties we considered so far, there are m..“”ﬂ
<wJ~ important correlations and generalizations that appear to hold across all
m.pmnrnoan and diatopic varieties of Greek. First, as already mentioned in sec-
tion 2, the existence of minimality effects in Agree/raising across a dative (at
least a goal DP) seems to depend on the availability of structurally high IO
DPs, which, in turn, presupposes the existence of dative alternations mdgm:w
also appears to be a strong correlation between the existence of dative .m_.nmnum\

.- tions and the strong PCC. On the contrary, in systems with no dative alter-

bmﬁo:@ only a weak PCC is operative and no minimality effects in Agree/
raising across datives is observed. The first tentative conclusion drawn from

~these facts is that whatever makes a dative visible for Agree/Move (even as

a defective intervener) must also be found in the double object/dative-shifted

- -construction, and not in the cne where the 10 stays “low”

What differentiates the double DP frame from the prepositional ditransi-

o tive construction in all varieties is the animacy restriction on the 10. There
~are systems (like Spanish, according to Ormazabal 2000) in which the pres-
cence of a dative pronoun, which is by definition animate, excludes any other

animate internal argument. Compared to this, the strong PCC appears to

. o




Michelioudakis (2010b, 2011) we propose that all these restrictions are due
to a selectional uninterpretable feature in the double DP construction, which
encodes (e.g, [+animate]) or entails (e.g. [+Participant], in Harley & Ritter’s
(2002) feature mmoamsuc the aforementioned animacy requirement.

In weak PCC systems, which also happen to be systems in which only
10 DPs (and not PPs) may be animate, the situation is as follows: (i)
both internal arguments can be third-person, therefore an uninterpret-

h .

MMM»ME mMD to Sr.mﬁ Chomsky (2000) terms “quirky Case,” as we have
Enmiwwmmwm. “M mwm Hnmgmzmsm DO is 1st/second-person, then its defective
ocks Agree with 10 and the deactivati i
puevention lod . ctivation of its Case, which

g PCC. Otherwise, the IO DP m
. tches Appls [uPartici
pant] and is attracted to its § i ) O et by
pec, where it can be probed and
v* and have its Case deactivated. Thi i e e
! . This derives the familiar I0>DO i
DOCs OP eg, SMG, TPG, and ModCG): order n

able [Participant] feature is matched by 10 alone and is valued as [-Prt]

(third-person DOs are not specified for this feature at all, see Adger & (71)  Voicep
Harbour 2007); (i) first- and second-person pronouns can CO-0CCul, Py
which suggests that they can both simultanecusly match a positively val- EA o~
wed [Participant]; (iii) the two internal arguments cannot have different Voice v

T

values of [#participant], that is, no third-person ([-Prt]) datives co-occur-
10p;

ring with [+Prt] DOs, which means that there may not be a mismatch
between _Hmaanwﬁwsﬁf whatever its value, and any of the internal argu-
ments. All three states are only compatible with a first-merged configura-
tion where the two internal arguments are probed by a low probe and
are equidistant from it, perhaps in the spirit of Kayne’s (1984, 2010) sug-
gestion that they originate, quite symmetrically, in the same DP. Perhaps
the probe is the ditransitive V/Root itself, which s-selects only animate
DPs. DO then Agrees with v7, which inherits Voice’s phifeatures (which
we take to be the real low phase head), and is finally attracted by it to
its Spec, following Chomsky (2006, 2008)," thus deriving the DO>10,
order attested in Romeyka and MedCG:

>
ApplP

v

[ug ]
? >
<10 pp>
>
Appl vyl
>

H_.Lu—.a DO
Py

Vi VI /RootP
Py

<DO>»
PNy

[up ] V/Root ...<IO pr>(ycue -

(70)  [yer EA V' Voice [, DO,V > Ve [<DO> 10 1] 113 )
ak ’ bl e oot peed The schema in (71) may be generalized to all DOCs, even the ones that
) S al

. mn<om<m completely structurally Case-marked IO DPs, like English. Anoth

implication of this is that the IO m . N

ust have an active Case fe

mpleatio ature, when-
.MOM hn Mn%d_wamnmm DO from an A-position; this applies even to shifted

o M. ed by a P (as eqg. in SMG, see Table 8.2), and of course se-PP
> z.».mn ives (see Table 83). One then has to assume that P in this case is
. .To deﬁ_ao% than a dative case marker; this must cerfainly be the case in

enefactives, where s¢ (“to”) has none of i igi
. its original locative (eith i
bene . ( either direc-

= M“o MH.M m”ﬁwﬁ<mw>Mwmqu. A process of grammaticalization is probably still
= in , whereas se as a dative case ma
Sk rker has already be

...m::mmw grammaticalized, hence the only option, in TPG definite mmmwm Un%:uw

. : 3.
.amm_ﬂéwm%omm_g_mwoz of two types of inherent Case for shifted and nonshifted
so derives the correlation between dati i
. e ative-shift and interventi
effects in Agree/raising across datives. As already assumed ?aocmrumw H:
e

article, phi-probes, such as T and v*
artil ’ v*, probe for interpretable phi-f
consider an XP/DP as a possible/“active” goal : e o

ninterpretable Case feature (Chomsky 2000

In strong PCC systems, on the other hand, the animacy restriction :
only affects 10 DPs, not PPs, so we may not say that [uParticipant] is an
s-selectional feature of V, but rather a feature associated with a head that
is present only in the double object construction, arguably the one that &
hosts the 10 DP in its Spec. Following the literature on applicatives, we .
take this to be an Appl head c-commanding VP. Moreover, we assume that
twa v-heads are present in DOCs, assuming that this is the right mini-:
malist update of Larson’s (1988) original idea about the presence of two
VP-shells in DOCs, especially if, as commonly assumed, v-heads are the':
real verb(alizer)s rather than Roots themselves, as well as others’ sugges-
tion about the lexical decomposition of verbs taking double objects. Both
+heads inherit Voice’s phi-features and its EPP. Then the derivation pro-
ceeds as follows. After DO Agree with and raising to v, Appl probes the
10 DP, which must then have an active, even if inherent, Case mmmgam

if it carries an active, that is,
, 2001). Given that “datives” in



required by any phi-probe, we are led to the conclusion that they must dif-
fer in their [Case] feature. Mare concretely, “dative” DDs in MedCG and
Romeyka, despite their distinct morphological realization, are all assumed to
carry a (fully) valued Case feature [iCase], associated with a series of theta-
roles therefore, LF-interpretable, which makes the DP “invisible”/“transparent”
for a phi-probe, which looks for [uCase] features. On the other hand, expe-
riencers in SMG and TPG and genitive goals in both SMG/TPG and
ModCG bear a partially interpretable and partially unvalued Case feature
[uCase], which, while still inherent (i.e, still associated with a series of
theta-roles and with a nonabsorbable PF-interpretable value),awaits valuation
in the course of the derivation. This makes such DPs visible to phi-probes,
either as active goals, or as defective interveners, if their [uCase] has already
been valued and marked for deletion in the course of the derivation. 5o,

when a dative intervenes between T and a nominative theme,

for instance,
" inher-

its status as an intervener can be mpnmaﬁmammm. Assuming “active
ent Case is an instance of a [uCase| feature, while “pure” inherent Case is

liCase], the following three possibilities arise:

(72) Hlug]...DAT[ie, wCase/ uCase/ iCase]...DP[ig, uCase]
(i) (i) (ii)

(i) If DAT carries an unvalued [uCase] feature, then it is an active
goal that can match and fully Agree with H, as long as it is
its closest potential goal, deactivating its own luCase], and pre-
venting H from probing further down;

(i) I DAT is the most local goal for { but it has already val-
ued its [uCase] via Agree with a closer phi-head H<pr>, then
DAT is a defective intervener, blocking Agree between H and
any lower active goal. This defective intervention effect can be
obviated if DAT undergoes some ﬁaoﬁwaowﬁ-w&mﬂm&ﬁaonmmm
which puts the head of DAT’s chain outside H’s Agree domain,
following Chomsky (2000, 2001};

{iii) If DAT carries [iCase], it is transparent/invisible for Agree pur-
poses, and H can unproblematically Agree with the next clos-
est DP with [uCase].

As already implied, g-probes sach as T only probe for [uCase], rmﬂnm..
the immunity of [iCase]. Blocking effects in DAT-above-NOM can then be

parameterized, as necessary, if we treat them as defective intervention effects

(case ii): in languages with [iCase], no intervention effects arise, while if

languages with active inherent Case, they do and, being defective, they cant

be obviated via some movement process involving DATS with already valued

[ocaeel (clitic movement in SMG, perbaps scrambling in other languages -

(see Anagnostopoulou 2003), clefting in Modern Cypriot Greek, etc.). Finally,

. R . - 7 !

obligatory cliticization/clitic doubling in DAT-above-NOM contexts (e.g., in
e

SMG) serves as a means of cancellation of defective intervention as follows:

(73) [...%(¢P,0)-T...[ [DAT <¢P_,.> [0/DP E.:Um

DAt [uCase: ZOEH_ w

(a) M, (which has an uninterpretable phi-set as well as [uD]) probes DAT

rst;

(b) MMU»MH_ ;Armmmom by a (¢-) dlitic, it matches it, deletes the [uCase] of
the clitic (and consequently DAT itself) and incorporates iti

the clit
Roberts2010); ’ o eic (e

{(¢) the head of DAT’ chain is now outside T's Agree domain(ie, no
longer visible); &

(d) however, the dative clitic, being a ¢(P) (Cardinaletti & Starke 1999,
U.mnrmSm & Wiltschko 2002, Roberts 2010, as opposed perhaps to DO
clitics, see Daskalaki & Mavrogiorgos 2010, Anagnostopoulou 2006), can-
not satisfy T's [uD], so T (requiring full matching, see Chomsky 2001)
has to probe all over again across the (now invisible) DAT in order to
match [uD]; this enables T to fully match NOM and Agree with it.

The intervention then of a dative with active Case in unaccusative con-
texts (raising, piacere-type psych predicates, and motion unaccusatives) is an
instance of defective intervention, as defined above, since in the configura-
tion in which the dative intervenes between T and the theme, the dative’s
¢-features have already been matched and its Case deactivated by T itself
In (70-71), the dative appears to c-command the theme: this is the mmmm.
with dative experiencers anyway, whether they are/need to be attracted b
an Appl head or not, given the evidence we have about their ﬁrﬁdmmw
position (cf. backward binding, etc.); for goals, this is a derived position;
in systems with inactive inherent Case and no dative alternations, goal Umm
with unaccusatives may stay low causing no intervention effects (45, 67).

;. However, given the uniform positioning of experiencers higher than nomina-

.Edm themes, the absence of intervention effects (68—69) in ModCG, which
arguably has active inherent Case, is quite surprising. We are therefore led

.~ to one last factor that yields {cross-categorial, this time) microvariation, a
split in Case features depending on theta-roles, Active inherent Case m;m
...“.wvwmnmbmw been spread to all 10-related theta-roles in both transitive and
..EQmEmmmﬁ contexts, but crucially not to experiencers. In SMG (and TPG)
.this spread has been more pervasive and complete,

dﬂ@ﬁm_cu €, a8 me _nmc_.._m&. m tion N t 1§ ©on v~ 4 © = v\ -
n
fl sec 7 T@H.m ne-wa Ha@rﬂm

tion refating (i) the existence of “active” dative experiencers, giving rise to
intervention effects, and (ii) the availability of “high” indirect object DPs




manding DO): the former entails the latter but not vice

counterexample explicable on these
s also presuppose the availability of
existence of low 10 DPs

(asymmetrically com
versa. ModCG constitutes a
while experiencers with blocking effect

high 10s but do not in principle exclude the co
manded by DO {(cf. Ieelandic, where both high {ie.,

”) inherently Case-marked 10s are available

as in Hebrew, although dative experienc-
and arguably linked to

grounds,

asymmetrically ¢-com
“active’) and low (ie, “inactive

{see Anagnostopoulou 2003)),

ers have active Case only, causing blocking effects,

quirkiness (Boeckx 2000, among others).

Finally, the apparent availability of high applicatives in RStGir may be a
first step for the emergence of quirky inherent Case in this variety too. On
d, TPG benefactives have the same properties as in ROf, which
pl. Benefactives seem to develop quite independ-
especially when they do not involve a

Ben>DO
(acgom} -
only _' :
adjunct-PPs’
nfa

optional

no
n/a
no
no

Ben>DO
(adjunct)
adjunct-PPs

yes
optional

weak
no
only
n/a

no

no (but see ‘
6.1)

no -
optional

ordered

Few; un-

optional

the other han
arguably do not involve Ap
ently from canonical ditransitives,
potential recipient interpretation.
Table 8.7 below summarizes our empitical findin
Table 8.8 illustrates the four-way syntactic typology we h

based on our mm%nomn? to inherent Case.

ves {all and only anifnate arguments)

(ef. 7.2)

poso_
i

n/a. )

yes
no
nfa

gs in this article and
ave developed,

fixed I0-DO order

(both)

| ModCG

9. CONCLUDING REMARKS

aptional
oblig.

all cross-categorial and cross-dialectal (and ”.”..

e diachronic) variation with regards to datives in Greek results from the
e interaction of a limited qumber of variables: (i) the nature:!
of the (inherent) Case feature, active (uCase) vs. nonactive (iCase), (i) their
position on the thematic hierarchy (goals, experiencers, Or “free” benefactives
behaving as serni-adjuncts), and (iii) their morphological exponence, m-case
t to be the least crucial factor, as far as syntax is concerned.
¢ finding of this investigation is that the derivation:
e the only realization of dative arguments,’:
unlike SMG and Hmﬂxgomo.@.

(with the only exception of some classes of benefactives:
have important diachronic implications). Indirect:
G are consistently structurally lower, asym:

This article has aimed to show that

fized IO-DO order

(encl.)

possibl
interplay and th

-_AdiVe "i_nhé'rérkt” : _C‘a‘s‘g.'. et

bl

:Ob].igatb[‘y ol
" oblig, ! .

which turned ou
Furthermore, an importan
of “dative” DPs, when these constitut
does not involve (high) Applicative heads,

COMPARATIVE TABLE OF PROPERTIES ACROSS GREEK VARIETIES

2]
a
b
B
o
Q
R
o]
=
bl
a
"
=

=
o
e.
K-
N

B
&
n
Q
Q.

135D0
Ben>DC
yesr
obligatory '
yés

strong

PPDO

“no

Jen.
psych/rﬂising o

DP,

DP,

Bénef
Motion Vs

goal constructions
in RSiir, which in torn may
object DPs in Romeyka and ModC
metrically c-commanded by the direct object, an observation that challenges
aniversal 10>DO in the double DP frame. The central theo-
then, is that the thematic Eﬁm@umﬂmmos...nwn.
g of the arguments relative to V/Root,
ly atiract DPs with active
to m?-@no,dmm\mﬁm :
our analy:

‘Table 8.7.

with unaccisatives

any claims about
retical conclusion of this article,
be exclusively derived by the positionin
and that applicative heads, when/if present, simp

Case from their thematic positions to positions accessible
L dean inroducing/selecting them. Finally,

doubling of the “dative”

" passives

Datives

Cliticization/CD of the dative in
Animacy restriction on dativé “DPs”
“Person’ restrictions (PCC)

Ditransitives
c-command relations
Direct passives
Indirect passives
" Clitic clusters
PP ‘substitufes

"
Cliticization /Clitic

“




Table 8.8. M-CASE AND THE ACTIVE VvS. NONACTIVE
DISTINCTION ACRQSS GREEK VARIETLES.

S L 4/active’ Active Inherent ..

mACC ™G - ROf, RSir
mGEN SMG, ModCG MedCG

restrictions across datives and the syntax of ditransitives, of which the moz..us”._
ing two also seem to hold cross-linguistically: (a) if a language r.mm mnﬂa.w.
dative experiencers, it also has high IO DPs; in other words, dative .Q%mﬁ.-
encers give rise to intervention effects in raising/unaccusative constructions, if
10s with the same form/Case have to escape VP/4/P; and {b) The strong
PCC in ditransitives presupposes the existence of high 10s, that is, the DOC

«

frame (alongside prepositional low 10s).
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