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1. Introduction

In Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (1995, 1996, to appear), w'e har.'e proposed a unitbrm

account tbr the crosslinguistic distribution of SVOiVSO alternation in languages u,ithout

overt expletives (e.g. Greek/Romance/Celtic). Basing ourselves on the observation that in

these languages subjects can aln'ay's be dropped. we argue that it is precisell' this propertl'that

r.listinguishes them fiom overt expletive VS(0) languages (e,g. Icelandic,English).

Speciticalll'. \\e propose that languages like Greek and Spanish satist.r' the Extended

Projection Principle feature of I" (cf. Chomsky 1995) via verb raising because thel' have

verbal agreelnent morphology r.vith the categorial status of a pronominal element. In our

approach the strong D feature is located in AgrS and languages u'ith 'rich' agreement

morphologv check the strong EPP (D-) feature via verb-movement to AgrSo. Thus. EPP-

checking is parametrized: move/merge XP vs. move/merge Xo. The tirst option is selected in

langua_ues Iike lcelandic and English, rvhile the latter is relevant tbr Greek tr.pe languages.

From this it fbllow's that in the latter case a) preverbal subjects are not in an A-position and b)

VSO orders never invoh'e a covert expletive. Both claims are independentll' established and

the reader is ret-erred to our previous rvork for a detailed presentation of the arguments and fbr

the specitics of our analysis.

In this squib. rl'e w'ould like to address a number of non-trivial questions that our analysis

raises tbr Exceptional Case lvfarking (ECM), Control and Raising structures. In particular. a)

if EPP-checking is linked to the richness of AGR then uhat happens in intinitivals w'here

there is no .-\GR'i There are tlvo options: either the infinitival has a s)'stem parasitic on the

ir-rtlected paradigm or the int-rnitival paradigm works differentl.'", This is an empirical question.

b) EC\1 strllctures have been used as a strong argument against Greetl because the XP raises

.',r ertl) to its EPP position w'hich is not identifiable with its Case position. If our previous

:nrlr sis is correct. then EClvl structures in Greek. Spanish and in Celtic cannot exist.
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Horrever. there are strLlctures that have been claimed to instantiate ECM. We have to shor.r'

that the EC\l anali'sis is rlot correct. c) If argument licensing reduces to Xo movetnent in

Greek. Spanish u,'e expect that dependencies betw'een subject XP positions should also be

recluced to dependencies betn'een heads. There are two such cases. Control structures and

Raising structures. The question is whether it is possible to redef-rne such dependencigs

u'ithout making use of empty cate-eories.

Here. ri'e riill mainlv concentrate on the Greek structures where the embedded verb is tully'

intlected in rihich case there is definitely V-raising. Let us note. hou'ever. that while one

r'\anlines intlnitives" it is not sutficient to look at an int-rnitival ln order to decide uhether

there is a PRO or not in the representation (English vs. Italian). but one has to consider

w'hether there is obligatorl' V-movement as opposed to XP movement related to EPP-checking

in the lansuase.

2. EC}I

As knoun (ct. Lasnik 1993. Chomskl'1995) ECM structures as in (l) are pLlre instantiations

of overt EPP clriven movement to a non-case position. The subject turther raises to the

checking clomain of AgrO of the matrix clause covertly:l

(l) I belier.e IEric to be intelligent]

If our previous anah'sis is on the right track, then ECM structures cannot exist in Vo-raising

EPP checking languages. lndeed this seems to be correct. Uncontroversial ECM constructions

corresponding to the English example above are ungrammatical in Romance and Greek (cf.

Burzio 1986)::

I 
Note though tliat Lasnik ( 1995) argues that this movement takes place in the overt component.

I EC\l constluctiorrs olthis t1 pe do not exist in XP checking like French or Cerman either. In French horvever the

rvh rersion ot'an EC!1 construction is allorved. Italian also has this construction (cf. Kayne 198 I, Rizzi 1982):

le garcon que je cro) ais etre intelligent
the bor that Ibeliel'ed to-be intelligent
il ragazzo che ritenevo essere intelligente
the bo1 thar I believed to-be intelligent
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(l) a

(i) a

* pistel'o ton Petro na ine eksipnos

believe the Peter-ACC SUBJ is intelligent

'I believe Peter to be intelligent'

There are other constructions that could be analysed as ECM. namell' constructions involving

perception and causative verbs (ct-. Burzio 1986 for ltalian):

b.

'k Roberto ritiene fivlario esser partito]

Roberto believes Mario be left

'Roberto believes lv{ario to have left'

ida ton Petro na milai me tin llektra

saw'-l S the-Peter-AcC StiBJ talk-3S r,r'ith Ilektra

'I sA\\. Peter talkine rvith llektra'

e\ ala ton Petro na katharisi to domatio tu

pr"rt the Peter-ACC SU BJ clean-3 S the room his

'I nrade Peter clean his room'

How'ever. there are alternatil'e analy'ses for these constructions u-hich are compatible rvith our

previous approacl"r. For example. latridou (1993) treats cases like (ia) as instances of object

control. If this is correct. then they will be analysed as the control structure discussed belorv.

tn'fact Burrzio argues against an ECM analysis for (3a-b) and his arquments also hold fbr

Greek (ct. Burzio 1986:287-290). We rvill briefly present them here.

First of all. unlike tensed/infinitival pair like 1 believe that Eric delireretl the speech/l believe

Eric' to hove tleliverecl the speech u'hich are closely sy'non)'moLrs. pairs like (l) below are not

svnonvnl0Lls:

b

e

:: C reek :rrch con:tt'uctiotrs are Lrngralnrnatical

x to agori pu pisteva na ine eksipno
thät bor that believed- lS SUBJ is intelligent
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icla ton Petro na telioni ti diatrivi tu

san - 1 S the Peter-ACC SUBJ finishes the dissertation lris

'I sa\\ Peter tinishing his dissertation'

In (-lb) the phrase corresponding to Petros is the object of direct perception w'hile this is not

true of senteuces like (-la). A related point has to do rvith the non-s1'non)'m)' of active and

passive tbrms. \\'hile S cornplements maintain rough s!'non)'moLrs under passivization as * ith

I helievc Et'ic' ttt ltetre cleliyertl the s:peech vs. I beliet'e the s:peech to hute been tleliveretl by'

Eric' the cases under discussion are not s)'nonymous and this is evident b1 the

Lulgrarnlnaticalitl' of itlu in (5b) belorv:

(+) a

(5) Lr.

(6) il

b

lcla oti o Petros telioni ti diatrivi tu

sa\\.-i S that Peter-NOlvl finishes the dissertation his

'I sa\\' that Peter is trnishing his dissertation'

icla,'akusa to Petro na ekfoni to logo

sA\\- I Sihead- 1S the-Peter-Acc SIJBJ deliver-3S the speech

'l sA\\ 'lreard Peter delivering the speech'

They' expected one customs official to check all passin,_q cars

-fhe1 
expected that there rvould be one customs official u'ho \\-ould

check all passing cars

.[he\ 
eKpected that. fbr each passirrg car, there \\'ould be some

cLrstonrs ottlcial or other who would check it

'k iclaiakusa to logo na ekfonite apo ton Petro

sa\v- 1 S,'heard- 1 S the speech SUBJ be delivered by' Peter

'I sa\\,'heard the speech being deliverd by Peter'

Another starrdard test tbr distinguishing _NP S from _S complements involves relatir,e scope

of quantitiers. B1' tl'ris test the structures in question also qualif.v as non-ECM:

lr

(i)

(lt)
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(1)

icta enAtl teloniako na elenhi ola ta atlokinita

sau- lS one customs otl-rcial SLIBJ control all the cars

'l sa\\ a customs otllcial controlling all the cars

I saw one customs otficial rvho checked all passins cars

)rl sA\\'that for each passing car there was one cnstonls ottjcial lvho

n ould check it

(ii)

[,'nder the assumption that quantifier scope is clause-bounded the difterence betu'een (6a) and

t6b) tblloris if (6b) has the nro quantifiers in different clauses.3

A turther argulllellt against the ECM anal,v-sis comes tiom Clitic Lett Dislocation (CLLD).

CLLD olclauses in Greek involves aclitic rvhich is third person. singuiar. neutral:

b

\7 ) Lr.

(8) a

na erthi o Petros den to vlepo

St-:BJ conle-3S Peter-NOM NEG cl-ACC see- 1S

lit.'l do tlot see it that Peteruvill come'

lf perception verbs s'ould take an S complement then lve *ould e\pect the same clitic to

appear in CLLD. Hou'ever. this is not rvhat rve f-rnd:

L-)

()ti irthe o Petros den to perimena

that carl1e Peter-Noiv1 NEG cl-ACC expected- I S

'That Peter came. I didn't expect it'

tou lt-rgo na ektbnite den ton akusa

the speech SL,BJ be delivered NEG him heardlS

'-fhe speech being delivered I did not hear it'

'i'ton logo rla e ktbnite den to akusa

the spcech SL BJ be delir,'ered NEG it heard- 1 S

-i Burzio(lt)lJ(rtllrcscntst\ronloreargumentsagainstanECManalysisforltalianu'hicharenotapplicabletoGreek.

tl
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torl Petro r1a tiganizi psaria den ton ida

the Peter-.{CC SUBJ ti}' frsh NEG him sarv-lS

'Peter tir.ing tish. I did not see him'

* torr Petro na tiganizi psaria de to ida

the-Perer SUBJ tiv tlsh I{EG ir saw

These examples are grammatical r.r'ith a resumptive clitic ,uvhich agrees in t'eatures n'itl'r the

NP.I

Frorn these tacts. ne conclude that an ECM analysis forthe srtuctures presented abore cannot

be maintained.

3. Control

latridou ilt)93). Terzi (1992). Varlokosta (1994) and Tsoulas (1994) have arsued that the

tbllori'irrs stnlctlrres inr.olve a controlled PRO despite the fäct that the embedded verb is tullf'

intlected fbr Agreernent:

C

d.

(9) a. O Petros kseri na kolibai

the Peter-NO\{ kno\\.s SUBJ sr.vim-3S

'Peter kno\\'s ho\v to sr,r'im'

r) Petros irthe na rnilisi

the-Peter-NOiv{ came SUBJ talk-3S

'Peter came to talk'

b

-l In tact this is also an argument against the object conffol analysis of these constructions because under such an

anallsis uc .,roulcl not e\pect the NP to front together rvith the clause as if thel'uere forming a constituent. These

lacts can be L.cst accclnrodated under Burzio's analysis according to »'hich such constructions are the counterpan of a
constructiorl uirich is irlso trpical of perception predicates illustrated below:

Irrr r isto Cior anni che parlava con Maria
I har e seelr Ciovanni that spoke lvith ltvlaria

r lepo to Petro pu milai me tin Ilektra
I see Peter-ACC that talks w'ith the Ilektra-ACC
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0 Petros tbvithike na milisi

the-Peter \\'as scared SUBJ talk-3S

'Peter \\'as scared to talk'

The sentences in 19) involve the particle ra rvhich has been analy.'sed as a subjunctive rnood

marker 1ct. Philippaki-Warburton & Veloudis 1984, Philippaki-\\'arburton 1990. Rivero

199.1) or a sr.rbjunctive complementizer (Tsoulas 1994, Aggouraki 1993). Ic clauses do not

alu.avs involve Control. Specitically. in many cases a) the embedded subject need not be

interpreted coref.erentially w'ith the matrix subject and b) lexical NPs can be licensed in the

cmbedded subject position:

L

(10) a.

(11) a.

o Petros perimeni na erthun

the-Peter expects S U BJ corrre-3 PL

'Peter expects that thel' come'

Hos'ever. in the cases in ( I 1) coret'erence is obligator-v* and no NP is licensed in the embedded

clArtse:t ''

tr

r) Petros elpizi r1a tigi i lvlaria

the-Peter-NO\l hopes SU BJ go-3S ivlar,v-Nolvt

'Peter hopes that \,[ar1' goes'

* t-, Petros kseri na kolimbao

the-Peter-NoN{ kno\\ s SU BJ swim- 1 S

* o Petros kseri nA kolimbai i Maria

the-Peter-Nolvl know's SUBJ swim lvlan'-NOlvl

5 The exanrples irr () instantiate the rnost restrictive possible set of control verbs in Greek nhich is extensively

.rrsued tbr irr Vrrlokosta & Hornstein (1993) and Varlokosta 11994). latridou ( t99i) lras argued that there are more

corrtrol predicatcs irr Greek.
6'[crzi 1lt)t)l) ol't'ers one nlore cornparatire arsument in fävorof PRO instead of pro in subjunctire clauses. This
,l{unrc'nI is [r.iscd on the obser"ation that subjunctive clauses in Romance *hich hace pro hare obriation rrhiclt
..rtrsenl irr (ilcck.

b

,n

,e

a
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Giren r)Llr proposal w'e cannot anal)-se control structures as in (ll) in terms of PRO because

this rioulcl impli'tliat in these cases rve have EPP-checking via XP raising. lnstead u'e rvill

olter an analvsis tbr control in terms of anaphoric Agreement alon-e the lines of Borer (1989).

Ouhalla (199-lt and \'lanzini & Roussou (1996). In particular. Borer proposes that A-sreement

being an N-t1'pe element it is either anaphoric or non-anaphoric. When it is anaphoric. it lacks

iuherent ret-erence and it is referentially dependent on an antecedent to fix its reference.' This

is exactll. our treatnlent of control in Greek. Specifically, u'e propose that the embedded Agr

qualities as anaphoric thus entering into a binding relationship u,'ith the matrix Agr. Agr is

nominal hence it has the binding properties of any other nominal category'. The dependencf is

a head dependencl. and not a dependency between XPs. To deriver the anaphoric properties of

.\gr se n.ilI tbllou Reinhart & Reuland's (R&R, 1993) analy'sis olmonomorphemic medium

rlistance anaphors like Dr"rtch:iclz rvithin Ret'lexivity. We propose that Agreement cltralities as

anaphoric n'lrenever it is det-ecti".e tbr Case by virtue of the condition in (l]):

t ll) ,\n NP is -R itf it carries a tull specification for phi-t'eatures and strLrctLrrai Case

.\ccording to this condition an NP rvhich is defective for phi-tbatures and,/or Case qualifies as

- R. a propert).*hich stands tbr ret'erential (in)dependence. Given (12). lve can assurne that in

control stnlctures Agreement is defectil'e for Case thus qualifi'ins as -R iu R&R's s)'stem.

Being -R it riill ellter into a dependenc,r- rvith a higher +N. +R head. the AgrS or.\grO of the

matrix clause,

7 Borer proposes an anallsis of control structures in terms of pro. She proposes that u'hatever reterence is assigned

to anaplroric .\ur it rvill be transefened to pro. since pro is the l-subject of the intlnitival INFL subject to the

ct'rrreiition irr ( i) I Borer 1989: 70) under a representation as in (ii):

t rt Coinder \P rvith INFL in the accessible domain of INFL

f iil Eric, tried [( P INFL' [rp proi [rrrr e] to leavell

We are not tirllorr irrg her anaNsis on that.

24



J. Itaising

ilre crucial clitference betrveen Raising predicates and control predicates is that the tbrrner

hare one theta-position and one case position r,vhile the latter have tuo theta-positions and orle

Case position. It has been argued that these contexts invoh'e raising of the subject tiom the

lou'er clause to the matrix so that it can receive Case.

(1i) a. ta peclia t-enonde na dulevun

the children seeln-3PL SUBJ r,vork-3PL

t

Ll1 ta pedia arltisan na t rehuns

the children started SLIBJ run-3PL

C t'enonde na dulevun ta pedia

\s sho*n in (11;the subject NP. can precede the matrix verb (1ia) or tbllo*'the embedded

'.erb (13b1. §111 the tw'o verbs must agree in both cases. In the examples in (13) rve could

-lssllllte that tlie matrix Agreement checks the EPP and the Case tbature of the matrix INFL via

orert V-raising rihile the embedded Agreement checks the EPP t'eature of the lou'er INFL.

The case of the sr-rbject in the lou.er clause is checked by the Agr in the rnatrix clause afier the

lou'er Agr moves to the higher Agr at LF as in (14). This restructuring is possibles. as the

.r)\\e cli.luse carries a [-Tense] specification (cf. also Alexiadou to appear).

1t) Agrl'

)d

le

.\grN Agr I 
o

. .rt rhe (lreek literature lnost researchers (latridou 1993. Varlokosta 1994 a.o.) hale anal"sed aspectual predicates as

-,rrlol ltrcdicntes because there are no sonle selection restrictions on the enrbedded predicate. Hou'ever. certain
'.1i.11qrs';1 thcts sho* that aspectual predicates should be analysed as raising predicates.

arhise na vrehi
*ta pedia arhisan na f-enonde na dulevun
o eattos mu arhizi na me provlivatizi
o c'aftos rnLl arhizi na mu aresi

tt.

tr.

a.

b
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L ttc{er such an erpproach. the täct that the trvo Agrs agree is due to chuin fbrmution. A

restructuring anall sis tbr Raising constructions in Romance has also been proposed in

[orrego ( 1 98c) l. St-rla ( lc)92) among others

5. Conclusion

ln this squib ue analvsed EC,r'[. Control and Raising structures n'hich cause a problern tbr our

approach to EPP-cliecking in Greek t1.pe languages. We shon'ed that all these structures are

aurenable to alternate anall'ses ril'rich are compatible rvith our main claim tliat in the langr.rage

t1';re uncler ciiscr.rssion \r-raising is sr-rflicient to check the EPP t-eature of IntI.
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