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Can Free Relatives be Concealed
Questions in Classical Greek ?
Richard Faure (Université Paris-Sorbonne).
faurerichard5044 @neuf.fr

Abstract

In this paper | address the issue as to why theeeafirst glance three items that
can introduce an embedded question in Classicalel@réds (relative), tis
((direct) interrogative) andhostis(so-called indefinite relative). Though, a closer
examination shows that this threefold possibiktyimited to the set of responsive
guestion-embedding predicates. Moreowgs,patterns withhodstisin that both
can also be used after rogative predicates. Theeefioe distinction is amenable
to a binary one. Giannakidou’s 1998 notion of n@nidicality accounts for ittis
andhostisprove to be licensed by non veridical conteldiss clauses are nothing
else than actual Free Relative clauses, that fomcts concealed questions, or,
better said, as concealed propositions. To expthis, | resort to Jacobson’s
(1995) theory of Free Relatives and to a type-sigifoperation, already called
for in Nathan (2005).

1 Introduction: too many indirect questions?

Embedded questions are distinct from Free Relaiivébat the selection of the
embedding verb and of the embedded verb need ntitebgame. In [1]eat and
cookboth take a concrete object as complement (seenf®]3]). Therefore, in [1]
what | cookeds an instance of Free Relative. On the other hi@jdwhereknow
andcook have a different selection (see [5] and [6]), nsimstance of embedded
guestion. Question embedding predicates, kasw is, must be somehow
predicates of propositional attitude.

[1] You ate what | cooked.
[2] You ate a cake.

[3] | cooked a cake.

[4] You know what | cooked.
[5] | cooked a cake.

[6] *You know a cake.

If we now turn to the data of Classical Greek,ppears that specific issues
arise. But before proceeding to the analysis of¢hevant data, some background
on Classical Greek is needed.

Contrary to most modern occidental Indo-europearguages, Classical
Greek has two distinct paradigms for relative antdrrogative items. This is
obvious from the examples [7] and [8] providingeatrictive relative with a term



of thehos paradigm and a direct interrogative. Note alsé @lassical Greek has
Free Relatives introduced by exactly the same #smestrictive relative clauses

[7] Mot TOv  vopov  avtov  avayveodt o¢ KeLEVEL
Moi? ton némon autdn angthi  hos keletei
to-me the law itself reankp’ rel-nom orderRS3sG
0 £00TOD £Ectvanl owPécbar  dmwmg av  £0éan. 0
ta  heautd exénai diathésthai hds an ethd
the  himselfeen be-allowed set as ptc  wasiB13SG

‘Read me the law that orders that a man can dispiosis property as he likes.’

[8] Tig dyopedety  Bovreton;®
Tis agoreliein  bouletai
int-NOoM  speak wanbrS3SG

‘Who wants to speak?’

So far, everything is clear, but the picture gdtarbd when it comes to
embedded questions. We would like to draw attentioa phenomenon remained
unexplained up to now in Classical Greek and exgimplby [9], [10] and [11].

[9] Tadta Eleyev 100G a Tpaciovi i)mcxvoﬁwo.7
Taiita élegen eits ha Timasbni  hupiskhndto
demACC.N.PL sayPST.3sG knowing relACC.N.PL T-DAT promisepPsT.3PL

‘They; said so, knowing what thelyad promised to Timasion.’

[10] Ovy  fysl YYVOOKEY  odTOVG doTig S
Oukh tege gignoskein  autous  hdstis el
neg thinkPRS2SG ~ know-NF themacCc  héstisnom bePRISG

‘Don't you think that they know who you are?’

! Contrary to most languages. See Caponigro (2a83rf overview. Note also that they do
not have the same semantics as that usually assiemecke Relatives, but this a another topic.

2 We transliterate from the Greek into the Latinhalpet./, \ and ~ are three different
accents.

% When relevant, we use the Leipzig glossing rules

(http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossinigs.php).

* As Ancient Greek is not spoken anymore, | work artorpus which is made up of
Aristophanes’ plays, XenophonAnabasisand Cyropaedia Plato’s Republi¢ Protagorasand
Gorgias and Desmosthene®rationes

® |saeus, 2, 13.

® AristophanesAcharnensesA5.

" Xenophon Anabasis5, 6, 26.

8 Demosthenes, 18, 283.



[11] Tooc obmo oicOa, i Ayo.
isos ol oistha ti légo
maybe not yet KnowRS2sG int-ACC.N  sayPRS1SG
‘You may not know yet what | mean.’

In [9], [10] and [11] three different items are doyed. In [9],h& belongs to
the paradigm of the relative@ds; in [11], tis is the item that is also used in direct
guestion ; in [10]héstisis also a relative pronoun, whose meaning of wich
close to ‘whoever'.

According to the selectional criterion just mengdn[9], [10] and[11] are
three instances of embedded questions. Moreovesr,nbteworthy that they are
translated and interpreted as such in English. eleme expect them to begin
with a word of thais-paradigm. Surprisingly, two of them do not [9] 40]. [9]
is introduced by a word of theds (so called relative) paradigm. Embedded
interrogatives can even begin with a third typéterdn hostis[10] which we leave
aside in this paper. Suffice it to say that it bedsathe same way dfs in this
environment.

This article shall rather focus dfs vs hos embedded questiofisand their
apparent neutralization. We shall argue that thees can be distinguished both
on syntactic and semantic criteria.

To begin with, we show that not every class of oasembedding verbs
selects for both types of clauses. Only the seedaksponsive class can have as a
complement a relative.

Then, we attempt to account for the distributiorongl the lines of
Giannakidou’s analysis of Pls licensing in termqrajn)veridicality. At the cost
of slight changes, | show that the notion makesritgie predictionshosis only
licensed in veridical contexts.

Finally, we turn to a more theoretical part andradd the issue as to why
relative clauses are used in such a context. Aatgenof fact, we do not need to
assume that they are questions, given that nothiiggers an interrogative
interpretation. Rather they denote propositionstalRding the mecanism of
concealed questionsve propose the concept cbncealed propositignpossibly
extendible to other abstract objects. The relatlaases under examination would
undergo a double process of type-shifting (Jacoli€®&%) and then type-coercion
(Pustejovsky 1993), lifting them to the right type.

As far as the interpretation is concerned, we acenf a case of information
retrieval. In the case of interrogatives, inforroaticannot be retrieved from the
context, that is the process of identificationdallvith a relative, the information

° Plato,Gorgias 500a.
19 Drawing on their prototypical uses, we shall ¢hlm interrogativesti§) and relatives
(hé9 for the sake of simplicity.



is retrievable from the context. Hence we propaseainend Groenendik &
Stokhof semantics for questions: responsive prégiozan embed the intension of
a question in suitable (non veridical) contexts.

2 Hosclauses show up after responsive predicates

According to Lahiri (2002) among others, questiombedding predicates
distribute over two classes: the responsive class the rogative class. The
responsivepredicates such aknow remember learn etc pida, mémemai,
mantham...) embed interrogatives that denote the answeth@oresponse) to the
guestion, whileogativepredicates embed question denoting interrogatives.

If you look at the distribution ohds clauses, it turns out that not every
guestion embedding predicates embed them, as yosesin example [9] where
a verb ‘know’ is usedHos clauses are in fact limited to the class of respan
predicates. Note that perception and surprise \emdbsised in this way as well.

This is not only a matter of lexical semantics bigoantification variability
effect sensitivity (a problem that is controvergith Classical Greek, these verbs
have the same syntactic selectional propertiesy @he the only ones that select
for ahoti/has clauseor a participle clause at the accusative. We canigirduht if
a verb has these selectional properties, it wilbethinterrogative or relative
clauses with a so-called interrogative interpretgtivhich is borne out.

Semantically, it corresponds to the class of cogmnitactive verbs, extended
to a short subset of strong assertive predicate®maper’s (1975) sense.

After such verbs, the interrogative clause is tateedenote the answer, the
extension of the question, in Groenendijk and Sodkh(1982; 1989) terms. This
is not surprising at all if you look at the showldg provided under [12].

[12] A:  oltoc gott  Tig;
Houtos esti tis
demNOM.M.SG is int-NoMm
B: dg TOlg  VEKPOiol Loypaeel 10g  Ankobovg.
hos tois nekrdsi zografd tas  Ekathous
rel.Nom the deadAT.PL paintPRsS3sG the vases

‘A: This man, who is he ?
B: (the man) who paints the vases for the dead.’

A poses his question wittis, and B answers it with hos relative clause.
What is crucial here is that it is a Free RelatiMais is a very large phenomenon.
It is then not surprising thabsbe used after responsive predicates.

1 AristophanesEcclesiazusaed95.



We end up with a nice picture and a one-to-oneespwndence between
relatives and responsive predicates. The inferemoelld be that rogative
predicates should embed only interrogatives, wtidiorne out.

Nonetheless, the opposite is not true. Not evdfy) (nterrogative is
embedded under a rogative predicate. What to do edses such as [11], which
contains both a responsive predicate antisanterrogative ? Is there a free
variation betweemdés andtis after these predicates ? Our claim is that thisois
the case.

3 Responsive predicates in (non)veridical environments

It has already been noticed that nonveridicalityyrhave something to do with
wh-selection. It was in den Dikken & Giannakidow@2) aboutwh- the hell
clauses. Look at [13] through [16] (their [5] argl)[ Wh- the hellclauses are
licensed under a negative operator [16], but n@ positive context [14]. In this
paper, they show that negative context can be dgterto all nonveridical
contexts as defined in Giannakidou (1998) or (20@2d repeated here under
[17].

[13] | know who would buy that book.

[14] * | know who the hell would buy that book.
[15] | don’t know who would buy that book.

[16] | don’t know who the hell would buy that book.

[17] (Non)veridicality for propositional operators
A propositional operatdt is veridical iff Fp entailsp: Fp = p;
OtherwiseF is nonveridical.

Now, if we go back to the example [11], it turng thaticog ‘maybe’ and
obmw ‘not yet’ are nonveridical as proved by Englistaewles [18] and [19]. |
assume that, at least for these operators, thelreata holds universally and
carries over to Classical Greek. Therefore, themlgination is not veridical
either.

[18] Maybe he left -» He left.
[19] He didn't left yet -~ He left.

Nonveridicality might be the condition fdfs clauses to show up. Before
exploring the other nonveridical environments irag3ical Greek, a caveat is in
order.

3.1 Factivity vs nonveridicality

Recall that we mention that the predicates in dgomestvere cognitivefactive
predicates. Therefore they must, even under negatmml weaker nonveridical
operators, presuppose the truth of their complemedtthe entailment blocked in



[18] and [19] should be felicitous with a factiveedicate, which proves to be
correct (see the entailments [20] and [21]).

[20] Maybe Peter knows that Anna leftAnna left
[21] Peter does not know yet that Anna tefiAnna left

Nonetheless, it is not necessarily the case asedrav Karttunen (1971),
perceptible in Hafiova’s (1973) seminal work oallegation and fleshed out in
Beaver (2010) and Faure (2006). (At least) tworpritations of [22] and [23] are
available, depending upon the focus structure2l] pnd [25], the proposition
expressed by thehatclause is clearly presupposed, but in [26] and] [27
judgments are much more fuzzy and tend to denyhidteclause the status ‘true’.
It becomes evident with dynamic predicates such dasover that the
presupposition is lost under such conditions.

[22] Maybe you know that his wife has an affair with bass.
[23] You don't know yet that his wife has an affair witls boss.

[24] Maybe you [know], that his wife has an affair with his boss.
[25] You [don't know]:c yet that his wife has an affair with his boss.

[26] Maybe you know [that his wife has an affair witls bioss]...
[27] You don't know yet [that his wife has an affair whis bossk..

The weakness of the presupposition after cognifiaetive predicates
accounts for the distribution bdbsvstis clauses.

3.2 Distribution

We need to check whether all nonveridical contgxtsvided in Giannakidou’s

works are the environments whefeshows up? The hypothesis is borne out for
all the contexts that are present in my corpus.Wlenot give an example of

each, but [28] is a list of such contexts and tten®les [29] and [30] display two
nonveridical environmentseforeclauses and deontic modality.

[28] Negations;beforeclauses; Questions; Conditionals (antecedent nélitonals);
Futures; Modalities (necessity, possibility, ajjlivillingness); Imperatives (and other
injonctive contexts such as deliberatiofizoc ‘maybe’; Intrinsecally negative verb
(4mopd ‘not-know’); Generics?

2 For a list see Giannakidou (1998 passim, but éafhetable 3 on p. 89) or (2002: 34-40).

13 Recall thahostis(and its paradigm) is merely a varianttisf as shown by [32]. Look also
at sentences [10] and [11].

14 Expected contexts that do not show up in my cograsvithoutclauses; restriction dfl;
too-clauses; S-comparatives; superlatives; habitdéaginctions; downward-entailing DP.



(I won't answer your question)

[29] mpiv av  mpdTOov  dmokpiveopan on gotiv.”®
prin an poton  apokrinomai hoti estin
before ptc first answesBJV.PRS1SG  dotTiG-ACC.N IS

‘before | have answered (the question) what (tle¢orfic) is.’

[30] 'O dvvaton TadT0  TOIELY,
Ho ti dunatai tata poién
00TIc-ACCN  canPRS3sG  this doNF

éviovg  polsiv VUdV ogi.1°
enious mathe humbdn dei
some learnNF of-you must

‘Some of you ought to be told the possible restdlicthis.’

The exceptions can easily be accounted for by sigpuwhat when aos
clause occurs along with a nonveridical operatois not in its scope [31]. This
has something to do with D-linking, as we will Saea moment. On the other
hand, when no nonveridical operator is presentfithedause can only occur if it
is focused [32].

[31] Ei & CLUEEPEL [xopig KOAOKELOC] oc
Ei ha sumférei kloris kolakeias
if rel-AcCC.N.PL  be.usefulPrRs  without flattery
£€0eAnoet’ axovewy,  ETOOC Aéyew.t
ethebset’ akolein  hétoimos Iégein

wantFuT.2PL  heartNF readyNOM.M.SG  speakinF
‘If, apart from flattery, you are willing to heaomething to your advantage, |
am ready to speak.’

[32] ZvuPovievdpedd oot [i o mowsly  mepi Qv
Sumbouleuémethd soi ti khre  poign  peri  hdn
take.advicerrs1PL  from-you intACC.N  must  dowF about  relsENNPL
Aéyeig]roc P2 oV mpog Bedv ovpfovievcov
Iégeis Su on  pros thedn  sumbouleuson
SayPRS2SG you then in.the.name  gods advioe-

15 plato,Gorgias 463c.
1% Demosthenes, 8, 24.
7 Demosthenes, 9, 4.



NV [6 T oot dokel dpotov  etvan].'®

hemin  ho ti soi doké ariston  énai

to-us 60TIc-ACC.N  to-you SeenPRS3sG  best beNF

‘We ask you to advise us as wchat we ought to do about the matter you
mention. So in the name of Gods, give us an adoeitwhat you think is the best.’

These two phenomena ((non)scope of a nonveridipatator, focus) are
coherent. As [29] through [32] show,tia clause shows up only if the operator
bears on it. Otherwisén0s clauses are used. On the other haigclauses also
show up when in the scope of the focus. What daidoand nonveridical
operators have in common ? To put it informallythbanvolve a process of
selection over a set of propositions (Rooth (198R}he focus).

What remains to explore is to what extent the sadfext of a nonveridical
operator is amenable to a focus effect. As thisespes far beyond the scope of
this paper, we shall leave it aside here.

Finally, one last context should be possible, e¥absent of my corpus. It
can be exemplified with the English sentence ir}.[33

[33] [I] know if she came.

For a speaker to accept this sentenceiftblause must have an echo flavor.
For example in the scenario where someone mustdesked the question before,
and the listeners replied that they did not haeeahswer. In this case, someone
that has remained silent, can come up and sayw&B]a stress on the pronoun.
In [34], the French version of [33], the strong mwanmoi pops up. And even in
these contexts, | have been reported that somé&esgeaere reluctant to accept
the sentence (a positive sentence \fith felt to be contradictory).

[34] Moi, je sAIS si elle est venue.
lewpnasis | know whether she came

Tis clauses may be able to show up in these contexésent is not directly
involved in the focalization, because of the ecke af the question. In this case,
it would be close to a mere quotation of a previdinsct question, a use that must
be neatly separate from the previous two.

18 XenophonAnabasis 2, 1, 17.



4 Interpretation

4.1 Composition between cognitive factive predicates and hos
clauses
Now we know what are the licensing conditions fiw clauses, the licensing
conditions for hés clauses are deducible: they must outscope nornwalid
operators, if any is present and be outside thesfabat is they must be somehow
topic. If we combine these results with what weig® in section 2 (only
responsive (factive) predicates embwsds clauses), we are left with the cases
where the clause is not focus under responsiveigated, that is where
presuppositions are not cancelled (see 3.hjs clauses are hence
presuppositional.

But this does not give us the interpretative défere betweeris and hos
clauses. The rest of this paper is devoted to Bkatcexplanation for whios
clauses can occur in these environments, and \Wwhatihterpretation is.

As verbs of propositional attitude, cognitive faetipredicates select for a
proposition rather than a question. They are oétygs, t>, <e, t>>. It seems
therefore more natural to attempt to account fa hbs clauses through this
selectional property than handle it with the semeardf questions.

As aforementionedhds clauses are presuppositional, have large scope and
are most often topic. The conclusion is then th#t whosclause the information
is retrievablefrom the context, whereas withtia clause, it needs external input
(that is why this is the only type of clauses uath a rogative verb).

Both requirements (that the complement responsivedigates be a
proposition and thatés clauses involve identification) are met in Groahgn&
Stokhof's (1982; 1989) semantics for interrogatolauses after “extensional”
predicates, illustrated by [36], the formal tratiska of [35]. It simply means that
after know the set of worlds w’ (the proposition) involviray underspecified
variable x is assessed against the world as it iBhis implies that the content of
the variable x is not expressed, but retrieved ftibencontext.

[35] John knows who walks.

[36] know* (w) (j, AW’ [Ax walk (w) (x) =Ax walk (w") (X)])
w and w' possible worlds, j a constant, and x aaide.

The modification in order is to say that we need, ab least for Classical
Greek, postulate that ‘who walks’ is an interrogatiRather, it is easily handled if
taken as what it looks like, namely a relative. Thasequence is that we do not
have to construe a bridge between relative andragative clauses. Each is
understood independently.



But now we have a problem witfs clauses. Indeediis clauses are questions
as shown by their usages in direct questions arnd wigative predicates. In
Groenendijk and Stokhof semantics for questiongu@stion is a propositional
concept of type <s <s, t>>. khowselects for a proposition, combining it with a
tis clause results in a type-mismatch.

The partitioning effect of both the focus and thenrveridical operators
alleged in section 3.2 might be involved in an exrgkion. In this case, a
semantics for questions a la Hamblin-Karttunen ¢tjoes as set of propositions)
would be more suitable. Since our aim is to giwehmle account of the uses of
hosclauses and not ¢ifs clauses, we leave unexplained this problem.

4.2 Type-shifting rules
There is another type-mismatch that we must address A Free Relative like
ha hupiskhnénto in [9] is not a proposition. For it to be of thght type, it must
shift its type™®

According to Jacobson (1995: 466-467), Free Redatare of type <e, t>.
They can undergo a type-shifting down that mapstimto an individual (type).
But it does not suffice to say that, because fram €s, t>, the route is long. That
is why | propose to use Pustejovsky’s (1993) notbmype-coercion that would
change the category of an individual to the catgegdra proposition. | am aware
that it may be too large a difference. The follogvapproach may then be better.

If we follow Nathan’s (2005) concealed question ragh aftetkknow as in
[37], the process he proposed is to start witheglipate. This predicate shifts to a
set of propositions [38], and in this set, a prajms is singled out by the D [39].

[37] | know the time.
[38] MPcs <o 5>AP<s, t=[[Ke P =AW P (W) (X)]  <S <e, t>>> <<, t>, t>
[39]  [[the]] =2Qcs >, &1P<s,=[Q(P) = 1] (cf. [[the]] =AP<, -1Xe.[P(X) = 1])

To adopt this approach, we must check whether @edeguestions exist in
Classical Greek. They do, as in [40] shows.

[40] TIGvtog — Oudg gidévar  vopito TOV TPOTTOV
Pantas humas eidénai nomi® ton tropon
all you knowwF  thingPRs1sG the manner

19 Note that what follows is probably peculiar to €lmal Greek, wherhos Free Relative
clauses differ in no respect with regard to cladgiestrictive relative clauses. See footnote 1.



Koi  TI|v acéhysray KOl TRV vrEPNPaAviay 100 piov.”°
kai téen  asélgeian kai &  huperefanian  toi biou
and the arrogance and the superciliousness the  e-GHif
‘| suppose you all know his way of life, his aremge and his superciliousness.’

Another, here more important, problem we run iritavé accept Nathan's
proposal is that it rests on the Karttunen semarfoc questions. Fortunately it
can be translated into Groenendijk and Stokhoffeas#ics for questions, as in
[41], the G&S's version of [38].

[41] MPes <o t5>MWeAWS . [ [(Xe.P (W) (X) = P (W) (X)] <s <e, t>>> <s <5, t>>

Why is this proposal a little more attractive thrame ? Because it matches
the recent proposal regarding Free Relatives, ttteyt may be DPs (Caponigro
(2003), Hinterwimmer (2008)).

If we take Free Relatives as CPs that have an emgyment (that is a
property, once more), they must first rise to adividual and then to a
proposition, since we do not have a D that is géingnake the job of singling out
an individual. One argument in favor of this lagpeoach is that it is syntactically
more economical.

But for the time being, let us remain agnostic wikpect to the matter and
state that it is at least for sure that we musthgough two steps. This is of lesser
importance which one is the first. One step aimeetch the individual reading,
the other the proposition reading.

5 Concluding remarks

In this paper, we have showed that the maxim “whbatsee is what you get” can
provide fine outcomes. Classical Greek has tweesesf unspecified clauses that
it can use after verbs likknow Their distribution is not random. It can be
accounted for in terms of nonveridicalityds clauses are presuppositional. They
show up only in veridical contexts or are interpcetabove a nonveridical
operator. On the other hants-clauses are licensed only in the scope of a
nonveridical operator or as a new/focussed item.

But this is not the whole story, sind®ds clauses as such cannot be
interpreted directly after verbs likenow otherwise the composition would result
in a type mismatch and such sentences would be ¢ It must undergo a
double process of individualization and proposgidration.

This study leads us to exactly the same outcoméatisan’s (2005), where
he shows that the concealed question phenomenarmatter ofknow class of
guestion-embedding verbs. That is “a predicateerabed a concealed question if

20 Demosthenes, 21, 137.



and only if it can embed a proposition” (p. 290hisTis tantamount to saying that
concealed questions are in fact concealed propaositi‘we can interpret CQs as
identity propositionsinstead of identityquestions and sinceknow can compose
semantically with a proposition amdondercannot, we thereby encode both the
limited meaning of CQs and the correlation betw€#ps and propositions as
complements.” This result is perfectly in lines lwiburs. One can avoid
interpretinghos clauses as well as so-called concealed questipn®idans of
guestions.
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