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1. Main claims
· We describe two systems of dative and genitive case in two different stages of Greek:

(i) Classical Greek (CG): two cases (dative and genitive) in two environments (transitives and ditransitives).
(ii) Standard Modern Greek (SMG): one case (genitive) in one environment (ditransitives).
· The standard approach to genitive/dative as inherent/lexical case can neither express the difference between the two systems nor the transition from the one to the other in a principled manner. 

· The proposal that there are two modes of dative and genitive case assignment in the verbal domain (Baker & Vinokurova 2010; Baker 2015) can:
-CG:  lexical/prepositional dative and genitive. 

-SMG: dependent genitive in the sense of Marantz (1991). Sensitive to the presence of a
 lower argument in the VP.  
-The transition from CG to SMG is a transition from a lexical/prepositional system to a

 dependent case system.  
· We discuss a consequence of our proposal concerning the (un-)availability of dative/ genitive passivization in the two patterns.

· We describe how the transition from CG to SMG happened.
· We address the issues of (i) parametric variation regarding the case of IOs, (ii) the relationship between morphological case and Agree and (iii) the domain for dependent accusative in SMG-type languages lacking differential object marking.
2. Two Systems of Dative and Genitive Case: a challenge for dative/genitive as inherent Case
2.1.  Dative and genitive in Classical Greek (CG)
CG= the dialect of Greek spoken in Athens in the 5th and 4th centuries BC. 

Nouns inflect in five morphological cases: nominative, genitive, dative, accusative and vocative: 

	
	Singular
	Plural

	Nominative
	Log-os
	Log-oi

	Vocative
	Log-e
	Log-oi

	Accusative
	Log-on
	Log-ous

	Genitive
	Log-ou
	Log-o:n

	Dative 
	Log-o:i
	Log-ois


Table 1: Morphological paradigm of a masculine noun of the second declension

Nominative: reserved for subjects of finite clauses. 

Accusative: the most common case for objects; not listed in grammars. 

Dative and Genitive: idiosyncratically distributed (subject to some semantic generalizations; see (Luraghi 2010: 64-67; Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali 2015: 451-452).
Transitives

(1) Verb classes selecting for dative DP objects
a. 
Verbs denoting appropriateness (armozo: ‘is appropriate’, etc.)

b. 
Equality/agreement (omoiazo: ‘resemble’, isoumai ‘be equal to’, etc.)

c. 
Friendly or adversarial feeling or action19 (epikouro: ‘assist’, timo:ro:

‘punish’, phthono: ‘be jealous of’, etc.)

d. 
Persuasion, submission, meeting ( peithomai ‘trust, obey’, epomai ‘follow’,

meignumai ‘join’, etc.)

e. 
Complex verbs with the prepositions en- ‘in’, sun- ‘with’, epi- ‘on’, para-

‘next to’, hupo- ‘under’, and the adverb omou ‘similarly’ (omo-noo:

‘agree’, sun-eimi ‘coexist’, sun-oiko: ‘cohabit’, sum-pratto: ‘assist’, emmeno:

‘inhabit’, em-pipto: ‘attack’, epi-cheiro: ‘attempt’, par-istamai

‘present’, hupo-keimai ‘be placed below’, etc.)
(2) Verb classes selecting for genitive DP objects
a. 
Memory (mimne:iskomai ‘remember’, epilanthanomai ‘forget’, etc.)

b. 
Beginning/ending (archo: with the meaning ‘begin’, pauomai ‘finish’)

c. 
Taking care of (epimelomai ‘take care of’, amelo: ‘neglect’, kataphrono:

‘look down upon’, etc.)

d. 
Wanting, enjoyment, being part of (epithumo: ‘want, desire’, ero: ‘love’,

koino:no: ‘have a share of, take part in’, etc.)

e. 
Losing, needing (steromai ‘lose’, aporo: ‘wonder’, deo:/deomai ‘need’)

f. 
Feeling/perception (aptomai ‘touch’, akouo: ‘listen’, etc.)

g. 
Attempt, success/failure (peiro:/peiromai ‘try’, apotugchano: ‘fail’, etc.)

h. 
Ruling (archo: with the meaning ‘rule, govern’, turanno: ‘be a monarch’)

i. 
Comparison ( pleonekto: ‘exceed’, pro:teuo: ‘come first’ , meionekto: ‘be

worse than’, etc.)
It is clear from the above lists that the choice of dative and genitive is determined by particular items, Vs or Ps (see (1e) for the latter).
Ditransitives
(3) Case arrays in Ancient Greek  ditransitives (Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali 2015: 456)
Ii
(i) 
Accusative IO – Accusative DO

I
(ii) 
Dative IO – Accusative DO

(iii) 
Genitive IO – Accusative DO

(iv) 
Dative IO – Genitive DO
(4) Accusative IO – Accusative DO
(for example, ero:to: tina ti ‘ask someone (acc) about something (acc)’)

a. 
Asking, demanding, deprivation, dressing/undressing (ero:to: ‘ask’,

apaiteo: ‘order’, enduo: ‘dress’, ekduo: ‘undress’, etc.)

b. 
Teaching, reminding (didasko: ‘teach’, hupomimne:isko: ‘remind’, etc.)

c. 
Action, reporting, benefit (o:phelo: ‘benefit’, lego: ‘say’, etc.)
(5) Dative IO – Accusative DO
(for example lego: tini ti ‘say to someone (dat) something (acc)’)

a. 
Saying, ordering, showing, giving (lego: ‘say’, de:lo: ‘report’, hupischnoumai

‘promise’, dido:mi ‘give’, komizo: ‘bring’, epistello: ‘send’, etc.)

b. 
Equating, mixing (iso:/eksiso: ‘equate’, eikazo: ‘gather, presume’, meignumi

‘mix’, etc.)

c. 
Complex verbs with the prepositions epi- ‘on’, en- ‘in’, sun- ‘with’ (epitasso:

‘assign/enjoin’, epitrepo: ‘entrust/transfer’, energazomai ‘create,

produce’, ksugcho:ro: ‘give up something for someone’, etc.)
(6) Genitive IO – Accusative DO
(for example, estio tinos ti ‘feed someone (gen) with something (acc)’)

a. 
Feeding, filling, emptying (estio: ‘feed’, ple:ro: ‘fill’, keno: ‘empty’, etc.)

b. 
Prevent, permit, seizing, depriving (ko:luo: ‘prevent’, pauo: ‘stop’,

apotemno: ‘cut off’, etc.)

c. 
Receiving, driving, attraction (lambano: ‘receive’, etc.)

d. 
Listening, learning, informing (akouo: ‘listen’, manthano: ‘learn’, punthanomai

‘be informed’, etc.)
(7) Dative IO – Genitive DO
(for example, phthono: tini tinos ‘envy someone (dat) for something (gen)’)

a. 
Taking part, transmission (metecho:/koino:no: ‘take part in’, metadido:mi

‘transmit’)

b. 
Concession ( paracho:ro: ‘concede’, etc.)

c. 
The verb phthono: ‘envy’
As with transitives, the choice of dative and genitive on IOs is determined by particular items, Vs or Ps. 

Some generalizations/tendencies (see Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali 2015: 457): goals tend to be dative, sources and possessors tend to be genitive, verbs prefixed by dative assigning prepositions must assign dative to the goal (5c).  
Summary: two non-accusative objective cases in two syntactic environments, subject to thematic and idiosyncratic information in CG.
2.2.  Genitive in Standard Modern Greek (SMG)
2.2.1. The loss of dative and how it got replaced
The loss of dative is one salient property distinguishing CG from Modern Greek.
Nouns inflect in four morphological cases: nominative, genitive, accusative and vocative:
	
	Singular
	Plural

	Nominative
	Log-os
	Log-oi

	Vocative
	Log-e
	Log-oi

	Accusative
	Log-o
	Log-ous

	Genitive
	Log-ou
	Log-on


Table 2: Morphological paradigm of a masculine noun of the second declension in MG
Transitives

The majority of the verb classes of monotransitive verbs that selected for dative (1) and genitive (2) objects in CG, now take accusative objects.

In the examples below we illustrate this by using exactly the same verbs:
(8) 
a. 
Classical Greek
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.’

b.
Modern Greek
O Odiseas
      fthonese

   ton Palamidi
         gia tin sofia tu
the Ulysses-nom   envy-3sg.aor.act  Palamedes-ACC  because the wisdom his
‘Ulysses was jealous of Palamedes because of his wisdom.’
(9) 
a.
Ancient Greek

 Katapse:phe:z-o: 

tin-os.

condemn-1sg.prs.act 
someone-Gen
‘I condemn someone.’

b.
Modern Greek

 Katapsifizo 




kapion.

Condemn/ vote against-1sg.prs.act 
someone-Acc
‘I vote against someone.’
Ditransitives

(I) In Northern Greek (e.g. the dialect spoken in Thessaloniki and the northern parts of Greek) the IO and the DO both surface with morphological accusative case (Dimitradis 1999 for discussion and references):
(10)
a.
Edhosa


ton
Petro

ena
paghoto


Gave-1sg.pst.act
the
Peter-Acc
an
icecream-Acc
‘I gave Peter an icecream.’

b.
Tha
se

ftiakso

ena
paghoto


Fut
Cl-2sgacc
make-1sg.act
an
icecream-acc


‘I will make you an icecream’
(II) In Central and Southern Greek (e.g. the dialects spoken in Athens, Peloponnisos, many of the islands) and in Standard Modern Greek (SG) the IO surfaces with morphological genitive case and the DO with accusative (Anagnostopoulou 2003 for discussion and references):
(11)
a.
Edhosa


tu
Petru

ena
paghoto


Gave-1sg.pst.act
the
Peter-Gen
an
icecream-Acc
‘I gave Peter an icecream.’

b.
Tha
su

ftiakso


ena
paghoto


Fut
Cl-2sg.gen
make-1sg.act

an
icecream-acc


‘I will make you an icecream’
Despite the difference in morphology between Northern and Southern Greek, IOs behave similarly in not alternating with Nominative in passives. The following is bad in both dialects:
(12)

*O Petros

dothike
ena pagoto


The Peter.nom
gave.nact
an ice-cream.acc



‘Peter was given an ice-cream’

For the most part, we will be discussing the SMG pattern returning to the Northern Greek pattern in section 6.
2.2.1. The properties and distribution of the SMG genitive
The SMG genitive differs from CG datives and genitives in two related respects:
(I) A transitive vs. ditransitive asymmetry
It is almost never found on single objects of transitive verbs. As we saw in (8) and (9), almost all verbs assigning genitive and dative in CG now assign accusative. Very few exceptions with verbs felt to be informal (Demotiki register):
(13)
Tilefonisa/milisa

tu Petru

Called/ talked.1sg.pst
the Peter-gen

‘I called Peter/ talked to Peter’

Some verbs prefixed with CG prepositions assigning genitive, e.g. iper-(over-) allow for genitive objects (formal/ Katharevusa register):
(14)
a.
O Tsipras

iper-isxise
tu Meimaraki



The Tsipras-nom 
prevailed
the Meimarakis-gen


‘Tsipras prevailed over Meimarakis’

b.
O Simitis

iper-aminthike

tis politikis tu


The Simitis- nom
defended

the politics his-gen


‘Simitis defended his policies’

On the other hand, genitive is always found with ditransitive verbs.  
(II) No sensitivity to thematic information in ditransitives
Since there is no dative-genitive distinction, the distribution of genitive has been generalized to all IOs, regardless of their theta-role:

IOs are assigned genitive regardless of their semantic role, i.e. whether they are goals (with ‘give’), sources (with ‘steal’) or beneficiaries (with ‘bought’). 

(15)
a.
Edhosa

tis Marias

to vivlio

Goal


Gave-1sg
the Mary-Gen

the book-Acc


‘I gave Mary the book’


b.
Edhosa

to vivlio

s-tin Maria



Gave-1sg
the book-Acc

to-the Mary



‘I gave the book to Mary’

(16)
a.
Eklepsa
tis Marias

to vivlio

Source


Stole-1sg
the Mary-Gen

the book-Acc

b.
Eklepsa
to vivlio

apo tin Maria



Stole-1sg
the book-Acc

from the Mary



‘I stole the book from Mary’

(17)
a.
Eftiaksa
tis Marias

pagoto


Beneficiary


Made-1sg
the Mary-Gen

icecream-Acc


‘I made Mary icecream’

b.
Eftiaksa
pagoto


gia tin Maria



Gave-1sg
icecream-Acc

for the Mary



‘I made ice-cream for Mary’

The genitive is not linked to particular semantic roles in SMG, unlike the corresponding prepositions in the b examples (and unlike CG).
Summary: one non-accusative objective case in one syntactic environment, not subject to thematic and idiosyncratic information in SMG.
2.3. Lexical/Inherent Case can’t account for the CG vs. SMG differences
· It is standardly assumed that idiosyncratic/theta-role sensitive Case, like dative and genitive in CG is lexical and/or inherent. 

Woolford (2006) argues that lexical and inherent Case are distinct, lexical Case being idiosyncratically determined and inherent thematically licensed.
By Woolford’s criteria, genitive and dative in CG transitives would qualify as lexical and genitive and dative in CG ditransitives would qualify as inherent.

· It is also standardly assumed that when a Case does not alternate with nominative, like the SMG genitive in (12), this is so because it is inherent, i.e. thematically licensed, and hence retained throughout the derivation.
By this criterion, the genitive in SMG ditransitives would qualify as inherent. 

Indeed, this is what is assumed for SMG genitives in Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2005a), Michelioudakis (2012) and Georgala (2012) for SMG genitives. 

They are assumed to be assigned inherent genitive by the applicative head that introduces them in e.g. (18) (from Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005a):   
(18)

vapplP   


        3

    IO-GEN
   vappl’



3



     vappl’
    RootP





3

    

     Root
DO-ACC
Having inherent genitive Case IOs are defective interveners for DO-passivization in (19) (unless the IO undergoes clitic doubling, Anagnostopoulou 2003), but they are not themselves allowed to alternate with NOM:
(19)



vapplP   

:
        3
+
    IO-GEN
   vappl’
!


3

!

     vappl’
    RootP

!



3
!
    

     Root
DO-ACC
z---------------------m    
But:
-If both CG datives and genitives and SMG genitives bear inherent Case, then the differences between the two systems described above are accidental.
-Case syncretism (syncretism of dative and genitive) could explain why the distribution of dative and genitive in CG is sensitive to thematic/idiosyncratic information while genitive is invariably used in all SMG ditransitives.

-This, however, does not explain why genitive is always attested in ditransitives and almost never in mono-transitives in SMG.

-Can we explain this?

3. Two types of datives and genitives- two modes of dative/genitive assignment
3.1. Dependent case in SMG, lexically governed case in CG
In the literature, there are two proposals that could, in principle, capture the fact that the SMG genitive is invariably used in ditranstives and is almost never found in transitives. 

Both are morphological case approaches (m-case approaches; Zaenen, Maling and Thráinsson 1985; Yip, Maling and Jackendoff 1987, Marantz 1991; Harley 1995; McFadden 2004; see Bobaljik 2008: 297-302 for an overview) who dissociate abstract syntactic licensing responsible for the syntactic distribution of DPs from the algorithm determining morphological case realization following Marantz (1991): 
(20)
Case realization disjunctive hierarchy (Marantz 1991: 24)

a. Lexically governed case (determined by lexical properties of particular items, Vs or Ps)

b. Dependent case (accusative and ergative)


c. Unmarked/ environment sensitive case (nominative or absolutive in the clause; genitive

 
    in the noun phrase)


d. Default case (assigned to NPs not otherwise marked for case) 
I) Harley’s (1995: 161) Mechanical Case Parameter:
Dative is canonically realized on the second argument checking a structural case feature in domains where three arguments are eligible to receive m-case, subject to the Mechanical Case Parameter: 
(21)
The Mechanical Case Parameter (MCP)


a) If one case feature is checked structurally in the clause, it is realized as Nominative (mandatory case)


b) If two case features are checked structurally in the clause the second is realized as Accusative.


c) If three 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.
     
Replace Dative in (21c) with Genitive, and you get the SMG pattern described so far. On this view, SMG genitives are dependent cases in (20b). 
On the other hand, the CG pattern follows from the treatment of datives and genitives as lexically governed cases in (20a).

II) Baker & Vinokurova’s (2010) and Baker’s (2015) Dependent Case in the VP Domain
General Dependent Case rule (adapting Marantz 1991)
(22) 
If XP bears c-command relationship Y to ZP in local domain WP, then assign case V to

 
XP. 

For Dative:
(23)
If XP c-commands ZP in VP, then assign U (dative) to XP

Replace U (dative) in (23) with Genitive, and you get the SMG pattern described so far. On this view as well, SMG genitives are dependent cases in (20b). 

On the other hand, the CG pattern follows from the treatment of datives and genitives as lexically governed cases in (20a).

Since an account along these lines offers the means to characterize in a more principled manner the differences between the pattern in CG and the pattern in SMG, we will adopt it and explore it.
· In the next section we present evidence that (23) is correct for SMG. 

3.2. SMG genitives are sensitive to the presence of a lower argument inside the VP
Dyadic unaccusatives 

Dyadic unaccusative verbs (Anagnostopoulou 1999) have a genitive experiencer (24a) or possessor (24b):

(24)  
a.
Tu Petru
   tu            aresi
   i musiki


The Peter-gen    cl-gen     please-3sg  the music-nom  



‘Peter likes music’



b.
Tu Petru
  tu 

xriazete/lipi
           enas anaptiras



The Peter-gen   cl-gen 
need-3sg/lack.3sg  
a lighter-nom 




‘Peter needs/lacks a lighter’
This fact does not follow from the MCP while it follows from (23). 

For Harley (1995), the genitive in (24) must have lexically governed case since there are only two arguments. For Baker (2015), genitive follows from a structure like (25):
(25)

vapplP   =  VP Domain

        3

Experiencer-GEN
   vappl’



3



     vappl’
    RootP





3

    

          Root
    theme-NOM
           

  pq
Just as in ditransitives, except for the NOM vs. ACC difference:
(26)

vapplP   =  VP Domain

        3

Goal/Benef-GEN
   vappl’



3



     vappl’
    RootP





3

    

          Root
    theme-ACC
           

  pq
This account is supported by pairs like (27):
(27)
a.
O Janis

ponai


The Janis-nom
hurt-3sg


‘Junis hurts’

b.
Tu Jani

tu 

ponai

o lemos


The Peter-gen    
cl.gen

hurt-3sg
the throat-nom



‘Janis has a sore throat’
(27b) has the structure in (25) and the Experiencer gets GEN. (27a) has a structure like (28), and the Experiencer gets unmarked/ environment sensitive Nom (20c) singe Gen cannot be assigned.
(28)

vapplP   =  VP Domain

        3

Experiencer
   vappl’



3



     vappl’
    √PON-




     √ HURT
This also explains why monadic sensation predicates always have Nominative and never Genitive experiencers in SMG:
(29) 
I Maria 

pinai/ krioni  


The Mary.nom  
hunger.3sg.act/cold.3sg.act 


‘Mary is hungry/cold’.
On the other hand, the MCP has nothing to say for these facts.
We conclude that Genitive assignment in SMG is subject to the dependent case rule in (23).

3.3. A prediction: high applicatives with static verbs vs. unergatives 
Pylkkänen (2002/2008) argues that there are two types of applicatives, what she calls “High Applicatives” and what she calls “Low Applicatives”. 
Low applicatives relate a recipient or a source to an individual which is the internal argument of a verb and that high applicatives relate an individual to an event.

Her proposal makes the following predictions (verbatim from Pylkkänen 2002: 23):
(30) High Applicative Diagnostics
(i) DIAGNOSTIC 1: TRANSITIVITY RESTRICTIONS

Only high applicative heads should be able to combine with unergatives. Since a low applicative head denotes a relation between the direct and indirect object, it cannot appear in a structure that lacks a direct object.

(ii) DIAGNOSTIC 2: VERB SEMANTICS

Since low applicatives imply a transfer a possession, they make no sense with verbs that are completely static: for example, an event of holding a bag does not plausibly result in the bag ending up in somebody’s possession. High applicatives, on the other hand, should have no problem combining with verbs such as hold : it is perfectly plausible that somebody would benefit from a bag-holding event.
Pylkkänen discusses six languages and shows that in English, Japanese and Korean with low applicatives neither unergative nor stative verbs can be applicativized while in Luganda, Venda and Albanian with high applicatives they can.
(31)  
ENGLISH

a. 
*UNERGATIVE VERB

*I ran him

b. 
*STATIC VERB


     *I held him the bag
(32) 
LUGANDA

a. 
UNERGATIVE VERB

Mukasa ya-tambu-le-dde Katonga

Mukasa PAST-walk-APPL-PAST Katonga

‘Mukasa walked for Katonga’

b. 
STATIC VERB

Katonga ya-kwaant-i-dde Mukasa ensawo

Katonga PAST-hold-APPL- PAST Mukasa bag



‘Katonga held the pot for Mukasa’
A New Prediction for SMG

Pylkkänen’s diagnostics, combined with the hypothesis that genitive case assignment is subject to the depdendent case rule in (23) lead to the following prediction for SMG.
(33)
A Prediction for SMG

If SMG is a high applicative language, then a genitive argument will be 


able to combine with a static verb but will not be able to combine with an


unergative verb due to (23).
The prediction is borne out. Genitive arguments are licensed with static predicates:
(34)
Tha 
kratiso

tis Marias
mia stigmi 
  tin kanata

Fut
hold-1sg
the Mary-gen
one moment the pot-acc

gia
na
boresi
na 
vgali
to palto tis


for
subj
can-3sg
subj
take off
the coat her

‘I will hold for a moment the pot for Mary, so that she can take off her coat’
(35)
Diatiro
           tis Marias
ta ruxa

se kali katastasi

Preserve-1sg
  the Mary-gen
the clothes- acc   in good condition

gia
na
ta 
foresi
otan 
megalosi

for
subj
them
wear
when 
grow-3sg

‘I preserve the clothes in a good condition for Mary, so that she can wear them


when she grows older’
On the other hand, genitives are not allowed with most unergatives:

(36)
a.
*Etreksa/
perpatisa/
kolimpisa/ xorepsa

tu Petru


Ran-1sg/
walked-1sg/
swam-1sg/ danced-1sg
the Peter-gen


‘I ran/ walked/ swam for Peter’


b.
*?Dulepsa
sklira
tu Petru


Worked-1sg
hard
the Peter-gen


‘I worked hard for Peter’
The asymmetry between static verbs and unergatives with high applicatives further supports (23).
3.4. Two types of datives and genitives across languages

· German (and Icelandic) is like CG

German has morphologically distinct nominative, accusative, dative and genitive case: 





Singular


Plural


Nominative

der Mann


die Männer


Accusative

den Mann


die Männer




Genitive

des Mannes


der Männer


Dative


dem Mann


den Männern

· The same cases with CG
- Genitive appears with a limited number of verbs (gedenken ‘remember’, harren ‘wait for’ etc.)
- Accusative is the case canonically assigned to objects of transitive verbs and to themes of ditransitive verbs.
- Dative is the case canonically assigned to goals of ditransitive verbs, to so-called ‘free datives’ (benefactives, malefactives, affected arguments), to objects of certain classes of monotranitive verbs (helfen ‘help’, drohen ‘threat’, gratulieren ‘congratulate’, kondolieren ‘offer condolensces’, kündigen ‘fire’, misstrauen ‘not trust’ etc.).
· A similar distribution of cases as in CG (except that in CG genitive objects were more productive than in German)
- Ditransitive predicates in German have four distinct realizations that differ in the morphological marking of the direct and indirect object as well as the “unmarked linearization” of the two objects (classes 11-14 in table 1; Lenerz 1977; Höhle 1982; Fanselow 1991, 2000; Haider 1993; Sternefeld 2006). The four patterns are schematically represented in (38) and exemplified in (39) (data from Beermann 2001):

(38)

German argument linearization and morphological case in ditransitives



a.

NOM>DAT>ACC



b.

NOM>ACC>DAT



c. 

NOM>ACC>ACC



d. 

NOM>ACC>GEN

(39)
a.
Sie
hat
dem
Mann
das
Buch
geschenkt




She-NOM
has
the
man-DAT
the
book-ACC
given


‘She has given the man the book’



b.
Er
hat
den
Patienten
der
Operation




He-NOM
has
the
patient-ACC
the
operation-DAT 




unterzogen




submitted


‘He has submitted the patient to the operation’



c.
Sie
hat
die
Schüler
das
Lied
gelehrt




She-NOM
has
the
students-ACC
the
song-ACC
taught


‘She has taught the students the song’



d.
Man
hat
den
Mann
des
Verbrechens
beschuldigt




One-NOM
has
the
man-ACC
the
crime-GEN
accused 


‘One has accused him of the crime’

Dative and accusative case marking is associated with different grammatical functions (see e.g. Fanselow 2000, Beermann 2001; Müller 1995: 412 fn 3; Sternefeld 2006). Morphological dative marks indirect objects in (38a)/(39a) and what has been argued to be oblique arguments in (38)/(39b). Morphological accusative canonically marks direct objects, but it may also exceptionally mark indirect objects, as in (38c)/(39c).

A very similar picture in CG - Recall the patterns in (3):
(3) Case arrays in Ancient Greek  ditransitives (Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali 2015: 456)
Ii
(i) 
Accusative IO – Accusative DO

I
(ii) 
Dative IO – Accusative DO

(iii) 
Genitive IO – Accusative DO

(iv) 
Dative IO – Genitive DO
Like German, except for the DAT-GEN combination. We do not know enough to know what the unmarked serialization is for (ii) and (iii) [German has both DAT>ACC and ACC>DAT depending on the verb].
We conclude that the German system is like the CG system: a lexically governed dative and genitive in (20a).
A Prediction Concerning the Case of Single Arguments:
Constructions with a single dative argument should be allowed in German.

Prediction borne out [with impersonal passives]:

(40)
Ihm

wurde
geholfen


Him-dat
was helped


‘He was helped’
Similarly in Icelandic:
(41)
Honum 
var hjalpáð 

Him-dat 
was helped
Icelandic famously has a very similar system which, among others, made Marantz 1991 call Icelandic quirky case “lexically specified case” (Zaenen, Maling & Thráinsson 1985, Holmberg & Platzack 1995, Collins & Thrainsson 1996 and many others; see Zaenen et al. 1985 and Fanselow 2002 for explicit comparisons between the two languages).

Comparable constructions are not attested in SMG.
· Sakha is like SMG

Just like SMG, the goal argument in Sakha ditransitives is always dative (Baker 2015: 132, ex. (30)):
(42)
Min
[VP
Masha-qa
kingie-ni
bier-di-m]

I

Masha-dat
book-acc
give-Past-1sS

‘I gave Masha the book’
Just as in SMG, Sakha has an alternation between monadic sensation predicates selecting for a NOM experiencer and dyadic unaccusatives showing a DAT experiencer or possessor (Baker & Vinokurova 2010: 17-18, ex. (16)-(17)):
(43)
a.
Masha-(*qa/*ny)
accykt(aa)-yyr



Masha-(*dat/*acc)
hunger-aor.3sS


‘Masha hungers’


b.
Ejiexe

massyyna
tiij-bet/


baar/
naada



You-dat
car

reach-neg.aor.3sS
exist/
need



‘You lack/have/need/a car’

In addition, the case of the cause can be dative in Sakha if the root verb is transitive but it can only be accusative (or bare nominative) when the root is intransitive (as in many other languages):
(44)
a.
Sardaana
[VP Aisen-y
yta(a)-t-ta]


Sardaana
Aisen- acc
cry-Caus-Past-3sS


‘Sardaana made Aisen cry’

b.
Misha
[VP Masha-qa
miin-i

sie-t-te]



Misha
Masha-dat
soup-acc
eat- Caus-Past-3sS




‘Misha made Masha eat the soup’
SMG lacks this type of causative.
See Baker & Vinokurova (2010), Baker (2015) for further evidence and discussion.
· Two types of datives in Baker’s (2015) sample of languages

In Baker’s (2015) sample (see discussion on p. 135):

(45)
 Dative 
a.
lexically governed case in Amharic (Leslau 1995), Burushaski,

 



(Willson 1996), Shipibo (Valenzuela 2003), Diyari (Austin 1981). 



b.
high dependent case in the VP domain in Sakha (Baker &

 



Vinokurova 2010) and other serious candidates: Nias (Brown

 



2005), Tamil, Greenlandic, Ingush and Chukchi.
From the Indo-European languages we are looking at, CG, German and Icelandic fall under (45a) and SMG falls under (45b). 

In Baker’s sample there are not many languages in which dative case has the full distribution that it has in Sakha. 
Even in Sakha dative can also be inherent/lexical in locative constructions, as well as with datives surfacing as objects of monadic transitive verbs:

(46)
a.
En
baaŋ-ŋa
ülelee-ti-ŋ


You
bank-dat
work-Past-2sS


‘You worked in the bank’


b.
Min
presidieŋ-ŋe
kömölöh-ör-bün


I-nom
president-dat
help-aor-1sS


‘I help the president’
Summary: Criteria for classifying datives / genitives as dependent
1. When the goal is dative with all ditransitive verbs.

2. When the dative is used for the cause of a causative formed from a transitive verb. 

3. When the languages never allow double object constructions with two accusative or absolutive objects. 

4. When the goal/experiencer receives dative in dyadic unaccusatives but not in monadic unaccusative constructions.
3.5. An apparent problem for dependent genitive in SMG: teach-verbs
At first sight, SMG violates criterion 3 above. It permits double object constructions with two accusative objects with the verbs ‘teach’, ‘serve’, ‘pay’ (Anagnostopoulou 2001, 2003)
(47)
a.
teach
Didaksa 
tin Maria  

tin grammatiki ton Arxeon         




Taught-1sg 
the Mary-acc 

the grammar-acc the Ancient-gen



‘I taught Mary the grammar of Ancient Greek’


pay
b.
Plirosa 
ton Petro 

ta xrimata pu tu ofila

              



Paid-1sg 
the Peter-acc 

the money-acc that him-gen owed-1sg



‘I paid Peter the money I owed him’



serve

c.
Servira 
tin Maria 

enan kafe



             



Served-1sg 
the Mary-acc 

a coffee-acc


‘I served Mary a coffee’

Crucially, though, the same verbs can also surface with a genitive IO and then the ACC theme is not allowed to be omitted, as expected by the dependent case approach:
(48)
a.
teach
Didaksa 
tis Marias  

*(tin grammatiki ton Arxeon)         




Taught-1sg 
the Mary-Gen 

the grammar-acc the Ancient-gen



‘I taught Mary the grammar of Ancient Greek’


pay
b.
Plirosa 
tu Petru 

*(ta xrimata pu tu ofila)

              



Paid-1sg 
the Peter-Gen 

the money-acc that him-gen owed-1sg



‘I paid Peter the money I owed him’



serve

c.
Servira 
tis Marias 

* ?(enan kafe)



             



Served-1sg 
the Mary-Gen

a coffee-acc


‘I served Mary a coffee’

By contrast, the ACC theme can be omitted without problem when the goal is ACC:
(49)
a.
teach
Didaksa 
tin Maria  

(tin grammatiki ton Arxeon)         




Taught-1sg 
the Mary-acc 

the grammar-acc the Ancient-gen



‘I taught Mary the grammar of Ancient Greek’


pay
b.
Plirosa 
ton Petro 

(ta xrimata pu tu ofila)

              



Paid-1sg 
the Peter-acc 

the money-acc that him-gen owed-1sg



‘I paid Peter the money I owed him’


serve

c.
Servira 
tin Maria 

(enan kafe)



             



Served-1sg 
the Mary-acc 

a coffee-acc


‘I served Mary a coffee’

Moreover, the fact that the ACC-goal alternates with NOM while the ACC-theme is strongly ungrammatical  when it alternates suggests that the ACC-goal receives canonical ACC (dependent ACC, see section 6 for more discussion), while the theme not:  
(50)
a.
O Petros

plirothike
   (ta xrimata pu tu ofila)


The Peter-nom
paid-NAct-3sg   the money-acc that him-gen owed-1sg


‘Peter was paid the money that I owed him’

b.
*Ta xrimata pu xriazotan

ton
plirothikan
    ton Petro



The money- nom that needed-3sg
Cl-acc
paid- NAct-3pl the Peter-acc


‘The money that he needed was paid to Peter’

Note that in the (50b) example the ACC goal is clitic doubled, a strategy facilitating theme passivization across a GEN goal in Greek (Anagnostopoulou 2003), and still the sentence is totally ungrammatical.

Finally, teach, verb, pay permit goal externalization in Greek adjectival passives, similarly to their English counterparts (Levin & Rappaport 1986), and unlike give-type verbs: 
(51) 
a.
O prosfata servirismenos kafes/ o prosfata servirismenos pelatis



The recently served coffee/ the recently served customer


b.
O aplirotos logarisamos/ o aplirotos ipalilos


The unpaid bill / the unpaid employee
(52)
a.
Ena prosfata xarismeno vivlio /*ena prosfata xarismeno pedhi


A recently given book / *a recently given child


b.
Ena prosfata stalmeno gramma/ *enas prosfata stalmenos paraliptis


A recently sent letter /*a recently sent addressee

Following Anagnostopoulou (2001), we take the facts in (51) to suggest that in double accusative constructions the goal is an argument on the Root. 

We furthermore take the optionality of the theme in (49) as an indication that the goal can (and perhaps must; see below) be the single argument of the Root. It gets ACC in the normal fashion (Dependent accusative, falling under 20b). As such, it alternates with NOM in passives (50).
When the theme is present, it has some further non canonical properties. It must be heavy as in (48a,b) or indefinite as in (48c). The following are not good:
(53)
a.
teach
?*Didaksa 
tin Maria  

tin grammatiki         




Taught-1sg 
the Mary-acc 

the grammar-acc



‘I taught Mary the grammar’


pay
b.
?*Plirosa 
ton Petro 

ta xrimata 

              



Paid-1sg 
the Peter-acc 

the money-acc


‘I paid Peter the money’



serve

c.
?*Servira 
tin Maria 

ton kafe



             



Served-1sg 
the Mary-acc 

the coffee-acc


‘I served Mary a coffee’

The heaviness requirement suggests that this type of overt themes are adjuncts (modifying an implicit theme not present in the structure, perhaps incorporated in the meaning of teach via conflation; in which case the structure in 54 might be more complex):

 (54)  






3
    



     RootP
the grammar of ancient greek




3

    

      TEACH
    Mary 
 The indefiniteness is reminiscent of the indefiniteness shown by oblique accusatives alternating with “with” in the SMG spray-load construction:
 (55)
Alipsa


to
psari

ladi/ me (to) ladi/ *to ladi

Smeared-1sg

the
fish-acc
oil/ with the oil/ *the oil

‘I smeared the fish with oil’
This leads to the following alternative structure for ‘teach’-verbs:
(56)       

     3
   Mary
       Root

  
 3
    SERVE
    [PP 0P coffee]
Summary
Teach-verbs are only an apparent problem:
The fact that the theme is obligatory when the goal is GEN and optional when the goal is ACC further supports the dependent case analysis of GEN.
There are enough reasons to propose that in the double accusative frame (i) the goal is the canonical object of the root and (ii) the theme is not a regular object, either a modifier or a PP headed by a zero P.

4. A consequence of the analysis: DAT-NOM and GEN-NOM alternations in Passives

The proposed analysis has interesting implications for dative-nominative and genitive-nominative alternations in passives. 

SMG: Gen-Nom alternations not possible:
GEN-NOM alternations are not possible in SMG (and in Northern Greek) as we saw in (12), repeated here, only ACC-NOM alternations are possible:
(12)

*O Petros

dothike
ena pagoto


The Peter.nom
gave.nact
an ice-cream.acc



‘Peter was given an ice-cream’

(57)

H epistoli
tu 
dothike

tu Petru
apo tin Maria


The letter
Cl-gen gave-nonact.3sg 
the Peter-gen
by the Mary



‘The letter was given to Peter by Mary’

CG: Dat-Nom and Gen-Nom alternations possible:
As recently discussed in Alexiadou, Anagnostopoulou & Sevdali (AAS 2014), Anagnostopoulou and Sevdali (A&S 2015), DAT-NOM and GEN-NOM alternations were possible in CG passives. Data below from A&S (2015, their examples 9, 12, 19 and 23):

(58) 
dat-nom alternation with transitives:

a.
Athe:nai-oi 
epibouleu-ousin
he:m-in. 

Athenians-nom
betray-3sg.prs.act
us-dat

‘The Athenians are betraying us.’ 

b.
He:m-eis
hup’
Athe:nai-o:n
epibouleu-ometha. 

we-nom
by
Athenians-gen
betray-1pl.prs.pass
‘We are betrayed by the Athenians.’(Thucydides, Historia I: 82. 1)
(59) 
gen-nom alternation with transitives:

 
a.
Katapse:phe:z-o:
tin-os. 



condemn-1sg.prs.act
someone-gen


‘I condemn someone.’ 
b.
Ekeino-s
katepse:phis-the:. 


he-nom
condemn-3sg.aor.pass

‘He was condemned.’
(Xenophon, Historia V: 2. 36)
(60) 
dat-nom alternations with ditransitives:

a.
Active: acc-dat

All-o ti
meiz-on
hum-in
epitaks-ousin. 

something.else-acc
bigger-acc
you-dat
order-3pl.prs.act

                ‘They will order you to do something else bigger/greater.’

b.
Passivized: acc-nom
All-o ti
meiz-on
hum-eis
epitachthe:s-esthe. 

something.else-acc
bigger-acc
you-nom
order-2pl.prs.pass

                ‘You will be ordered to do something else, bigger.’ (Thucydides, Historia I: 140. 5)

(61) gen-nom alternation with ditransitives:

a.
Active: gen-acc
Apetem-on
to:n
strate:g-o:n
tas kephal-as.
cut.off-3pl.aor.act
the
generals-gen
the
heads-acc 
                ‘They cut the heads from the generals.’

b.
Passivized: nom-acc
Hoi
strate:g-oi
apetme:th-e:san
tas
kephal-as. 

the
generals-nom
cut.off-3pl.aor.pass
the
heads-acc
                ‘The generals were beheaded/The generals had their heads cut off.’


(Xenophon, Anabasis II: 6. 29)

The puzzle: It is standardly assumed that structural Case alternates and lexical Case doesn’t. Above we seem to be seeing the reverse. Dependent (i.e. structural) case alternating and lexical (i.e. non-structural) case not alternating.
Accounting for the SMG pattern:
The ungrammaticality of (12) and the grammaticality of (57) is a direct consequence of the dependent case rule (23), combined with the assumption that the VP domain is a Spell-Out domain (Baker and Vinokurova 2010, Baker 2015). 
When Voice is merged with vAppl, it sends vAPPLP to Spell-Out being a phasal head. The IO is assigned Gen because there is a c-commanding DO, regardless of Voice ACT or PASS:  
(62)
   3

Voice
     vapplP   =  Spell Out Domain
[ACT/PASS]

        3

     Goal/Benef-GEN
  vappl’




     3



     
      vappl’
    
RootP






     3

    

          

Root
    theme
           

   pq
As in Sakha (Baker & Vinokurova 2010, ex. (25)):
(63)
Suruk
Masha-qua
yyt-ylyn-na

letter
Masha-dat
send-pass-past-3

‘The letter was sent to Masha’

Accounting for the CG pattern:

Core observation: All of the verbs in the examples above and in general the majority of verbs that allow passivization of dative/genitive IO in CG are prefixed (cf. also Michelioudakis 2012):  
(64)
a.
epi-bouleuometha ‘be betrayed’

b.
kat-epse:phis-the: ‘be condemed’

c.
epi-tachthe:s-esthe: ‘be ordered’

d.
ap-etme:th-e:san: ‘be cut off’
These prefixes are homophonous to prepositions who retain their case-assigning properties when they are prefixed on verbs.
We adopt for these the analysis proposed in AAS (2014). In a nutshell:
-CG genitives and datives in languages like CG (e.g. with lexically specified datives in the sense of 20a) are always contained within PPs, overt or covert (see, among others, Bittner & Hale 1996, Rezac 2008, Caha 2009, Pesetsky 2013, Baker 2015). In principle, PPs are phases, and therefore DPs contained within them are opaque.
However, there are strategies to make such DPs transparent (Rezac 2008).

-A major strategy for PPs becoming transparent is when P incorporates into a higher head, the complex V-Voice. 

-The phase-lifting effect of P incorporation follows from the hypothesis that head-movement of certain phase heads extends the phase to the higher projection, as proposed by den Dikken 2007, Gallego 2006, 2010, Gallego, and Uriagereka 2006, Wurmbrand, Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 2012, in the spirit of Baker’s 1988 Government Transparency Corollary. 

Spelling out the details:

-Assume that NOM in CG is always assigned under Agree with finite T, as evidenced by the fact that finite verb agreement always targets nominative arguments in this language (Baker 2008, 2015). Then, the derivation proceeds as follows:
In actives, the internal argument is assigned GEN or DAT by P, which is incorporated into V. Voice introduces the EA and T enters Agree with it, resulting in NOM:
(65)


TP


    3



T[uφ]
       VoiceP


Αgree

3
          NOM              EA[iφ]       Voice’




3



     Voice
     VP




           3




       V

       PP




  2
3




P
V        P              DP [DAT]



       epi-       vulev    epi


In passives, Voice does not introduce an EA, P incorporation makes the PP transparent and T may enter Agree with the DP, resulting in NOM. The easiest way to deal with this kind of alternation would be to assume ‘case stacking’ of DAT and NOM and spell-out of the outermost NOM:
(66)







3


         T[uφ]         VoiceP




3      Agree=NOM



     Voice
     VP



      PASS           3




       V

       PP





  2
3




P
V        P              DP[iφ] [DAT] NOM]



       epi-       vulev    epi

See AAS (2014) that the same type of process underlies bekommen-passives in German (which also show DAT-NOM and GEN-NOM alternations).
On the present view: 
a)‘Lexically governed case’ in (20a) means case assigned by P.
b) The transition between CG and SMG is from a PP system (with Preposition Incorporation making PPs transparent) to a DP system with dependent case assigned ‘upwards’ in the VP domain. 
5. On historical change

It is beyond the scope of the present paper to document in detail the stages of the transition from a PP system for IOs to a DP system for IOs.
But the discussion would be incomplete without referring to historical change.

The transition is associated with the loss of morphological dative case and its gradual replacement through:

a) Accusatives (as objects of transitive verbs, as IOs of ditransitive verbs in Northern Greek).

b) Genitives as IOs in SMG
c) PPs (for locative, instrumental and other adverbial uses of CG datives)

 A Phonological Change Facilitating Dative Loss:
The gradual loss of morphological dative case has been linked to phonetic developments (Humbert 1930). Horrocks (1997: 121), for example, notes that unstressed final [o] raised to [u] in popular speech, so that second declension endings (written in <-ω> and <-ου>, respectively) could be confused. 
A Syntactic reason for dative – genitive syncretism:

Cooper & Georgala (2012) and Stolk (2015): in possessor raising constructions the genitive possessor pronoun underwent possessor raising. The semantic and syntactic similarities between possessor raising constructions and applicative constructions led to a reanalysis of pronominal clitic possessors as applicative arguments. This was then generalized to DPs. 

Crucially, possessors are DPs (bearing environment sensitive genitive, see Marantz 1991), thus triggering a reanalysis of IO PPs bearing dative into IO DPs bearing genitive.
A Syntactic reason for dative – accusative  syncretism:

Horrocks (1997: 124–125) proposes that the use of two accusatives after verbs such as didasko “teach”, encouraged overlaps between the dative and the accusative.
Historical Developments: Timeline
A) Most sources on the replacement of morphological dative for arguments through genitive and accusative (Humbert 1930, Horrocks 1997/2006, Browning 1983) agree on the following timeline: 
· From the 3rd until the 8th centuries AD, all around the Greek- speaking world, the dative was variably replaced by the genitive and the accusative case:

(67) Acc for dat
a.
ipez 

me 
say-2sg.aor. 
me-acc. 
‘You said to me.’
 se 

ðiðo 
you-acc.sg. 
give-1sg.pres. 
‘I give to you.’ 
(68) Gen for dat
a. ipandika 

su 
meet-1sg.perf. 
you-gen.sg. 
‘I met you.’ (lit. ‘I met to you’) 
b. irika 


su 
say-1sg.perf. 

you-gen.sg. 
‘I said to you.’ 

Sometimes genitive and accusative were employed simultaneously, in the same documents (cf. Horrocks 2007 (pp. 207 – 209) on the discussion of P.Oxy.  4th century AD). 

Dative was still used. Genitives and datives are no longer properly distinguished, as evidenced by examples like the following from Browning (1983): (pp. 42 – 43) where datives and genitives are found coordinated:
(69)
 aneste:sa 
emauto:i 
kai Eias 
te:s 
sumbiou 


set.up.aor.1sg 
myself.dat
and Eia.gen 
the.gen wife.gen

‘I set this up for myself and for my wife, Eia’ 

Goodwin (1894) also reports the same author of Hellenistic Greek using datives and PPs with P + acc as complements of the same verb: cf. John, 8.25 lalo: + dat vs. John 8.26 lalo: + eis + acc. 
· Entire loss of dative and dialectal differentiation in the use of genitive or accusative for IOs (Northern vs. Southern split for IOs) happens around the 9th or 10th century AD (Humbert 1930: 197). 
Today’s main dialectal split between SMG replacing dative IOs with genitive and the Northern dialects replacing dative with accusative is already present in works of the 10th century when papyri from Istanbul replace dative with accusative, while papyri from the South of Italy replace it with the genitive. 
At the same time:

By the 10th century AD all prepositions governed the accusative case  (Browning 1983: 42 – 43). Ps have lost their idiosyncratic case-assigning properties.

At the same time:
Transitive verbs no longer assign dative and genitive but only accusative to their objects.
DAT-NOM and GEN-NOM alternations seize to occur (Lavidas 2007/2009).

B) The replacement of datives by PPs in Greek is discussed in Michelioudakis (2012). He identifies two stages:

(i) Hellenistic Greek: Locative, instrumental and other adverbial uses of dative are being replaced by PPs.
(ii) Medieval Greek (focusing on Cypriot Greek): The loss of adverbial datives results in the loss of inanimate/non-human DPs with lexically governed case. Animate arguments bear genitive case and inanimate ones are PPs. This leads to an alternation between a PP and a genitive DP in ditransitives.

Summary of historical change:
The change from the CG to the Modern System (Southern and Northern) is mediated through the loss of morphological dative case and its syncretism with genitive and accusative.

Dative loss is associated with phonological changes; the types of syncretism we find are influenced by (i) a reanalysis of possessor raising constructions and (ii) a spread of double accusative constructions to more ditransitive verbs.

The change from a system where datives and genitives where prepositional to a system where genitives are DPs is associated with the replacement of adverbial datives (and genitives) by PPs and the loss of marking inanimates with lexically governed case (dative or genitive).  
Loss of genitive and dative objects and replacement through accusatives happens at the same time that Gen-Nom and Dat-Nom alternations are no longer grammatical, providing evidence for a generalization of (i) Dependent Acc assignment with objects of transitive verbs and DOs of ditransitives and (ii) Dependent Gen with IOs of ditransitive verbs.

After a long period of gradual changes and instability, the current system stabilizes in the 10th century.

6. Some further issues 

There are some further issues we briefly discuss before closing.
6.1. More on variation: the Northern vs. Southern split.

· How to deal with the Northern dialect (NG) which has two accusatives on the IO and the DO respectively:
(70)
a.
Edhosa


ton
Petro

to
paghoto


Gave-1sg.pst.act
the
Peter-Acc
the
icecream-Acc
‘I gave Peter the icecream.’

b.
Tha
se

ftiakso

to
paghoto


Fut
Cl-2sgacc
make-1sg.act
to
icecream-acc


‘I will make you an icecream’
Syntactically, NG behaves just like SMG (Anagnostopoulou 2016). The IO does not alternate with NOM (see (12) repeated here), 
(12)

*O Petros

dothike
ena pagoto


The Peter.nom
gave.nact
an ice-cream.acc



‘Peter was given an ice-cream’

The DO can be definite and does not have to be heavy, unlike ‘teach-verbs’ (compare (70) to (53) above). 

We therefore propose that the IO in NG is assigned dependent ACC subject to (71a), while it is assigned dependent genitive subject to (71b) in SMG:
(71)
a.
If XP c-commands ZP in VP, then assign U (accusative) to XP =
NG

b.
If XP c-commands ZP in VP, then assign U (genitive) to XP = SMG
To the extent that we can assume dependent case for English (e.g. for pronouns), the fact that the IO alternates with NOM in passives (72), means that the IO is subject to the dependent case rule in (73), a very different rule (the standard rule for dependent accusative in Marantz’s (20b)): 
(72)
a.
I gave him a book


b.
He was given a book
(73)
If XP c-commands ZP in TP, then assign U (accusative) to ZP =  English (pronouns)
It is an open question what lies behind this parametrization. Is it just random?
6.2. Case and Agree: DPs vs. clitics
For the most part of this paper, we have not discussed the relationship between morphological case and Agree. 

Baker & Vinokurova (2010) and Baker (2015) claim that DPs are either assigned dependent case or they are assigned case via Agree. 

There is some evidence that this might be correct and that in SMG cliticization (and clitic doubling) is triggered by Agree. 

In section 3.3. we noted that high applicatives cannot be added on unergatives due to the dependent case rule for genitive: 

(36)
a.
*Etreksa/
perpatisa/
kolimpisa/ xorepsa

tu Petru


Ran-1sg/
walked-1sg/
swam-1sg/ danced-1sg
the Peter-gen


‘I ran/ walked/ swam for Peter’


b.
*?Dulepsa
sklira
tu Petru


Worked-1sg
hard
the Peter-gen


‘I worked hard for Peter’
These examples seem to us to improve considerably when the IO is a clitic instead of a DP:

(74)
a.
?Tu etreksa/
    ?tu perpatisa/
    ?tu kolimpisa/ 
tu xorepsa





Cl-gen  ran-1sg/ Cl-gen walked-1sg/ Cl-gen swam-1sg/ Cl-gen  danced-1sg




‘I ran/ walked/ swam for him’


b.
Tu dulepsa
sklira




Cl-gen  worked-1sg
hard


‘I worked hard for him’
If we assume, with Baker & Vinokurova and Baker, that Agree is another way to assign case, then we can make sense of contrasts like these.
PCC effects (Bonet 1991 and many following her; see Anagnostopoulou 2015 for an overview of the literature) in SMG provide further evidence that clitics enter Agree while DPs don’t. SMG is subject to the Strong PCC, as shown in (75) (Anagnostopoulou 2003, 2005b):   
(75)
a. Tha mu to stilune







    Fut Cl-Gen.1st.sg Cl-Acc.3rd.sg.neut send-3pl

    ‘They will send it to me’


b.  Tha su ton stilune


     Fut Cl-Gen.2nd.sg Cl-Acc.3rd.sg.masc send-3pl


     ‘They will send him to you’

c. *Tha su me sistisune


     Fut Cl-Gen.2nd. sg Cl-Acc.1st.sg  introduce-3pl


    ‘They will introduce me to you’


d. *Tha tu se stilune


     Fut Cl-Gen.3rd.sg. masc Cl-Acc.2nd. sg send-3pl


   ‘They will send you to him’

If we assume, following Anagnostopoulou (2003, 2005b) and many building on her, that PCC effects result from two clitics entering Agree against the same head, Voice or T, then the PCC facts in (75) suggest that clitics in SMG enter Agree.
In addition, PCC effects can be employed as evidence that full DPs in SMG are not assigned case via Agree. It is well known that PCC effects are obviated when one of the two clitics surfaces as a full pronoun:

(76)
 a. Tha su 

   sistisune

emena

     Fut Cl-Gen.2nd. sg  introduce-3pl
Pronoun-Acc.1st.sg  


    ‘They will introduce me to you’


b. Tha tu 


 stilune

esena

     Fut Cl-Gen.3rd.sg. masc send-3pl
Pronoun-Acc.2nd. sg

   ‘They will send you to him’

The absence of PCC effects in (76) suggests that the full accusative pronouns (standardly assumed to be DPs in the literature) do not enter Agree, and are assigned dependent accusative case. 
6.3. A Problem 
Dependent Accusative for the DO in ditransitives of languages having dependent dative/genitive for the IO and lacking Differential Object Marking (DOM), like SMG, is problematic.
Consider again the configuration in (62):
(62)
   3

Voice
     vapplP   =  Spell Out Domain
[ACT/PASS]

        3

     Goal/Benef-GEN
  vappl’




     3



     
      vappl’
    
RootP






     3

    

          

Root
    theme
           

   pq
Crucially, we need vAPPLP to be a spell-out domain, in order to explain why the IO is assigned genitive case which is not affected by the transitivity of Voice. 
But the theme is sensitive to the transitivity of Voice: it is assigned Accusative when the External argument is present [introduced by Voice[ACT]], and Nominative when the external argument is absent [when Voice is [PASS]]. 
This means that it is subject to the rule (77):
(77)
If XP c-commands ZP in TP, then assign U (accusative) to ZP =  SMG (accusatives)

a. XP = External Argument

b. ZP = Objects of transitives, DOs of ditransitives 
But if vAPPLP is a spell-out domain, then the theme is (62) must be assumed to move to its edge in order to be visible for accusative assignment.
There is no evidence that this movement must take place. While SMG ditransitives allow for both IO>DO and DO>IO orders, the DO>IO order is not obligatory and does not seem to be associated with interpretational effects:
(78)
a.
Edhosa


tu
Petro

to
paghoto



Gave-1sg.pst.act
the
Peter-gen
the
icecream-Acc
‘I gave Peter the icecream.’

b.
Edhosa


to
paghoto
tu
Petru



Gave-1sg.pst.act
the
icecream-acc
the
Peter-gen
‘I gave Peter the icecream.’
In addition, the DO>IO order seems to present evidence that it involves scrambling of the DO across the IO not feeding binding (Anagnostopoulou 2003). 
By contrast, in languages with DOM like Sakha (Baker and Vinokurova 2014), Hindi (Bhatt and Anagnostopoulou 1996) and Spanish (Torrego 1998 citing Strozer 1976), the order DO>IO is obligatory when the DO is marked with special morphology (the dative preposition in the latter two languages):
(79)

Sakha (Baker & Vinokurova 2010: 13, ex. (11)

a.
Min
Masha-qa
kingie-(#ni)
bier-di-m


I
Masha-dat
book-acc
give-past-1sS


‘I gave Masha books/ a book’


b.
Min
kingie-*(ni)
Masha-qa
bier-di-m



I
book-acc
Masha-dat
give-past-1sS


‘I gave the book to Masha’
(80)

Hindi (Bhatt & Anagnostopoulou 1996, ex. (6), (7))

a.
Ram-ne
Anita-ko
chitthii

bhej-ii



Ram-erg
Anita-ko
letter-f

send-pfv.f


‘Ram sent the letter to Anita’


b.
Ram-ne
chitthii
-ko
Anita-ko
bhej-aa
Ram-erg
letter-ko
Anita-ko
send-pfv


‘Ram sent the letter to Anita’

(81)

Spanish (Torrego 1998: 134, ex. (3a))


?Mostré/ presenté

al alumno
al profesor


Showed-1/ introduced-I
to-the student
to-the teacher


‘I showed/introduced the student to the teacher’

We leave this as a problem.

7. Summary

· We argued that there are two modes of dative and genitive case assignment on the basis of evidence from two stages of Greek:
-Classical Greek: lexically governed dative and genitive = Prepositional dative and genitive.
-Standard Modern Greek: dependent genitive in the VP domain.
· We discussed the implications for the syntax of Dat-Nom and Gen-Nom alternations which were available in CG and unavailable in SMG: for the latter, the lack of Gen-Nom alternations follows from the definition of dependent case in Baker & Vinokurova (2010) and Baker (2015). For the former, the presence of alternations follows from Preposition Incorporation making datives and genitives transparent, as suggested in AAS (2014).
· We provided an outline of the changes associated with a transition from a PP system to a DP system with dependent case.

· Finally, we addressed some issues relating to variation, the relationship between morphological case and Agree and the nature of Acc case assignment in languages like SMG lacking DOM. 
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� Georgala (2012: 106) claims that they do on the basis of examples like tragudao tu Petru ‘sing Peter-Gen/ I sing for Peter’ and xamogelao tu Petru ‘smile Peter-GEN’/ I smile at Peter’. She does note, however, that manner of motion verbs are not good. The well-formed examples she discusses cannot be dealt with in terms of (23) and must be assumed to involve a lexical genitive of the type found with ‘tilefonao’ and ‘milao’ in (13) above. They all can be seen as verbs expressing communication of message.  


�In CG we find constructions with just a dative argument and no nominative but have not been able to find constructions with truly a single argument (data from Sevdali 2013):


(i)	Prepei 		soi 		einai 	prothumo:i 


Become.3.sg 	to-you.dat 	to be 	zealous.dat 


‘It becomes to you to be zealous’ 


 (ii) 	Panto:n 		emelen 			auto:i 


All things-gen	take.care.of-pst.imp.3.sg	he.dat


“He took care of everything” 		(Xenophon, Apologia IV: 7.1)
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