VOSin Modern Greek: Syntax Revisited*

AXIOTIS KECHAGIAS

Abstract

In the present paper we will be discussing theasyof verb-initial orders in Modern
Greek and more particularly the “problematic” VO&ler. The existing analyses—
building on a very limited range of data—fail tocaant for all the attested
properties. It will be argued that VOS can not he do mere object movement
(object scrambling) nor to generation of the subjedhe right (either as a specifier
or as an adjunct); rather we will show that VO$his outcome of a flexible strategy
which allows the object to pied-pipe alongside ¥eeb to T. Finally, we will argue
that the operation shows characteristics of A-bavement and that the object ends
up in a position from which it cannot c-command $hbéject.

1 Introduction

Modern Greek (henceforth MG) is a free word ordeguage in the sense that all
logically possible orders of a subject, a verb andbject are attesteNeedless to
say, each word order is (usually) indicative offeecentinformation structurethat
is, a different partitioning of the linguistic meg®e in terms ofnew vs. old
informationt and so on. In this piece of work we restrict otteration to the VOS
order, an order whose syntactic properties—as dgésmlin the relevant literature—
still remain controversial.

Before we come to the core of our analysis, we lshbuefly highlight some
basic aspects of MG syntax. MG is assumed to b8@ Mnguage in which V-to-T

* This paper is part of a larger work in progresaaerning the Syntax-Information Component
Interface in Greek. | am grateful to my supervi8or Neeleman for his support, discussions and
comments. Special thanks are also due to Hans eafodt, Reiko Vermeulen, Ivona Kerova,
Anna Roussou, Artemis Alexiadou, Anastasia Giarshaki Stavroula Tsiplakou, Robert Truswell
and Matthew Reeve. | would also like to acknowletiye support of the Hellenic Scholarship
Foundation. (IKY). All comments are welcome: a.kagias@ucl.ac.uk

1 Of course, apart from syntax (i.e. word order)pmiogy plays an equally important role in
the realization of the various partitionings. As & VOS is concerned, we should note at this
early stage that we will be focusing exclusively@S under neutral intonation, that is, when
main clausal stress is assigned to the subjecta F@tailed account of how syntax interacts with
phonology in the realization of information strueticf. among others Alexopoulou 1999, Keller
& Alexopoulou 2001, Haidou 2004/2006.
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movement is a well established property (Philippatarburton 1985, Tsimpli
1990, Horrocks 1994, Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou98,9 among others).
Furthermore, as far as VSO is concerned, it isasduhat the subject remains in a
VP- (or vP-) internal positicn(see 1). Preverbal subjects are generally coresider
to be base-generated adjuncts (but see Horrockd i®9 a different view).
Furthermore, VSO is seen as the informationallg lesarked” order, in the sense
that it is perceived as containing all-new inforimiat

(1)

ty DP-object

Turning now to VOS—the order which is the main foafsthis paper— the
analyses put forward in the last two decades vadycally with respect to each
other. The main task of this paper is to evaluhtsé¢ analyses on the basis of
syntactic evidence that has not been taken intsideration so far. As we will
show, none of the existing analyses can accountuadely for the syntactic
properties of the VOS order, at least for a langusigch as MG. Instead, we will
put forward an alternative account, according taclwt/OS is the outcome of an
operation which allows the object to move alongslie verbal head. Before we

2 Note that there is no general agreement as f&P&satisfaction is concerned: Alexiadou &
Anagnostopoulou (1998) argue that it is the nomieatures of verbal morphology which satisfy
the EPP requirement, while Philippaki-Warburton gy®poulos (1999) assume that there should
be a bunch of covert nominal features (“subjedte)iin a position high enough in the tree. On
the other hand, Kotzoglou (2001) argues that EPParameterized, and—thus—possibly not
activated in MG.

% However, as we have shown (in prep. “The Syntdarination Component Interface”), the
factors which opt for VSO/SVO have little to do wihe novelty/givenness of the referent of the
lexical subject.
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present the syntactic data and before we reaclt@mglusions, in the remainder of
this introductory part we briefly present all thespible syntactic configurations
that could lead to a verb-object-subject lineammatin subsequent chapters, we
will discuss this in more detail and present aia@itevaluation of the predictions
each account makes.

One possibility is that the linear order verb-objgabject is due to right-
adjunction of the subject in a position relativiéiigh in the tree (see 2). Tsimpli
(1990) distinguishes between pre-verbal subjectcsofSVO) and post-verbal
subject topics (VOS), the only difference being directionality of the adjunction
operation (i.e left-adjunction to CP leads to SVO, while right«aujtion to CP
leads to VOS).

(2)

N

t, DP-obj

In the same spirit, it could be that VOS is duethe fact that [SpecVP] (or
[SpecvP])—which hosts the lexical subject—projaotthe right. Although such an
idea has never been put forward explicitly for MiGhas been proposed for
languages such as Catalan (Bonet 1988, Sola 1882 ranch (Friedemann 1995):

(3) P

tv DP'ObJ

Another possibility would be to allow the object-efin an underlying VSO
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order—to undergo local movement; after such movénages place, the object
ends up in a position higher than the in situ sttiged lower than the verb, which
has been raised to T. We will be referring to aredysf this kind as “object-
scrambling” analyses. Such an idea has mainly b&plored by Alexiadou (1997,
1999, 2006), and it has also been adopted by HZRIMO):

(4) PN

t tobi

Finally, a third possibility would be to allow sothang larger than the object alone
to move to a position higher than the subject. @péting the discussion, we will
show that the syntactic evidence favours an arsabfsihis type:

(5) /\
Nl T

V+0

Although the idea of moving something larger thhe tbject to obtain the VOS
order is not radically new, since a variant ofstalso found in the analyses of
Philippaki-Warburton (2001) and Georgiafentis (20@003), we will show that
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actually the only thing that needs to be taken unsideration is “pied-pipifty
when something moves, it can optionally ‘drag alongre material. In this light,
we will argue that what minimally differentiates ¥Ofrom VSO is that in the
former case, the overt operation of V-to-T movemamblves not just the verbal
head, but rather a larger constituent, namely th@ude which contains the verb
and its complement. Thus we propose that the syotegpresentation of VOS
should be as in (6):

(6) TP
y /\ -
PN P

V+0O T

|

Note that as long as V-to-T movement is an operatiggered by the structural
need for the uninterpretable T features of the \‘em@phology to be checked
against T, T° can no longer be the landing sitetHerraised constituent: it is hard
to see how checking could be performed betweerad had a non-head category
(i.e. the v’ node). As such, we assume that thditensite this time is the specifier
of T, where checking can be established in a SpedHenfiguration, provided
that the T features of the verb can percolate hightre v’ node.

The organization of the paper is as follows: in partve present empirical
evidence which will be the decisive criterion fanoosing the right syntactic
representation: 2.1 deals with secondary predicaa?2 with adverb placement,
2.3 with anaphoric binding and 2.4 with quantifsope. Section 2.5 summarizes
the discussion. In part 3 we discuss some problensatues concerning VOS and
variable binding. Finally, in part 4 we briefly disss some theory-internal issues
related to the generation of the order under ingason.

* Although we are not coming into details for spes@sons, we beliew@at the use of remnant
movement operations and the invention of extrational projections upon which these analyses
rely heavily for the generation of the VOS ordare not justified either by the syntactic or by the
interpretational properties of the order under stigation.
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2 Thedata
2.1 Secondary Predication

In MG, VSO orders followed by object-oriented sedany predicates constitute
grammatical formations. For instance, the utterainc€7) involves a depictive
secondary predicate, while that in (8) involvessuitative:

(7) efaje i Maria to suvlaki omo (V-S-8P1)
ate the Maria the suviaki raw
“Maria ate the suvlaki raw”

(8) evapse 0 Jianis tin porta prasini SAD-APr)
painted the John the door green
“John painted the door green”

In order to accommodate VSA&P: cases—such as these in (7) and (8)—
syntactically, we resort to théP shell-structuredea (cf. Larson 1988): the verb
first merges with the secondary predicate, whetbasDP-object projects in a
shell-like node and the subject is generated aspheifier of vP. Subsequent V-to-
T movement (via v) will give us the desired lineatian. It should be noted here
that such a configuration fully respects secondasdicate licensing conditions
such as the requirement that a secondary predieatdo be c-commanded by its
subject (cf. Williams 1986) This is illustrated in (9):

9 TP

V+v
/\V’
DP-obj /\

tV A P]_

As far as VOS+secondary predicate orders are coedethe analysis we pursue
here makes one strong prediction, namely, that sudérs should be expected to

®> Note that while depictive secondary predicatioprisductive in Greek, this is not the case
with resultative secondary predication. cf. Giandald 1999, Horrocks & Stavrou 2003.

® For a different view on secondary predicationrigiag conditions in MG cf. Spyropoulos
1998.
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be ungrammatical, since either (i) the object wit c-command the secondary
predicate (see 10) in case the latter is geneesteth adjunct dfi) there is no way
for the secondary predicate to be stranded in tfuetare (see 11) in a VP-shell

structured tree.

(10) *TP

Indeed, such a prediction seems to be verified ecafly: for all our informants,
such orders are at least marginal (see 12-13).
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(12) ?/?? efaje to suvlaki | Maria omo V-Q1-S-AP)
ate the suvlaki the Maria raw
“Maria ate the suvlaki raw”

(13) ?/?? evapse tin porta o Janis prasini (V-Oi-S-AP)
painted the door the John green
“John painted the door green”

Another prediction our analyses makes is that:ARS orders should be
unproblematic. In such cases, the secondary ptedicaves alongside the verb
and the object contained in v’ (i.e. no strandeul)d, thus, it is indisputably c-
commanded by its subject (i.e. the DP-object). Oagain the empirical data
verifies this prediction. Consider for instance thbowing two utterances, which

constitute grammatical—although informationally ked—constructions for all

our informants:

(14) den to perimene kanis [pos6a evafe tin porta prasini o
Janis(]
not it-cl expected nobodythat would paint theordo green the
John
“Nobody expected that it would be John who woulthptihe door green”
(V-©AP:-S)
(15) ba kebiso to stixima mono [an fai to psariomo i Nadr
will win-I the bet only if eats the fish rathie Maria

“I will win the bet, only if it is Maria who eatse fish raw”
(V-©AP:-S)
The syntactic representation of V&1S is given below in (16):

(16)
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To sum up the discussion, we have seen that therieaiglata seem to verify our
working hypothesis: VOS orders are due to movenoént’ rather than due to
movement of the object alone. In respect with tha&t,have also argued that what
minimally differentiates VOS from VSO orders is tha the former case V-to-T
movement involves more material than the verbatifzane.

Carrying on, let us now present some more compéses. Both (17) and (18)
below involve a VSO order, but this time two secanydpredicates are involved,
one subject- and one object-oriented:

(17) epbi efage 0  Aris to kreas omo rBemenos, ée simeni ofi...
because ate the Aresthe meat raw drunk not nenibat. ..
(V-S02-AP2-AP4)

(18) *epbi efaye o  Aris to kreas mizmenos omo, 6e simeni
oti...
because ate the Ares the meat drunk raw  notnsnea
that...
“Because Ares ate the meat raw drunk, it doaspdn that..”
(V-S1-O2-AP1-AP2)

As far as the utterance in (18) is concerned, 8aras that its ungrammaticality is
due to a linearization failure concerning the sab@iented secondary predicate.
In particular, assuming that such secondary présiogenerate as right adjuridis
V', there is no means by which the object-oriersedondary predicate (which, as
we argued, generates in a shell position withinwh)follow the subject-oriented
one. On the contrary, the linearization in (17)mproblematic: the subject-oriented
secondary predicate —being a right-adjunct—folltivesy object-oriented one.

The idea is illustrated by the configuration in (19)

" The idea that the subject-oriented secondary gaéslis generated as a low adjunct is further
supported by VS1AP10 cases like the one in (apelhich are judged as marginal: there is no
means by which the adjunct can precede the vermaplement. VS10AP1, as expected, is
unproblematic (b):

(a) ?/?? pire o Aris rd&menos to  xapi (V-S1-AP1-0O)
took the Ares drunk the pill
(b) pire o Aris to  xapi nté&zmenos (V-S1-O-AP1)

took the Ares the pill drunk
“Ares ate the meat drunk”
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(19)

It is worth noting here that there is no posswifior the object to be associated
with a secondary predicate in the :APosition due to lack of c-command.
Similarly, the subject cannot be associated wigeeondary predicate in the AP
position, something that is in line with Williamg$980) observation according to
which secondary predication must meet c-subjacency.

Given these observations, consider now the follgvwo cases in (20) and (21).
As before, there are two secondary predicatesch atterance, but this time they
interact with a VOS order.

(20) ?epdi efaye to kreas omo o ArisrBemenospe simeni oti...
because ate the meat raw the Ares drunk not snban. ..
(V-©AP2-S1-APa)

(21) *epbi efaygeto kreas o Aris omo Miemenos, e simeni oti...
because ate the meat the Ares raw drunk meins that...
“Because Ares ate the meat raw drunk, it doemsr4n that...”

(V-0Si-AP2-APa)
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Although we recognize that the utterance in (2@sdoot enjoy the same degree of
acceptability as the one in (17) above (i.e. the oana VSO fashion), what is
important though, is that the one in (21) is ruleat as ungrammatical. The
asymmetry should not be surprising: if what move¥0OS, is the lower v’ node
and not just the object, there is no means by wthehobject-oriented secondary
predicate in (21) (i.e. omo “raw”) can be strandbdsharp contrast, when the
movement involves the object and the secondaryigatd(contained in the lower
V'), the acceptability clearly improves (30)The syntactic representation of the
utterance in (20) is given below in (22):

(22)

Obviously, the data, once again, seems to verifywoarking hypothesis: VOS is
due to movement of a larger constituent which dastdboth the verb and its
complement, and possibly more material. Crucialy,object-scrambling account
cannot easily account for the attested asymmetlie¥OS was due to object
movement (scrambling), we should expect that tihaneld be no problem with the

& Note here that even VO1AP1AP2S?2 linear stringstitarie grammatical formations: e.g.
epidi efaye to kreas omo n&menos o Arispe simeni Oti....
because ate the meat raw drunk the Ares, not nteans.
“Because it was Ares that ate the meet raw drardgesn’t mean that”
For cases like this, we assume that it is the migheode which moves. Pied-piping, thus, affects
AP1 as well.
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VO:1SAP: (cf. 12-13) and V&&APAP:i(cf. 21) cases above, contrary to fact.
Unavoidably, scrambling analyses have to seeknidependent factors that could
possibly constraint the generation of a VOS oréfer. instance, somebody could
argue that the ungrammaticality of the VOS casesnaxed before is actually due
to lack of trigger: according to some researchefs Alexiadou 1997/1999,
Georgiafentis 2001, Georgiafentis & Sfakianaki 20 VSO>VOS alternation is
triggered by stress/discourse-related factors. Rlgugpeaking, the idea is that
VOS is generated from a VSO underlying structureenv—for discourse-related
reasons and by application of the default strelEs+4 main prominence must be
assigned to the subiject (i.e. instead of the opbjddbwever, even if we assume that
such an interface constraint that ensures thatsttess will be assigned to the
subject exists, still this cannot explain the ungraaticality of the VGSAR &
VO:SAPAP:0rders. The idea is strongly undermined by uttermsoeh as the one
in (23), where main clausal stress in assignechéosecondary predicate which
follows a VOS order; if such an interface constramere valid, the utterance would
be ungrammatical (since there would be no triggegénerating VOS), contrary to
fact:

(23)  A. ti simveni?
“What is going on?”

B.pire to xapi o Janisnistikos | (ke tu ponese to stomaxi)
took the pill the John on empty stomach (and Hipamed the
stomach)

“John got the pill on empty stomach (and hiéesed a stomachache)”
(V-O48APy)

Before we leave this section, let us examine tleeliptions the two other possible
analyses make, namely the right-adjunction (cf.a@y right specifier (cf. 3)
hypotheses, with respect to secondary predicafiba.main problematic aspect for
both these analyses has to do with a licensingitondn secondary predicates,
namely that a secondary predicate must be c-comadabyl its subject. Consider
for instance the following case:

(24) pire toxapi o0  Aris nistikos (V-8-APy)
took thepil the Ares onempty stomach
“Ares took the pill on empty stomach”

If we assume that in VOS the subject is generageal rgght adjunct (possibly at the
CP layer; cf. Tsimpli 1990) or as right specifiertbé vP, there is no means by
which the secondary predication licensing conditbic-command can be met: the
secondary predicate cannot be c-commanded by thesall subject. This is
illustrated in (25) and (26) respectively. On ththen hand, adjunction of the
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secondary predicate lower than the subject does lead to the desired
linearization.

(25) * P

CF AP1

N
TP DP-subj1
N
N
N

N

Vv DP-obj

(26) * TP

AP1
/\

VP DP-subjl

PN

\% DP-obj

What is crucial after all in this discussion, isatththe working hypothesis we
pursued here, by distinguishing between v-to-T ar-$pecTP movement for
VSO and VOS orders respectively, and by buildingwail-established ideas on
secondary predication licensing, is the only analtfsat is in a position to account
for all the attested asymmetries in a rather dttéogwvard manner.
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2.2 Adverb Placement

Having examined the way V-initial orders interacthwsecondary predicates, let us
now present some extra evidence which validates sarhgthens our working
hypothesis. In particular, we will be dealing wilte distribution of low adverbials,
such as manner adverbs. As we will show, only atyars which allows the object
to move alongside the verb can account for cedaymmetries in the distribution
of such adverbs with respect to VOS. To begin wittnsider the following four
cases: (27) and (28) involve a VSO order, whilg @&l (30) involve a VOS order:

(27) klotsisedinata o Aris tin bala ke espase to tzamitu (era
kicked hard the Aresthe ball and broke the gldss window-Gen
(V-adv-S-0O)

(28) klotsiseo Arisinata tin bala ke espase to tzamitu fiaua
kicked the Are hard the ball and brok the gldsswindow-gen
“Ares kicked the ball hard and the glass ofuledow broke”
(V-S-adv-0)

(29) eno olaitan irema, ksafnika, klotsai tiddd@nata o  Aris ke
while all was quiet  suddenly kicks the ballhardhe Ares and
(V-O-adv-S)

(30) ?eno ola itan irema, ksafnika, klotsmata tinbalao Aris ke...
while all was quiet suddenly kicks hard the tadlAres and..
“And while everything was quiet, suddenly Akesks the ball hard and...”

(V-adv-O -S)

What is interesting in the set of data above ig taile in the VSO orders the
manner adverb can surface either between the verlithe@ subject (27) or between
the subject and the object (28), it seems that@&\t can only surface between the
object and the subject (29); utterances like theeior(30) where the manner adverb
surfaces between the verb and the object are quarginal. The same kind of
asymmetry is also attested in dependent clauses:

(31) ©6a ekplao mono an lisi  tin askisi yriyora 0 Aris
will be-surprised-l1 only if solves the exercisquickly the Ares
(V-O-adv-S)

°® We should note here that according to Alexiadd®07l 1999) both VOadvS and VadvOS
orders are ungrammatical. However, for the vastontgjof our informants while VadvOS is
somewhat marginal, the VOadvS order is rather graticad.
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(32) Pa ekplao mono an lisi  yriyora tin askisi o Aris
will be-surprised-l only if  solves quickly the moise the Ares
“I will be surprised only if it will be Ares who $ees the exercise
correctly”

(V-adv-O-S)

The analysis we are pursuing here allows us to géméine grammatical VadvSO
and VOadvsS orders (27 and 29/31 respectively) bglgssuming that what moves
to TP in VSO orders is the verbal head, while in Vi®#&ore material, that is, the
v’ node. (see 33 & 34 respectively). On the otherd) building on Bobaljik (1999)
where it is shown that adverbs can be generategdrious positions in the tree, we
assume that in the case of VSadvO the adverb isrgea as an adjunct to the v’
node. (see 35). As far the marginal status of thdWDS orders is concerned, we
propose that this is due to the fact that (leftjuaction within v’ is excluded, as

is the case with English.

N (V-adv-S-O)
ad\é\ vP
{\ v
DP-subj
TN VP

9 However, this does not eliminate the possibiliy fight-adjunction. Note that VSOadv and
VOSadv orders are also grammatical constructiaes &lso Xydopoulos 2001).
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A _0O. _
/\vP (V-O-adv-S)

N p (V-S-adv-O)

tV DP'ObJ

If a manner adverb can surface either between éhe and the subject or between
the subject and the object in VSO orders, why thet case that in VOS the only
position available is the one between the object the subject? In other words,
why—if the object undergoes movement— can it nojagba position above the
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adverb adjoined to vP, while it can target a positbelow the advelt? In the
same way, the right-adjunction and the right-sperciiypotheses face similar or
even more severe problems, since—under the samenpisn, namely, that the
adverb is adjoined to vP—they cannot account fax YOadvS cases, and
additionally, they wrongly predict that VadvOS arslshould be grammatical.

To sum up, it turns out that even the way manneeiddvinteract with V-initial
orders seems to verify our working hypothesis: V&#inot be due to object
scrambling or generation of the subject to thetr{gither as specifier or adjunct);
rather, a system which distinguishes between VPtand v’-to-SpecTP movement
and allows various adjunction sites for the (mahaewverbs, seems to capture all
the empirical data.

2.3VOS and Anaphoric Binding

So far we have shown that VOS should be due to mewe of v’ to [SpecTP]
rather than due to mere object movement or duedegion of the subject to the
right. In the remainder of this paper we will bealiieg with two related issues,
namely the properties of this operation in termghefA- vs. A-bar distinction, and
whether the object c-commands the subject or not.

Alexiadou (1997, 1999) and Haidou (2000) assumettieobject in VOS is in
an A-position, while Philippaki-Warburton (2001)cdaGeorgiafentis (2001) on the
other hand argue that it is in an A-bar positfoin what follows (sections 2.3 &
2.4), we will be considering data from anaphoriedimg and quantifier scope. As
we will show, the movement operation has A-bar progs. Furthermore, we will
provide more evidence in favour of the idea that dvject in VOS ends up in a
position from which c-command over the subject carbve established. To begin
with, consider the following cases:

1 Alexiadou (1997, 1999) argues that the ungrammlkitiicof VadvOS is due to the following
fact: manner adverbs are generated within VP asav@omplements that for checking reasons
have to move to a position higher in the structaféer movement takes place they end up in
[Spec,VoiceP] just above VP. Furthermore, she aghat object scrambling also targets the
same position, that is, [Spec,VoiceP], and thusalleged ungrammaticality of the order under
examination is due to the fact that there is omlg position available (under the assumption of
course that there is no possibility for multipleesifiers). Beyond the theoretical orthodoxy of
these assumptions, such an idea is simultanecoslywéak and too strong: As we have shown,
while VadvOS is rather marginal, VOadvS is consyapidged as a grammatical (though maybe
marked) construction. On the other hand, such atysis forces Alexiadou to assume that even
VSadvO orders are ungrammatical. (cf. 30 whichuégged as a grammatical construction by all
our informants).

12 Crucially, all these analyses rely heavily on mnminal binding asymmetries. However, as
we will show in part 3, pronominal binding in ModeGreek can not be used as a diagnostic test
for establishing the A or A-bar properties of a mment operation.
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(36) *o paterastu Petru ektimai [ton eafto tu}®
the father the Petros-gen appreciates the “self’-his
“Petros’s fatherappreciates himself

(37) *o Joyos ipe pos i Maria diafimizi  [ton eafto tu]
the George said that the Maria advertises “Hedf’-his
“George said that Maria advertises himself

MG reflexives generally pattern with English reflees in all relevant aspedfs
Thus—as expected—nboth the utterances above areramgiical. In (36) binding
can not be established since the embedded anteceédes not c-command the
reflexive, while in (37) the binder and the reflexiare contained in different
governing categories.

Coming now to our case, a prediction our analysaken is that any VSO/VOS
alternation should not be expected to affect anaphbinding relations. In
particular, it should be possible for a reflexivejext to be co-indexed with a
subject lower in the structure. Not surprisinglye tempirical data seem to verify
such a prediction. Consider for instance the setd from (38) to (41):

(38) tromokratise | Maria[ton eaftotis] (V S 0)
terrified the Maria the self-her

(39) tromokratise [ton eafto tisj Mariau (V O 9)
terrified the self-her the Maria

“Maria terrified herself”

(40) oe sevastke 0 Ars [ton eaftotu (Vv S 0O)
not respected the Ares the self-his

(41) oe sevastike [ton eaftotu]lo Aris (Vv O 9)
not respected the self-his the Ares

13 Morphologically the Greek reflexive pronoun is @mplex noun phrase, consisting of the
noun “o eaftos” (“the self”) inflected for case (nmative, accusative or genitive) plus a
possessive clitic pronoun in genitive. Accordindatsidou (1988) co-indexation and thus binding
is established between the antecedent and the mpioabelement. Anagnostopoulou & Everaert
(1999), on the other hand, argue that it is thele'h® and not just the possessor that constructs
the anaphoric element: within the reflexivity franwek it is the SELF element that reflexivizes
the predicate.

4 The situation, however, is quite different whetbjsat reflexives come into play; in such
cases it seems that the distribution is much fr@ace, even in VSO (where the subject occupies
its base position), the subject can be a nominaéflexive. Nonetheless, as has been claimed in
the literature, nominative reflexives generally whdifferent licensing properties from those of
object reflexives. (cf. among others AnagnostopouldEvaraert 1999).
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“Aris did not respect himself”

The data above fully fits into the pied-piping hylpesis: the object ends up in a
position (after v’ moves to [SpecTP]) from which @aamand over the subject is
not possible. Thus, the absence of Principle C &ffiscexplained by the fact that
that there is no c-commahidMoreover, in order for Principle A of binding take
effect, we assume that in (39) and (41) the mowetstituent has to reconstruct to
its base position; if reconstruction is a diagrmo$ir A-bar movement, we have
some evidence in favour of the A-bar propertieshef movement operation under
investigation®. For an A-scrambling account (cf. Alexiadou & Haigl there is no
means by which Principle A can take effect, in orde the reflexive object to be
c-commanded by its binder (namely, the lower supjemder the assumption that
A-moved categories do not reconstruct, while on dheer hand, the absence of
Principle C effects are difficult to be accounted f

2.4VOSand Scope

In the previous section we argued that in VOS @&rdéere is no c-command
relation between the object and the subject. Furtbee, we have shown that the
movement operation actually shows A-bar charadtesisgiven that in certain

cases we need to resort to reconstruction so tiatigle A of binding can take

effect. In what follows, we will show that even quifier scope data favours an A-
bar analysis. To begin with, consider the VSO casésw:

(42) djavase kapios nitis kabe vivlio (V S 0)
read some student every book
“Some student read every book”

=>» This student was George.

« Existential > Universal (¢ UniversalBxistential}’
(43) odjavase kae maitis kapio Vvivlio (V S 0)
read every student some book

5 Note, however, that it is not entirely clear whetie-command is the crucial factor is such
configurations. For instance, constructions suctHamself;, Johnl likes most” are grammatical
although c-command is established. What is impgrtaough, is the fact that an A-scrambling
analysis can not account for the grammaticalitythed VOS orders, since according to such
analyses the object is in A-position and c-commaret the subject is indisputable.

8 The fact that A-movement is argument-related mamncould also exclude the possibility
for the operation at hand to show A-characteristiesall that the moved category is the non-
argumental v’ node.

" The parentheses simply indicate that the readingpt the preferred one or even that it is
marginal.
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“Every student read a book”

= George read book A, Maria read book B, Christewdrbook C...
» Universal > Existential (+ Existential > Unigal)

What the VSO utterances above indicate is thatptiederred reading of scope
dependencies in MG is defined largely by surfacectire rather than quantifier
raising (cf. also Giannakidou 2000, 2002). In (4Bg preferred reading is
overwhelmingly the one in which the existentiallyagtified subject takes scope
over the universal. Similarly, in (43) the prefefmneading is the one in which the
universal quantifier (subject) takes scope overdhistentially quantified object.

The situation, however, seems to be quite diffevatit VOS orders. Consider for

instance the following two cases:

(44) odjavase ena vivlio Ke maitis (Vv O 9
read a book every student
“Every student read a book”

= George read book A, Maria read book B, Christeadrbook C...

» Universal > Existential ( * Existential »niversal)
(45) odjavase kee biblio enas ntatis (V O 9
read every book a student

“A student read every book”

=» This student was George
» Existential > Universal (* Universal > Existiat)

In both cases, the preferred reading is the omehinh the subject takes scope over
the object. So, in (44) the preferred reading is the one frictv the universally
quantified subject takes scope over the existéyiiplantified object, and in (45) it
iIs the one in which the existential subject takesps over the universally
guantified object. In order to account for theseesaof inverse scope we should
once again resort to reconstruction: in the VO®saxope is calculated after the
moved category (that is the intermediate V' nodat&@oing the object) has
reconstructed to its base position. And once agfaiaconstruction indicates A-bar
properties, then the operation which yields VOSusthde an instantiation of A-bar
movement. Crucially again, an A-scrambling accawart hardly account for these
facts.

8 For some of our informants, however, the prefeneatling is the reverse, that is, the one
where the object takes scope over the subject. tNeless, this does not affect the argument since
in principle both readings are available.
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2.5 Summary

In the discussion in part 2 we have shown thatothlg analysis that can account
for the VOS orders in—at least—Modern Greek inraightforward manner is the
one which allows the object to move alongside teib\as a case of pied-piping.
We have also shown that the operation shows A-dther than A-characteristics.
Although an A-bar scrambling account captures mi&& than an A-scrambling
account, scrambling still cannot be the correctymm The right-adjunction and
the right-specifier hypotheses, while they can aotdor anaphoric binding and
guantifier scope data, fail to account for the daftasecondary predication and
adverb placementhe table below summarizes the inventory of the iptiets all
possible analyses make with respect to VOS orders.

_Sec.Predication Adv. Placement  Anaph. Binding Quantif. Scope

| | |

N N N ® N

® ®
® ®
® ®
® ®

N N N ®

3VOSand Pronominal Binding

All the existing analyses on VOS make use of datalving pronominal binding in
order to establish the A or A-bar properties of th@vement operation. According
to the analyses of Alexiadou and Haidou, bindingaffected (new binding
possibilities arise), and so we are dealing withndvement. On the other hand, for
Philippaki-Warburton and Georgiafentis binding &t affected, and hence they opt
for an A-bar analysis. For our analysis this questis rather trivial; recall that
according to our working hypothesis it is not thbjest which undergoes
movement, but rather a larger constituent contgiriie object. Thus, the object
ends up in a position from which c-command oversihigiect is not possible.

Consider now the following cases:

(46) ?Pa iyisi 0  Bjoktitis tww to kae aftokinita (V S O)
will drive the owner his the each car
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(47) o0a olyisi to kade aftokinita o  Bjoktitis tiw (V O S)
will drive the each car the owner his
“Each owner will drive his car”

(48) ?7?sinandise o pateras tuo kade Kkoritsi (V S 0O)
met the father his the each qirl

(49) sinandise to Ke koritsi o0 pateras tu (V O 9
met the each girl the father his

“Each father met his girl”

(50) ??afu prota eksetasi o jiatros twon kaena... (V S 0O)
after first examines the doctor his the each one

(51) afu prota eksetasi ton Oema o  jiatros tw... (V O 9)
after first examines the each one the doctor his
“After each one is examined by his doctor”

In (46), (48) & (50) above, a bound-variable regdmdifficult to obtain due to the
fact that the pronominal form contained in the sabjcan not be bound by the
lower binder (the DP-object). In sharp contrase slame binding configuration is
perceived as entirely legitimate in (47), (49) & )5espectively. Proponents of
object scrambling, such as Alexiadou (1997, 199@) ldaidou (2000), have used
this kind of asymmetry in order to establish thguperties of scrambling: VOS
creates new binding possibilittigsee also Ordofiez 2000 for VOS in Spanish). At
first sight, the variable binding data poses aifitant problem for our analysis:
given that variable-binding is usually defined thgb co-indexation and c-
command, it seems that our analysis fails to meetlatter requirement, since,
according to our working hypothesis, the objecVidS does not c-command the
subject (see 52). On the other hand, a scrambhiadysis can account in a rather
straightforward way for the attested asymmetriétgr acrambling the bare object
ends up in a position from which c-command overlohngr subject containing the
pronominal form is possible (see 53):

19 The VSO examples are not ruled out as ungramnhatioa variable-binding reading can
usually be obtained. However, for the majority of anformants the intended reading is much
more salient in a VOS configuration. (cf. also Ripaki-Warburton 2001 and Georgiafentis 2001
who argue that the pronominal binding is not a#dct all, favouring an A-bar analysis)
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V+v+T

DP(bjl\ vP

A /\V’

Subj+pronl
/\VP

V+v
/\

tv tobil

As long as c-command is a strict requirement foralde binding, we cannot offer
any satisfactory explanation. Nonetheless, if waacshow that variable binding is
controlled by factors other than a strict configiaal requirement such as c-
command, the problem will only be apparent. In tight, consider the following
cases: in (54) binding is established between algeambedded binder and the
pronoun in the DP-object, while in (55) the embemtidbject is able to bind into
the lower pronominal form contained in the subject:

(54) e [i mitera [tu k8e peiu]] to daskalo tw (V S O)
saw the mother of each child the teacher his
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“The mother of each child saw his teacher”

(55) e [ekinos [ pusinieve to kée peii]] ti mitera tu
saw that (person) that was accompanying everglchgé mother his
“The guy who was accompanying each child sawrtather”

(Vv S O)
Similarly, consider the following case:

(56) eperne xrimata [apotin @@mang to pe&i tiss (V O PP S)
was taking money from the each mother the chiwér
“Each child was taking money from his mother”

In all the cases above—and irrespective of the tesyatactic accommodation of

the data—variable binding is established. Crucjallyough, the c-command

requirement can not be met in any of these cadas. Bleing so, we have good
reasons to believe that pronominal binding (attleaa language like Greek) is not
defined through c-command; rather—we assume— therst be some linearity

(precedence) constraint—which might be of pragraflyicoased origins—ensuring

that the binder precedes the bindee. Indeed, allcdses above turn out to be
problematic when the bindee precedes the binder:

(57) ??%eto odaskalo tu [ mitera  [tu k8e p&jul(V O S)
saw the teacher his-cl the mother of each child
“The mother of each child saw his teacher”

(58) ??2eti mitera tuw [ekinos [pu sindeve [to kd@le p&ii]]]
saw the mother his that(person) that was accompgrihe each child
“The guy who was sitting next to the each chdd $is mother”
(Vv O 9)

(59) “??eperne to {Petiss xrimata [apotin kde mangd (V S O PP)
was taking the child her money from the each eroth
“Each child took money from his mother”

The fact that pronominal binding does not complyhvatrict configurational (i.e.
syntactic/hierarchical) schemata is not a pectjiaof Greek. As is stated in
Williams:

[...] the answer is that there is no “device’—no specrules or
principles—of bound anaphora in the first placeurdmb anaphora is
instead a phenomenon that arises at the interseatibow an operator
determines the interpretation of its scope and hmwnouns are
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interpreted, perhaps among other things. The pmomoust be in the
scope of the operator for the phenomenon of bourapleora to be
evident, but there is no c-command restriction thast hold between an
operator and a pronoun that is bound by it.” (1%588).

Nonetheless, in dependencies where c-command ectgto be a crucial factor,
such as anaphoric binding and the distribution eferential expressions VOS
cannot involve an object in a c-commanding positidhus, we assume that
pronominal binding data cannot be considered astkectactor in favour of the A
or A-bar status of the movement operation, sinsewa have shown, c-command
plays no role in variable binding, and thus weéao reason to believe that the
object should c-command the subject.

4 Discussion

Beyond the fact that the proposed analysis seemagture all the syntactic data
examined in section 2 in a straightforward mantter,pied-piping hypothesis has
some more advantages.

First of all, such an analysis—while it retains thgtional character of pied-
piping operations—by-passes the idea pfosodic movementhenceforth p-
movement): a common characteristic of the analyskesAlexiadou, Haidou,
Georgiafentis and to a lesser extent of Philipp&irburton is that they all assume
in a way or another that the movement operatiaiues to discourse/stress-related
reasons; the object must move locally to a positimher in the structure so that
the subject will receive main clausal stress byliagion of the default stress rule,
which, according to the theory, assigns main clgusaninence to the most deeply
embedded element in the c-command doffathat is, the subject. However, this
cannot be the case: as we have shown there arengitaoal VOS* cases; that is,
cases where the main prominence is not assigntuek teubject (60-61). Similarly,
there are cases in which the VSO/VOS alternationplsi repairs syntactically
problematic configurations (62):

(60) pire to xapi o Janis nistikos|| ke tu ponese to stomaxi
(V O SAPL
took the pill the John onempty stomach and hipagied the stomach
“John got the pill on empty stomach (and heeseff a stomachache)”

(61) ©6a parita psia o Arisavrio| ke 6a ta paisto parko

%0 This idea goes back to Chomsky & Halle (1968) &idque (1993). It is also found in
Zubizarreta (1998). However, Haidou (2004/2006)uagy convincingly that main stress in
Modern Greek is assigned to the rightmost elemktiitenintonation phrase.
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(V O SADV)
will take the children the Ares tomorrow and wiliem go to-the park
“Ares will take the children tomorrow and take themthe park”

(62.a) ??afu eksetasi o jiatros: tuon kaena... (Vv S O)
after examines the doctor his the each one

(62.b) afu eksetasi ton Bema 0 jiatros tu... (V O 9
after examines the each one the doctor his
“After each one is examined by his doctor”

For our analysis, there is actually no need tortemoa specific trigger for the
VSO/VOS alternation; v’-to-T movement is operatioe &xactly the same reasons
V-(to-v)-to-T movement is operative in the langudg&uch a movement—while
in principle optional—can be both constrained amdnmwted by independent
factors: for instance, there is no doubt that saicdonfiguration seems to promote
the subject as the information nucleus of the attee when delivered to the PF
interfacé®. Similarly—as we have already seen—a VOS orderhini chosen
instead of VSO in order for certain syntactic cguofation to be facilitated. On the
other hand, it seems that when the verbal complem@&omplex (either a complex
DP or dependent clause) the VOS orders are disfadou

Another issue has to do with labelling. Accordirm the object scrambling
analyses the object undergoes local movement aih&l \gmin a position above the
subject in vP. According to Alexiadou, this pogitis SpecVoiceP which directly
dominates vP, while according to Haidou this posittould also be a vP adjunct.
These ideas, however—beyond the fact they make thegasyntactic predictions
as we have seen—also face significant theoreticablpms. First, the idea that
manner (at least) adverbs need to license some oogtfeatures while the
derivation proceeds is not indisputable (cf. BakdlQ99, Xydopoulos 2001 for a
critical view). Similarly, the idea that VoiceP tBe projection which hosts the
scrambled object is only a stipulation, and beythrad, there is no actual evidence
for the burden of work that projection can undestakdaidou’s idea of vP
adjunction faces an additional problem: very laoavement is problematic in the
light of Saito and Murasugi (1993), BoskéyiL997) and Abels (2003b,a). In these

2L However, V-to-T movement in the checking theoryrafvement ends up being problematic.
In the light of Chomsky (1998, 2000, 2001) checkoan be established via distant feature-
matching. Given this, and given that the operatian not be of a morphological nature (after all,
the verb enters the derivation as a full word—tinectional heads contain abstract material), we
have no actual trigger for such an operation. eteted problems and a different view on V-
raising cf. Koeneman 2000.

*2This, however, is the case only when the subjethésrightmost phonological word in the
intonational phrase.

23 Cf. also Alexiadou’s (1997) “lightness” constraint
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works an anti-locality condition on movement is peed according to which no
complement can recombine through movement withageption of its selecting

head. According to Abels (2003b) this condition tresfollowing rationale: a head
and its complement are in a local relation in tleseb structure and no distinct
relation is established by re-combining the comgetrwith a projection of the

head.

A second issue related to labelling has to do wedintographic approaches.
According to the cartographic trend, there shouldags be a one-to-one
correspondence between interpretation and poditidne tree. Following this line
of argumentation it has been proposed (cf. Phikp@éarburton and also
Georgiafentis) that (at least in some of the cattes)/O portion should move to a
position high enough in the so-called left perighehich—according to the
trend—typically hosts “old”, “peripheral” or “topat” information. However, this
cannot be the case; consider for instance theantterin (63):

(63) -kanena neo?

Any news?
-afksise ta epitokia [ emboriki (@ S)
rised the interest rates the commercial (bank)

“The Commercial Bank raised the interest rate”

As we have shown elsewhé&tdn such contexts the VOS order constitutes acdroa
focus domain. Even if the assumption that suchsatipa high enough in the tree is
entitled to host this kind of old or peripheral amhation, the interpretation—
intuitively—cannot be old. Even when independentiagtic tests of “oldness” are
applied—such as clitic doubling and clitic left ldisation— the results strongly
disfavour such an idéa Crucially, our analysis by moving the object aside the
verb to T does not make any prediction as far amtéspretational properties are
concerned.
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