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We rebut Pappas'ritique (this issue)of our treatmentof Late Medieval Greek
clausalsyntaxand clitic placement(Condoravdi& Kiparsky 2001), point out
someweaknessesf his counterproposaland suggestdirectionsfor further re-
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1 Clitic placementin Late Medieval Greek

In Condoravd& Kiparsky2001wetracedwo pathsof grammaticalizatiom theevo-
lution of Greekclausestructure:the reductionof Wackernage(X™) clitic pronouns
to word-levelaffixesvia anintermediatestageof word-level(X?) clitics, andtheemer-
genceof auxiliariesandmood markersas headsof newfunctionalprojections.The
two trajectoriesareconnectedn thatthe positioningof X™ clitic pronoungesponds
to changesn the clausalsyntax,therebyprovidinga diagnosticfor the emergencef
thearticulatedinfl projectionpreviouslypositedfor standardModernGreek(Tsimpli
1995, Tsimpli & Roussou 996,Giannakidoul 998,amongothers)andconfirmedoy
ourfindingsfor othermoderndialectsandfor Late MedievalGreek!

Both theseGreekdevelopmenthave broadparallelsin Indo-Europearand be-
yond, which givesthemmorethanjust parochialinterest. In the contextof the re-
centcontroversyoverthe actuationof syntacticchangewe arguedthat our findings
supportthe view that syntacticchangeproceedsn small but discreteincrementsn
certainstructurally/functionallymotivateddirections,overthe opposingpositionthat
it involves“catastrophic’reanalysisvith nointrinsic directionality

Our analysisaddressedn additionto datafrom contemporargialects,the Late
MedievalGreekcliticization patterndescribedn Mackridgel1993.We proposedhatit
is substantialljthesameasthatof Cappadociaandtheotherdialectsthatwe grouped
into our TypeA.



Pappag2001) revisedMackridges descriptivegeneralizationsand proposeda
synchronicandhistoricalinterpretationof them. In this issuehe summarizesis re-
sults,andargueghat his analysisof LMG is superiorto ours. After consideringhis
argumentsve havecometo theoppositeconclusion Sincesomeof ourdisagreements
reflectdifferentviewsaboutthe natureof grammaiandsyntacticchangepurresponse
will haveto touchon somemattersof principleaswell.

The descriptivegeneralization$or Late Medieval Greek(LMG) canbe summa-
rizedasfollows.

(1) LMG clitic placementthedescriptivegeneralizations
a. A clitic pronounfollowstheverbif theverbis

clause-initial,orimmediatelyprecededy

a coordinatingconjunction,

afrontedobjectwith aresumptiveclitic pronoun,
theconjunctionsti “that”, sioti “because”; “if ”, or
thenegatioru(k).

apkrwnhe

b. A clitic pronounprecedesheverbif theverbis immediatelyprecededy

amoodmarker,

anegatiornotherthanu(k) (mi, 3en),
afrontedobjectwithoutaresumptiveclitic pronoun,
afrontedadverbial(otherthanatemporaladverb),
acomplementize¢pos,an), or

aWh-expressiorfrelativepronoun clausalconnectivecomparative).

oukrwbdE

c. A clitic eitherfollowsor precedesheverbif theverbis immediatelypre-
cededby

1. atemporaladverbor
2. asubject.

This schemds simplerthan Mackridges original onethanksto Pappasfinding
thatMackridgesfive-wayclassificatiorof contextscanbereducedo thethreeshown
in (1). In particular,caseqcl) (temporaladverbs)nd(c2) (subjects)do not havea
significantlydifferenteffect on the placemenbeforeor afterthe verb. Soamended,
thegeneralizationfit ourtheoryevenbetter Hereis the phrasestructurene proposed
for bothLate MedievalandModernGreek(repeatederebecausdt wasdisfiguredat
theprinting stagein C&K 2001).
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Thefirst functionalprojectionabovethe VP is TNSP, which is headedy the finite

verb. This is whereclitics areadjoined. TNSP is the complemenbdf P, whosehead
canbe occupiedby a negationor a modalparticle (na, fa, as) The specifierof P

is thesite of focusedconstituentsincludingthosewith emphatinegationrsuchaska-

nenas We alsosuggestethatin somedialects,probablyincludingLMG, [Spec¥P]

canhostevenordinary nonfocusedsubjects. P in turn is the complemenf CR,

which canbe headedby a complementizefpos, pu etc.); its specifieris the site of

Wh-phrasesndrelatives.Uncontroversiallytopicalization(which normallyleavesa
resumptiveclitic in caseof an object)is adjunctionto the clauseat the highestlevel

(XPorCP).

On this understandingf the phrasestructure,the generalizationsbout clitic
placemenstatedn (1) canbestreamlinedIn part(a) of (1), thethreecasegal),(a2),
and(a3)canbecombined.Theyall comedownto theclause-initiakcasegal),because
topicalizedobjectsaswell asco-ordinatingconjunctionssit outsidethe clauseghat
they conjoin (this providesthe theoreticalmotivationfor the “factor initial” whose
unity Pappasstablishestatistically). Caseqa4) and (a5) requirean extraassump-
tion, but not necessarilyaboutthe clitic themselveswe suggestedhat uk, oti, dioti,
andi areplacedin [Spec,CPlandthattheimmediatelyfollowing finite verbis in C,
whereit hoststheclitic.? Giventhis additionalassumptionall five casesf postverbal
clitic placementn (a) fall underthe samegeneralization.

As for part(b) of (1), all casedall underthegeneralizationthatclitics precedehe
verbif thereis somethingbeforethemwithin theclause A look at (2) showsthatthis
canbeoneof thefollowing elementgfrom right to left):

e amoodmarkeror negationin ©° (casegb1)and(b2)),



o afocusedexpressiorr emphaticnegativein [SpecY.P] (casegb3)and(b4))
e acomplementizein C (caseg(b5)),or

e aWhphrasdn [Spec,CP]casgb6b)).

Finally, the apparenbptionin (1c) is just a consequencef the ambiguoussta-
tus of preposedsubjectsandadverbialsn written texts. Unlike objects,they leave
no resumptivepronounsbehindwhentopicalized. So, in the absenceof sufficient
intonationalor contextualcues,a preverbalsubjector adverbialcould be parsedas
eitheratopic or asa focusedelement.Hencethe descriptivegeneralizationthatafter
apreverbakubjector adverbiala clitic maycomeeitheraftertheverbor beforeit.

Theupshotis that(2) allowsusto distill (1) to (3):
(3) LMG clitic placementreviseddescriptivegeneralizations

a. A clitic followstheverbif theverbis initial in its coreclause.
b. Otherwiseit precedesheverb.

(3) is moreperspicuoushan(1), and,moreimportantly it bringsLMG into line with

the cross-linguistidypology of cliticization workedout by Halpern1995andothers.
Evenmoreimportantly it furnishesthe basisfor a principledformulationof LMG

clitic placement. Clitics are adjoinedto the functional projectionheadedby their
governingverb,which in LMG is TNSP. So the basicclitic positionis preverbalas
shownin (2). Clitics are put after the verb as per (3a) only whenthereis nothing
on their left for themto encliticizeto. In minimal satisfactionof their needfor a
prosodichoston their left, they cliticize to the verb by PROSODICINVERSION.? If

clitic adjunctionandprosodidnversionaregeneramechanismashypothesizedhen
the LMG-specificresidues thatclitics in this languagdeanleftwards:

(4) LMG clitic placementfinal formulation
o Clitics areenclitic.

Therestwould be a matterof grammaticabrinciplesthat LMG shareswith all lan-
guages.

In replacing(1) by (3) we wentfrom a complexformulationframedin termsof
categorieso a simpleoneframedin termsof structuralpositions Both areequally
theory-ladentheyjust rely on differenttheoreticalconstructsandassumptionsThe
reformulationpaidoff with thefurthersimplificationin (4). Thisfinal formulationhas
real explanatorycontent,and moreoverunlike the previousonesit coversa new set
of caseghathavebeenignoredin theliterature(section2.2 below).



2 The analysisof clitics: syntacticissues

2.1 Pappasalternative

Accordingto Pappasthe LMG distributionof clitics “cannotbe captureddy a single
generalizatioror evena setof generalizations”"However,‘the patterncanbeviewed
astheproductof anon-goinganalogicathange” Beforegoinginto thedetails,let us
try to understandhesegeneraklaims,andthereasoninghatleadsPappado them.

The statementhat LMG syntax*“can be viewed asthe productof an on-going
analogicakhange”is in onesensdrivially true. It is uncontroversiathatlanguages
arealwayschangingandthatsyntacticchangds fundamentallyanalogical.Whatis
controversials whetherthoseanalogicamechanismarebestmodeledasreanalysis
plus extensionasgrammaticalizationasoptimization,or assomethingelse. So, the
syntaxof everylanguagemustbe the productof on-goinganalogicalchange. But
Pappaseemdo havea moredrasticclaim in mind: that LMG syntaxis somehow
specialin thata sequencef analogicathangediasunderminedts clitic systemand
left it with a patternthat cannotbe capturedby any syntacticgeneralizations.Too
complexto bestable this patternis soonregularizechgainby analogicachangeThe
paradoxis that analogicalchangeis here portrayedboth as a sourceof chaosand
disorderandasaregularizingforce*

We concurwith Pappashatchaoticpartsof grammairareunlikely to bediachroni-
cally stable.lt is significant thereforethattheLMG clitic patternis thatof theTypeA
dialectswherehasremainedstablein manyseparatéocalities. FromMarioupoliand
Azov in the Ukraineto the ancientGreekcommunitiesscatteredhroughCappadocia
and Bithynia, the Cycladicislands,the Dodekaneséslandsof Karpathos Kos, and
Astipalaia,andthe two communitiesof AjassosandPlomarion Lesbosthe Type A
systemremainsin all essentialshe same® Yet mostof thesecommunitieshavehad
no significantcontactfor well overathousand/ears.In medievalGreek,accordingo
Mackridge(1993),the patternwasstablethroughnearly600years?® Thisundermines
the notionthatthereis no generalizatioror setof generalization®ehindthe Type A
clitic system.Logically, therearetwo possibilities. Eitherthe dialectshadthe same
idiosyncraciegrom the start,or they arrivedat themindependentlylf theyinherited
theTypeA systemfrom atime beforetheysplit, why hasit remainedsostablein them
for solong?Shouldn’tmostof theputativeanomaliesavebeenironedoutin mostof
thedialects? Andif the Type A featuresdevelopedndependenthafterthe dialects
had dispersedwhy did all the dialectsconvergeon the samesupposedharbitrary
distributionof clitics? If, aswe proposethe clitic systemis firmly anchoredn the
structuralgivensof thelanguagethenstability andconvergencareto be expected.

A secondmajorissueconcernghe treatmenbf variation. As far asclitic place-
mentis concerned MG is basicallya Type A system,in the classificationof our
article,butit is notanunalloyedvariety suchaswe seein mostof themodernType A
dialects.Many LMG textshavean admixtureof constructiongepresentinghe later



systemof X° clitics andlexical prefixes.In particular,preverbactlitics in theenviron-

mentslistedin (1a) (initial position,aftera coordinatingconjunction.etc.) cannotbe

derivedby the Type A grammar It is, howevertheregularpatternof TypeB dialects
with proclitics,suchasthedialectof Kozani,andType C dialects,includingstandard
ModernGreek.Crucially, the LMG variationis nota randommixture but an orderly

coexistencef two independenthattestedpatterns.The variationin clitic placement
documentedby MackridgeandPappagor LMG canbedescribedasthe unionof en-

clitic Type A syntaxand Type B/C syntaxof the proclitic variety, with the former

stronglypredominatingof course Everyoptionof clitic placemenin LMG thatdoes
notfit theTypeA patternconformsto themodernproclitic patternsandnearlyall the

featureof thelatteroccuratleastoccasionallyin the LMG texts.

Thereareseveralwaysto modelthis generalizationincludinggrammarcompeti-
tion (Kroch 2000),unrankecconstraintgAnttila 1997),andstochasticOT (Boersma
andHayes2001).Theyall unify variableandcategoricapatternsn aprincipledway;,
allowing themto relatethe variationpatternin the LMG textsto the categoricabat-
ternsof the moderndialects® Pappasin spiteof his referencdo Kroch 1982/1989,
insteadresortgo the older“variablerule” techniquewhich candetectcovariationbut
is too unconstrainedo modelthe orderly relationshipbetweencategoricandvari-
ablepatterns His choiceof this descriptiveframeworkis relatedto his view thateach
environments in principlealaw untoits own.

2.2 Preverbatlitics

Pappas’analogicalderivationof the LMG patternstartsfrom a stagein Early Me-

dieval Greekwhenclitics werepostverbalWhenthe categoryof the Mood Phrasg=

our XP) arose clitics beganto be placedafterits head,the new subjunctivemarker
na Thisgaveriseto therulethatclitics arepreverbahfterna. Thatnewrule wasthen
analogicallygeneralizedrom na to otherelementswhich typically appeaimmedi-
ately beforetheverb, providedthey had“clause-typingor subordinatingoroperties”.
SuchelementaverenegativanarkerscomplementizergndWh-expressionyut not
coordinatingconjunctionsandoti. Frontedconstituent¢focusedNPsandPPsandVP

adverbialspecameassociatedavith preverbaklitic placemenby a furtheranalogical
changepasedn the generalizatiothatpronounsare preverbakfteran elementhat
is “salientin the interpretatiorof the VP”. Pappasuggestshatthe reasorpreverbal
placementoesnot extendto the contextafter topicalizedobjects(preposedbjects
with resumptiveclitics) is “becauseheyarenotpartof theverb’sargumenstructure”.
In thatcase presumablytheclitics alonearetheverb’sarguments.

Pappasioesnot saywhy preciselythis setof elementstypically appeaimmedi-
ately beforethe verb”. Theyhapperto be just thosewhich appeaiin the clausalpe-
ripherybeforeTNsSP (namelyin oneof thefour structuralpositionsbetweeriSpec,C]
andX’ in (2)). Thus,our explanationgliffer in howthey conceiveof therelationbe-
tweenthe syntaxof theclausesleft peripheryandclitic placementForustherelation
is direct, for Pappast is mediatedby a sequencef analogicalprocessesFor usit



reflectsan importantgeneralizationinherentin the grammaticakystem,for Pappas
thereis nogeneralizatioto be made.

One overarchinggeneralizatioris howeverbuilt into his system: that clitics in
LMG alwayscomeeitherimmediatelybeforeor aftera verb. Surprisingly this gen-
eralizationturnsout to be falsebecausehereareverblesssentencesyhich canhave
ethicaldative(“benefactive”)pronouns.

(5) a. tis su i dolia tixi
whatyou-Datthewretchedfate
‘What awretchedfatefor you!” (Threnosl05)

b. pu mi to fos to egiiton
whereme-Datthelight the perceptible

‘Whereis the perceptibldight for me (= my eyesight)?'(Belisarios487)

Theamendediescriptivegeneralizations thatclitics comenextto theverbif thereis

one Nothing needbe addedto our analysisto coververblesssentencesClitics are
placedattheleft edgeof the TNSP projectionthatis headedy theverb,andundergo
prosodidnversionaroundtheverbif theyfind no hostontheirleft. This rule remains
valid evenwhenthe TNSP lacksan overt head(or the headis a null copula). Our

analysisalso correctly predictsthatin modernStandardGreek,whereobjectclitics

areaffixedto verbsattheword level,theymustappeamnextto averb:

(6) ti  Yamas trayudisisapopseke ti (*mas)avrio

WhatFutus-Gensing tonight, andwhat(*us)  tomorrow
‘What will you singfor ustonight,andwhattomorrow?’

Beforelookingfurtherinto whatthesynchronievidencéhasto say let usnotethat
the two proposalsalso makedifferent predictionsaboutthe history. Pappagpredicts
that preverbalclitic placementbeginswith the subjunctivemarkerna. We predict
thatelementdn X° (includingnaif thatalreadywasa modalhead)andelementdn
[Spec,>] shouldbeginto inducepreverbaklitic placementt the sametime, since
the specifierand the headare both eligible hostsfor clitics. In general,we expect
preverbalclitic placemento haveevolvedhandin handwith the elaborationof the
left-peripherafunctionalcategories.

2.3 Subjects

Turningnowto theapparenbptionbetweemreverbabhndpostverbatlitic placement
recordedin case(lc), recall thatfor us this option is not aboutclitic placementat
all, but aboutalternativestructuralpositionsto which subjectsandadverbialscanbe
preposedA preverbakubjector adverbialcould be eithera topic adjoinedto ~P, or
afocusin [SpecxP]. If it is a topic, it occurswith postverbacilitics, if it is a focus,
it occurswith preverbalclitics.® (The sametwo positionsare availablefor objects,
but their placecanbe detectedevenin written discoursebecauseopicalizedobjects
normallycorrespondo aresumptivgpronoun.)independentlyf cliticization, intona-
tional criteriacandistinguishbetweerthesetwo structuresin written texts,we must



besatisfiedwith cluesfrom thediscoursecontext,which constrairthedistributionbut
obviouslydo notalwaysuniquelydeterminet.

To counterour claim thatthe discourse€unctionof a preposedlements related
to clitic placementPappagitesa pair of examplesvith “the sameinterpretatiorwith
respecto thefocus/topicdistinction” but differing clitic placement.

7 a. okapot apesosasiitdan isto montorion|| 0 dukstus apdexdiken
sometimefinished-3pl came-3plto theMontorion || theduke themreceived-3sg

‘In time theyfinished[their journey],they cameto Montorion. The duke
receivecthem’ (Phlorios 303-304)

b. kavalikevunarxondespayuns to palati|| kj o vasilefsedexdin tus

ride-3pl lords go-3pl tothepalace || andtheking received-3sghem
‘Thelordsride, theygoto thepalace andtheking receivedhem’ (Phlorios
938-939)

Pappasarguments basedon the claim that (7a) and(7b) havethe samereading(he
doesn’tsaywhetherfocusor topic). The merepossibility thatthey might havea dif-
ferentreadingwould invalidateit. It seemgo usthatit is morethanpossible A focus
readingfor (7a)“the dukehimselfreceivedhem” actuallyenhanceshe narrativeby
conveyingthe additionalinformationthatthe travelerscouldwell havebeenreceived
by someother,lessimportantpersonageAt anyrate,the focusreadingis consistent
with the context. On the otherhand,a plausiblereadingfor (7b) “the king received
them” hasfocuson the verbwith the subjectconstruedasa topic. The generajpoint
is that focus structureis not automaticallyfixed by the textual context,or evenby
the extralinguisticcontext,becausét dependon whatthe speakehasin mind and
wantsto expressA constituenmaybefocusedf the speakeor writer thinksof it as
contributinga particularlynoteworthyor surprisingpieceof information,or wishesto
represenit assuch,butin the absencef enoughsyntacticandintonationalcuesone
would haveto beamind-readeto predictwhenthatis the case.

A further complicationis thatin certaintypesof presentationatentencesgven
modernGreekliterary style allowstopicalizationof objectswithoutclitic doubling:

(8) tinavlitis filakiseluze o ilios
the yard of-the prison washedhesun
‘the prisonyardwasbathedn sunlight’ (K. Theotokis,0 Katadikos)

HerecolloquialGreekwould requirearesumptiveclitic (Tin avli tis filakis tin eluzeo
ilios). Wasthis specialfeatureof presentationatentencepresentin LMG already?
This questiormustbeleft for furtherwork.

Finally, as mentioned,even non-focusedsubjectscan apparentlybe placedin
[SpecXP]. Thereseemdo be somevariationamongtextson this score.In Threnos
subjectsarepredominantlypreverbalandconsistentlyinducepreverbaklitics.



2.4 Adverbs

Mackridgehadnotedthata classof one-wordadverbsof time allow preverbaklitics
more readily than other preposedadverbials. We suggestedhat theseadverbsare
optionally nonprojecting(X°®) categorieswvhich appearmwithin P, just asa smaller
setof time adverbslike panta‘always’ andtote ‘then’ still doesin modernGreek
(Alexiadou1994)!° As maximalprojectionsthesameadverbsaretopicalizedoutside
thecoreclause.

Contestinghis, Pappasssertshatall “temporalexpressionsareequallyassoci-
atedwith preverbalndpostverbaciliticization. This is possible.However,we think
that he may havedismissedMackridges observatiortoo hastily. Unfortunatelyhe
doesnot tell us how he categorizedadverbsput the one“temporalexpression’that
he doescite is the measurghrasexronuspeninda“for fifty years”. This suggests
thathe may havemisclassifiedhe relevantadverbialcategoriedy conflatingtempo-
ral adverbswith measurghrasesvhich happerto referto time. It is well knownthat
measurephrasegadverbialsof extent)suchas (for) fifty yearspatternsyntactically
like spatialmeasurehrasesuchas(for) fifty miles andunlike adverbsof time such
astodayandin fifty years In manylanguagesheformerconstitutea clearcutseparate
categorywith characteristicsyntacticpropertiesof its own. For example,in Finnish
theyshift from accusativeo partitive caseundemegationlike objectsbutunliketime
adverbials.In Sanskritthey arethe only adverbialswhich passivize.In Greek,En-
glish, Finnish,andotherlanguagesheyareusuallypreposeanly whenfocusedor as
contrastivetopics,with the specialintonationcontoursappropriateo thosediscourse
functions whereasegularadverbof time areeasilypreposedindemeutraldiscourse
conditions.

9) a. smeraperpatisadio ores.
today I-walked two hours
‘Todayl walkedtwo hours.
b. 3io bresperphtisasmera.
two hoursl-walked today
‘Two hoursl walkedtoday (two hoursis focusor contrastiveopic)

Both in GreekandEnglish,(9a) canreceivenormalintonation,while (9b) requiresa
specialintonation.

In view of thiswe would besurprisedf amorefine-grainednvestigatiorof LMG
adverbshasedn a syntacticallyadequatelassificationdid notrevealdifferentpref-
erencesvith respecto topicalizationandfocusing,correlatingwith differencesn the
clitic placementheyinduce.

Pappas’own interpretationof the variable effect of temporaladverbson clitic
placemenis this: “Temporalexpressionsre usually clausaladjuncts,and subjects
arerenderegartlyredundanby pro,sol suggesthatspeakersvereambivalentbout
the significanceof suchelementshencethe free variationin theseenvironments.lt
is quite possiblethatthe focus/topicdistinctionwasalsoinstrumentaln creatingthis



distinctionsincefrontedconstituent@remorelikely to befocusedelementghansub-
jects. It mustbe emphasizedhatsuchlinearrelationshipsasthe onesl proposeare
by definition weakerthan structuralones,which would explainwhy the patternof
variationappearso besofluid atfirst sight”

The notion of speakers“ambivalence’is a little vaguehere,but maybethe idea
is that subjectdeavea null resumptivepronounwhich countsoptionally asa verbal
argumentandthatclitic placementvith preposeddverbsdependon whetherthey
areadjunctsor subcategorizedThesepredictionsare certainlyworth testing;at this
pointwe havenoevidenceeitherway. We donotseein whatsenserderis a“weaker”
relationthanconstituencyIn pointof fact, all of Pappasproposedinalogicabener-
alizationsarebasedn linearword orderrelationsratherthanon constituenstructure.
Therefore he canhardly appealto the “weakness’of linear word orderrelationsto
explainwhy temporaladverbsand subjectsare specialin allowing seeminglyfree
variationin clitic placement.

2.5 Gerundsaandimperatives

Althoughwe did not specificallydiscussgerundsandimperativesin our article, our
analysisstraightforwardlypredictshattheyrequirepostverbatlitics. Gerundslearly
havenoneof thediagnostigropertieof ¥Ps. Theydonotallow focusedconstituents
or preverbabkubjector emphatinegationastheyshoulddoif theyhada[SpecYP]
position.And theydo notallow modalparticlesor 3en astheyshoulddoif theyhada
>° position. The conclusionis thattheyarenot XPs(asPifion (1993)alreadyargued
onsimilar groundsfor Hungarian).On thatunderstandinghereis nothingto theleft
of the gerundthat canhosta clitic. Thereforeprosodicinversionmusttake place,
whichis to saythatpostverbatlitic placemenin gerundss obligatory

Pappastlaimthatwe cannotderivethecliticization patternassociategith gerunds
is simply anerror,basednthefalsepremisehatgerundsareXPs.

As for theimperative:asa non-tensedut modalverbalcategoryit oughtto be
in X° (justastensedverbsarein TNS’, andfor analogouseasons)This seemdo be
basicallycorrect.It predictsthatimperativesannotbe negatedimperativesnustbe
replacedyy subjunctivesindemegation) andprovideshe[SpecYP] positionneeded
for preverbafocus(to vivlio feremu“bring methe Book”). This sufficesto account
for the main differencesbetweengerundsand imperatives. Gerundsdo not project
a X P or CR hencedo not have preverbalfocus, and have postverbalcliticization.
Imperativesio projecta P andthereforeallow preverbafocusin its specifier

However, Pappasasdiscoveredan extraelementof variationin LMG impera-
tives: whenanimperativeverbis precededy afocus,a following clitic is preverbal
abouthalfthetime. Thevariationmayindicatethatanimperativeverbmay; insteacof
raisingto X°, stayin T°, like aregularfinite verb. If it movesto >°, afollowing clitic is
postverbalpy the standardencliticizationto the precedingelemeni(unlike postverbal
cliticization with finite verbsor gerundswhichis theresultof prosodicinversion).If



it staysin T°, theclitic will be preverbalf it hasa hostonits left, which is to sayin

thepresencef apreverbafocus!! Whenimperativeverbsstayin T°, we predictthe
possibility thatthey might be negated And in fact, instancef negatedmperatives
occurin LMG:

(10) to thelimamouplirosonke apidis  miyinu
thewish my  fulfill anddisobediennot become
‘Fulfill my wish anddo notbedisobedient.(Belisarios221)

2.6 Auxiliaries

Pappagoundaninstanceof aclitic betweertheauxiliary exoandtheinfinitive:

(11) na xestoteliosi
Subjhaveit finish-Inf
‘If onlyyou hadfinishedit' (Rhodost54)

We hadpredictedthe existencehis constructionas part of anintermediatesyntactic
system(with proclitic V°) andfoundit in themoderrKozanidialect. However,Pappas
dismisseg11) asan“aberration”onthe groundgshatit is the only examplehefound,

in accordwith the maximunustestis,nullustestis

While thismaximis asoundrule of thumb,it shouldnotbeappliedin amechanical
way. Evenasingleoccurrencef a constructiorshouldbetakenseriously aslong as
(1) thereadinghasgoodtextualandeditorialsupport(2) theconstructioritselfis rare
enoughthatthe existenceof a singletoken could be dueto chanceand(3) thereis
a principledexplanatiorfor the construction.Thesethreecriteria, which Pappasas
elsewherarticulatedandinvokedhimself!? arefully applicableto (11) andmilitate
againstiscardinghereadingasa scribalerroror othertextualcorruption.While not
wishingto trumpetthis oneexampleasfurtherconfirmationfor the predictedKozani
patternuntil we seeevidenceof the otherpartsof that patternwe find its peremptory
dismissalasan“aberration’premature.

2.7 Thesyntaxof olos

Pappa001:102notesthatatopicalizedobjectunexpectediallows preverbaklitics
whenaccompaniedby olos‘all’. This possibility ariseswhenolosis focusedandthe
restof thenominalappeargo its left in Topic position:

(12) [[tesxores muoloyira ]pp [ [ oles]qp tes afanizi]sp ][sp
the countriesmy all-around all themdestroys

‘My countriesall aroundhedestroyghemall. (Rimadal308,Pappag001:79,
Pappasthisissue)

It doesnot matterfor purposeof the presentdiscussionwhetherthe quantifierand
the nominalphraseare separatedby a movemeniprocesgthe usualassumption)pr
base-generatad separatg@ositionsandcoindexedy arule of construabr anaphora.



Whatis importantis thatsuchsentenceblavebothatopic andafocuscorresponding
to thesameargumentsoto speak.Thegrossdescriptivegeneralizations (1) do not
giveaclearresultfor this case sincetheydonotspelloutwhich phrasg¢heresumptive
clitic pronounis associateavith. Themoreadequatelescriptivegeneralizatiorin (3)
andthefinal formulationin (4) correctlypredictthatthe focusedelementwill hosta
preverbaklitic whetherthereis atopic adjoinedbeforeit or not.

Pappagitesexampleg(13) asaproblemfor our analysis.

(13) ta ides ke ta ikusas olaafiyisumeta
thatyou-sawandthatyou-heardall narrate me that
‘what you haveseenandheardtell it all to me’ (Lybistros2784)

He overlooksthatthis sentencéasanimperativeverb. As we havejust seenjmper-
ativeswork differently in thatthey canmoveto X°, in which casea clitic will follow
them.Pappasbbjectionis thereforeunfounded.

In Pappasbwn analysisthe preverbablacementf clitics afterolosis treatedas
anidiosyncrasywhich hasonly a historical explanation. Pappasascribest to con-
taminationwith the “partitive” construction His ideais that, at the stagewhenclitics
werestill consistentlypostverbalsentenceske (14a)couldbe misparsedshaving,
insteadof a genitiveclitic thatis partof the object,anobjectclitic beforetheverb,as
in (14b).

(14) a.[olus tus ]np [ epatisdvp
all(PI) them he-conquered

‘all of them,heconquered’

b. [ olus Jxp [ tus epatisgvp
all(P1) themhe-conquered

‘All, heconqueredhem’

This misparsinggaverise to a new specialrule “object clitics can precedethe verb
afterolos’, whichthengaveriseto sentencewith unambiguougreverbacilitics like
(15b),replacingprevious(15a).

(15) a. olin ynorizistin
all  you-know it/her
‘you knowit all’

b. olintin vynorizis
all  it/heryou-know

Theproposedinalogyis implausible empiricallyunmotivatedandunexplanatory

It isimplausiblebecauséeareror learnercouldhardlyhaveassignedhewrong
structureto sentencebke (14)in thefaceof massiveevidencehatobjectclitics were
postverbabndpossessivelitics postnominallt is asif hearer®or learnersof English
wereto misparsesentencelke (16a)as(16b),with themeaningof (16c),

(16) a. [ My friendin Athens]np [ is happylve.



b. [ My friend]np [ in Athensis happy]vp.
c. [ My friend]np [ is happyin Athens]yp.

andcomeup with arule thatreplaceslohnis happyin Athensby *Johnin Athensis
happy

Theanalogyis unmotivatecdbecausét doesnotrelatethe changeo anythingelse
in theTypeA system Exactlythesameanalogycouldbeformulatedor thepostverbal
clitic systemof thePonticdialects for example Ouranalysisof Ponticclitics asword-
level encliticsexplainswhy thatchangeneverhappenedh anyPonticdialect.

Finally, the analogyis unexplanatorjpecausét doesnot relatethe specialclitic
behaviorafterolosto the specialsyntaxof olos We might ask,for examplewhy an
analogousnisparsingof (17a)as(17b)did not give riseto therule thatobjectclitics
can precedehe verb after pateras‘father’, asin (17c), which is ungrammaticain
thesedialects.

(17)  a. [tonpateramas]yp [ €sosafive
the father our they-saved

‘our father,theysaved’
b. [ tonpatergnp [ masesosaivp
the father us they-saved
‘father, theysavedhim for us’
c. *[ tonpatergdnp [ mastonesosarjyvp
the father us  him they-saved
‘father savedus’

Our analysisoffers an accountfor why it is preciselythe quantifierolos that allows
preverbacliticization,andnot someotherelementor classof elements.

2.8 ukandanuk

MackridgeandPappasotedthatukis associatedvith postverbatlitic placemenand
an ukis associateavith preverbaktlitic placementWe proposedhatuk is locatedin

ahigheroperatomposition([Spec,C], let usassumeandthatit attractsheverbto C°.

But, sincean“if ” is acomplementizefasits behavioron its ownshows see(1b5)),it

fills the C° position,which precludeghe verbfrom movingto C°. The positionof uk
is thendeterminedy its scope.If uk hasscopeoveranin C°, it movesup to [Spec,
C] (ukan“not if”), if it comesunderthe scopeof an, it remaingn thelower position
wherenegationnormally appeargan uk “if not”). In eithercase theclitic of course
remaingpreverbalsinceit hassomethingonits left to leanon.

Similar variationin the placemenbdf negationis foundin someof the otherolder
Indo-Europeatanguageslin Old English,the negatiomeis assumedo bein [Spec,
C] (or in somehigh operatorposition),whereit attractsthe verbto the following C°
slot (see(18a)). But in the presencef the complementizegif “if " in C°, negation
andtheverbstayin alower position,asin (18b)!3



(18) a. & nebio deernaenigealogebrowermid Estum
andnotis thereany ale brewed amongEstonians

‘and no aleis brewedamongthe Estonians’
b. Gif pesbealdwyrdaiscopacwealdne bid

If this bold bishop killed notwill be

‘If thisbold bishopwill notbekilled’

Pappasnsiststhatan uk is a problemfor us. Somehowhe missedthe obvious
solutionjust presentedevenwhile proposinga similar one of his own. According
to him, pronounsappearostverballyafter uk becauseik is proclitic andpre-empts
the preverbalposition. When an and uk are combinedthey form a phonologically
independentinit whichnolongerrequiresahost.As aresult,the preverbapositionis
free,and,sincethe verbis precededy afunctionword, the pronounis placedto the
left of theverb.

Thoughbroadly similar in conceptionour respectivesolutionsdiffer in the as-
sumptionsthey rely on. Ours dependn the principle that the order of operators
reflectsscope,and on the constraintthat the complementizeslot cannotbe multi-
ply filled. This so-called“doubly-filled Compfilter” holdsfor Modern Greekand
is widely attestedelsewhereit is likely to havebeenvalid for Medieval Greekas
well.'* Pappasproposalassumeshata clitic pre-emptsthe preverbalposition, so
thattherecanbeonly oneproclitic perhost!® But a putativeconstrainblockingmul-
tiple clitics doesnotevenholdfor Greek.Pappafimself(2001:79)ffectivelyrefutes
it for LMG by his observatiorthat, whena verbis associatedvith two clitics, both
areputon the samesideof the verb, eitherbeforeit or afterit. So,if a procliticized
uk on the verb preventsproclisisof a pronounto it, why doesn’ta procliticizedpro-
nounon the verb preventit? On Pappasaccountwe would expectthe first pronoun
to pushthe secondinto postverbalposition, but Pappasstatesthat split cliticization
(Pronoun+V+Pronourgoesnotoccurin his database.

Theuk andan uk dataturn out to supportour analysis.Pappastriticism is mis-
placed. His own solutionrequiresan otherwiseunmotivatedconstrainton multiple
procliticswhich moreoveris inconsistenwith his own dataandwith his analysisof
objectclitics.

3 The analysisof clitics: prosodicissues

3.1 Preverbatlitics

Onouranalysisclitics arealwaysenclitic, while on Pappasanalysisheyareenclitic
only in postverbaposition,andproclitic otherwise.The point of disagreemernis the
prosodicaffiliation of preverbaclitics.

On historicalgroundsjt would not be surprisingif objectpronounsvereenclitic
in LMG, astheywerein the classicallanguageand continueto be in a numberof



moderndialects,including Pontic(Type B), and,moreinterestingly to at leastsome
Cappadociamlialects(Type A). In the latter, a clitic assighsa stressto a preceding
mood marker, which is otherwiseunstresseqsee(19c), Dawkins 1916:496,Janse
1998).

(19) a.na se pitakso

MoodPartyou I-send
‘I wantto sendyou’

b. na se ta doso
MoodPartyou him I-give
‘I'll give himto you’ (ibid.)

c.na  galéepso
MoodPartl-ride
‘for meto ride’ (ibid.)

Thiswhatwe calledactivesubcategorizatiorafterInkelas1989.

Preverbalproclisis in the LMG systemwould be unexpectedn our analysis,
thoughnotimpossible.Descriptively it would meanthatthe structureg3a)and(3b)
would be associatedvith differentstresgatterns.A clitic in its basicpositionwould
attachprosodicallyto the precedingelement,whetherX® or X™, without forming
a prosodicword with it, and so would not assigna stressto the precedingsyllable.
Prosodicinversion,on the otherhand,would resultin a moreintimate combination,
analogouso thatof anounwith a possessivelitic, which constitutes prosodiovord
andsowould geta secondstressf thefirst oneis morethanthreesyllablesfrom the
end. A rule to this effectcouldbe addedto our analysisthoughsucha complication
in anotherwiseutterly simplesystemmightraisesuspicion.

What doesthe datatell us? Thereare two potentialsourcesof evidence:the
accentuatiorof the manuscriptsandthe metrical practiceof poets. Let us consider
themin turn.

3.2 Thewrittenaccents

Beforea clitic, no rhythmicstresds markedon thefinal syllableof a precedinghoun
or otherprecedingconstituentasin (20a),butit is markedon a precedingverb,asin
(20b).
(20) a. siselon tbnepétaksa

with-saddlehim threw

‘| threwhim [off hishorseltogethemwith hissaddle’(Lybistros2047)

b. trémushtoni arxontes
fear him therulers
‘The rulersfearhim’ (Belisarios300)

If we takethesestresamarkingsat facevalue,asPappasioes,we would concludeon
ouranalysighatprosodicnversionaroundthe verbcreates phonologicalvord.



But somecautionis in order How dowe knowthattheaccentuatlifferencein (20)
actuallyrenderghe authors speecht mayreflecta spellingconventionintroduced
in thecourseof the MS tradition,or evenby themoderneditorof thetext. Someof the
LMG accentmarkingscertainlymustbejust that,andcannotbedirectrecordsof the
spokernanguagef thetime. Forexampletheancientulethatclitics assigranaccent
to thefinal syllableof properispomenbut notto thefinal syllableof paroxytongsee
(21))is faithfully adheredo in thetext, eventhoughtheaccentuatlistinctionbetween
acuteand circumflex,andthe length distinctionthat supportedt, hadbeenlost for
well overathousand/ears.

(21)  a. molcé Tov (Belisarios53)
b. molow oe (Belisarios197)

Similarly, preverbaklitics arealwayswritten with anaccentgeventhoughtheywere
almostcertainly unstressedat least before a following stressedsyllable, whereas
postverbaklitics were written without an accent. In suchcasesPappasvould pre-
sumablyagreethatthe spellingis artificial.

3.3 Theevidencdrom meter

To supporthis claim thatclitics do not assigna stresgo a precedingsyllable,Pappas
arguemnmetricalgroundghatin aline suchas(22),thesyllable-tescouldnotreceive
astresdrom thefollowing enclitic.

(22) i érotegoneyénisan
thecupids him gavebirth
‘the cupidsgavebirth to him’ (Achilleid 1113)

Forif it did, “the hemistichwould havethreebeats,on the secondfourth, andsixth
syllableswhichis a rhythmicpatternthatl havenotencountereénywhereels€ (our
italics).

We are puzzledby this argumentfor two reasons.First, a three-beathythmic
patternwith stressonthe secondfourth, andsixth syllablesoccurson virtually every
pageof everytextin politikos dekapentasyllabometerthat we haveseen.Opening
our copy of Wagner1970literally at random,we find hemistichswith beatson the
secondfourth,andsixth syllablessuchas:

(23)  a. kefali, xéria,sbmata
head hands bodies

‘head,handspodies’(Threnos32)

b. dukadeskunti, prinkipes
dukes counts princes

‘dukes,counts princes’(Threnosl77)

Secondlyin (22)thelastbeatactuallyfalls ontheseventtsyllable,notonthesixth
asPappasays,becausehefirst dipodyendsin anextraunstressedyllable. But this



doesnot changehe conclusionfor hemistichswith this rhythm, havingbeatson the
secondfourth,andseventtsyllables,arealsowell attested:

(24)  a. mikronto léyei 0 proloyos
small  thatsays theprologue
‘what the prologuesaysis asmallthing’ (Threnosl9)
b. am sxolazo,afino to
but |-stop I-leaveit
‘But | stophere,| leaveit’ (Threnos42)

This is notin the leastsurprisingif we considerthe structureof the meter It is
basedon four iambic dipodies,of which the lastis catalectic. Thusit belongsto a
vastfamily of meters,which includesalsothe ancientGreekiambic tetrameterthe
Latin septenarius? the Englishfourteenerand,in 20th centuryGreece the ballad
meterof Kavvadias |t is derivedsimply by successiveinarybranchingsothataline
consistsof two hemistichgH), a hemistichof two dipodies,or cola(D), a dipody of
two iambic feet (F), and eachiambic foot of two syllables,exceptfor the last foot,
whichis unary(f).

(25)
/\
H H
5 b 5 T
F F F F F F F f

Thereis anobligatorycaesurdetweerthehemistichs Everyeven-numberesyllable
falls in a strongpositionandis a preferrediocationfor stress,althoughweak posi-
tionsmay be stressedEachdipody mustcontainat leastonestress.Thereforegach
hemistichhasat leasttwo “clearly felt beats”. But it canalsohavemorethan two,

aslineslike (23) and(24) show!” Hencewe think thatthe argumentrom metrical
usagefar from being“subtle” and“convincing”, is incorrect.

Pappagthisissue)argueghataclitic is prosodicallyattachedo afollowing verb,
onte groundsthatit canundergocontractiorwith it. Again, we think thisis a hasty
conclusionpecauseontractionin LMG takesplaceevenbetweerfull words. Some
of it is reflectedn the orthographyandthe metershowsevenmoreof it:

(26) Wordsin isolation: thelonaipo allaoliga
Textaswritten: thelona’po all’ oliga

. S S S
Metrical: thelona’po’ll’ oliga

But the meterrevealsthatevenpossessivelitics, which certainlyencliticizeto their
left, cancontractwith afollowing word.



(27) t 6nomam’ u yrafoto
thename my notwrite it
‘I don’twrite my name’(Rhodosl025)

On the otherhand,contractionis optionalevenwith preverbaklitics, asit is be-
tweenwordsin general:

(28) mikrosi megadianapi, dianase onidisi
small  orbig for to sayfor to youblame
‘someonesmallor big to sayor to blameyou’ (ThrenosL66)

Herethe-e of theclitic secannotcontractwith thefollowing vowel, otherwisetheline
would lack a syllable. Thus,contractionis neitherrestrictedto clitic boundariesnor
obligatoryatthem.

In sum,the evidencefor preverbabproclisisin LMG is notcompelling. Thetes-
timony of orthographyis suspecbecausef its artificiality, andsofar at least,meter
yieldsnofirm clueseitherway.

4 Conclusion

Wethink we haveshownthatouranalysisstandsipwell to Pappasbbjectionsthough
we certainlydo notexpectt to remainthelastword onthesubject.His ownview that
the LMG patternis not subjectto any syntacticgeneralizationseemsto us wholly
unjustified.This said,we would like to emphasiz¢hathis work is themostimportant
contributionto LMG syntaxto haveappearedn along time. Thereaderwill have
noticedhow much of the aboveargumentations basedon dataamassedyy Pappas
himself. With respectto carefuldocumentatiorhe setsa standardhatis only too
rarelyattained.

Amongtheopenquestionghatremainontheagendas therelationshipf LMG to
earlierstagesf Greekandto the moderndialects,andpossiblefiner differentiations
within LMG by chronology style and genre,and provenance Detailedanalysisof
the patternsof apparenbptionalitywill very likely revealadditionalfactorsat work.
Heresyntacticanalysisnustgo handin handwith statisticalmethodsf thesortused
by Pappas.Theseare a powerful probeinto grammar but the answerghey provide
canbe only be asgoodasthe linguistic questionghat go into them. Given a setof
candidatdactors,statisticscantell uswhich of themmakea difference.Forexample,
Pappasvasableto simplify Mackridges descriptivegeneralizationby showingthat
someof the statisticaldifferencesbetweenenvironmentsare artifactsof meter But
thesemethodscan't detectfactorsthat are not codedinto the databasen the first
place.Sinceit is impossibleto codeeverylogically possiblefactorinto the database,
the factorsthatdo getcodedhadbetterbe well chosen.This is wherethe choiceof
syntacticanalysisbecomegritical. Amongthe desideratdor futurework areamore
fine-grainectlassificatiorof adverbdasedn the categorieknownto berelevantor



word orderandconstituencya closerinvestigationof subjectplacementanda fuller
exploitationof themetricalevidence.



Notes

Twe would like to thank Brian Josephandhis co-editorsfor giving us the opportunityto returnto the
topic, aswell asfor their helpful editorial comments.

2 In general,of course Modern Greek,hasno V-to-C movement. That cases(a4) and (a5) really are
residualirregularitiesfrom an earlierstageis alsosuggestedy thatfact thatthey arelargely eliminatedin
themodernType A dialects.In Cappadocianuy(k) getsregularpreverbalclitics afterit everywhereexcept
in the Pharasalialect,anddi (the presumedhvatarof oti) seemgo behaveasa particlewith theverb“say”;
see(29), from Dawkins1916:492:

(29) ipendije fino o fugais ki
said di andthat(DEM)the poormanthat(COMP).. .
‘and thatpoormansaidthat. ..’ (with directdiscourse)

3In C&K 2001 we suggestedhat prosodicinversionis not syntacticmovement put a strategyfor re-
solving competingsyntacticandprosodicconstraintsin the spirit of OT. Severalotherwaysto think about
prosodicinversionarecurrentlyunderdebate For presenpurposesthe questionis notimportant.

41n our view, analogybasicallyregularizesstructure.To be sure,complexmixesof the old systemand
the new onecanoccuruntil the analogygoesto completion. Also, learnersmay internalizetheir own (or
eachothers’)wrongoutputsatintermediatestageof acquisition.SeeKiparsky 1979,wherethesecasesre
respectivelyreferredto asPARTIAL ANALOGY andFALSE ANALOGY. Pappasproposalseemdifferent,
though.He seemgo besayingthatarobustantecedensystemis disruptedby local analogiesvhich arenot
relatedto the new system(ModernGreek)that ultimately becomesstablishedThis seemsnoredubious.

5Settingasidemixed dialectslike that of Amisos, clitic-specific variationin the dialectsis confinedto
two things: the uniquebehaviorof the negationjo in the dialectof Pharasawhich preservedhe ancient
syntaxof its cognateuk (case(1a5)),andthemergerof moodmarkerswith afollowing clitic into aprosodic
word in somedialects(the phenomenof “active subcategorization”)Suchothervariationasthereexists
hasto do not with the rulesfor clitic placementbut with the availability of the left-peripheralpositions
for varioustypesof elementsnotablywhethernon-focusedubjectscanmoveto [Specy.P], asmentioned
above.

6pappagthisissue section2.5) objectson the groundsthat changen the directiontowardsthe standard
Greeksystemof preverbalcliticization is foundin 17th centuryprosefrom Crete. But no-onehasclaimed
thatType A systemsareabsolutelyimmutable. The point is ratherthatthey canbe stably transmitted and
for themostparthavebeenwhich beliestheir supposedlyanomalousstatus Like any otherregularfeature
of language they can changethroughnormativepressureor borrowing, or evenby ordinary endogenous
processes.

“It is telling that the behaviorof the negationu(k), a featureof LMG which really is synchronically
anomalouswasregularizedeverywheresxceptin the moreconservativedialectof Pharasdfn. 2).

8RemarkablyAnttila showsthat,in arangeof interestingcasesthe observedrequencief thevariants
in agivenenvironmentarepredictedby the proportionof allowedrankingsin whichit is the optimal output
in thatenvironment.

9 As mentionedearlier, somedialectsalsoseemto allow non-focusedreverbalsubjectsto be placedin
[SPEC,XP]. Again this option shouldcorrelatewith clitic positioningin TypeA dialects. This option, and
its dialectaldistribution,remainsto beinvestigated.

10The diagnosticis thatthey cancomeright after a focusor a Wh-phrase:Pjon akomaskefteteo Yanis?
‘Who is Johnstill thinking about?’



HThis latter situationmay persistin the modernCretandialectsmentionedby Pappas.Kontosopoulos
(1994:32)reportspreverbalclitics in imperativesin the presenceof preposedbjects(enagafe mukame
“make meacoffee”), suggestinghatin this dialectimperatives Jike otherfinite verbs,remainin TNsC.

12pappa000defendshe authenticityof a hapaxlegomenorcomparableo (11), arguingthatprecisely
thesethreecriteria outweighthe unustestis,nullustestisprinciple. It would havebeenconsistento invoke
the sameconsideration$eretoo.

13Theseexamplesarecited from Traugott1992.

14The doubly-filled Compfilter is actually one of the earliesttypologically generalconstraintsto have
beenformulatedin generativesyntax(ultimately datingbackto Ross1967).We do notneedto claim thatit
is universal,of course merelythatit holdsfor Medieval Greek,which is ratherlikely for thereasonstated
in thetext.

150f coursewe claim thatclitics areenclitic evenpreverbally,butwe will setasidethis point for the sake
of theargument.

16 Blumenfeld2004makesa convincingcasethatthe earliestform of the Latin septenariusthatof Plau-
tus,wasactuallytrochaic.

17pappas’error may be due to a misunderstandingf Horrocks'’s description (1997:257): “In each
hemistich,therearetwo clearly felt beats,which are providedby accentplacement.In the first hemistich
the accentmay occur either on the secondor fourth syllable and on the sixth or eight syllable, while in
the secondhemistichthe accentmay occur either on the tenth or twelfth syllable and, obligatorily, on the
fourteentH.
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Me v epyaocio auth) unootneillouue Ty teonyolduevn avdluoy woc (Condoravdi
& Kiparsky2001)tnc cuvtaxtixic Sopng xat TV TEOCWTIXGOY XALTIXOY AVTIWYU-
oy ota petayeveotepa Meoatwvind EAnvixd, avtixpobovtag tny xpLtixh) tou
ITénma mou dnuooctebeton o aUTd TO TEDYOC. TUYYEOVWC EMLCTIUNLVOUUE HEPIXA
TpofAfiuaTa oty avdhuon tou Bou Tou Ilanna xar uTodexviovue VEpaTa Yo
TEPAUTEPL EPEUVAL.



