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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is an investigation of the case-
marking systems of Classical Attic Greek and Standard
Modern Demotic Greek. It treats prepositions and nominal
inflections as complementary case-marking elements, and
analvzes them separately and as single integrated systems
within a lexicase framework, a generative, non-transforma-
tional syntactic theory. The ?repositional, case, declen-
sional, and inflectional systems are viewed from the
perspective of the localist hypothesis, which analyzes
prepositions and case inflections in terms of 'direction'
and 'location'.

In conjunction with the synchronic analysis of case-
marking systems, the diachronic rule changes from Classical
Attic Greek to Modern Demotic Greek are analyzed systemati-

cally stage by stage within the same framework.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 6bjectives

This studv analyzes the case-marking systems of
Classical Attic Greek (c.500 to 300 B.C.) and standard
Modern Demotic Greek. The case-marking system is expressed
by the nominal inflectional patterns and prepositional
patterns of tgese two languages. This investigation takes
the descriptive paradigms of traditional grammar and
synthesizes them with the centuries-o0ld 'localist hypo-
thesis' ksee Section 1.5) and with a modern formalized
approacﬁ to the grammar of language, lexicase (see Section
1.6).

The following areas are included in this analysis:
a) application of the localist hypothesis to the case-
marking systems of Classical Greek and Modern Demotic Greek.
The localist hypothesis analyzes the svntactic and semantic
functions of nouns and prepositions in terms of semantic
components of direction and location. Previous applica-
tions of the localist hvpothesis to Greek have been
limited to the oblique cases and portions of the preposi-
tional system of the classical language. Here it will be

extended to the entire prepositional system, together with



the oblique case syvstem, of that period. A parallel
analysis of Modern Greek will also be attempted.

b) discussion of the case-marking rules in Classical
Greek and Modern Demotic Greek. The diachronic phonologi-
cal changes which affect the prepositional, case, declen-
sional, and nominal inflectional svstems of Classical
Greek will be systematized and formalized into rules

within the lexicase framework.

1.2 The languages

This diachronic study spans two millenia. Classical
Attic Greek (CG) includes the vears 500 to 300 B.C. Modern
Demotic Greek (MDG) dates from 1453, the fall of Constanti-
nople. However, 1880 is the beginning of the Demotic
movement, the date in which several poets formed a group
writing in the Demotic language, in reaction to the
archaic Katharevusa.

It is important to delimit the dates of the language
being studied due to the difference of usage from one
period.to the next. For example, in Homeric Greek (see
Appendix A for Dates of Greek), the dual was used freely,
whereas by Attic Greek times, the dual was dying and was
no longer considered standard for the period. 1In particu-
lar, the description of the prepositions is strictly
limited in this study to Attic Greek prose, since other
periods often used the prepositions with varving case

inflections never occurring in Attic Greek.



As for Modern Greek, a deliberate attempt is made to
anaiyze the colloquial language, Demotic Greek. The
artificial puristic style, 'Katharewvusa',6 has been strictly
avoided. Dimotiki (Demotic Greek) is the language of the
people, both spoken and in their literature. There are two
distinct dialects: standard, which is Athens-based, and
a Northern dialect which is found on the Northern mainland,
the Northern islands, and in Asia Minor. Only occasional
references will be made to the Northern dialect. The
differences between the standard and Northern dialects are
minor phonological changes, a few syntactic differences,

and some lexical distinctions.

1.2.1 Chronology of Greek

Greek dates back thirty centuries, from Homer's epic
poetry to present-day Modern Greek literature. However,
scholars do not seem to agree on the dating system for the
ages or stages of Greek and their corresponding dialects
or languages. The summary presented here is a synthesis
of the dates according to Jaannaris (1963), Smyth (1974),
and Paine (1961). |

The earliest extant witnesses of Greek are
Mycenean times, which date from 1600 to 1100 B.C. The Dark
Ages occur between Mycenean Creek and Homeric Greek, from
1100 to 850 B.C. Homeric Greek (primarily Ionic) is dated

from approximately 850 to 700 B.C. The language of the
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ensuing vears from 700 to 500 B.C. is represented by several
dialects, which include Ionic, Aeolic, Doric, and Attic
(closely related to Ionic). These dialects are also found
in the time of Classical Greece from 500 to 300 B.C., when
Attic Greek became dominant as the standard literary
language due to the superiority of Athens as a political

and cultural center. The Greek from 300 B.C. to A.D. 330 is
known as Koine or Common Greek. Koine refers to the
'popular' form of Attic Greek with some admixture of Ionic
as used in the New Testament. Atticising authors were

those who still tried to write in the 'pure' form of Attic
Greek. The name 'Hellenistic' is sometimes used for this
period in contrast to the precgding 'Hellenic' age, because
the 'Hellenistic' culture was considered to be inferior to
the previous age. The center of learning during this
period was Alexandria, and for that reason this time is

alsc known as the Alexandrian Age. The Byzantine period,

so named because Byzantium (Constantinople) was the cultural
center, dates from A.D. 330 to 1453. There are two distinct
styles within this period: the vernacular, which is based
on Koine, and the style used by the 'Classicists', who
continued to approximate the 'pure' classical language,

The last four hundred years of this period are sometimes
referred to as the Mediaeval Period. Modern Greek dates

from the fall of the Ottoman Empire in 1453 to the present
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day. Now that Demotic Greek (Dimotiki) is allowed to be
taught in the schools (since the Spring of 1976), the
'puristic' language (Katharevusa) is losing its hold as a

standard form of the Greek language.

1.2.2 Transcriptions

Although the writing system for CG and MDG is identi-
cal, the phonemic systems of the two languages are quite
different. The writing system of CG is very close to
phonemic, whereas that of MDG is far from phonemic.

Greek was written with uncial characters in inscrip-
tions and manuscripts well into the ninth century. By the
end of the tenth century the.unciaIS'were abandoned in favor
of the minuscule characters which were developed in order to
save space on the page and to write faster. The new script
was more economical in terms of space, time, and cost of
the more expensive parchment (versus the earlier use of the
less expensive papvrus) (Rejnolds, 1968). |

In this study a transliteration is used, which is best
keyed to the familiar minuscule'characters. A list of the
uncial and minuscule characters with the corresponding

transcriptions in CG and MDG is found in Appendix B.

1.2.2.1 Classical Greek
The transcription for CG is a standard (Allen, 1974)

transliteration using the Roman alphabet. The following



correspondences are made between the writing system and

the transcription:

V1 unaspirated stops: T T K : p t k
V1 aspirated stops: 6 6 X : ph th kh
Vd unaspirated stops: B & v : b d g
Spirants:
Vl: o,1': s
vd: z : 2z(2d to mid-4th
century B.C.)
Nasals and liquids: v v s m n
A o) : 1l r

Initial aspiration, which is written with ¢ over a vowel

or r, is transcribed by h before the vowel or r.

The consonantal segquences
U] : ps
£ : ks

The vowel system is transcribed as follows:

front central back
high 1 ¢ i v o : u
mid-high n : e w : O
mid-low E : e o : ©
low o : a

The macron indicates vowel length. All the other wvowels
can also be either short or long, but they are not so

indicated in the writing system.



The diphthongs are either -i or -u diphthongs, 1 and
v, respectivelv. The first part of the diphthongs can be
either o, €, o, or v for the 1-diphthongs and o, €, 0o, or
n for the u-diphthongs.?

A summary of these correspondances can be found in
Appendix B. Further commentarv on the phonologv and changes
in Modern Greek continues in Section 3.2.

"The position of the accent [pitch] has to be learned
by observation" (Smyth, 1974: 38). However, the kind of
accent Is set bv rules, according to the grammar books.
"The invention of the marks of accents is attributed to
Aristophanes of Byzantium, librarian at Alexandria at about
200 B.C. ... The signs for the accents (and the breathings)
were not reqularlv emploved in Mss. till after A.D. 600"
(loc. cit.). Position and tyvpe of accent will not be
indicated in this phonemic transcription since accent does
not affect the case-marking system, for the purposes of

this dissertation.

1.2.2.2 Modern Greek

There is no change in the alphabet over the vears,
from CG to MDG, although new combinations of letters that
are not found in CG are introduced for borrowings into

MDG. The transcription follows that of Mirambel (1959:23):°



MDG has two series of stops: voiceless and voiced
(both unaspirated):
V1 stops T T K : p t k

vVd stops ur vt vy« :+ b é g

A double series of fricatives:
V1l fricatives ¢ 6 X 0,11: f 6 x s

B § ¥ d : v & ¢ z

A frictionless palatal continuant:

Note that the symbol y represents both /g/ and /j/.
As part of the series of fricatives, Y represents /g/ wich

the following phonological rule:

/9/ 151/ _ [7i/
/e/

lgl/ _[(/o/
/v/ }
all consonants

However, this rule is incomplete; the environment
preceding /a/ has been omitted. Householder (1964:25)
states that "here the stumbling-blocks of analysis have
been the two principles 'once a phoneme, always a phoneme'’,
and 'no overlapping allophones'." On the one hand, [j]
is an allophone of /¢/ before front vowels, and on the
other hand, /j/ is an independent phoneme. Compare the
following examples: the first three y's are allophones of

/g/: the last one is an independent phoneme:
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YEQOS /geros/ (jeros] 'old man'
yYyovato /gonato/ [gonato] 'knee'
Yato /gata/ [gata] 'cat'
Yio /ia/ [jal 'for’

The convention adopted here is to write /j/ before /a/
only.

In MDG the X is a voiceless velar fricative repre-
sented by /x/, with the following phonetic representation

according to the environment:

/x/<:::fg]/_ front vowels ([¢] = a palatal fricative)
[x]/ elsewhere
Similarly, the voiceless velar stop has two allo-

phones, depending on the environment:

/k/<:::[c]/_ front vowels ([¢c] = a palatal stop)
[k]1/ elsewhere
Nasals and liquids are transcribed as follows:
u v : m n
A o 1 r

The phonemic status of the MDG 'double' consonants
often causes problems in analysis (see Householder, 1964).
In this dissertation, the following double consonants will
be considered to be affricates (folloﬁing Mirambel, 1959:
22£; Householder, 1964:17£f):

T0 :. C

VT : Z
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and the following symbols represent consonantal seguences

as in CG:
v : ps
E ¢+ ks

The vowel chart follows a symmetrical five-way

distinction:
front central back
high: i | u
mid: e o
low: a

The following symbols represent /i/, the high front

vowel:
n €1
1 o1
v vl
The mid front vowel /e/ ([ € 1) is represented bv:
€ and a1,

the low central yowel /a/ by a,
the high back rounded /u/ by ovu,
and the mid back rounded vowel /o/ by o and w.
The digraphs av, €v, and nu are phonemically /af/,

/ef/, and /if/ with the following phonological rule:

/f/<:::[v] / [+voice] _ [+voice]
[f] / elsewhere

Distinctive length has been lost by Modern Greek times

(see Section 3.3.2).
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The MDG vowel carries the stress, as in CG. The rules
for placement of stress follow those of CG, but not always
faithfully. The different accents: ~, °, and ~ do not
cary tone or pitch differences, as in CG, yet these
accents continue to be used for historical reasons. Since
the accents and stress are nét usually distinctive, they
are generally omitted from this study.

Elision takes place when identical vowels meet af
word boundaries, as shown in the following illustration:

-a + a- become a

-0 + o- become o

-u + u- become u

-e + e- become e

-i + i- become i

For example, ta alla becomes /talla/ 'the others'.

1.3 Survey of the literature on Greek

The two main references for Attic Greek used in this
dissertation are Eduard Schwyzer's Griechische Grammatik
(1950) and Greek Grammar by Herbert Weir Smyth (1974
reprint of 1918 edition). It is from these two references
that most of the CG examples are taken, with the original
sources also noted.

The phonological changes from Attic to Modern Greek
have been documented in several places. The earliest
study, and perhaps the most voluminous, appears to be

Antonius Jannaris' 4An Historical Greek Grammar. Albert



Table 1.

Classical Greek and Modern Greek
Phonological Charts for Consonants

Classical Greek

bilab| lb-dt|dent]alv|pal]|vel|uvu]laryngeal

S V1 unasp P t k
T

O V1 asp oh th kh
P

S Vd unasp b d g
F V1 S h
R

s vd z

L 1

Q

S r
N

S m n
Modern Greek

s V1 o | £ K
T

s vd b d g
F V1 £ =] S X
R

s vd v a z g
L 1

Q

S r
N

S m n
Frictionless

Continuant J
? V1 c

p V4 g

13
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Thumb's 4 Handbook of the Modern Greek Language (1964
translation of the 1919 second edition Handbook der neu-
griechischen Volkssprache [English 'language' for German
'vernacular']) is useful for historical notes. Edgar H.
Sturtevant’s The Pronunciation of Greek and Latin (1940, 2nd
edition) and W. Sidney Allen's Vox Graeca (1974, 2nd edi-
tion) are indispensable resources for the phonetics and
phonology of Attic Greek and make several references to
Modern Greek. The 1972 edition of Phonétique historique du
mycénien et du gree ancien by Michel Lejeune spans the
period from Mycenean times to present-day Greek.'

Jean Humbert's La disparition du datif en greec, pub-
lished in 1930, is basic to the understanding of the dative
case.

The‘best reference for Modern Greek is Thumb's 4 Hand-
book of the Modern Greek Language. FReference Grammar of
Literary Dimotiki by Householder, Kazazis, and Koutsoudas
is often helpful (1964), as is A. Mirambel's La langue

grecque moderne (1959).

1.4 Case

The nouns, adjectives, and pronouns of Classical Greek
and Modern Greek are classified by traditional grammarians
according to the following inflectional categories: case,

number, and gender.
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The term 'case' is a Latin translation, casus, of the
Greek word ptosis, 'a fall' or 'falliné'. In this sense,
case figuratively refers to those forms which 'fall away'
from the nominative. The nominative case is the 'upright'
case or the 'name' of the noun (nominative derives from
Latin nomen 'name'). The cases which 'fall away' from the
nominative case are also referred to as the oblique cases,
i.e. 'slanted, sideways'. These non-nominative or obligue
cases are the dative, accusative, and genitive in CG, and
the accusative and genitive in MDG.

The accusative case label is a mistranslation of the

Greek aitiatike ptosis 'case of the thing which indicates

a cause (aitia)'. The verb which derives from this noun,
aitiaomai, originally meant 'I attribute a cause to', later
'I attribute blame to', and still later evolved to 'I
accuse'. The Latinization, casus accusativus, is simply
'case of the accusing', the latter extension of the
meaning.

The genitive case label derives from the Latin casus
genitivus, 'case of the source (generator)', a mistransla-

tion of the Greek genike ptosis, ‘'case of the kind or

species’'.
The name for the dative case derives from the Latin

ecasus datipus, 'case of the giving', a translation of the

Greek dotike ptosis, also 'case of the giving'.
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1.5 Localism

The localist hypothesis states that the function of
nouns and prepositions as syntactic and semantic categories
is basically directional or locational.

In a recent discussion of the works of Maximus
Planudes, a thirteenth century grammafian, R. H. Robins
presents a coherent description of localism (my emphasis):

Maximus takes an entire semantic field, namely
relative location and movement, and assigns it to

the three Greek obligque cases so that in its most

basic distinctions of approaching, static position,

and separation it is exhaustively divided between
them...This analysis is generally taken as the
starting point of the localist theorv of case...It
may be said that, as a theory of case meaning in

Greek...it works very well in relation to the

prepositions and the cases that they govern, with

only a few meanings apparently presenting diffi-

culties of explanation within it. (Robins, 1972:108)

The three obligue cases that Robins mentions are
accusative, dative, and genitive, which he refers to as
'approaching', ‘static position', and 'separation', respec-
tively. 1In the present analysis, corresponding terms that
have been used elsewhere in recent lexicase grammatical
descriptions will be employed: goal, location, and source,
respectively.

In looking at the early developments of this approach
to the description of case inflections, it appears that
the earliest reference to the local nature of the case

inflections of a language appears in Texne grammatike, 'Art

of Grammar', by Dionvsius Thrax, an Alexandrian grammarian
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who lived at around 100 B.C. By the second century A.D.,
Apollonius Dyscolus ('the surley'), also an Alexandrian
grammarian, wrote a treatise, Peri syntakseos, 'On Syntax.
In this grammar, Apollonius attributed a 'passive'or
'‘receptive' sense to the accusative case; 'possessive' to
the genitive:; and 'from the noun' to the dative (Hjelmslev,
1972:5).

Maximus Planudes, a Byzantine scholar and theologian,
favored a local approach to the cases in his treatise, Per<
grammatikes dialogos, to autou peri syntakseos, 'Dialogue
about Grammar, the Part on Syntax' (cf. Robins, 1972).
Hjelmslev (1972:11) synopsizes Planudes's definitions of
.the cases (translation mine):

He says...that the genitive is the case of

removal, 'éloignement', and that the accusative

is the case of approach, 'rapprochement'., And

this evident alignment permits him to discover

the character of the dative...: the dative is

the dependent case which indicates a point of

rest between the two extreme terms as set up

by the genitive and accusative respectively.’

In the mid-1930's Jakobson and Hjelmslev independently
presented their own analyses of semantic oppositions in
case inflection systems. Hjelmslev (1972:128-134) viewed
the local aspects of prepositions from three dimensions of
oppositions:

1) direction: approach vs. removal _

2) intimateness: coherence vs. non-coherence

3) orientation: subjectivity vs. objectivity

Tables 2 and 3 present Hjelmslev's charts of direction and

intimateness (Table 2) and of orientation (Table 3).



Table 2.

Hijelmslev's Two-Dimensional Chart of ‘'Direction' vs, 'Intimateness'
+ 0 -
approach & coherence approach approach & non-coherence
+ Lt.in + acc, Eg. along Lt. ad
Gm,in + acc. Gm, an + acc.
(neutral coherxence non-coherence
0 with Lt.in + abl, Lt. inter Gm. an + dat,
regard to Gm.Zin + dat, Gm, zwischen
direction) Eg.,within, inside | Eg. between
removal & coherence removal removal & non-coherence
Lt. ex Lt, per Lt. ab
- Gm, aus Gm, durch Gm, von
Eg. from within Eg. through
(neutral with
regard to
intimateness)

In this table, the vertical dimension is that of direction. The positive term
of this direction is approach 'rapprochement', the negative term removal
t2loignement*'. The horizontal dimension is that of coherence/non-coherence.
The positive term is the idea of coherence, the negative term that of
non-coherence (Hjelmslev, 1972:131; translation mine).

8T
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Table 3.
Hjelmslev's Dimension 'Orientation'
One can consider arranging these ideas simply according to

the two dimensions of space that they represent or that they
seem to represent, thus:

au-dessus '‘'above'

devant 'in front of' derri2re 'behind’'

au-dessous 'below'

But an examination of the facts shows that this hypothesis
is not substantiated. If it were correct, the sublogic
(cf. Hjelmslev, 1972:127) system of the cases and the
prepositions would have 4 dimensions: the two dimensions
of horizontal relation and of vertical relation would be
multiplied by the two dimensions of direction and coherence.
Now the facts show that the would-be dimension of vertical
relation is never multiplied by that of coherence. 1In the
"language, the idea of au-dessus permits the distinction of
coherence and non-coherence, but the idea of au-dessous
does not permit it...English distinguishes on , which
insists upon coherence, and over (and above ), which
insists upon non-coherence, whereas under (and below,
beneath ) is indifferent (Hjelmslev, 1972:131f; transla-
tion mine).
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!

Jakobson, in 'Beitrag zur allgemeinen Kasuslehre
(1966) 'Contribution to General Case Anélysis', "reduces
the semantic differences between the grammatical morphemes
into a system of binary oppositions. In that binary
system one member of the opposition is marked by one
additional 'semantic minimum'" (Gasinski, 1966:2). These
semantic minima are: directional vs. non-directiocnal,
guantitative vs. non-quantitative, marginal vs. non-margi-
nal, marked vs. unmarked, definite vs. indefinite, and
oblique vs. non-oblique. In 1972, R. H. Robins published
a review study of 'The Case Theory of Maximus
-Planudes’'.

More recently, generative grammarians have begun to
take an interest in localism. In 1968, Charles J. Fill-
more's paper 'The Case for Case' summarized some of the
earlier approaches to the studv of case. 1In this paper,
Fillmore devoted only a portion of one paragraph to the
discussion of "the now discredited 'localistic' view of
the cases in Iﬁdo—European" (1968:2) . However, in 1971,
John H. Anderson proposed localism as a viable and
interesting interpretation of case within a generative
grammar in The Grammar of Case, followed by his 1977
publication 'On Case Grammar: Prolegomena to a Theory of
Grarmmatical Relations'.

" Since 1973, several Lexicase dissertations have

incorporated localistic semantic features (Li, 1973;
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Kullavanijaya, 1974; and Clark, 1978 (1975 disserta-

tion)).

1.6 Lexicase
1.6.1 Theoretical background

Since 1971, the lexicase model of grammar has been
successfully applied to portions of the following languages,
many of them unrelated to each other: Rukai, Tagalog,
Kagayanen, Kusaiean, Melayu Betawi (an Indonesian Creole)
and Rennellese - all Austronesian languages; Hopi: Thai:;
Vietnamese; Japanese; and Sora (an Austro-Asiatic language).
None of these languages is Indo-European, a language
family that has come to be practically synonymous with the
word ‘case'. This dissertation is the first application
of lexicase to a branch of the Indo-European language
familv. Both Classical Greek and Modern Greek will be
examined within a lexicase model.

The theoretical framework known as lexicase is a
non-transformational version of generative syntactic
theory that has been developed by Stanley Starosta and some
of his students at the University of Hawaii. Lexicase has
rejected the concept of underlying deep structures and
therefore, by extension, the need for transformations, and
has evolved into a formalized grammatical model incorpora-

ting surface case forms as well as case relations.
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The flow chart in Figure 2 is a representation of the
most recent conception of the lexicase model. There are
two main parts to a lexicase grammar: the lexicon, and
everything outside the lexicon but still within grammar
proper.

The 'components' of the lexicon are placed in boxes
and are labeled by the names of the following rules of the
grammar: Redundancy Rules, Subcategorization Rules,
Inflectional Redundancy Rules, and Derivational Rules.

The arrows direct the flow of the grammar between compo-
nents. The arrows can be thought of as being bi-directional
between the lexeme and the word in order to account for the
interdependence betweén vocabulary and rules. The arrows
leading into the Derivational Rule component signify.that
there is a choice of either analogical rules.or productive
rules.

The words exit from the lexicon in a hierarchically
structured string conforming to the contextual features
imposed by the Redundancy Rules. The Phonological Component
adds the tone, pitch, intonation, and sandhi rules of the
language, resulting in the Structural Description.

The branching arrows exiting from the Structural
Description of the grammar signify that the output must'
use information from the Semantic Interpretation Component
and from the Context of Situation to assign a semantic

interpretation to the structures.
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GRAMMAR
LEXICON
> Lexical entry/lexeme
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Figure 2. Lexicase flow chart
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Guzman describes the lexeme of the lexicase grammar as

having:

a phonological representation and a corresponding
matrix of features which are not assignable by
subcategorization rules nor predictable by
redundancy rules. A lexical entry represents
one or more fully specified lexical items based
on the applicable lexical rules (Guzman, 1978:3f).

She continues with a list of the types of significant fea-

tures for the lexical items, which are summarized here:

1. lexical category features

2. case features (for case relations and case forms)

3. contextual or case frame features

4. semantic features associated with either svntactic

' or morphological consequences

5. morphological features

6. other idiosvncratic features, including a dictionary

meaning or definition (from Guzman, 1978:4).

In Guzman's dissertation, the morphological features
(Number 5, above) concern Tagalog verb phenomena associated
with constraints on voice inflection. 1In this study of
Greek, the morphological features are associated with con-
straints on declensions.

The three tvpes of rules that relate lexemes to fully
specified words are: Redundancy, Subcategorization, and
Derivational Rules. Of these rule tvpes, two are obliga-
tory: Redundancy Rules (RR) and Subcategorization Rules
(SR). The third categorv is that of the Derivational
Rules (DR).. The SR's set out the possible lexical cate-
gories or classes within the language. The RR's staté the
predictable features and the unmarked features of the

lexemes. The DR's are word-formation rules, eithes
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productive rules (éDR) which relate various word classes by
setting up productive derivations, or analogical rules
(ADR) , which are the non-productive derivational rules of
the language.

There are two sub-types of Redundancy Rules and Sub-
categorization Rules: lexical and inflectional. The
leé&cal Subcategorization Rules (LSR or SR) are "general
statements characterizing the classes and subclasses of
lexemes in a lexicon" (Starosta, 1977:153). An initial
division into nouns and other categories is perhaps the
most fundamental within the lexicon "since N's are the only
directly referential elements in the language, and all the
other parts of ‘speech function to assign attributes to N's

or to show their -interrelationships.

SR-1 [ 1 + [ N]
SR-2 [+ N ] -+ [+ pron]
SR-3 [- N ] - [£ V1" (ibid:160).

The initial empty bracket is the broad class 'syntactic
categories'. The first Subcategorization Rule states that
the class of svntactic categories is divided into nominals
and non-nominals. The second SR subcategorizes all nominals
into pronouns or non-pronouns. The third SR subdivides all
non-nominals into §erbs and non-verbs.

The inflectional Subcategorization Rules (SR), referred
to as ISR in forme£ lexicase analyses, "describe the

inflectional properties of various classes of words. They
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'unpack' lexemes into their various inflected forms"

(ibid:153).
‘'Formally, all subcategorization rules in a

lexicase grammar have the same hasic form: a

class of lexical items characterized by the

feature or features on the left side of the

rule is composed of two...subcategories. How-

ever, two subtypes of SR can be distinguished

on the basis of their function: lexical sub-

categorization rules..., which characterize

lexical classes in terms of features perma-

nently marked on lexical entries, and inflec-

tional subcategorization rules, which generate

the set of inflected forms represented by a

given lexeme (Starosta, 1978b:3).

Generally, in a language there will be several sub-types of
- ISR's. 1In recent lexicase analvses, the LSR's and ISR's
have been combined, since no formal reason has been found
to distinguish them.

The lexical Redundancy Rules (LRR or RR) and inflec-
tional Redundancy Rules (IRR) are the second tyvpe of rules
in a lexicase grammar. The lexical Redundancv Rules are
"general statements describing the various syntactic,
semantic, and/or phonological properties common to a cer-
tain set of lexemes. They add predictable and unmarked
features to a lexeme" (ibid:153).

The Inflectional Redundancy Rules (IRR) apply to items
which have been 'unpacked' into inflected forms. The IRR's
then add predictable and unmarked features to a lexeme. The
IRR's are also the rules that describe the predictable

inflectional morphology of a language as well as the syn-

tactic consequences of choosing a particular inflectional
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category (Starosta, 1978b:19ff). The morphological rules
of the nominal system will be the sole type of IRR's that
will be encountered in this analysis of Greek. If this
analysis were extended to include the verbal system, the
inflections of the verbal system would also be included in
the inflectional Redundancy Rules,

A lexicase grammar does not need an extra set of
rules, the Phrase Structure Rules, to state the series of
strings that occur within the language. The Redundancy
Rules, which state co-occurrence requirements, are suffi-
cient. The 'omega rule'’, IRR-Q is a universal rule that
states:

no lexical item can have any sisters, e.g.

IRR-Q [ IR A Py

T+
- [+Det]
-T+#Det] _

For a given language, particular subcategories
of lexical items will be marked as exceptions
to this general 'omega~rule', e.qg.

IRR-A [-prpr] =~ [+ ([+Det]l) ]

that is, common nouns in English are allowed to
occur after determiners. (Starosta, 1978b:4f).

Any subclassification of rules in this dissertation is
labeled é;cording to the 'lower case convention', by
preceding the SR, RR, or IRR with a lower case abbrevia-
tion, e.g.:

PSR prepositional Subcategorization Rules
mIRR inflectional morphological Redundancy Rules
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No theoretical significance is claimed for the notational
conventions; they are established here only for the sake
of clarity and/or convenience. The notational conventions
include the specific labels for the rules - the metalan-
guage.

The thifd and last type of lexical rule that plays a
role in the lexicase grammar is the derivational rule (DR).
Derivational rules do not apply obligatorily to all lexemes.
The derivational rules state the patterns by which new
syntactic classes are added to the lexicon by an analogical
or productive formation. These potential lexemes can go to
either of the two types of rules in the derivational rule
component. These are the productive derivational rules
(PDR) or the analogical derivational rules (ADR). Starosta
(1977:185) states that "derivation...is the process of
forming the stem of a new lexeme from the root or stem of
a preexisting lexeme. The primary criteria for the identi-
fication of derived forms are syntactic and semantic rather
than phonological." The productive derivational rules are
rules which, as they produce words of different syntactic
classes, are completely regular. The gerundive nominaliza-
tion in English is an example of this, i.e. the corresponding
-ing abstract noun exists for every non-modal finite verb in
English without exception. |

In a lexicase grammar there are two distinct types of

trees: the syntactic tree that diagrams the string of words
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and the hierarchical arrangement among the words (see
below), and the feature tree that establishes the paradig-
matic relationships among the items at the terminal nodes.
Feature trees will be set up for each morphological class
encountered in this study.

After the lexemes 'go through' the necessary rules (see
Figure 2), thev emerge as words or 'lexical items'. Passing
from the lexicon, but still within grammar proper, the
former lexemes (present words) establish themselves in
their svntactic representations in accordance with their
contextual features. In a lexicase grammar, it is general
_statements about the interrelations between contextual and
non-contextual features of lexical items that take the place.
of PSR's. The sentences now pass outside of grammar proper
into the realm of semantic interpretation and context of
situation. Both of these areas play a role in the final
structural description. "Semantic interéretation is derived
from the interaction between the grammar input and the
semantic interpretation component (including the context of
situation)" (Harmon, 1977:35). The Semantic Interpretation
Component uses information from the structural description
and the context of situation to assign a semantic interpre-
tation to a sentence.

The two main syntactic categories treated in this
dissertation are prepositions and nouns. The following is

a description of theifr svntactic positions:



30
A preposition is "the word that occurs in exocentric

construction with an NP, forming a PP..." (Clark, 1978:14).
Nida (1974:94) defines "exocentric constructions as those
in which the unit as a whole belongs to a different exter-
nal distribution class from the nuclear constituent or from
both of the immediate constituents." According to this
definition, the preposition joins with an NP, "an endo-
centric construction of which a noun is the head" (Clark,
1978:13), to form the exocentric construction PP:"

(1.1) in the garden

¢’/PP\
P NP
N
DTt
in the garden

The exocentric constructions can be contrasted with
endocentric constructions, which "are those in which the
unit as a whole belongs to substantially the same external
distribution class as the nuclear immediate constituent or
both immediate constituents" (Nida, 1974:94), e.g.:

(1.2) my little Mary

NP

Det Adj

- my little Mary
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In this dissertation, the terms 'noun' and 'preposi-
tion' are defined as follows, introducing the terms 'case

form' and 'case relation', concepts which are fundamental.

to a lexicase grammar:

N Noun: the lexical head of an NP, which 1is
marked for a case form and case relation and
has an external referent.

P Preposition: the word that occurs in exo-
centric construction with an NP, forming a
PP, and which marks the case form of the
PP (Clark, 1978:14).

The term 'case' is one of the fundamental notions in a
lexicase grammar. It is considered to be an inherent fea-
ture of lexical items rather than an externallvy labeled
relation. However, lexicase makes an important distinc-
tion between case relation (CR) and case form (CF). A
case reldation is the intensional syntactic-semantic rela-
tionship a nominal constituent holds with its predicate.

A case form is the realization or overt manifestation of the

case relation.
Guzman describes the function of the CR's and CF's:

Depending on the language, various devices
are used to express case relations. It may be
through affixation or suppletion of nouns or
pronouns, use of particles or prepositions/
postpositions, constraints on word order, or
verbal affixation (Fillmore, 1968:21,32).
Thus, a case relation always has an associated
case form marked by the particular mechanism
the language adopts. This being the system,
it is possible for a CR to be realized in more
than one CF, and for a CF to represent a neu-
tralization of more than one CR (1978:21).
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In this dissertation case forms are realized by
localist features on prepositions and by the inflections on
the nouns. The extension of the localist features to pre-
positiins as a realization of case forms was first proposed

by Starosta (1978a:5):

...prepositions are assigned semantic features
through a kind of componential analysis that
captures their semantic similarities as well as
differences, and the meaning of a prepositional
phrase is then a function of the localist fea-
tures on the P and the case relation marked on

the head N.

Case relations are only occasionally referred to in
this study, since we are dealing with a localist analysis
of the case-marking system, not the case relations they

realize.

1.6.2 Application of the lexicase model

In the preceding discussion of the theoretical back-
ground of lexicase, certain references were made to the
languages under consideration for the purpose of explanation
and clarification. 1In this section we will go into more
detail about the specific aspects of lexicase, as the
theory relates to the detailed analvsis of the Classical
and Modern Greek nominal and prepositional systems.

Words such as tamias 'steward' and ape 'from' appear
in both CG and MDG. They are included as part of the lexi-
con in their lexemic form. These lexical entries are pre-

sented in their minimally specified phonological form,
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accompanied by their non-predictable significant
features.

A basic set of significant features that we will
meet in this analysis of Greek include:

1. grammatical (lexical) categories, such as:

(+P] : preposition
[+N] : noun

2. case inflection labels, such as:

[+nom] : nominative
[+dat] : dative.
[+acc] : accusative
[+gen] : genitive

3. semantic features, in particular, local features,

such as:
[+sorc] : source
{+goall] : goal
[+drcn] : direction

4, morpholoqical features of two tvpes: those with
syntactic consequences and those without. The morphological
features with no syntactic consequences are those which
refer to the declensional category, such as thematic [+tm]
or non-thematic [-tm] stem nominals in CG. The morpho-
logical features that have syntactic consequences are the
gender distinctions, masculine [+ms], feminine [+fm], and
neuter [+nt], These features must be associated with
contextual features to account for gender agreement, for

example:

'-*-N] >  [-[-ms]__]
s
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A masculine noun cannot co-occur with a preceding non-mascu-
line attribute.

5. definition/(s)

One category from Guzman's list has been excluded:
contextual or case frame features (her number 3; see p. 24,
this dissertation). Although this feature can also apply to
Greek, the contextual or case frame feature is not relevant
in this work since those features deal with case relations.

Tamias and apo appear with the following matrices in
CG and MDG. The matrix for tamias is identical in both CG
and MDG, but this is not always true of every word, especi-
ally in the case of the morphological features. Some of

the features for the prepositions may also coincide at both

stages.

/tamia/ (CG and MDG) +lexeme—+ /apo/ (CG /apo/ (MDG)
'steward’ +«definition+ 'from' 'from'

+N <+lex, cat.~» +P +P
+count } -reln -reln
+human +sem. feats,~/|-surf -surf
+ms } -assn -prol

+a i «morpho. feats. \[+sorc +sorc|

Definitions for these features will be discussed in
Chapters 2 and 4.

The nominal is always listed in its stem form: the
last feature in the matrix for /tamia/, [+a], indicates that
this is an a-stem. By knowing what the morphological

features are, i.e. the constraints on the nouns associated
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with their declensional class, the appropriate RR's, SR's,
and IRR's can then be applied.

The prepositions are always phonologically identical
in their lexical entry (lexeme) form and their lexical item
(word) form, since they are not inflected. The semantic
features are different from CG to MDG.because the preposi-
tional lexicon is different for the two languages.

Starting with Classical Attic Greek in Chapter 3, each
case-marking rule is taken through the steps of changes
which affected it through the years, including the 'inter-
mediate' rules, leading up to the rule in Modern Demotic
Greek in Chapter 4.

gll rules have been checked for validity using the
SHOWCASE program as develbéed by Robert Hsu at the Univer-
sity of Hawaii Department of Linguistics. The SHOWCASE
program applies the rules to the input lexical items and
prints out the result as individual lexical matrices and és
a combined tree. The program performs a valuable heuristic
function in helping to find gaps and in checking the rules
for accuracy, a procedure that would be very difficult
'by hand', considering the complexity of the systems
involved and the number of changes that have been made in
the course of the analysis. Print-outs of the trees
accompany the sections on the combined case inflection and

preposition system and on the combined nominal inflection
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svstems for both languages. The rules for each tree

print-out are reproduced in the Appendix.

1.7 Localism and lexicase
1.7.1 Relatiénship between localism and lexicase

John Lyons concludes his discussion of 'local'
functions, included in a section on case, with the following
statement: "No language has yet been studied in sufficient
detail from a generative point of view for it to be possi-
ble to say just how much of the coincidence between the
more clearly 'local' and the more clearly ‘grammatical’
functions of cases and prepositions is synchronically
relevant in a pafticular language" (1968:302). This
localistic—lexiéase analysis of Classical Greek and Modern
Greek is an attempt to at least partially close the gap.

This dissertation presents the first full-scale union
of the theoretical framework called lexicase and the local
semantic features of localism. The three basic local
features, location, source, and goal, are incorporated into
the analysis of prepositions and nominals in Classical Greek
and Modern Greek., The localist theory must be stated
formally and explicitly in order to meet the criteria of
the generative model of grammar and thus to meet the test
of hypothetico-deductive science, i.e., that a theory be
described in such a manner that the experiment be observa-

ble, replicable by others, and open to disproof. As
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Starosta emphatically states:
The role of formalization...is crucial. A
grammar which does not have explicit rules and
an associated formal calculus is not a genera-
tive grammar - period (1975b:43).
The set of rules presented here to describe the preposi-
tional and nominal system of Classical and Modern Greek

attempt to meet these requirements.

1.7.2 Application of the localistic-lexicase hypothesis

The localistic analysis of this system is a synthesis
of Planudes's local approach to the cases of Greek; Jakobson's
binary system; Hjelmslev's oppositional features, in parti-
cular 'orientation'; Anderson's and Starosta's semantic
categories; and Starosta's lexicase features and rules.
In this dissertation, prepositional patterns and nominal
inflectional patterns make up the case-marking system in
Classical Greek and Modern Greek. The prepos<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>