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Masculine/feminine pairs of human-denoting nouns in Grizdkinto
three distinct classes under predicative ellipsis: thbse license ellipsis
of their counterpart regardless of gender, those that dognse ellipsis
of a same-gendered noun, and those in which the masculine aiothe
pair licenses ellipsis of the feminine version, but not weesa. The three
classes are uniform in disallowing any gender mismatchigase$ in argu-
ment uses, however. This differential behavior of gendaraminal ellip-
sis can be captured by positing that human-denoting nou@seek, while
syntactically and morphological uniform in showing a mads®ifeminine
contrast, do not all encode this contrast in their semanticeler a seman-
tic identity theory of ellipsis, the attested variation iominal ellipses in
Greek is posited to derive from the fact that nominal el§dsas two pos-
sible sources: a nominal constituent can be elided (trugsed), or a null
nominal proform can be used (model-theoretic anaphora).

It is well understood that the analysis of elliptical phermra has the potential
to inform our understanding of the syntax-semantics iat&f as it forces the
analyst to confront directly the mechanisms for generatimggnings without the
usual forms that give rise to them. But facts from ellipsigehan equal potential to
illuminate our understanding of the structure of the lerica close investigation
of nominal ellipses in Greek shows that gender features atralhcreated equal:
following the literature on gender (see Corbett 1991 andhsfer and Zlai 2003
for overviews), we must distinguish syntactic gender framantic gender.

This conclusion is forced upon us by the following genesdlon:
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(1) Gender and dlipsis generalization: When gender is variable (as on
determiners, clitics, adjectives, and some nominals unddain condi-
tions), it may be ignored under ellipsis. When gender is riave (on
nouns in argument positions, and on some nominals in preédkaases),
it may not be ignored under ellipsis.

| argue that this generalization finds a relatively strefigfitard account in a
semantic theory of ellipsis, if ‘ellipsis’ is in fact a hetgreneous phenomenon,
following Hankamer and Sag 1976, van Craenenbroeck 2018nE912, and
many others. In other words, what appears to be a unifornt seisging elements
in nominal structures in Greek has in fact two structurarses:

e PF-deletion of a nominal projection (nP or ‘GenderP’), as a kind of ‘sur-
face’ anaphora (or ellipsis, in the revised terminology af &nd Hankamer
1984), and

e anull proform ey, a kind of ‘deep’ anaphora (“model-theoretic” anaphora,
in the term of Sag and Hankamer 1984)

While uniform alternatives to this analysis are conceigeatiiey would require
the otiose positing of distinctions among the values of gemeiatures and fail to
capture the full range of data.

1 Predicateadjectivesunder ellipsis

Greek predicate ellipsis comes in two varieties: eitherrttagerial that usually

follows a copular verb likéme‘be’ is missing (this is similar to the ‘VP’ ellipsis
of English, more neutrally called ‘post-auxiliary elligsisee Miller 2011) or a

subject NP is ‘stripped’ out of a clause (in this paper, | wdk both constructions
when convenient). Greek has two numbers (singular, plawad) three genders
(masculine, feminine, neuter). Nouns denoting inanimajeats and most ani-
mals may belong to any of the three gender classes, but nanadidg humans
(and some animals, though | will consider only humans heisplaly the gender
that corresponds to the sex of the referent (with a handfakoéptions to be dis-
cussed below). Predicates agree in number, gender, anavithgbeir subjects;

adjectives are morphologically indistinguishable fronuns, showing the same
set of distinctions that are found in the noun. Adjectivesduattributively agree
with the noun they modify; when used predicatively, adjegiagree with their
subjects.



When a predicate ellipsis has a predicate adjective astéseadent, such el-
lipses are well-formed when the subject of the antecededligaite and that of the
elided predicate match in gender and number:

(2) a. O Petrosneikanos, alao Alexandrosdhenine.
thePetrosis capable.m.s@putthe Alexander not is
‘Petros is capable, but Alexander isn't.

b. 1 Maria ineikani, alai Annadhenine.
theMaria is capable.f.sdputthe Annanot is
‘Maria is capable, but Annaisn'’t.

c. To koritsi ineikano, alato agori dhenine.
thegirl.neut.sgis capable.n.sdputtheboy.neut.sgot is
‘The girl is capable, but the boy isn’t’

d. | pateradhesine ikani, alai papudhes dhenine.
thefathers.m.phre capable.m.pbutthegrandfathers.m.phot are
‘The fathers are capable, but the grandfathers aren’t.’

e. | miteres ineikanes, alai jajadhes dhenine.
themothers.f.pbre capable.f.pbutthegrandmothers.f.phot are
‘The mothers are capable, but the grandmothers aren't.

f. Ta koritsia ineikana, alata agoria dhenine.
thegirls.n.plare capable.n.pbuttheboys.n.phot are
‘The girls are capable, but the boys aren’t.’

But these are not the only possibilities for combinationthvéidjectival pred-
icate ellipsis, any combination of gender and number beatvilee antecedent and
the elided predicate is possible:

(O Petros ine ikanos ) (0 Alexandros dhen iné
| Maria ine ikani i Anna dhen ine
To koritsi ine ikano to agori dhenine
(3) | pateradhes ine ikani ala] ipapudhes dhenine .
| miteres ine ikanes i jajadhes dhen ine
Ta koritsia  ine ikana ta agoria dhen ine
the X ;.o be capablg, | | theY ;.5 not be )

One might be tempted on the basis of such facts to posit thenfiolg gener-
alization, and to formulate the identity condition on eligpaccordingly:



(4) Gender and ellipsisgeneralization (incorrect version):
Gender and number are irrelevant to ellipsis.

(5) An XPg can be elided under identity with an antecedent, Yist in case
XP=YP (or[XP] = [YP]) except forg-features

While tempting, and adequate to the adjectival facts, thesfaf ellipsis with
nouns show that this generalization is far too sweeping veaavill need to dis-
tinguish between the gender features on adjectives and thhosome nouns.

2 Nounsunder éllipsis

A substantial literature on nominal ellipddsas identified three classes of nouns
in Romance that differ from each other in their behavior urediégpsis® The first
class (exemplified by the Spanish pi@o/tia‘uncle/aunt’) shows no alternations:
that is, neither element of the pair can antecede a putallipsis of the other
element of the pair. The second class—suclalasgado/abogaddawyer—
allows alternations in either direction, when the nounswsed as predicates.
The third class—actor/actriz‘actor/actress'—shows a one-way alternation: the
masculine element of the pair can antecede a putativeislbpa feminine, but the
feminine cannot antecede a masculine (all examples fromadepand Masullo
2001)°

2Presumably part of the well-known generalization that otfteal morphology is usually ir-
relevant to ellipsis. Number is irrelevant even in argunpaditions; see the appendix for data on
number.

30r, equally adequate for present purposes: A phrase mankbich normally would have a
daughter XP may lack that daughter and nonetheless be ovetled only if there is a YP accessi-
ble, where YP=XP (ofXP] = [YP]) except forg-features.

4See, among others, Brucart 1987, 1999, Ritter 1988, Pid&ifi, Bernstein 1993, Kester
1996, Sleeman 1996, Giannakidou and Stavrou 1999, Depaawt&lasullo 2001, Kornfeld and
Saab 2002, Panagiotidis 2003a, 2003b, Masullo and Depgfiti¢, Barbiers 2005, Nunes and
Zocca 2005, 2010, Corver and van Koppen 2010, 2011, Alexiashal Gengel 2012, Depiante
and Hankamer 2008, Saab 2008, 2010, Zamparelli 2008, Blohaljl Zocca 2010, Eguren 2010,
Cornilescu and Nicolae 2012, Liptak and Saab 2011; and skedka?006 for an overview.

SFor reasons of analytical focus and for space, | do not uakier systematic comparison of
the present approach with the wide variety of proposalsénitarature, many of which contain
insightful discussion of additional data concerning namhimodification, epithets, nominal argu-
ment structure, and the geometry of the nominal extendgdgtion. See Saab 2008 for extensive
discussion.

8In these examples, | reproduce Depiante and Masullo’s stignmarks, e.g., **'. As a re-
viewer points out, this mark should be taken as indicatinges&ind of unacceptability, though
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(6) a. *Juanesun buen tio y Mariatambién.
Juanis a.mgood.muncle.mandMaria also

b. * Mariaesunabuenatia y Juantambién.
Maria is a.f good.faunt.fandJuanalso

(7) a. Juaresabogadoy Mariatambién.
Juanis lawyer.mandMaria also
‘Juan is a lawyer, and Maria is, t0o.’
b. Mariaesabogady Juantambién.
Maria is lawyer.f andJuanalso
‘Maria ia a lawyer, and Juan too.’

(8) a. Juaresactor y Mariatambién.
Juanis actor.mandMaria also
‘Juan is an actor and Maria, to0.’

b. ?? Mariaesactriz 'y Juantambién.
Maria is actress.fand Juanalso

These three classes can also be found in Greek, as showraihidé¢ihe fol-
lowing three sections.

2.1 Nonalternating nouns (adherfos/adherfi brother/sister’)

The first class consists of noun pairs likéherfos/adherfisibling (male)/sibling
(female)’. These do not alternate under ellipsis at allthegiwhen used as predi-
cates, nor as arguments, as shown in (9) and’(10).

the source of that judgmentis open to analysis. Rather ttt@mpt to adjudicate between ‘syntac-
tic/morphological’ ill-formedness marked by *' and somm# of ‘'semantic/pragmatic’ anomaly
marked by ‘#, | will keep to *" and its brethren and ask theader to keep this analytical caveat
in mind.

7t is worth noting here that the judgments | report througrtbis paper are true of a small
sample of speakers for the items reported in the examplesqfigakers for these items), as well
as for one or two speakers for all the items in the lists (whidhwever, were not tested with all
five speakers). Further, it is important to note that the jndgts are relative, and hold within
the pairs; no attempt at cross-pair comparison was madelyl asme speakers vary in which
class they assign a given pair to; the examples consist ebaalsere speakers were uniform, but
the lists contain items that are true of at least one speakele others may differ: for example,
thoughthios/thia‘'uncle/aunt’ is listed here in the one-way alteranting slimsaccordance with the
judgments of my primary informant, at least one speakegassi it to the nonalternating class).
A fuller exploration of the variation in this domain is neede



(9) Aspredicates:
a. *O Petrosnekalos adherfos, alai Mariainemia
thePetrosis good.masdrother.masduttheMariais a.fem
kakia.
bad.fem
(on the meaning ‘Petros is a good brother, but Maria is a bad on
(sister).}
b. *1 Mariainekali adherfi, alao Petrosneenas
theMaria is good.fensister.fenbutthe Petrosis a.masc
kakos.
bad.masc
(onthe meaning ‘Maria is a good sister, but Petros is a badlwoéer).”)

(10) Asarguments:

a. *O Petrosexi enan adherfostin Veria, ala dhenexi mia
the Petroshasa.masdrother in.theVeria butnot hasone.fem
stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini
(‘Petros has a brother in Veria, but he doesn’'t have onee(}igt
Katerini.")
b. *O Petrosexi mia adherfistin Veria, aladhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femsister in.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini

(‘Petros has a sister in Veria, but he doesn’t have one (brpth
Katerini.")

When gender matches, such structures are acceptable. falltheing ex-
amples, | use, varyingly, adjectival and PP modifiers to Buppntrastive ele-
ments (see Eguren 2010 and Cornilescu and Nicolae 2012retjuirement). In
each case, the point is the same: these elements do notidiffezir distribution
with elided and nonelided nominal phrases. Adjectives shgreement, while
PPs avoid a possible confound with nominalized adjectiesusee Giannakidou
and Stavrou 1999 for tests to distinguish nominal ellipgasf such adjectives in

8This example is acceptable where it is taken not to involvainal ellipsis at all: instead,
the adjective can be interpreted as a nominalization, itlvbase the meaning is ‘Maria is a bad
person’. Informants reject this sentence only on the inteir@ading where we understand Maria
to be a bad sister, and that is the judgment reported withtitpeatic mark *'.
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Greek. The distribution of the indefinite article is fairlgraplex in Greek, and
in general is dispreferred with predicates, being more @etde when the head
noun is missing; this fact results in a slight degradatiat,indicated here, in all
predicate uses of indefinite articles—I retain the artibl@wever, as dropping it
would lead to an overwhelming preference for the parse ofatljective as be-
ing a plain predicative adjective, not an attributive mguti§ a missing nominal
predicate.

(11) a. O Petrosinekalos adherfos, alao Kostasineenas
thePetrosis good.masdrother.masbuttheKostasis a.masc

kakos.

bad.masc

‘Petros is a good brother, but Kostas is a bad one (brother).
b. I Mariainekali adherfi, alai Annainemia kakia.

theMaria is good.fensister.fenmbutthe Annais a.fembad.fem
‘Maria is a good sister, but Anna is a bad one (sister).’

(12) a. O Petrosexi enan adherfostin  Veria, ala dhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.masdrother in.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
stin  Katerini.
in.theKaterini
‘Petros has a brother in Veria, but he doesn’'t have one (brpih
Katerini.

b. O Petrosexi mia adherfistin Veria, aladhenexi mia stin
the Petroshasa.femsister in.theVeria butnot hasone.fenin.the

Katerini.

Katerini

‘Petros has a sister in Veria, but he doesn't have one (bistd{a-
terini.

(13) a. O Petrosexi enan kalo adherfo,ala dhenexi enan
thePetroshasa.masayood.masdrother butnot hasone.masc
kako.
bad.masc
‘Petros has a good brother but he doesn’t have a bad one €byoth

b. O Petrosexi mia kali adherfi,aladhenexi mia  kakia.

thePetroshasa.femgood.fensister butnot hasone.ferbad.fem
‘Petros has a good sister, but he doesn’'t have a bad one)siste



Here and throughout, | use a nominal subdeletiorf'{&\ipsis) construction,
but the results are the same with canonical post-copulaliqate ellipsis (after
ime ‘be’) and with predicate stripping, both positive and negafalso known as
bare argument ellipsis), illustrated in the following exdes (see however Saab
2010 for an importantly different perspective on subnoramal predicate nomi-
nal ellipses). This holds for these ellipsis types both whsed as predicates, as
in (14)-(16), and as arguments, as in (17)-(18).

(14) Post-copular predicate ellipsis:
a. *O Petrogneadherfosalai Maria dhenine.
the.mPetrosis brother.mbutthe.fMaria not is
(‘Petros is a brother, but Maria isn't.’)

b. *I Maria ine adheri, alao Petrosdhenine.
the.fMaria is sister.mbutthe.mPetrosnot is
(‘Maria is a sister, but Petros isn't.”)
(15) Positive stripping, predicate:
a. *O Petrosgneadherfoske i Maria episis.
the.mPetrosis brother.mandthe.fMaria too
(‘Petros is a brother, and Maria, t0o.")
b. *I Maria ine adherfi,ke i Petrosepisis.
the.fMaria is sister.f andthe.mPetrostoo
(‘Maria is a sister, and Petros, t00.")
(16) Negative stripping, predicate:
a. *O Petrogneadherfosalai Maria oxi.
the.mPetrosis brother.mbutthe.fMaria not
(‘Petros is a brother, but not Maria.’)
b. *I Maria ine adherfi,ala o Petrosoxi.
the.fMaria is sister.f butthe.mPetrosnot
(‘Maria is a sister, but not Petros.’)
(17) Positive stripping, argument
a. *O Petrosexi enanadherfo stin  Veria,ke miastin Katerini
the Petroshasa.m brother.min.theVeria anda.f in.theKaterini
episis.
also
(‘Petros has a brother in Veria, and one (sister) in Katetoa.)



b. *O Petrosexi miaadherfistin Veria,ke enanstin Katerini
thePetroshasa.f sister in.theVeria anda.m in.theKaterini
episis.
also
(‘Petros has a sister in Veria, and one (brother) in Katetoa.)
(18) Negative stripping, argument
a. *O Petrosexi enanadherfo stin  \eria, ala oxi miastin
the Petroshasa.m brother.min.theVeria butnota.f in.the
Katerini.
Katerini
(‘Petros has a brother in Veria, but not one (sister) in Kai&r

b. *O Petrosexi miaadherfistin Veria,alaoxi enanstin Katerini.
thePetroshasa.f sister in.theVeria butnota.m in.theKaterini

(‘Petros has a sister in Veria, but not one (brother) in Kai&r

The difficulty in (10), (17)-(18) comes from the gender mischanot from a
some more general condition on nominal ellipses in arguipesition. In all the
argument cases considered in this paper, NP-ellipsisiisfltbe gender features
match (and number need not match even in argument posigseaghe appendix
for the data, and see Giannakidou and Stavrou 1999, Parthgi®®02 for more
discussion of nominal ellipses in Greek in particular). Véaiven illustrative
examples are given here for this pair above; the same hotdhéoother noun
classes to be discussed befow.

A fuller list of noun pairs that behave similarly is given ih9); it should
be noted that all the morphologically related pairs denagteeekinship terms or
terms of nobility.

9Case is also irrelevant to the generalization. For this pageve chosen examples that are
easy for informants to judge, in which the predicate nonsimgpear in the nominative (agreeing
with finite subjects) and in which the argument nominals appethe accusative (as direct objects
of the verbexo‘have’). This alternation is seen morphologically only oasaulines, where the
nominal endings differ-osis nominative,-0 is accusative. But predicate nhominals may appear
in the accusative (when they agree with small clause sidyetich themselves are accusative, as
objects of verbs likeheoro‘consider’, etc., and naturally arguments may be in the manie,
when appearing as subjects:

i O megaliteros adherfos  kimithike, ala
the.m olderm brotherm fell.asleep but
i megaliteri ~ *(adherfi) dhen kimithike.
the.f  olderf sister.f not fell.asleep



(19) Noun pairs that do not alternate at all (neither as pegds nor as argu-

ments)
masculine feminine
adherfos ‘brother’ adherfi ‘sister’
kirios ‘mister/gentleman’  kiria ‘ma’am/woman’
ksadherfos ‘(male) cousin’ ksadherfi  ‘(female) cousin’
engonos ‘grandson’ engoni ‘granddaughter’
vaftistikos  ‘godson’ vaftistikia ‘goddaughter’
antras ‘man, husband’ jineka ‘woman, wife’
pateras ‘father’ mitera ‘mother’
babas ‘dad’ mama ‘mom’
jos ‘son’ kori ‘daughter’
papus ‘grandfather’ jaja ‘grandmother’
gambros ‘groom, son-in-law’  nifi ‘bride, daughter-in-law’
prinkipas ‘prince’ prinkipissa ‘princess’
vasilias ‘king’ vasilissa ‘queen’
aftokratiras ‘emperor’ aftokratira ‘empress’

2.2 Two-way alternating nouns (jatros ‘doctor (m/f)’)

Epicene (or ‘hybrid’ or ‘variable gender’; see Corbett 128M Aikhenvald 2000)
nouns have only one form, but their concord and agreemetdrpatare deter-
mined by the natural (or ‘semantic’) gender of their refér@een in the article,
attributive adjectives, predicate adjectives, relatik@puns, and other anaphoric
pronouns):

(20) a. | kali jatros itan xarumeni.Tin agapusame.
the.femgood.fendoctorwashappy.fenher loved.3p
‘The good doctor (female) was happy. We loved her.
b. O kalos jatros itan xarumenosTon agapusame.
the.mas@ood.masdoctorwashappy.mastim loved.3p
‘The good doctor (male) was happy. We loved him.’

Note that this isn’t just ‘natural’ or ‘semantic’ agreeméagreemenad sen-
sum) overriding grammatical/syntactic agreement (agreemadnfiorman), as is
possible with certain neuter nouns denoting animatestéi ‘girl’, agori ‘boy’,
pedhi‘child’, meloss'member’) and anaphoric pronouts:

0These nouns in Greek are thus different from better knowasca$ ‘hybrid’ agreement as
in (i), from Corbett 1991, discussed in Wechsler and ZI&003 and Villavicencio et al. 2005
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(21) a. To kalo koristi itan xarumeno{To/tin} agapusame.
the.neugood.neugirl.neutwashappy.neuit/ner  loved.3p
‘The good girl was happy. We loved it/her.
b. i *I koristi  itan eki.
the.femgirl.neutwasthere

ii. *Kales koritsia itan eki.
good.fengirls.neutwerethere

iii. *To koritsi itan xarumeni.
the.neugirl.neutwashappy.fem

In other words, we accept the traditional analysis of thesea as being listed
twice in the lexicon, once with a masculine gender and onte avieminine (they
are homophones, but not vague). Despite having differemtddy determined
gender features, however, they participate in elliptiekdtions in both directions:
a masculine noun can serve as the antecedent to a putativ@rferform, and
vice versa, as shown in (22).

(22) Aspredicates:
a. O Petrosnekalos jatros,alai  Mariainemia kakia.
thePetrosis good.masdoctorbuttheMariais a.fembad.fem
‘Petros is a good doctor, but Maria is a bad one.
b. I Mariainekali jatros,alao Petrosneenas kakos.
theMaria is good.fendoctorbutthe Petrosis a.masdad.masc
‘Maria is a good doctor, but Petros is a bad one.’

Despite this and their phonological surface identity, ¢hpairs of nouns do
not easily license ellipsis of their opposite-genderednteparts when used in
argument position:

(23) Asarguments:
a. *O Petrosexi enan jatro stin Veria,aladhenexi mia
the Petroshasa.masaloctorin.theVeria butnot hasone.fem

stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini

(cf. also Collins and Postal 2011 on ‘imposters’):
(i) Su Majestad Suprema estd contento. (El..)
Poss.3 Majesty.fem Supreme.fem s happy.masc (He.masc ...
‘His Supreme Majesty is happy. (He ...)’
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(‘Petros has a (male) doctor in Veria, but he doesn’'t have(fameale
doctor) in Katerini.’)

b. *O Petrosexi mia jatro stin Veria,aladhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femdoctorin.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini

(‘Petros has a (female) doctor in Veria, but he doesn’'t hanee(male
doctor) in Katerini.’)

A patrtial list of such epicene nouns is given below; this igs@dpctive class,
and includes many professions, as well as some kinship ded trms.

(24) Epicene nouns alternate under ellipsis in either dor@s predicates (but
in neither direction as arguments)
antipalos‘opponent’,apostoleassender’,asthenispatient/sick person’,
astinomikospolice officer’, dhiermineasinterpreter’, dhikastis‘judge’,
dhikigoros‘lawyer’, dhimosiografosjournalist’, epangelmatiagrofes-
sional’, epistimonasscientist’, filologos‘philologist’, fisikos‘physicist’,
glossologodlinguist’, goneasparent’ gramateassecretary’,idhravlikos
‘plumber’, iereas'priest/pastor’ jthopios‘actor’, ipalilos ‘employee’,ipur-
gos ‘minister’, istorikos ‘historian’, jatros ‘doctor’, jeografos‘geogra-
pher’,jeoponosagrologist’, kalitexnis'artist’, kinigos‘hunter’, listis ‘thief’,
marangoscarpenter’,martiras‘witness’, mastorashandyperson’math-
ematikosmathematician’mixanikosengineer, mechanicmusikosmu-
sician’, odhigos'driver’, pedhagogo$pedagogue’pilotos‘pilot’, politis
‘citizen’, proedhros’president, chairpersonprothipurgos‘prime minis-
ter’, sinergatis'collaborator’,singenisrelative’, singrafeaswriter’, sizi-
gos'spouse’ tamias‘cashier’,ximikos'‘chemist’,zografosartist, painter’

The following pair of sentences exemplifies the contrast/ben predicate and
argument use in as close to a minimal pair as it is possiblenstcuct:

(25) Predicate vs. argument use, minimal pairs:

a. O Petrosine enas jatros stin K., ke i Maria ine mia stin  Adhi

the Petros is a.masc doctor in.the K. and the Mariais oneifethe Athens

b.*O Petrosexi enan jatro stin K., ke i Maria exi mia  stin Athi
has has

‘Petros {is/has} a (male) doctor in Katerini, and Maria {isas} one (fe-
male doctor) in Athens.’

12



2.3 One-way alternating nouns (dhaskalos/dhaskalateacher’)

The third and final class of nouns consists of pairsdikeskalos/dhaskalteacher’,

in which the masculine form can antecede an elided feminimevboth are pred-
icates, but not vice versa; we could call them, adopting theetsfor ‘one-way
street’,monodromic When in argument position, these nouns, like the previous
two classes, fail to allow ellipsis in either direction.

(26) Aspredicates:

a. O Petrosnekalos dhaskalos, alai Mariainemia
thePetrosis good.mast¢eacher.masbuttheMaria is a.fem
kakia.
bad.fem
‘Petros is a good teacher, but Maria is a bad one.

b. *1 Mariainekali dhaskala, alao Petrosneenas
theMaria is good.fenteacher.feniutthe Petrosis a.masc
kakos.
bad.masc
‘Maria is a good teacher, but Petros is a bad one.

(27) Asarguments:
a. *O Petroexi enan dhaskalostin  Veria, ala dhenexi mia
the Petroshasa.masdeacher.mn.theVeria butnot hasone.fem
stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini
(‘Petros has a (male) teacher in Veria, but he doesn’t hagdfemale
teacher) in Katerini.)
b. *O Petrosexi mia dhaskalastin  Veria, ala dhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femteacher in.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini
(‘Petros has a (female) teacher in Veria, but he doesn’t baedmale
teacher) in Katerini.)

(28) Noun pairs in which the masculine form can antecedpdliin a predi-
cate of the feminine, but not vice versa (and in neither divedan argu-
ment position)
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masculine
dhaskalos
mathitis
pianistas
tragudhistis
theos
nosokomos
katharistis
papas
stratiotis
latris
kumbaros

thios

feminine
dhaskala
mathitria
pianistria
tragudhistria
thea
nosokoma
katharistria
papissa
stratiotina
latrissa
kumbara

thia

‘teacher
‘pupil’
‘pianist’
‘singer’
‘god’
‘nurse’
‘cleaner’
‘oope’
‘soldier’
‘worshiper
‘best man’/ ‘ma
of honor’
‘uncle’/‘aunt’

kathijitis  kathijitria  ‘professor’

fititis fititria ‘student’

athlitis athlitria ‘athlete’
furnaris furnarissa  ‘baker’
sxoliastis  sxoliastria  ‘commentator’
ipiretis ipiretria ‘servant’
pirosvestis pirosvestria ‘firefighter’
manavis manavissa  ‘greengrocer’

piitis piitria ‘poet’
filos fili ‘friend’
dhonos nona ‘godfather’/
‘godmother’

thavmastis thavmastria ‘admirer’

By two other tests for gender markedness (the plural testt@@xistential
pivot test; see Corbett 1991, and Bobaljik and Zocca 201@itiqular), mascu-
line is unmarked in these pairs, as it is in the other pairsels w

(29) a. idhaskales,, = a group of female teachers only
b. idhaskali,... = a group of male teachers, or a mixed group

(30) a. Exi enandhaskalo
havea.m teacher.masm.thepicture

stin fotografia?Ne,tin Maria.
yestheMaria

‘Is there a teacher in the picture? Yes, there is Maria.’
b. Exi miadhaskala stin fotografia?#Ne,tonPetro.

havea.f teacher.fenin.thepicture

yes the Petros

‘Is there a teacher in the picture? #Yes, there is Petros.’

24 Summary

The following table summarizes the patterns seen in thestatar:
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CanN vary under ellipsis as (part of) a(n)...

...predicate? | ...argument? examples ofV
a. No No
(31) m <« f m < f adherfos/adherfbrother/sister’
b. Yes No
m < f m < f jatros/jatros‘doctor’
c. One way only: No
ma— g m < f dhaskalos/dhaskaléeacher’

This table is not accidentally similar to tables that havesarized related
datain the previous literature, such as the following tétolen Bobaljik and Zocca
2010:

(32) (Table from Bobaljik and Zocca 2010)
Class of predicative nouns | masc antecedentfem antecedent
fem ellipsis masc ellipsis

prince/princess (invariant) nouns * *
doctor/doctor (ma+f) nouns v vi?
actor/actress (rf) nouns v *

The main difference between the table in (31) and such egaldes is that the
present table considers also the behavior of these nouipargument positions.
This difference is crucial to understanding the full implions of these data for
the theory of ellipsis licensing.

Crucially, at least the morphologically related paisalternate in deaccented
contexts, although their status is comparable to that afevaiismatches in En-
glish connective texts (see Merchant 2013c for some digmiss

(33) Nonalternating noun pairs, deaccented:

a. O Petrosnekalos adherfos, alai Mariainemia
thePetrosis good.masdrother.masbuttheMariais a.fem
kakia adherfi.
bad.fensister.f
‘Petros is a good brother, but Maria is a bad sister.’

b. I Mariainekali adherfi, alao Petrosneenas
theMaria is good.fensister.fenbutthePetrosis a.masc
kakos  adherfos.
bad.masc.

‘Maria is a good sister, but Petros is a bad brother.’
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c. O Petrosexi enan adherfostin  Veria, ala dhenexi mia
the Petroshasa.masdrother in.theVeria butnot hasone.fem
adherfistin  Katerini.
sister.fin.theKaterini
‘Petros has a brother in Veria, but he doesn’t have a sisteaiarini.’
d. O Petrosexi mia adherfistin  Veria, aladhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femsister in.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
aderfo stin Katerini.
brother.min.theKaterini

‘Petros has a sister in Veria, but he doesn’t have a broth€aiarini.’

(34) Epicene noun pairs, deaccented:

a. O Petrosnekalos jatros,alai Mariainemia kakia
thePetrosis good.mascloctorbuttheMaria is a.fembad.fem
jatros.
doctor.f
‘Petros is a good doctor, but Maria is a bad doctor.’

b. I Mariainekali jatros,alao Petrosneenas kakos
theMaria is good.fendoctorbutthe Petrosis a.masdad.masc
jatros.
doctor.m
‘Maria is a good doctor, but Petros is a bad doctor.’

c. O Petrosexi enan jatro stin Veria,aladhenexi mia
thePetroshasa.masaloctorin.theVeria butnot hasone.fem
jatro  stin Katerini.
doctor.fin.theKaterini
‘Petros has a (male) doctor in Veria, but he doesn't have ragfe)
doctor in Katerini.

d. O Petrosexi mia jatro stin \eria,aladhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femdoctorin.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
jatro  stin Katerini.
doctor.min.theKaterini
‘Petros has a (female) doctor in Veria, but he doesn’t havead)
doctor in Katerini.

(35) One way noun pairs, deaccented:
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a. O Petrosnekalos dhaskalos, alai Maria ine mia
thePetrosis good.mast¢eacher.masbuttheMariais a.fem
kakia dhaskala.
bad.fenteacher.f
‘Petros is a good teacher, but Maria is a bad teacher.

b. | Mariainekali dhaskala, alao Petrosneenas
theMaria is good.fenteacher.fenbutthe Petrosis a.masc
kakos dhaskalos.
bad.masdeacher.m
‘Maria is a good teacher, but Petros is a bad teacher.

c. O Petrosexi enan dhaskalostin Veria,aladhenexi mia
the Petroshasa.masaeacher.mn.theVeria butnot hasone.fem
dhaskalastin  Katerini.
teacher in.theKaterini
‘Petros has a (male) teacher in Veria, but he doesn’t haveraalk)
teacher in Katerini.’

d. O Petrosexi mia dhaskalastin  Veria,aladhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femteacher in.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
dhaskalcstin Katerini.
teacher. m in.the Katerini
‘Petros has a (female) teacher in Veria, but he doesn’'t hgweaie)
teacher in Katerini.’

We are led to conclude that the patterns found under ellipas be attributed
to the way the ellipsis is resolved, and do not fall out fromrengeneral mecha-
nisms regulating the nature of contrastive focus in coretediscourse.

3 PF-deetion and null proforms

There have been a wide variety of proposals made for dealitigtiwe facts of
ellipsis, concerning both the local licensing conditioase( particular heads or
structures involved in ellipsis?) and potentially nonloe@entification’ condi-
tions (what is the nature of the relation between the missiatgrial and its no-
tional antecedent?); see Merchant 2009 and van Craenehkbapel Merchant
2013 for recent surveys. In the remainder of this paper, loggghe implications
of these facts for our understanding of the mechanisms gtiedl resolution,
demonstrating that a heterogeneous approach to elliptrealomena (going back
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to Hankamer and Sag 1976 and modified in Sag and Hankamer T@B4daa
Craenenbroeck 2010) can capture the attested patterns.

3.1 A semantictheory of gender on human-denoting nouns

Cooper 1983 proposed that gender features on animate preaoe presupposi-
tions, which can be implemented using partial identity fiorts over the type of
individuals, as Heim and Kratzer 1998 do.

(36) [masculine] = Az, : x is maléz]
[feminine] = Az, : x is femalgx]

Heim 2008 considers an articulated syntax for pronounsd¢oramodate per-
son, number, and gender features:

(37) If gis a pronoun andan index, then for any assignment[5;]¢ = g(4)
(or undefined, ifi is not in the domain o#):
he; =
3rd

singular
masc pronouns

If the extended projection of the noun (see Alexiadou et@0.72for extensive
references and discussion) contains a hode encoding Gehderan extension
of Cooper’s approach to human-denoting noun meaningsagktforward (com-
pare Dowty and Jacobson 1989 for an attempt to do somethmitpsifor all
nouns, for grammatical gendéy.

| propose that the gender feature on the Gender node thaticesntwith
human-denoting nouns in Greek has one of two valueasculineor feminine
These features denote the partial functions given in {39).

11See also Collins and Postal 2011 for recent discussion (@smdwski-De Ryk and Verluyten
1981, 1982 for earlier relevant observations)

2t is obvious that human semantic gender, under considerdigre, and syntactic gender
interact; we should assume that the syntax representedpys(8niform, though a full theory of
how the syntactic features masculine and feminine behaemhey are not interpreted by rules
such as those in (39) is the topic of a much larger investigatee Alsina and Arsenijevic 2012.
The simplest hypothesis for a language like Greek is thatttieadenotations in (39) apply only
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(38) nP

/\
Gender NP

|
N

(39) [masculine] = APy Az, : xis maldP(x)]
[feminine] = APgAz. : x is femaléP(z)]

Since the syntax of the NP is uniform across the human nowsseta(and
presumably beyond) and since the gender features recedveathe meanings,
the analysis thus far cannot distinguish among the thressetathat have been
identified. In order to accomplish that, | propose that tixécld meanings of the
various nouns in these classes vary among themselves ihertwtnot the gender
information is also encoded. The proposal is that certaimadthose that do not
license alternationsadherfos, adherfi, dhask3glare lexically specified for the
sex of the entities that they denote, while the other cldisagkalos, jatros, jatrgs
is not. This information is redundant in the system, as itis® @rovided as the
semantic contribution of the Gender node with which thesesnea@ombine; we
may interpret this redundancy as a kind of strength of aatioai of the meaning
to the lexeme, if we wish, though this implementation dodscapture a gradient
sensé? | thus assign the following representations to each of thagpes:

(40) a. [ adherfog = Az, : x is malésibling(z)]

b. [adherfi] = Az, : x is femalésibling(x)]
(41) a. [ dhaskalog = \z.[teacher(x)]

b. [dhaskald = A\z. : z is femalgteacher(x)]
(42) [jatros] = Az.[doctor(z)]

if P is a set of humans, and thahasculine] = [feminine] = AP[P] otherwise. One way to
combine this set of partially contingent presuppositiarie i single lexical entry for the gender
features the following.

if {z|P(z)} C {z|human(z)}, then{ glsxe,ijnrgzlﬁer’liéx) } }

(i) [masculine] = AP ¢t Az,
else,P(x)

B3In fact, it may be useful to think of these features as beiraglignt, and contributing to the

inter- and intra-speaker variation found in the accepitglaf different pairs, even within the same
class.
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The resulting structures will be uniform across all nourssés, and compose
regularly

43) nP nP nP nP
/\ N /\
masc NP fem NP masc NP fem NP
| | | |
N N N N
adherfos adherfi dhaskalos dhaskala
nP nP
N N
masc NP fem NP
| |
N N
jatros jatros

The proposal, then, is that these nouns differ semantjdalitynot syntacti-
cally.

3.2 Two sourcesfor silencein the Greek NP

| propose that the grammar of Greek has at its disposal tategfies for generat-
ing nominal-internal ellipses: PF-deletion of GenderP (iR headed by the nom-
inal Gender feature or thehead with Gender, on some accounts; the difference is

14This treatment thus differs from some earlier proposalshsas that of Chomsky 1965:179,
that attempted to draw a distinction between features éwatired identity in ellipsis and those that
did not by calling the former ‘inherent’ and the latter ‘adde. by agreement transformations’.
That some distinction must be drawn was first noted by de Masd&47, for certain adjectives in
French:

Vaugelas (1647, pp. 461-462) maintains that sudiacan de parlercannot be
considered either “absolument mauvaise” or “fort bonnad auggests that it be
avoided when masculine and feminine forms of the Adjectiffed Thus, a man
speaking to a woman should not gaysuis plus beau que vousut should rather
(“pour parler regulierement”) resort to the paraphrgssuis plus beau que vous
n'étes bellealthough it would be perfectly all right for him to s@ysuis plus riche
gue vous(Chomsky 1965:233f. fn. 35)

It need hardly be added that Frematheis an adjective that shows no gender distinctions.
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immaterial here), following Saab 2008, and a null pro-neynfollowing Pana-
giotidis 2002. In the next subsections, | lay out the evidefor this dichotomy
before turning to complete derivations of all of the dataaacbnsidered.

3.2.1 PF-ddetion

Theories that assign a complete syntactic structure iateéorthe ellipsis site do
so for a number of reasons (see Johnson 2001, Merchant 28 iBaan Craenen-
broeck and Merchant 2013 for some recent overviews and casopa to other
approaches). Chief among these reasons is the ability ddllipsis site to host
the gap of an unbounded dependency and to control agreemésugets outside
the ellipsis site. Both of these phenomena are found in Gneakinal ellipses. In
(44a), we have extraction out of the ellipsis site (the gemirgumentis glos-
sologias as well as agreement out of the ellipsis site (the gendéurieson the
determinerton and adjectivekenurig. These properties are consistent only with
a structure such as that given in (44b), where the solid hdeates movement of
the complement of the noun to its surface position, and theeddines indicate
the agreement relation between the controller of agreentenGender feature in
nP, and the targets of agreement, the determiner and a@jecti

(44) Tisistorias idha ton palio [proedhro_ ], kai ...
the history.gen.sawthe.mold.mchair.m and
‘| saw the former chairperson(masc) of the history depantmend...’

a. ... tis glossologias thadho ton kenurio.
thelinguistics.gerfut l.seethe.mnew.m
(lit.) *of linguistics, I'll see the new(masc) (one).’
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b. [tis glossologials tha dho

DP

NumP
<nP>
masc NP

t3

Variable gender elements such as the determiner and thetigdjenter the
derivation without¢-feature specifications (e.gR:[¢ : __]) and acquire them
under Agree withmasc (see Baker 2008, Kratzer 2009); this is consistent with
the architectural assumption that Agree happens on a brainttte derivation
that does not feed LF (if the resulting features would haveganterpreted; see
Bobaljik 2008) or with the assumption that such inflecticieatures have no se-

mantic effect at all.

The [E](llipsis) feature (here in its nominal variant, )Eappears here on Num:
E is compatible with Num, but not Gender. This structuraialabout DP-internal
ellipsis is from Saab 2008, though my implementation d#ferhis is part of the
local morphosyntactic ‘licensing’ requirement, encodinghe featural require-
ments of the E variant what kind of heads it can combine witlmost appear near
to; see van Craenenbroeck and Liptak 2006, Aelbrecht 204€,2012 for more
discussion of the attested cross-linguistic variatioreher

For the purposes of this paper, we can take the E-featuregosesemantic
identity between the meaning of the node it ‘deletes’ and that nodeécadent:
[XP4] = [YPg] (but see much recent work, e.g., Kobele 2012, Craenenbroeck
2012, Chung 2013, Merchant 2013c, for suggestions thatseyatidentity or

identity of derivation is needed.)
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This strategy will be available for afjender-matchingllipses. In (45a), the
elided nB is the complement to the Num head hosting the E-feature. a/thét
Num'’s value may vary (and does, here), the value of the Geiedé¢ure on the
n head of the elided node does not. The semantic equivaleqcéred by E is
satisfied, as shown in (45c), since the elided aRd its antecedent nRboth
boxed in (45b)), are semantically identical.

(45) a. O Petrosexi enan jatro. Dhenexi  dhio(jatrus).
thePetroshasone.mdoctor.mnot has.3s¢wo doctors.m
‘Petros has one (male) doctor. He doesn’t have two (maleds)ct

b. Peterhas DP he doesn’t have DP
enan dhio
Num nP, Num nP,
N [E] T
masc NP masc NP
| |
jatro jatrus

C. [nP;]=[nP:]

But the PF-deletion strategy regulated by the E-featureotsamailable for
cases ofjender-mismatches such cases, the [E] feature is too high in the struc-
ture: it imposes semantic identity on the nP nodes, as hdfateow these nodes
have contain conflicting semantic gender specifications.

(46) Peterhas DP *he doesn’'t have DP
enan mia
Num NP, Num nP,
s [E] N
masc NP fem NP
| .
jatro Jatro

@47) [nP; ] #[nPy]
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This correctly predicts that extraction out of gender misthad NPs involving
ellipsis will be degraded with respect to their gender madictounterparts. This is
the case, as seen in the following example (compare theveelaell-formedness
of (44) above).

(48) Tisistorias idha ton palio [proedhro_ ], kai ...
the history.gen.sawthe.mold.mchair.m and

...* tis glossologias thadho tin kenuria.
thelinguistics.gerfut l.seethe.fnew.f

(‘(lit.) I saw the former chairperson(masc) of the histogpdrtment, and
of linguistics, I'll see the new(fem) (one).")

As is documented in the preceding section, however, therenany accept-
able cases of gender mismatched ellipses that do not inesdtraction. Since
uniform PF-deletion of nP can’t handle any such gender niicineal cases, a sec-
ond mechanism is required.

3.2.2 A null proform

| propose that all gender mismatched cases involve a nufbpmy in particu-
lar a null noun,ey, following Panagiotidis 2003a, 2003b for Greek. This null
pro-noun has analogs in the Englisheand Afrikaanseen/engas discussed in
Barbiers 2005, Corver and van Koppen 2011, and others (thongmay have
more similarities with classifiers than the Greek item). Mppgosal is the fol-
lowing; like other anaphoric devices Greek is interpreted by reference to an
assignment function that assigns values to free variatiles;ariable in this case
is given by the index.

(49) ey must be indexed: it introduces a free variable over possibiyiplex
nominal meanings whose value is given by the contextuabasgnt
function:

leni? =g(2)

Typically, and particularly in all the cases of interestéery will need an
antecedent; this requirement can be implemented with eaind with an an-
tecedent noun, though it need not be. In other words, freiegsdnay matter—
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they can indicate antecedence relations among elementsiéyanot (and typi-
cally do not) stand in a c-command relationsHip.

The assignment function can be constrained by this indekiofuding on an-
tecedents. The anaphora in an English sentence such as({fa)simple noun
antecedent can be resolved given indices on nouns and thefrulterpretation
in (51).

(50) a. Bill bought an old balland | bought a new one
b. [ones]? = g(2) = [balls]?

(51) If gis anoun and is an index, then for any assignmenivhere: is the
domain ofg, [3;]? = [B] if g(i) = [3] (else it is undefined)

Naturally, the index olmneneed not correspond to an index on an antecedent,
particularly (though not only) when the antecedent coagitt complex nominal
expression, with modifiers or arguments. In such cases,stfigrament function
will need to assign to the value of the index onea complex expression (of
the semantic type of such nominal expressions, typicadly><in standard ap-
proache¥) formed by composing the antecedent phrase or by incoipgrather
information from the context. (Like other anaphoric degicihese may be used
when the antecedent is partially or completely construtrtea the context and
lacks a linguistic expression.) Both Englisheand the Greek nuk,y can take
both single nouns (with or without arguments) and multiwoominal expres-
sions as antecedents. The difficult question of how the gpjatte antecedent is
determined in any given context is one for the pragmaticsxaphora resolution
to resolve (see e.g. Gunther 2012, Miller and Pullum 2018 Rayne et al. 2013).

The hypothesis for Greek then takes the following form:

(52) Hypothesis: Greeky is a pro-noun selected for by Num (or is a protf)P

With these analytical elements in place, | turn to detaibeeheplification of
the patterns seen above.

5Naturally, we also need a theory of which kinds of variablesdwhat kinds of antecedents:
the old ‘surface/deep’ anaphora distinction is too coave.need something like Giannakidou’s
(2001) ‘dependent’ variables: a type-logical distinctigithin types that distinguishes variables
that can be text-level existentially bound from those whiatuire closer binders, etc.

16See Giannakidou and Rathert 2009 for a recent overview andhdat 2010 for arguments
that complex-typed variables must be used by the lingusgttem.

"The variant in the parenthesis may be chosen depending omhewecides to encode such
distributional restrictions; for example, Déchaine andt$tthko 2010 claim that pronouns can
pronominalize either DPs a¥Ps. For purposes of explicitness, | will code this by stifintathat
Greekey has the same value for its category feature as nP does.
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3.3 Derivationsof thethree classes of nouns

3.3.1 Oneway alternating nouns: feminine is presuppositional, masculine
not

| begin with the class exemplified lmhaskalos/dhaskaléeacher’, which allow a
masculine to antecede an elided feminine, but not vice versa

Consider first a potential PF-deletion analysis of a lideiadation in predicate
position such as (53). The structure of the antecedent engiv (53b), with the
antecedent nFboxed; the structure of the predicate containing the edliisgiven
in (53c), with the desired target of ellipsis, 3fhe complement to the Num head
hosting the E-feature, also boxed.

(53) Aspredicates (m — f):

a. O Petrosnekalos dhaskalos, alai Maria ine mia
thePetrosis good.mast¢eacher.masbuttheMariais a.fem
kakia.
bad.fem
‘Petros is a good teacher, but Maria is a bad one.’

b. Peteris DP

D NumP
AP NumP
|
A Num nP,
kalos o~
|
N
dhaskalos
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c. Mariais DP

D NumP
mia
¢ :fem AP NumP
kAl‘( Num <nP2>
akia [E] P
[ -fen fem NP
|
N
dhaskala

While these structures agn und fir sichwell-formed, PF-deletion cannot
apply, becausgnP, | # [ nR, ]. (This requirement is implemented by the pres-
ence of the E-feature, but any equivalent identity condiba ellipsis will have
the same effect, given the structures posited; see Johfiddf@r a recent alter-
native.)

Instead, the proform analysis is required here. Recall fidba) thatdhaska-
los has no gender presupposition, while, as given in (4ddbjskaladoes. Since
dhaskalodtself has no gender presupposition, it can supply the nmgaofi ey
even when this latter is in an environment normally reqgjitime other gender:

(54) [enz2]! = g(2) = [dhaskaloss])? = Ax.teacher(z) (by (49), (51), (41a))

The correct structure therefore, given in (55), leasas the complement of
Num and no gender specification inside the DP at all (s@icks in the structural
position normally occupied by Gender, under Num). The |lgealder specifica-
tions on the determiner and adjective inside the DP canmetetore, be supplied
by the usual route (agreement with Gender or the noun). Tieeynstead supplied
via Agree with thesubject not withe (which itself has no gender featut2)

185ee Baker 2008 for a theory that allows upward agreementdn sases (where the usual,
closer controller is missing), and Wurmbrand 2011 for aiteet@xamination of the consequences
of such a theory.
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(55) Ma}ria is DP

!
]
Y

AN D NumP
\\\\\rpia[é/;l‘e_nj T
T AP NumpP
N | PR
N A Num ey,
N kakia
o fem

The reverse alternation, with a feminine antecedent andidedemasculine,
has no licit derivation. The proforrey will be of no use, as given in (56a),
since it would derive the anomalous result that Petros israle: the antecedent
to ey, namelydhaskala doeshave a lexically specified presupposition, which is
therefore assigned by the assignment function as the ngahéy in this context
given the indicated indexing. This is shown in (56b).

(56) Aspredicates(f - m):

a. #1 Mariainekali dhaskala, alao Petrosneenas
theMaria is good.fenteacher.fenutthe Petrosis a.masc
kakos epo».
bad.masc

‘Maria is a good teacher, but Petros is a bad one.
b. [enz2]? = g(2) = [dhaskalas]? = Az : z is femalgteacher(x)]
(by (49), (51), (41b))

And the PF-deletion option is of no use here, for the sameoresacan’t be
used to deriven — f examples such as (53a): ellipsis requires identity, and
[nP ] # [nP: ].

Attributive elements such as determiners and adjectiveshwised in a pred-
icate nominal have two possible controllers for their agrest features in this
theory: the usual local, ‘concord’ controller—the head mey which must be
agreed with when present, and the subject of the predicaself, which is only
an option when the head noun is absent. In argument poditmvever, this sec-
ond option will not be available.

A correct result of this system is that neither strategy aply in cases of
gender mismatches in argument positions, such as the pdb3a,b).
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(57) Asarguments:

a. *O Petrosexi enan dhaskalostin  Veria,ala dhenexi mia
the Petroshasa.masdeacher.mn.theVeria butnot hasone.fem
stin Katerini.
in.theKaterini
(‘Petros has a (male) teacher in Veria, but he doesn’t hagdfemale
teacher) in Katerini.)

b. *O Petrosexi mia dhaskalastin Veria,ala dhenexi enan
the Petroshasa.femteacher in.theVeria butnot hasone.masc
stin  Katerini.
in.theKaterini

(‘Petros has a (female) teacher in Veria, but he doesn’t baegmale
teacher) in Katerini.)

The PF-strategy fails to work for reasons we have just séereltipsis targets
a constituent containing Gender, forcing equivalence.tBeiproform strategy is
equally unsuccessful, because the needed values for takiedy-features on the
determiner, etc., cannot be supplied: there is no avaikatiessible controller for
the agreement targets. Under this analysis, the object DRiicing the missing
noun in (57a) would have the structure given in (58).

(58) ...*but he doesn’t have DP

T

D NumP
mia /\
NumP PP
PN A

Num en, stin Katerini

This structure is ill-formed: D’g-feature is an obligatorily controlled agree-
ment target that lacks the an agreement controller. In tipdeimentation found in
Distributed Morphology, the unvaluetl: __ on D leads to a Morphology crash:
Lexical Insertion cannot occur, and derivation fails tovenge.

If it were possible to use the proform without also introchgciany element
such as a determiner that requires an agreement contséasould expect that
such uses would be licit. It is, however, impossible to fincksa context, because
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ey itself requires a licensor—that iy, can only occur in certain contexts, namely
those in which it is in a local relation to an appropriate D anh‘local’ means
in the same extended projection (see Kester 1996 and Lol&kfdr discussion
of this requirement). The only possible candidate for thevant structure is one
using bare plurals, which in Greek do not require an oveitlartsuch examples
do not permit a gender-mismatched reading.

(59) O Petrosexi dhaskales stin Veria,aladhenexi stin  Katerini.
the Petroshasteachers.fenm.theVeria butnot hasin.theKaterini

only: ‘Petros has (female) teachers in Veria, but he dodwve any (fe-
male teachers) in Katerini.

= ‘Petros has (female) teachers in Veria, but he doesn’'t haygraale
teachers) in Katerini.

This is expected on accounts that posit a null D in such case&iannaki-
dou and Merchant 1997 does), since the gender-matched éeswqpuld involve
PF-deletion of the identical nP, whose head in turn is theegent controller for
the gender features on the null D. An analysis that did noit posull D would,
presumably, rule out the mismatched reading by some veddian overt recov-
erability requirement applying to the mismatched gendaiufies.

The crucial difference between arguments and predicateatiagreement tar-
gets in arguments have nowhere else to turn for a controllesreas in predicates,
they have the subject.

3.3.2 Epicene nouns. both gender valuesare structurally supplied

Epicene nouns, lacking presuppositional gender valuesiidticense ellipsis in
both mismatched directions; these nouns have lexicalesntiiat are both equiv-
alent to that fordhaskalogust considered. Briefly, then, consider the pair of
sentences in (60), given with their structural analyses.

(60) Aspredicates:

a. O Petrosnekalos jatros, alai  Mariainemia kakia
thePetrosis good.mascloctor buttheMariais a.fembad.fem

EN2.

‘Petros is a good doctor, but Maria is a bad one.’
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b. I Mariainekali jatros, alao Petrosneenas kakos
theMaria is good.fendoctor butthePetrosis a.masdad.masc

EN2.

‘Maria is a good doctor, but Petros is a bad one.’

Both usages o€y are licit, as their anaphoric requirements can be resolved,
given the following equivalencies:

(61) [enz]! = g(2) = [jatross]? = Ax[doctor(x)] (by (49), (51), (42))

As in (55) above, any gender features on nominal modifiersateed by the
subject:miaandkakiaby the subjecMaria in (60a);enasandkakosby Petrosin
(60Db).

Epicene nouns likewise fail to license their mismatchednterpart in argu-
ment positions in either direction:

(62) Asarguments:

a. *O Petrosexi enankalo jatro; dhenexi miakakia.
thePetroshasa.m good.mdoctornot hasa.f bad.f
(‘Petros has a good (male) doctor; he doesn’t have a bad iggma
one.)

b. *O Petrosexi miakali jatro; dhenexi enankako.
thePetroshasa.f good.fdoctornot hasa.m bad.m
(‘Petros has a good (female) doctor; he doesn't have a bateYma
one.)

Using a proform as for the predicates fails to supply the ement values
needed on the determiner and adjective: since there isem@tbP-internal local
NP to act as agreement controller, nor is the subject an ppate agreement
controller, the gender features on the argument-intemya@eang elements fail to
be valued.
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(63) ...*he doesn’t have DP

D NumP
mia /\
AP NumP
|
A Num EN,
kakia

It is now clear why it is crucial that the [E] feature go only Bium, not on
Gender. If [E] could delete just NP, excluding nP, we'd exgally grammatical
gender mismatches everywhere, just as we find for number atchras (see ap-
pendix for data). Consider the following hypothetical strues for an argument
mismatch case such as (62a):

(64) Peter has DP
D NumP
enan
[0:mas¢  Ap NUmP
// ‘ /\
/ A Num nP
\ kalo
. [o:masé masc| NP,
N N L ///// ‘
S et N
jatro

(65) In€ligiblelow €lipsis:
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he doesn’t have DP

D NumP
mia
[¢feml AP NumP
// ‘ /\
/ A Num nP
'\ kakia
" [ :fen fem| <Np,>
N \,\— o ///// [E] ‘

jatro

Such a low target for ellipsis must be blocked: allowing NFoeodeleted
incorrectly predicts gender mismatches such as (62) todie $ince in (64)
[NP; | = [ NP ] in (65). We therefore conclude that nP (=GenderP), not NP, is
the only target for ellipsis inside the Greek DP.

3.3.3 Non-alternating nouns: both gender values are presuppositions on N

The case of non-alternating noun pairs suchdiserfos/adherforother/sister’ is
parallel to the case afhaskala(female) teacher’ above. In these cases, neither
element of the morphological pair can serve as the antetealtre ellipsis of the
other, regardless of direction of mismatch (neithmersc— femnor fem— masc

is possible) and of grammatical role (predicate or arguinent

(66) Aspredicates:
a. *O Petrosnekalos adherfos, alai Mariainemia
thePetrosis good.masdrother.masbuttheMariais a.fem
kakia <adherfi>/ ey .
bad.fensister
(on the meaning ‘Petros is a good brother, but Maria is a bad on
(sister).)



b. *1 Maria inekali adherfi, alao Petrosneenas
theMaria is good.fensister.fenbutthe Petrosis a.masc

kakos <aderfos> ey .
bad.masdrother
(onthe meaning ‘Maria is a good sister, but Petros is a baflwoéer).”)

These forms cannot be derived by PF-deletion as in the hgpo#h pair be-
low:

(67) a. Peteris DP

D NumP
AP NumP
|
kﬁ Num nP,
alos
/\
[Cb :@q: masc NP
|
N
adherfos
b. Mariais DP
D NumP
mia
(¢ :feml AP NumP
|
A. Num <nP2>
kakia [E] P
¢ -fen fem NP
|
N
adherfi
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PF-deletion of boxed nPin (67b) with antecedent nRn (67a) is ruled out
becausg nP, | # [ nP, | (and indeed adherfos] # [ adherfi]).

A derivation employing the proforray as in (68) is equally unsuccessful, just
as it was in (55) above.

(68) Ma}riais DP
. D NumP
\\\\\n\]la[gb/;fG_n"] /\
T AP NumP
\\ ‘ P
N A Num €Ny
N kakia
[ fen

This structure, while it provides a controller for the DReimal agreeing ele-
ments, will only give rise to the presupposition that Magaimale. The compu-
tation of this anomalous result is given in the following:

(69) [enz]! = g(2) = [ adherfos |9 = Az : z is a malésibling(z)]

Mismatches in argument positions will fail for the same og®s the identity
condition on PF-deletion cannot be satisfied, and the pmofeitl invariably gen-
erate the undesired presupposition, since the gendermmesitions are specified
as part of the lexical entries of both nouns.

3.34 Predicate and argument mixed antecedence

A uniform theory of NP-ellipsis, whether based on PF-deletiLF-copy?®, or

some other mechanism, would have to postulate that certdires of certain
gender features in certain positions, but not in others|dcba ignored for the
purposes of the computation of the identity or recoverghiglation required by
ellipsis. One implementation would take the gender featore non-alternating

19 F-copy theories of ellipsis (see Lobeck 1995, Chung et@®5] 2010, Frazier and Clifton,
Jr. 2001, Fortin 2007, Li 2010, and others) typically posithe ellipsis site a designated phono-
logically null element, labellegdro or e, which is replaced after Spell-Out but before LF by a copy
of the antecedent, using an operation known as LF-copy.
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nouns and on nouns such agherfito be ‘indelible’ and those on the others to
be ‘delible’, allowing the delible values to be erased omigrd under agreement
for the purposes of ellipsis. Such an account, whose detwiils not attempt to
work out here, could capture the basic patterns, but wouldrfawo areas, if
implemented using LF-copy.

The first shortcoming is a familiar one: LF-copy theories énalfficult in
accounting for the presence of elements that appear to meadb@unded depen-
dency whose gap should be internal to the ellipsis site. Aamgxe of such a case
was presented above in (44).

A second difficulty comes from cases where a noun is used ascpte and
provides the antecedent to an elided noun used as an arguometiite deletion-
of-features + LF-copy account, such combinations shoularpmssible. After
agreement (deleting the predicate N's gender featuresy;dpy of that noun
should have no features (this is to allow for gender mismegtzhr herefore, such
neutered nouns should not be able to be used to resolve®lpgErgument posi-
tions (because in such positions, agreement-dependen¢ets would go unval-
ued). It appears, however, that examples with the relevaenpties are indeed
well-formed (unsurprisingly, gender mismatches are rdatlin such cases as
well, since the missing noun is in argument position):

(70) | Seoulinemiapoli me enametro, alaemisstin Kalifornia dhen
theSeoulis a.f city witha subwaybutwe in.theCalifornia not
exumeoute mia.
have evenone.f.

‘Seoul is a city with a subway, but we in California don’t hasgen one.
(=city with a subway).’

(71) O Giorgosinejatros. Dhiladhi,anxriazeseenan, milise
the Giorgosis doctor.masso if you.neemne.masspeak
m’afton.
with’him

‘Giorgos is a doctor. So if you need one, speak with him.’

Such examples are straightforward as examples of PF-oeleti the present
heterogeneous account, but tell against a uniform ana¥ysis

20A reviewer points out that the present account also predicisectly, that examples such
as the following will not be ambiguous. The missing predicat the first example can only
be interpreted as ‘(is) someone who has a (male) doctor’(isptsomeone who has a (female)
doctor’, and in the second example, the missing NP can bepirtied only as ‘a photograph of a
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3.3.5 Neuter human-denoting nouns

A final case to consider is when the antecedent of a preditdgisi®is one of the
four neuter nouns mentioned in section 2.2 above which @ehomans gedhi
‘child’, agori ‘boy’, koritsi ‘girl’, melos‘member’). These nouns can serve as
antecedents to ellipses, but any modifying elements musiehbéer, and cannot
agree with the subject’s features (given their lexical niegs) the nounsgori
andkoritsi will not permit gender mismatches in any case):

(72) a. O Petrosneena kalo melos tu  tmimatos,
the.masdetrosis a.neutgood.neutmember.neudf.thedepartment
alai Mariaineena axristo.

butthe.femMaria is a.neutuseless.neut
‘Petros is a good member of the department, but Maria is assel

one.

b. *O Petrosneena kalo melos tu
the.masdetrosis a.neutgood.neumember.neudf.the
tmimatos, alai Maria ine mia axristi.

departmenbutthe.femMaria is a.femuseless.fem
(‘Petros is a good member of the department, but Maria is ksse
one.)

The well-formedness of (72a) is expected. The predicate médMmelos tu
tmimato$ is headed by an with the gender feature valueuter and so is identi-
cal to the antecedent nP, permitting ellipsis (assumingttigafeatureneuterdoes
not contribute anything semantically).

But it is less clear how to block (72b). Something must préestructure like
the one seen above in (55) from occurring. It would appediththese cases, the
ellipsis analysis is the only one possible: in that caseesthe Gender feature in
the nP is present, its features must be used to determine@gageeement inside

(male) doctor’, not as the gender-mismatched ‘a photogofphfemale) doctor’.

(1) O Kostasinekapjos pu exi enanjatro, ke o Pavlos(ine)episis.
theKostasis someonevhohasa  doctor.mas@ndthePavlosis too
‘Kostas is someone who has a (male) doctor, and Pavlosdes), t

(2) Egoexo miafotografiaenos  jatru, ke esi exis mia,episis.
I havea picture of.a.masaoctormas@ndyouhaveone too
‘I have a picture of a (male) doctor, and you have one, too.
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the extended projection of the noun (hence neuter appedisarticle and ad-
jectives). The blocking of the otherwise possible pro-famalysis seems to be of
a piece with other observations in the literature that whematching antecedent
is available, it must be used, and its availability blocksentstrategies from being
used (see Merchant 2010 for some examples). But whateverajetonstraint
seems to be in play in this case, it must not prevent the weth&d mismatches
of the dhaskalogatros kind seen above. One possibility would be to attribute
the ill-formedness of (72b) to a feature interpretatiorsblaf the valued gender
features on the attributive adjective and determiner aerpreted, and if the re-
sulting value of the pro-formey were incompatible with those interpretations, the
structure would be blocked. This possibility is, howeveiter to the intuition
that the neuter feature on nouns suctpadhiis not interpreted, and indeed the
noun should not be restricted to denote only in the set ofmate and non-female
entities (since this would mean the noun could not in facoteiumans). One
possibly relevant observation is that while even in the uaptable cases of mis-
matches seen in the previous sections there is at least fsébpidy of an overt,
deaccented, grammatical continuation (as demonstrat&8)A(35)), with (72b)
there is no possible grammatical overt continuatidlaria ine mia axristi me-
los (the Maria is a.fem useless.fem memberhdtdibw to make the availability of
the pro-form sensitive to this fact remains unclear, unteesgender feature has
a different form on such nouns (for example, if the neuteu@abere ‘indelible’
and agreement were imposed also at LF or wherever the armajshr@solved).

Since there are serious unanswered questions about howrgenguch nouns
should be represented and interact with the overall systeésmot clear whether
these facts pose a direct difficulty for the present or rdlatzounts (see Pesetsky
2012 and Matushansky 2013 for relevant discussion of ifatts from Russian:
unlike Russian, however, Greek does not allow for parti@matches within the
NP or clause).

4 Conclusions

The examination of the variable behavior of gender featureter nominal el-
lipses in Greek has led to the discovery of three classeswigigparallel in kind
to those identified in earlier literature on the Romance laggs: those that per-
mit no gender mismatches under predicate ellipsis, thageptrmit gender mis-
matches in either direction, and those that permit misnestolnly in one direction
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(masculine antecedents for elided femininésThese gender features are differ-
ent in behavior from number features, which show no suchsdbahavior, per-
mitting mismatches uniformly (see appendix for data). Atiar asymmetry was
shown to exist: no nouns permit gender mismatches when umagt positions.

These data can be captured by positing that gender featuresums denoting
humans are interpretable, but vary in where they appearerstitucture: some
nouns édherfos, adherfi, dhaskglhave gender presuppositions as part of their
lexical meanings, while otherslijaskalos, jatrosget their presuppositions only
as a result of combining with a Gender node in the syntax (@kakie for gender
is also interpretable). With these analytical pieces icg@laéhe ellipsis facts were
shown to be amenable to a treatment in a heterogeneous thfaauit things that
employs both PF-deletion (‘ellipsis’ or ‘surface’ anaphpof nP (below number
but including genderand null proforms (‘model-theoretic anaphora’ or ‘deep’
anaphora) (see also Merchant 2010, 2013b, Baltin 2012eMitd Pullum 2013,
and Bentzen et al. 2013 for recent discussions of the sudeep distinction).

This investigation has been built around a certain restlidiata set, collected
in depth for only a few items from a few speakétsThese data were accounted
for with a certain set of formal devices which consist of die operations on
discrete feature structures. The next step should be & langlesystematic collec-
tion of data from more items under more conditions. Such westigation may
reveal that the currently described patterns hold in a tesgmple, or may reveal
a more nuanced, gradient set of facts. If the latter, we may Wweconsider either
other modes of explanation (making these null nominalsilalvdity contingent
on other aspects of the cognitive representation of thégcaadents, including po-
tentially idiosyncratic facts of their histories of use)making the formal devices
more sensitive to variation, as has been explored recegtkdger and Smith
2010 and others. Both possibilities hold promise for degmgeour understanding
of the nature of gender and other features.

2lWhy the fourth possible pattern (pairs of nouns in which gihine licenses ellipsis of the
masculine, but not vice versa) is not attested remains Uaieeal in formal terms; though it seems
reasonable to look for an explanation in terms of markedses$ an examination awaits another
occasion.

22Andrés Saab points out to me that one should also examinestievior of ‘pro-predicates’
such as ‘be/do the same (thing)’, Spang@t/estar lo mismoGreekine/kano to idhig which
appear to display substantially parallel behavior. Seeaafly Hardt et al. 2011 for recent dis-
cussion.
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Appendix: Number switches

This paper has concentrated on gender mismatches, as weafiadhle behav-

ior among the noun classes in this domain. Mismatches in eurbbtween
the antecedent and elided noun are licit in all three clagselsoth directions
(sga — plg andply, — sgg), as mentioned in passing above and as explored
more fully in the literature on these ellipses particulanlyspanish. For complete-
ness, | give in this section representative data from theethiominal classes for
predicative and argumental use, showing that number mcdrestare tolerated.

Predicates:

(73) a. O jatros ineprinkipas,alai dhikigori oxi.
thedoctor.sgs prince.sg butthelawyers.plnot
‘The doctor is a prince, but not the lawyers.’
b. 1 dhikigoriine prinkipes,alao Petrosoxi.
thelawyers areprinces butthePetrosnot
‘The lawyers are princes, but not Petros.

(74) a. O jatros inejatros, alai dhikigori oxi.
thedoctor.sgs doctor.sgbutthelawyers.plnot
‘The doctor is a doctor, but not the lawyers.’
b. 1 dhikigoriinejatri, alao Petrosoxi.
thelawyers are doctorsbutthe Petrosnot
‘The lawyers are doctors, but not Petros.’

(75) a. O jatros inedhaskalosalai dhikigori oxi.
thedoctor.sgs teacher butthelawyers.plnot
‘The doctor is a teacher, but not the lawyers.’
b. 1 dhikigoriine dhaskalialao Petrosoxi.
thelawyers areteachersbutthe Petrosnot
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‘The lawyers are teachers, but not Petros.’

Arguments:

(76)

(77)

(78)

a. O Petrosexi enanadherfostin - Veria, ke dhiostin  Katerini.

a.

the Petroshasone brotherin.theVeria andtwo in.theKaterini
‘Petros has one brother in Veria, and two in Katerini.’

O Petrosexi dhioadherfusstin  Veria,ke enanstin  Katerini.

the Petroshastwo brothersin.theVeria andone in.theKaterini
‘Petros has two brothers in Veria, and one in Katerini.’

. O Petrosexi enanjatro stin  Veria,ke dhiostin Katerini.

the Petroshasone doctorin.theVeria andtwo in.theKaterini
‘Petros has one doctor in Veria, and two in Katerini.’

O Petrosexi dhiojatrus stin  Veria,ke enanstin Katerini.
the Petroshastwo doctorsin.theVeria andone in.theKaterini
‘Petros has two doctors in Veria, and one in Katerini.’

O Petrosexi enandhaskalostin - Veria, ke dhiostin  Katerini.
the Petroshasone teacher in.theVeria andtwo in.theKaterini
‘Petros has one teacher in Veria, and two in Katerini.’

O Petrosexi dhiodhaskalustin  Veria, ke enanstin  Katerini.

the Petroshastwo teachers in.theVeria andone in.theKaterini
‘Petros has two teachers in Veria, and one in Katerini.
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