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1. Introduction

This paper focuses on the properties of dative/genitive objects in Classical and Standard
Modern Greek (CG vs. SMG). We also look into the transition from one system of case
assignment to another as well as the relationship between the diachrony of morphological
case and the diachrony of prepositions. In particular we argue that while CG dative/genitive
objects are hidden PPs, SMG genitives are dependent cases in the sense of Baker (2015).
We provide three separate arguments for the dependent case status of SMG genitives and
we also provide diachronic support from the transition between the two systems. The
change observed in the system of Greek can be understood as a reanalysis of datives from
PP to DP structures, with the diachrony of Greek prepositions playing also a crucial role.

2. Two types of dative and genitive: a challenge for an inherent Case approach
2.1 Dative and genitive in Classical Greek

Classical Greek (CG) is the dialect of Greek spoken in Athens in the 5™ and 4™ centuries
BC. In this language, nouns inflect in five morphological cases: nominative, genitive,
dative, accusative and vocative (see Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali, 2015 for an overview of
the CG system). Nominative case is reserved for subjects of finite clauses. Accusative is
the most common case for objects and therefore the verbs selecting it are not listed in
grammars. Even though there seem to be some semantic generalizations behind the choice
of dative or genitive case (Luraghi 2010: 64-67; Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali 2015: 451-
452), these are nevertheless idiosyncratically determined by particular verbs.! Dative-

* We would like to thank audiences in the linguistics research seminar series at Ulster University and, NELS
48 for valuable comments and feedback. We also want to thank Dionysios Mertyris for help with data in
section 3.3. This research was partially funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council UK (AHRC)
through the project: ‘Investigating variation and change: Case in diachrony’ (Award reference:
AH/P006612/1). All errors remain our own.



Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali

selecting verb classes include verbs denoting appropriateness, equality/agreement, friendly
or adversarial feeling or action, persuasion, submission, and finally complex verbs with the
prepositions en- ‘in’, sun- ‘with’, epi- ‘on’, para-‘next to’, hupo- ‘under’, and the adverb
omou ‘similarly’. Genitive-selecting verbs classes include verbs denoting memory,
beginning/ending taking care of, wanting, enjoyment, being part of, losing, needing,
feeling/perception, attempt, success/failure, ruling and comparison.

As can be seen from these verb classes, the choice of dative and genitive objects is
determined by specific lexical items, verbs (Vs)or prepositions (Ps)?, and especially for the
latter we see that prepositions retain the same case-assigning properties both as free-
standing elements and as prefixes. A similar observation applies to verbs selecting for two
objects, which display four case arrays summarized in (1).

(1) Case arrays in Classical Greek ditransitives (Anagnostopoulou& Sevdali 2015)
a. Accusative 10 — Accusative DO
b. Dative 10 — Accusative DO
c. Genitive IO — Accusative DO
d. Dative IO — Genitive DO

Dative and genitive are subject to some thematic and morpho-syntactic generalizations
(Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali 2015: 457): goals tend to be dative, sources and possessors
tend to be genitive, and verbs prefixed by dative or genitive assigning prepositions must
assign dative or genitive to the goal®.

2.2 Genitive in Standard Modern Greek

! Cf. Bortone (2010) who points out when discussing the evolution of prepositional constructions in Greek
that while dative, genitive and accusative retained their independent semantic functions when they occurred
as complements of prepositions in Homer, that was no longer the case in Classical Greek, where obliques
often had no clear semantics when they were used as complements of prepositions, resulting in several
idiosyncrasies. Bortone’s observation also holds for complements of mono-transitive verbs in CG, i.e. some
independent semantic functions of genitive, dative and accusative are retained when they are selected by
particular verbs, but rather weakly, and there is a lot of idiosyncrasy in the classes described in the text.

2 Most prepositions are homophonous to prefixes in CG as shown in Bortone (2010); but there is another
class of less frequent items only surfacing as prepositions, which in the philological tradition are called
‘improper prepositions’ precisely because they cannot function as prefixes. The generalizations above
indicate that these items retain the same case licensing properties in both of these roles: when they head
prepositional phrases and when they attach to verbs.

3 The verbs classes discussed by Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali (2015) (ex. 14 — 17, pp. 456-457) are by and
large following traditional grammars that distinguish the classes based on the morphological cases of the two
objects. However, in more recent work we see that there seems to be variable behavior inside the same verb
class: One striking example is that some of the verbs in the GEN- ACC class have genitive IOs and accusative
DOs (i.e. apostero: ‘deprive’ something (acc) from someone (gen)) and some of the verbs have accusative
I0s and genitive DOs (kenoo. ‘empty’ something (acc) of something else (genitive)). The same is true for
the DAT-ACC class that consists of standard ditransitives like dido:mi ‘give’ where the dative argument is
the 10 and the accusative the DO, and verbs like isoo: ‘liken’ and meignumi ‘mix’ where the frame involves
an accusative argument and a dative argument (liken someone (acc) with someone else (dat), mix something
(acc) with something else (dat). A detailed taxonomy of CG ditransitives based on more semantic criteria
following the work of Levin (1983) is beyond the scope of this paper but is the subject of ongoing work as
part of our AHRC project ‘Investigating variation and change: Case in diachrony’ (AH/P006612/1).
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The SMG system is in general characterized by reduction in the inventory of morphological
cases available. Nouns inflect in four morphological cases: nominative, genitive,
accusative and vocative. One of the most salient characteristics distinguishing all dialects
of Modern Greek from CGis the loss of morphological dative (see Humbert 1930, Horrocks
2007 and Luraghi 2003 i.a. on the diachrony of the morphological dative) and its
replacement by either genitive or accusative depending on the syntactic environment
(ditransitives vs. transitives) and the dialect (Southern Greek vs. Northern Greek).
Accusative now surfaces on most objects of transitive verbs in all dialects of MG. The vast
majority of the verbs that selected for dative and genitive objects in CG now take accusative
objects. This is illustrated in (2) and (3) with sentence pairs from CG and MG including
exactly the same verbs:

2) Classical Greek
a. Ho Odusse-us ephthon-e:se Palame:d-ei dia sophia-n.
the Ulysses-NOM envy-3SG.AOR.ACT  Palamedes-DAT because wisdom
‘Ulysses was jealous of Palamedes because of his wisdom.’

Standard Modern Greek

b. O Odiseas fthonese ton Palamidi
the Ulysses-NOM envy-3SG.AOR.ACT  Palamedes-AcC
‘Ulysses was jealous of Palamedes (because of his wisdom).’

3) Classical Greek
a. Katapse:phe:z-o: tin-os.
Condemn-1SG.PRS.ACT someone-GEN
‘I condemn someone.’

Modern Greek

b. Katapsifizo kapion.
Condemn/ vote against-1SG.PRS.ACT  someone-ACC
‘I vote against someone.’

In Central and Southern Greek (e.g. the dialects spoken in Athens, Peloponnese, many of
the islands), as well as in Standard Modern Greek (based on Southern dialects, see
Mackridge 1985, 2009), the IO bears genitive and the DO accusative®, resulting in the
pattern in (4) (Anagnostopoulou 2003, Michelioudakis 2012, Georgala 2012, i.a.):

(4) a. Edhosa tu Petru ena  paghoto
Gave-1SG.PST.ACT the Peter-GEN an 1ce cream-ACC

‘I gave Peter an ice cream.’

b. Tha su ftiakso ena  paghoto

4 As far as ditransitives are concerned, Modern Greek has a dialect split on the case realization of the I10.
Northern Greek, i.e. the dialects spoken in Thessaloniki and the northern parts of Greek, has ditransitives
where both objects bear accusative morphology (Dimitradis 1999 i.a. for discussion and references). We will
not be discussing this pattern here for reasons of space.
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Fut Cl-2SG.GEN make-1SG.ACT an 1ce cream-ACC
‘I will make you an ice cream’

I0s are not allowed to alternate with nominative in MG passives: example (5) is
ungrammatical in all dialects. Thus, even though NG ditransitives contain two accusative
objects, they cannot be assimilated to English double object constructions which freely
permit passivization of the 10 as exemplified by the grammaticality of the translation.

(%) *Q Petros dothike ena pagoto All dialects of Greek
The Peter-NoMm gave-NACT  an ice cream-ACC
‘Peter was given an ice cream’

23 SMG vs. CG: different systems

The SMG genitive differs from CG datives and genitives in two respects: The first
difference concerns the fact that genitive is rarely found on objects of monadic transitive
verbs in SMG, unlike CG. Very few verbs felt by native speakers to be parts of their
productive vocabulary of the ‘Demotiki’ register (reflecting the spoken, informal language)
assign genitive in SMG. Two such verbs are tilefonao‘call’ and milao‘talk’ in (6):

(6) Tilefonisa/milisa tuPetru
Called/ talked-1SG.PST the Peter-GEN
‘I called Peter/ talked to Peter’

Genitive is also assigned by verbs prefixed by archaic genitive-assigning prepositions, like
iper-(‘over’-)in (6). These verbs belong to the formal/ Katharevusa register, which was
introduced in an attempt to revive CG as the official language of the Modern Greek state
reintroducing features from CG mainly in written official language and thus leading to
registers that do not represent a natural stage in the development of the grammar.’

(7) O Tsipras iper-isxise tu Meimaraki
The Tsipras-NOM prevailed the Meimarakis-GEN
“Tsipras prevailed over Meimarakis’

Even though verbs like that in (7) are recognized today as active parts of the SMG
vocabulary, they belong to a closed system, similarly to the latinate vocabulary in English.

The second difference concerns sensitivity to thematic information in ditransitives.
As already mentioned, the choice of dative vs. genitive was related to the theta-roles of 10s
in CG. Since there is no longer a dative-genitive distinction, the genitive has been
generalized to all IOs in SMG, regardless of whether they are goals (with ‘give’), sources
(with ‘steal’) or beneficiaries (with ‘bought’), as is shown in (8)-(10). By contrast, the

5 This movement started in the 18"-19" century and was completely abandoned right after the Greek
dictatorship in 1974, see Mackridge (1985, 2009) for discussion. Relics of the archaic language still survive
but are not used productively by “naive” native speakers. The verb in example (7) in particular are not even
relics of archaic language: they are artificial forms that are the direct result of the katharevusa movement,
not found in any of the dialects of Greek (Dionysios Mertyris, p.c.).
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choice of P in the corresponding prepositional ditransitives is thematically determined, se
‘to/in’ introduces goals, apo ‘from’ sources and gia‘for’ benefactives.

(8) Edhosa tis Marias /  s-tin Maria  to vivlio Goal
Gave-18G the Mary-GEN to-the Mary  the book-AccC
‘I gave Mary the book/ I gave the book to Mary’

(9)  Eklepsa tis Marias /  apo tin Maria to vivlio Source
Stole-1SG the Mary-GEN from the Mary the book-Acc
‘I stole the book from Mary’

(10) Eftiaksa tis Marias / gia tin Maria pagoto Beneficiary
Made-1SG the Mary-GEN for the Mary ice cream-ACC
‘I made Mary ice cream / I made ice cream for Mary’

Based on the evidence in this section, we argue that CG and SMG are two distinct systems
and we will need to pursue an analysis that accounts for their differences. In the next section
we turn to previous approaches of SMG genitives and present some preliminary
observations why they cannot be maintained.

2.4 Lexical/inherent Case cannot be the answer

The standard, text-book approach to non-accusative objective case, prototypically dative,
but also genitive, ablative, instrumental etc., drawing on Chomsky (1981, 1986), is that
they are non-structural Cases. They are called ‘oblique’, ‘lexical’ or ‘inherent’ in the
literature, and are accordingly taken to be prepositional, or idiosyncratically assigned by
particular verbs or tied to specific theta-roles (see Pesetsky & Torrego 2011 for a recent
overview). In an attempt to clarify the nature of dative, Woolford (2006) argues that it is
either lexical or inherent Case: lexical dative is idiosyncratic, lexically-selected by certain
verbs or prepositions, whereas inherent dative is more regular, associated with specific 6-
positions. On the basis of Woolford’s criteria, genitive and dative in CG transitivesqualify
as lexical Cases since they are assigned by particular verbs and prepositions, while genitive
and dative in CG ditransitivesare inherent Cases, as they are systematically associated with
specific thematic roles, such as ‘goal’, ‘source’, ‘possessor’.

A further commonplace assumption is that when a DP does not enter into case-
alternations in passives, this is so because its Case is lexically or thematically licensed and
must therefore be retained throughout the derivation (Chomsky 1981, 1986; Vergnaud
1977/2008; see Bobaljik & Wurmbrand 2008, Pesetsky & Torrego 2011 for overviews and
references. Based on this property, Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2005), Michelioudakis (2012)
and Georgala (2012) all analyze SMG 1Os as bearing inherent/quirky Caseassigned by an
applicative head.

However, if both CG and SMG have inherent dative/genitive Case, then the
differences discussed are accidental. The invariable use of genitive in all SMG ditransitives
can be linked to the syncretism of dative with genitive case which took place in the course
of the transition from CG to SMG, but this does not explain why in the course of historical
evolution from CG to SMG morphological genitive was generalized as the regular case for
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10s and morphological accusative was generalized as the regular case for DOs. We argue
that this key asymmetry in SMG can receive a principled explanation if genitive and
accusative in SMG both qualify as dependent cases which are assigned in opposition to a
lower and a higher argument, respectively. On the other hand, datives and genitives in CG
were lexical/prepositional cases and were therefore sensitive to thematic/idiosyncratic
information. In the following section, we will provide independent evidence in the spirit of
Baker & Bobaljik (2017) that genitive assignment in SMG is sensitive to the presence and
manifestation of a lower nominal in the VAPPLP domain, and thus SMG genitive is best
analysed as dependent case, in contrast to dative and genitive case in CG which is generally
tied to thematic information and properties of verbs and prepositions.®

3. Towards a proposal

Based on the data presented so far, we propose that the core difference between SMG and
CG is that the former has dependent genitive and the latter has lexically governed dative
and genitive. The former is assigned in opposition to a lower argument in the VP domain
following a rule like (11) and (12) below:

General Dependent Case rule (adapting Marantz 1991) (Baker 2015: 79, 111)
(11)  If XP bears c-command relationship Y to ZP in local domain WP, then assign case
V to XP.

For Dative: (Baker 2015: 131)
(12)  If XP c-commands ZP in VP, then assign U (dative) to XP

Such an approach would be crucially different from another option from the literature:
Harley’s (1995: 161) Mechanical Case Parameter in (13), where dative (or SMG genitive)
is canonically realized on the second argument checking a structural Case feature in
constructions where three arguments are eligible to receive m-case:

(13)  The Mechanical Case Parameter (MCP)
a. If one case feature is checked structurally in the clause, it is realized as
Nominative (mandatory case)
b. Iftwo case features are checked structurally in the clause the second is realized
as Accusative.
c. Ifthree case features are checked in the clause, the second is realized as Dative
and the third as Accusative.

d. The mandatory case in a multiple case clause is assigned in the top/bottom
AgrP.

In the following section, we look at a range of environments in SMG where genitive is
assigned in opposition to another argument in the lower VP domain: dyadic unaccusatives,
sensation predicates, theme-incorporation contexts and high applicative genitives in

® With one apparent exception, namely passivization that we will not discuss here for reasons of space. The
reader is directed to Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali (submitted).
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unaccusatives vs. unergatives. These environments provide independent evidence for a
dependent case approach towards SMG genitive, as opposed to an alternative approach.

3.1 Evidence that SMG genitives are sensitive to the presence of a lower argument
inside the VP: dyadic unaccusatives

Dyadic unaccusative verbs, for example, psychological predicates corresponding to Italian
‘piacere’ verbs, as in (14) (Belletti & Rizzi 1988, i.a., see Anagnostopoulou 1999 for
SMGQG), sensation verbs, different types of verbs expressing possession/ deprivation like
xriazete ‘need’ lipi‘miss’ productively select for a genitive experiencer or possessor
argument and a nominative theme:

(14)  Tu Petru tu aresi i musiki
The Peter-GEN cl-GEN please-3SG ~ the music-NOM
‘Peter likes music’

Evidently, genitive case in (14) cannot be derived from the MCP since these constructions
contain two arguments, therefore only two structural case features are checked in the
clause, while the MCP predicts that genitive can appear only as the “third” case in a clause.
Therefore, it must be analysed as lexically governed case in Harley’s system, which is
unsatisfactory as it fails to express the fact that genitive is highly systematic in these
environments, just as in ditransitives. On the other hand, Baker’s dependent case rule in
(12) correctly predicts that experiencers/possessors will bear genitive in these
constructions, since the VP contains a lower theme object e.g. (15). We assume that
experiencers/possessors/goals are introduced by an applicative v which combines with a
root introducing the theme argument, but any VP-structure representation would lead to
the same result under Baker’s definition in (12) above as long as the genitive is higher than
the nominative (see Anagnostopoulou 1999 for evidence to this end concerning dyadic
unaccusative experiencer-object predicates )’:

(15) = VP Domain in Baker (2015)
EXPERIENCER-GEN VAPPL’
VAPPL’ RoOTP
Root  THEME-NOM

Case assignment in (15) proceeds just as in ditransitives in (16), except that the theme bears
nominative morphology since there is no EA in (21), unlike (16) where a transitive v/Voice
head is present (Voice in (22), Alexiadou et al. 2006, 2015, Schifer 2008, i.a.).

"We are assuming throughout the paper that the theme is an argument of the root. See Harley (2014), Borer
(2003, 2005a, 2005b), Lohndal (2014), Alexiadou (2014) and the discussion in the various contributions to
Doron (2014) for arguments for and against roots taking complements.

8See Baker (2015) on the details of how dependent accusative is assigned to the theme in applicatives.
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(16) PN
EA PN

Voice
/\

GOAL/BENEF-GEN VAPPL’
N
VAPPL’ RooTP
N
Root THEME-ACC

This is the first environment where we observe that genitive in SMG is senstitive to a lower
argument in the VP domain.

3.2  Evidence that SMG genitives are sensitive to the presence of a lower argument
inside the VP: case alternations with sensation predicates

The dependent genitive analysis of dyadic unaccusatives receives further support by verbs
like ponai ‘hurt’, krioni ‘be cold” which show that genitive alternates with nominative in
the absence of a theme argument with sensation verbs. This provides evidence that the
genitive assigned to the DP in the (b) examples is not tied to the experiencer theta-role.

(17) a. O Janis ponai
The Janis-NOM hurt-3sG
‘Janis hurts’

b. Tu Jani tu ponai o lemos
The Janis-GEN cl.GEN hurt-3sG the throat-NOM
‘Janis has a sore throat’

Just as in example (14), the experiencer receives dependent genitive in opposition to the
lower vP-internal o lemos ‘the throat’ in (17b), see tree (15). On the other hand, the
experiencer is the single argument of the Root+vAPPL complex in (17a), as depicted in
(18), and receives unmarked/ environment-sensitive Nom since dependent genitive cannot
be assigned, because, crucially, there is no lower argument to be assigned in opposition to.

(18)
EXPER-NOM VAPPL’

VAPPL’ VPON — ‘HURT’
VKRI - ‘COLD’
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This also explains why monadic sensation predicates always select for nominative and
never for genitive experiencers in SMG, as genitive is almost always dependent case in
SMG and can never appear as the sole argument of a monadic predicate:

(19) I Maria pinai/ dipsai
The Mary.NOM hunger.3SG.ACT/thirsty.3SG.ACT
‘Mary is hungry/thirsty’.

In conclusion, based on the data from sensation-predicates in this section, we conclude that
the right condition for dependent genitive case in SMG is Baker’s rule (12). Even more
importantly, we have seen evidence that the thematic role of experiencer is not uniquely
tied to genitive case morphology but surfaces as either genitive or nominative depending
on whether there is a lower DP in the vP vs. a PP or no other argument. Case alternations
of this sort provide support for a dependent case theory of the SMG genitive, as opposed
to a competing theory which treats genitive as inherent case assigned by vAPPL (see
Anagnostopoulou 2003 among others for SMG, and Holmberg et al. (2017) for a recent
approach along these lines).

3.3  Evidence that SMG genitives are sensitive to the presence of a lower argument
inside the VP: theme-incorporation alternations

A further environment showing an alternation in the case of the goal depending on the
realization of the lower theme argument involves theme-incorporating predicates with the
verb ‘give’, more precisely with the bound verbal root dot-o , an allomorph of the free root
din-o ‘give’, in examples like mistho-doto‘pay a salary to’, trofo-doto‘cater for’, ilektro-
doto‘give electricity to’. These predicates display an alternation in SMG whereby in one
variant, they involve an incorporated theme argument, mistho‘salary’, trofi‘food’, and
ilektr- ‘electricity’, respectively, in addition to an independent goal, while they can also
appear with the theme projected as a separate argument, in a regular goal ditransitive
construction with ‘give’. The relevant alternation is exemplified in (20) with the a.
examples exhibiting the distransitive structure, vs. the b. examples the incorporated one.

(20) a. Dino tu stratioti mistho
Give.1SG the soldier.GEN salary.ACC
‘I give the soldier a salary’

b. Mistho-doto ton stratioti
Salary.give.1SG the soldier.AcC
‘I pay the soldier’

What we observe is a stark contrast in the morphological realization of the IO depending
on the projection of the theme as a separate argument or not. So, in the (a) examples where
there are two arguments inside the vAPPL domain, the 1O is realized with genitive, while
theme incorporation yields realization of the IO as accusative, seen in the (b) examples
above. This is one additional piece of evidence that the SMG genitive is not tied to the
theta-role ‘goal’, but to the presence of a lower DP in the vVAPPLP domain.
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Importantly, alternating incorporated predicates of this kind are found in the
diachrony of Greek and can therefore form the basis of a diachronic prediction: if our
analysis is on the right track, and CG genitives and datives are indeed lexical cases linked
to specific theta roles and not to the presence of another argument in a relevant domain,
then we predict that CG datives/genitives should retain their case in alternations like the
ones above involving theme-incorporation. Strikingly, this prediction is indeed borne out
as we can see in (21) below, with data from Isocrates and Xenophon, both writing between
the 5™ and the 4" century BC:

(21) a. Misthon didontes tois nautais
payment.ACC give.PRCPL the crew.DAT
“we paid the crew out” (Isocrates, In Callimachum, 60, 7)

b. ekei de Kyniskos humin misthodote:sei
There then  Kyniskos.NOM us.DAT  hire.FUT.3SG
“there Cyniscus will take you into his service” (Xenophon, Anabasis 7, 1: 13)

Example (21a) is again the ditransitive construction with the DO and the IO projected
independently, while (21b) involves the incorporated theme. The striking difference
between the CG and the SMG facts discussed above is that in CG the goal IO is realised as
dative in both constructions, unlike in SMG where the goal 1O is realized either as genitive
or as accusative conditioned by the existence of an independent argument inside the vP.

4. Historical change as a PP-DP reanalysis

In this paper we have argued that the Classical and Standard Modern Greek instantiate the
two ways in which an argument can be dative cross-linguistically: i.e. PPs with lexical
case, or DPs with dependent case. If this is indeed the case then the diachronic change
observed in Greek is that of a reanalysis of these arguments from PPs to DPs. In this section
we review the diachrony of Greek prepositions and we argue that this reanalysis was mostly
due to changes in case assigning properties of overt and crucially also covert prepositions.

In Homeric Greek we have the clearest evidence that dative and genitive case is
prepositional with a zero preposition. Basic prepositional meanings are expressed by dative
and genitive: e.g. genitive as ablative, dative as comitative etc. When the preposition is
overt it simply realizes some additional features that cannot be expressed by the zero P
which is underspecified. Consider the following from Bortone, 2010:145:

(22)  Plain dative (also comitative) =>ama + dative = at one with / jointly with
=> sun + dative = with / with the help of

This points to the direction that cases seem to express a general meaning, while
prepositions express a more specific one. This is further exemplified with prepositions that
took more than one case: in this instance, the spatial sense of the case added something to
the overall meaning of the prepositional phrase:

(23) Para + genitive = from the side of
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Para + dative = at the side of
Para + accusative = to the side of

In Classical Greek cases retain their prepositional meanings (comitative, instrumental,
ablative), while prepositions can still select for different cases, and then the cases they
select have clear meaning (e.g. accusative: extent, dative: location, genitive: source).
However, it is already evident that the case-assigning properties of prepositions start to
diminish (Hatzidakis, 1892). As Bortone (2010) points out, the accusative slowly begins to
establish itself as the main case used after prepositions’.

Some prepositions idiosyncratically select for one case which does not then have a
clear meaning, as Regard (1918) also states: ‘as prepositions become unable to take a wide
range of cases, the choice of a particular case mostly loses meaning’. For example, pro
takes only genitive case and the semantic contribution of the case is unclear in this instance:

(25) Pro + genitive = in favor of someone / something (benefactive)

Finally, there is evidence that genitive is stronger than dative even in CG, as almost all
'improper prepositions' (i.e. non-prefixal ones) select for genitive and not dative (Bortone,
2010: 119).

So far, the data are consistent with an analysis of cases as headed by zero
prepositions, and the same analysis would apply to argumental datives and genitives, which
were used for animates and inanimates alike providing additional evidence for a PP
analysis.!? The fact that overt prepositions assign dative or genitive makes the hypothesis
that zero prepositions do the same plausible for the language learner. In other words, CG
dative/genitive 10s could be acquired by speakers as PPs exactly because they bear oblique
case morphology, in accordance also with the rest of the prepositional system, where an
overt preposition often requires an obliquely marked nominal complement.

In Hellenistic (Koiné¢) Greek we observe the beginnings of most of the changes that
shaped the system as we know it today. First, old cases are replaced by prepositions, which
means that obliques lose their zero-P status. Once this happens it is more difficult for
genitive and dative IOs to be analysed as PPs headed by a zero preposition. Moreover,
morphological dative is on a sharp decline: from the 3™ until the 8" centuries AD, the
dative was variably replaced by the genitive and the accusative case (Humbert 1930,
Horrocks 1997/2007, Browning 1983). Sometimes, genitive and accusative were employed
simultaneously, in the same documents. Goodwin (1894) also reports the same author of
Hellenistic Greek using datives and PPs as complements of the same unprefixed verb: cf.
lalo: ‘speak’. At the same time, overt prepositions start losing their capacity to assign
oblique cases, and accusative is starting to take over as the main case inside PPs. Once this
happens, oblique cases lose their core meanings like source and location which they had
before when they combined with overt prepositions.

Medieval Greek marks the last period of the changes in prepositions and morphological
dative case. In particular:

? For example even in Xenophon (5%- 4" BC) prepositions ana and amphi take accusative only, while the
same prepositions in Homer (8™- 7" BC) took all three oblique cases.

10 Compare this to SMG, where genitives are DPs/applicatives. In SMG genitives are used exclusively for
animates and inanimates have to be realized as PPs with an overt preposition.
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(i) By the 10" century AD all prepositions governed accusative case (Browning 1983:
42 —43), i.e. Ps had lost their idiosyncratic case-assigning capacity.

(i1) Monadic transitive verbs no longer assigned dative or genitive but only accusative
case to their objects, i.e. transitive verbs no longer assigned lexically governed case
to their objects.

In MG, morphological dative is entirely lost and has been syncretized with either genitive
(SMG 10s), accusative (NG IOs) or PP (adverbial uses). The two types of syncretism we
find today in ditransitives subject to a Southern vs. Northern split have been further assisted
by two processes: (i) a reanalysis of possessor raising constructions as applicatives
facilitating dative-genitive syncretism and (ii)) a spread of CG double accusative
constructions to more ditransitive verbs leading to dative-accusative syncretism.
Concerning the former process, Cooper &Georgala (2012; building on Horrocks 1997,
2007) and Stolk (2015) argue that genitive possessor pronouns underwent possessor
raising, which led to a reanalysis of pronominal clitic possessors as applicative arguments
due to the semantic and syntactic similarities between possessor raising constructions and
applicative constructions. This led to ditransitives with genitive pronominal 1Os. This
reanalysis took place when the Wackernagel position for clitics was abandoned, and clitics
were pushed down close to the verb in the IP domain; it was then generalized to all DPs.
Thus, this reanalysis also contributed to the re-categorization of IOs from PPs into DPs. As
for the pattern we find in NG, the use of two accusatives after verbs such as didasko “teach”
in CG encouraged analogical overlaps between the dative and the accusative according to
Horrocks (1997: 124-125).

5. Conclusion

In this paper we provided arguments that CG datives/genitives and SMG genitives are
different: the former are lexical cases, hidden PPs, while the latter have dependent case in
the sense of Baker (2015). This proposal can account for the observed differences between
the two systems, most notably that genitives in SMG (but not in CG) are sensitive to
another argument in the vVAPPL domain. Finally, we showed that this proposal receives
diachronic support from the parallel developments in morphological case and prepositions
from the history of Greek.
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