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Abstract

In Pharasiot Greek, an Asia Minor Greek dialect, a certain particle copied from Turkish,
ki, is employed in a number of seemingly unrelated constructions. Close scrutiny,
however, reveals that in each of these constructions, ki is employed as a device geared to
influencing the interlocutor’s epistemic vigilance. Based on the Cartographic Approach
which defends the syntactization of the interpretive domains, I propose that this
unique semantics of ki should be represented in the clause structure. Following recent
work which advocates the existence of a pragmatic field—Speech Act Phrase (sap)
in particular—above the cp-layer, where discourse and pragmatic roles are mapped
onto syntax, I propose that ki is the overt exponent of sa® and is further endowed
with a [+sentience] feature indexing the speaker as the sentient mind. The apparent
differences between various construction types which involve Ai—hence, in which sap
projects—then reduce to whether the [+sentience] feature on sA? is checked by an
internally or externally merging category in Spec, SAP.
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1 Introduction

One of the most remarkable aspects of the Asia Minor Greek dialects (here-
after AMG)—the dialects of Pontus, Cappadocia, Pharasa and Silli—is the
substantial number of lexical, functional and phonological items and/or fea-
tures that are often (presumed to be) copied into these dialects from Turkish
(a.0., Dawkins 1916, 1937). A few of these presumptions with respect to these
copied materials and their potential repercussions for the AMG phylogeny have
recently been reassessed and/or challenged (see Janse 2001 et seq.; Karatsar-
eas 2011 et seq.; Revithiadou et al. 2006 among many others). Within this line
of research, however, what seem to be overlooked are a number of particles
of Turkish origin, whose syntactic category (word, clitic or affix) or grammati-
cal function (structural or discourse-driven) in AMG are not readily detectable.
The current paper is an attempt to contribute in filling this void by proposing
an analysis of one such so-called particle, ki, in the dialect of Pharasa (hereafter
PhG).

PhG (Varasdtika or Adanalitika) is an AMG dialect which was spoken in
modern day Turkey—more specifically in six villages! in the region historically
known as ‘Pharasa'—until 1923 when the population exchange between Greece
and Turkey was enacted by a supplementary protocol to the Treaty of Lausanne.
The region of Pharasa, after which the dialect is named, covers what is today
the southeast Kayseri Province, specifically the towns of Develi and Yahyal
and their villages, and the northern borderline of Adana Province, specifically
the town of Aladag and its vicinity. Providing the exact number of its speakers
before 1923 is rather difficult, if not impossible. Some fragmental information

1 More specifically, in the following villages: Varasds (today Gamhca, Yahyali, Kayseri), Cuxiiri
or Cuxuryirt (today Cukuryurt, Develi, Kayseri), AfSdri or Afdr-kiy (today possibly Avsar
Mezraasi, $ihli, Develi), Kiska (today Yaylacik, Develi), Sat/ (today Sati, Develi), Karatzorén
(today Karacabren, Develi), and Garsanti (also known as Fkdsi, Posgarakdy or Garatepé; today
Mansurlu, Aladag, Adana) (Dawkins 1916; Papadopoulos 1998, pers. comm.). In Develi (or
Everek) itself (which was called E Kostainos (Ayiés Konstantinos) by the Greeks), there must
have been a number of Pharasiot speakers as well. Note that there were numerous other
Greek Orthodox villages in the region, albeit Turkophones, such as Ta$¢/ (Tasg1, Develi), Xoséd
(Hosca, Develi) or Kurumtzd (Giiriimze, Feke, Adana).
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(e.g., Kyrillos 1815; Sarantidis 1899; Xenofanis 1896, 1905-1910; Dawkins 1916),
suggests that the Orthodox Greek population of the region numbered about
2200 in the late 19th and early 2oth century. According to the Center of Asia
Minor Studies, during the population exchange 1848 people were relocated in
Greece from Pharasa (Papadopoulos 1998). This number, however, comprises
the Turkophone refugees of the region as well. Today the dialect is spoken in a
few villages in West and Central Macedonia and in Epirus (Greece) by two first-
generation and about 23 second-generation refugees. For most speakers, the
dialect is a heritage variety, its speakers being bilinguals in (the local dialect of)
Modern Greek and PhG. There are various third- or fourth-generation refugees
with some (self-proclaimed) degree of knowledge of but with no remarkable
competence in the dialect.

The ki particle—as early work on PhG defines it (‘udpto’, Andriotis 1948:
53)—may optionally follow the verbs of the reporting clause in a quotative
construction (cf. Dawkins 1916: 685; Anastasiadis 1976: 259). Consider (1a) with
ki and (1b) without ki:2

(1) a. Lénkin da ki ‘Cip pérkin mes sa
say.IPFV.PST.3SG 30BJ KI all take.IPFV.PST.3SG us in.the.AccC
Séree tw [..]”

hands.acc his
‘She would say, ‘He would take us all in his hands ...”’

b. O Xadszefendis le ta sin
the.Nom Haciefendi.NOM say.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] to.the.Acc
epé mu, ‘Si titi  ddraksis ta auca?

grandmotherAcc my youNOM why muddle.PFv.PST 30B] thus
‘Haciefendi says to my grandmother, ‘Why did you meddle it this way?"’

2 The terms quotative construction, reporting clause and quote are due to de Vries (2006). Report-
ing clause refers to the (matrix) clause which hosts the verb introducing the reported direct
speech. The reported part will simply be referred to as quote. PhG examples are presented
in broad phonetic transcription. The abbreviations employed throughout the article are as
follows: ACC = accusative, AOR = aorist, COM = comitative, CONTR = contrastive marker, DAT
= dative, EV = evidential, FUT = future, FUT.DEF = definite future marker, FUT.INDEF = indef-
inite future marker, GEN = genitive, HORT = hortative, IMP = imperative, INF = infinitive,
INTER] = interjection, IPFV = imperfective, LOC = locative, NOM = nominative, NPST = non-
past, 0BJ = direct/indirect object clitic, PART = particle, PST = past tense, PL = plural, Poss
= possessive, OPT = optative, PROG = progressive, SG = singular, SUBJ = subjunctive, voC =
vocative, 1/2/3 = first/second/third person.
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Beside its virtually optional occurrence before quotes, the particle i is also
employed in a wide range of constructions which, prima facie, seem not to be
easily relatable to one another. In these constructions, it resembles a comple-
mentizer, a coordinator or a clause-final emphatic particle. The employment
of ki in such apparently unrelated constructions evokes the possibility that i
is either a multifunctional morpheme or there are a number of distinct 4¢’s in
PhG. In this paper, I will discard these possibilities and will argue that in all
these ostensibly unrelated constructions, i is a morpheme employed by the
speaker to influence the hearer’s epistemic vigilance; to display her compe-
tence, benevolence and trustworthiness to the hearer (cf. Wilson 2011; hereafter
the ‘speaker’ will be referred to as ‘she/her’ and the hearer will be referred to as
‘he/him’). Following the Cartographic approach to the left periphery (a.o., Rizzi
1997 et seq.), which defends the syntactization of the interpretive domains,
I will argue that this unique semantics of ki should be mapped onto syntax
in a dedicated functional projection where discourse and pragmatic roles are
encoded as a predicative structure encoding the conversational set-up (i.e.,
the speaker, the hearer and the power relations between the two throughout
the conversation). Based on recent work by Hill (2007, 2010, 2012); Miyagawa
(2012); Haegeman and Hill (2013) and Haegeman (2014) (whose analysis is ulti-
mately built on Speas and Tenny 2003), I identify this functional projection
as Speech Act Phrase (saP) above the cp-layer and further argue that ki is a
functional element merged in SA. SAP bears functional features compatible
with evaluative, evidential or epistemic features, and it is the functional pro-
jection where the pragmatic features of sentience (also known as ‘subjectivity’
or ‘experincer-hood’) roles, especially the speaker role, are encoded. The dif-
ferent construction types then derive by whether the [+sentience] feature on
sA? is checked by an internally or externally merged category in Spec,sap. The
account proposed here not only captures the unique semantic import of i
in each construction type, but it also explains certain structural peculiarities
of each construction, as well as why ki seems to behave like a coordinator, a
complementizer or a clause-final emphatic particle in different construction
types.

The claims and proposals are based on synchronic data from the dialect,
collected between 2013—2016 in two villages in Northern Greece (Vathylakkos,
Kozani and Platy, Imathia) from fifteen speakers in sum (two first- and thir-
teen second-generation refugees) who are originally from three distinct vil-
lages of the Pharasa region (Varasds, Cuxiiri and Af3dri). The overall data were
first extracted from 11-hour-recordings that were made in the aforementioned
time span and were elicited further via questionnaires including 175 items
(open-ended questions, translation tasks and Likert-scale questions) which
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REPRESENTING DISCOURSE IN CLAUSAL SYNTAX 145

were distributed to the speakers in two steps orally. Even though almost all
the construction types to be discussed throughout are observed in written
corpora as well (written between late 19th century and mid-2oth century),
no diachronic discussion of these will be provided since no subtle grammat-
ical judgments can be provided for the data in the texts. Relevant examples
from written sources, however, will be provided in footnotes for the interested
reader.

The layout of the article is as follows: In section 2, I briefly present each
kind of constructions in which i is employed. In section 3, I provide the
analysis sketched above. Particularly, in section 3.1, I provide the theoretical
assumptions adopted in the following analysis. Based on these assumptions,
in section 3.2 I argue that ki should be located higher than the cp-field, and
by providing evidence from a certain construction type, I identify its position
as the head position of SAP. Sections 3.3-3.4 extend the analysis further to the
remaining construction types, which, under the current approach, should be
treated uniformly. Section 4 concludes.

2 Ki environments

2.1 Quotative constructions
The ostensible optionality of 4i in quotative constructions (cf. (1) above) is not
structurally conditioned. For instance, its occurrence does not depend on the
position of the quote; the quote can follow (1a), precede (2a) or be wrapped
around the reporting clause (2b):

(2) a. Pitak ta, le ta ki
send.IMP.2SG 30B] say.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] KI
“‘Send it) says he!

b. 4nna,’ le ta ki tipus cu ksa’
no say.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] KI nothing not hear.PFv.pPST.1SG

‘“No), says he, ‘I didn’t hear anything”’

Nor is the occurrence of ki conditioned by a post-verbal constituent in the
reporting clause or lack thereof. In (1a) and (2), no constituent follows the
reporting verb, and i is adjacent to the verb + clitic. In (3a), on the other hand,
the subject of the reporting clause—o tatds tu ‘his father—occurs between the
verb +clitic and &i. This example also suggests that ki does not have to be strictly
adjacent to the verb(+clitic):
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(3) a. Le ta o tatds tu ki, ‘Nadtara
say.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] the.NoM fatherNoM his kI how much
irévis na mi ta dos?

Want.IPFV.NPST.2SG NA 1SG.OBJ 30B] give.PFV.NPST.28G
‘His father says, ‘how much [money] do you want to sell it to me?”’

Moreover, some constituent of the reporting clause can also follow 4. In (3b)
below, for example, the subject of the reporting clause—to kortsokku ‘the little
girl'—follows ki:

(3) b.[..] ¢e ipin da ki to kortsokku, A
and say.PFV.PST.3SG 30B] KI the.NoM little girl.NoM
mi pdaris  [...]

FUT.DEF 18G.OB] take.PFV.NPST.2SG
‘... and the little girl said, ‘You will marry me ...”’

The word order facts in quotative constructions can be schematically repre-
sented as in (4). Ki is always in a position following the verb (and its associate
clitics if there are any) of the reporting clause, yet it is not immediately adja-
cent to the verb, nor does it have to be in absolute clause-final position; any
constituent of the reporting clause can occur both between the veb(+clitic)
and ki, and in a position following 4::3

3 The same observations remain constant for the earlier texts written in PhG (available from
1886 to 1960s) as well. Unfortunately I cannot exemplify all the permutations here, but see
the contrast between the minimal pair in (i.a)—(i.b); ki is present only in the former:

(i) a. Le ti ki, Amé son carcil
say.IPFV.NPST.3SG DI KI go.IMP.2SG to.the.AcC bazaaracc
‘He says, ‘Go to the bazaar!” (Levidis 1892: 238.27)

b. Le ti, ‘S pari to mutsukon tu tin
say.IPFV.NPST.3SG DI HORT take.PFV.NPST.3sG the little his the.acc
gori ddma ce s érti’

daughteracc along and HORT come.PFV.NPST.35G
‘He says, ‘Let him take his younger daughter along and let him come.” (Levidis 1892:
386.6)

(For more examples, see Dawkins 1916: 466, 470, 472, 492, 496, 1955: 276, 277, 279; Theodoridis
1964: 290, 298, 306 a.0.). See also the following ones: In (ii.a) the subject of the reporting
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REPRESENTING DISCOURSE IN CLAUSAL SYNTAX 147

(4) (“Quote”) [reporting Clause -+ V(+€l) ... (XP) ... (ki) ... (XP)] (“Quote”)

As a first approximation, the speakers judge the quotative constructions with
ki to have a more emphatic tone than those in which no i is present, which
casts doubt on any assumption about its optionality.

2.2 Predicate-complement constructions

Ki can also optionally follow predicates selecting a complement clause pro-
vided that these are assertive predicates, such as léu ta kézi* ‘presume’, masdu
‘vow’, pandéxu ‘suppose’ (for assertive predicates, see Hooper and Thompson
1973; Hooper 1975). This is exemplified in (5a) with the non-factive assertive
predicate, léu ta kézi ‘presume’. Non-assertive predicates, such as strong fac-
tives, e.g., pusmanévu ‘regret’ or xdrumi ‘be glad’, do not admit ki (5b) (for factive
predicates, see Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1970; Karttunen 1971). Weak/semi-factive
predicates, on the other hand, such as yrikdu ‘realize) katéxu ‘know’, allow ki
as long as their complement clause is not marked by the complementizer tu
(5¢) (see especially Hooper and Thompson 1973: 480—481 for how weak/semi-
factive predicates can in fact have a reading in which they are assertions, see
also Bagracik in preparation for details in the PhG context). The complement
clause following ki can also be a semi-question (in the sense of Sufier1993) (5d).
Otherwise, predicates that select true indirect questions, such as rotdu ‘ask’, dis-
allow ki (5e):

clause, { yree ‘the beldam!, occurs between the verb and ki, and in (ii.b), the subject of the
reporting clause, o vasilds ‘the king’, follows ki.

(i) a. Ipen i yra ki, Adefo su  piye’
say.PFV.PST.35G the.NoM beldam.NOM KI brotherNOM your leave.PFV.PST.35G
‘The beldam said, ‘your brother left.” (Grégoire 1909: 159.9)

b. Na irti’ le di ki o vasilds  ...]
NA cOme.PFV.NPST.3SG say.IPFV.NPST.3SG DI KI the.NoM king.NOM
“‘He may come), says the king ... (Grégoire 1909: 158.23)

These imply that (4) holds true for the earlier stages of PhG as well.

4 The predicate léu ta kézi ‘presume’ is a listeme (& la Di Sciullo and Williams 1987). kézi
glossed here as ‘presumably’ (cf., Anastasiadis 1980: 120, x£(i(Aa) ‘lowg’), occurs only in this
construction and it is not recognized in isolation by the speakers (at least today) (Iordanis
Papadopoulos, pers. comm.).
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(5) a. Le ta  kézi (ki) [ a
say.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] presumably KI ~ FUT.DEF
pikun to kaci penenddu tun).

make.PFV.NPST.3PL the.ACC word.ACC among  them
‘He presumes that they are going to make an agreement among them.

b. Pusmdnepsin (da) (*ki) [ tu ¢o xitsin tarnd
regret.PFV.PST.3SG 30B] KI TU not run.PFV.PST.3SG fast
so Xadszefend].

to.the.acc Haciefendi.acc
‘He regretted that she did not go to Haciefendi immediately’

c. yrikdu (ta) (ki) [ (*tu) a xabi
realize.IPFV.NPST.1SG 30B] KI = TU FUT.DEF die.PFV.NPST.3SG
son ponu tu].

from.the.acc pain.acc his
T realize that he is going to die from his grief!

d. Ci pin mi (ta) (ki) [ er na pirin
not telLPFV.PST.3PL 1SG.0OBJ 30B] KI  if NA take.PFV.PST.3SG
da pardda].
the.acc money.Acc
‘He didn’t tell me whether he took the money.

e. Rotsin mi (ta) (ki) [ tina a (da)
ask.PFV.PST.3SG 1SG.OBJ 30BJ KI who.ACC FUT.DEF 30B]J
dosi tin gori tu].

give.PFV.NPST.3SG the.acc daughter.acc his
‘He asked me to whom he is going to give his daughter’

The only exception to the claim that the assertoric nature of the matrix predi-
cate is a prerequisite for ki to occur seems to come from a small subset of non-
veridical predicates that select complement clauses headed by the particle na
(generally known as subjunctive complements, on (non)-veridical predicates,
see Giannakidou 1998, 2009): directive predicates (6a) or volitional predicates
used as directives (6b) allow ki:
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(6) a. Parakadltsin (da) (ki) [ (na) mu da  fici].
beg.PFV.PST.3SG 30B] KI ~NA not 30B] leave.PFV.NPST.3SG
‘He begged her not to leave him!

b. yrévi (ta) o vasilés (ki) [ na
want.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] theNOM kingNOM KI = NA
piésun Cip tiz nomdti].
catch.PFV.NPST.3PL all the.ACC men.ACC
‘The king wants (lit., orders) them to catch all the men.

However, we will see in section 3.4 that at least structurally, these exceptional
constructions and constructions with assertive predicates behave identically
when there is ki following them (see especially fn. 21). With other non-veridical
(hence non-assertive) predicates, such as modal verbs (7a), aspectual verbs (7b)
or typical volitional verbs (7c) ki does not combine:

(7) a. Co porka (*ki) [ na tavrisu ta
not can.IPFV.PST.1SG KI NA pullPFV.NPST.1SG the.ACC
Odlee].
stones.ACC

‘I could not haul the stones.

b. Pitiésini (*ki) [ na ndsi ton
finish.PFV.PST.35G KI NA plough.PFV.NPST.35G the.AcC
topu sos to vradil.

field.acc until the evening
‘He finished ploughing the field until the evening’

c. Tanimazixa irévi (*ki) [ na
early in the morning want.IPFV.NPST.3SG KI NA
fa swzyital.

eat.PFV.NPST.3SG roasted.meat.ACC
‘He wants to eat roasted meat, at the crack of dawn.

Similar to the case in quotative constructions, matrix constituents can occur
both between the matrix predicate and ki, and in post-ki position, as exem-
plified in (8) by the possibility of occurrence of the matrix subject—o nomadt
‘the man'—in both positions. This means that no strict-adjacency of ki with
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the verb or the complement clause is required. The word order facts are sche-
matically presented in (9):56

5 Various instances of predicate-complement constructions with ki are observed in the written
texts as well:

(i) a yo léyo ti kézi ki sin Cufalén pali
LLNOM say.IPFV.NPST.1SG DI presumably KI to.the.acc headship.acCc CONTR
a maryadsun.
FUT.DEF quarrel.PFV.NPST.3PL
‘I presume (that) they will quarrel over the headship.’ (Theodoridis 1966: 44.8)

b. yrévi 0 vasilés ki en tu
understand.IPFV.NPST.35G the.NoM king.NOM KI be.NPST.3sG that
ide to Sflaxckko.
see.PFV.PST.3SG the.NoMm child.Nom
‘The king realizes (that) he is the child that he saw. (Levidis 1892: 383.36)

All the tokens in these texts confirm the hypothesis that the assertoric nature of the matrix
predicate is imperative for the occurence of i in predicate-complement constructions.

6 Note in passim that the generalization that the matrix predicate has to be assertive so that
ki can follow seems to hold generally true for quotative constructions as well (modulo the
fact that in the latter construction the predicate in question is that of the reporting clause),
yet there seems to be exceptions to this in the texts. One of them is the following where the
predicate is rotdu ‘ask’:

(i)  Rdtse tin gorin du ki, yo  até to palikdri
ask.PFV.PST.35G the.acc daughter.acc his k1 I.NoMm this the.acc youth.acc
pitaksa da ade na kdpsete ton kelén du.
send.PFV.PST.1SG 30B] here NA cut.PFV.NPST.2PL the.Acc head.Acc his
Si a kori mu sotipos to  pijez atsé?’
you.NOM INTER] daughtervoc my why  30BJ do.PFV.PST.25G such
‘He asked his daughter, ‘I sent this youth here, for you to cut off his head. Why, my
daughter, have you done this?”’ (Dawkins 1916: 500.11)

Theodoros Theodoridis, who made corrections on the collection of stories in Dawkins (1916)
in 1939 rewrites this sentence without ki:

(if)  Rdts [...] tin kdrin du [..] yo té to
ask.PFV.PST.35G the.acc daughteracc his ILNoM this the.acc
palikdri  pitaksa ¢ ade na kdpsete ton kellén

youth.ACC send.PFV.PST.1SG 30B] here NA cut.PFV.NPST.2PL the.acc head.acc
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(8) Ipin ta (o nomdt) ki (o nomdt) [er
say.PFV.PST.3SG 30B] the.NOM man.NOM KI the NOM man.NOM if
na pirani ta pardda].

NA take.PFV.PST.3PL the.ACC money.ACC
‘The man told us whether they took the money (or not).

(9) [cesre,,, V(+cl) ... (XP) ... (ki) ... (XP) [cp, . ..., =]]

Similar to the case in quotative constructions, speakers universally judge pred-
icate-complement constructions with ki to be ‘more emphatic’ than their coun-
terparts which do not involve ..

2.3 Causal constructions

Ki is also employed in what will be referred to throughout as causal construc-
tions. In such constructions, ki seems to act as a special clausal ‘coordinator’
combining two finite clauses. It is special in that the overall meaning of the
construction is limited to one where the first conjunct clause is taken to be the
cause/justification of the proposition in the second conjunct clause. This con-
struction contrasts with coordinate structures in which two finite clauses are
coordinated with ¢e (= Modern Greek, ke) ‘and’ The relationship between the
conjuncts in the latter can be temporal, sequential, causal, or even contrastive
(see Ingria 2005: 70—72 for Modern Greek. The arguments presented there carry
over to PhG as well.) Consider the following example:

(10) [comz Atds  pdli  miyusin to kBdri] ki
he.NOM CONTR hide.PFV.PST.38G the.acc barleyacc K1
[conj2 d6kan da an katsdra].

give.PFV.PST.3PL 30B] an admonition.NOM
‘He hid the barley and (this is why) they scolded him.

du. Si a kori mu sotipos to  picez autsi?’

his youNoM INTER] daughtervoc my why  30BJ do.PFV.PST.25G such

‘He asked his daughter, ‘I sent this youth here, for you to cut off his head. Why, my
daughter, have you done this?"’ (Theodoridis 1939: A127)

It should be noted that these so-called corrections should be taken with caveat. At this point
I am not sure if this deletion is due to a real correction or simply an omission. Moreover,
occurrences of imperative quotes with ki, even when the predicate of the reporting clause is
léu ‘say’ (for example, fn. 3, ex. (i.a)) constitue exceptions to the assumption that the predicate

of the reporting clause has to be assertive so that i can follow.
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According to the speaker, the reason why ‘they scolded him), i.e., the subject
of the construction, is expressed by the first clause, i.e., that ‘he hid the barley’.

In these causal constructions, the first conjunct is not necessarily a direct
justification of the eventuality expressed in the second conjunct. Consider the
example in (11):

(11) [comz 1 Bira ini karakoménu] ki
the.NOM door.NOM be.NPST.3sG locked KI
[conjz plini s0 Sexéri o Nikéas].

g0.PFV.PST.3SG to.the.ACC city.AcC theNOM Nick.NOM
‘The door is locked and (this is why) Nick had gone to the city’

In (11) above, the reason why Nick went to the city is not the fact that the
door is locked. Rather, the speaker—who presumably had at her disposal the
information that Nick might go to the city—infers, by observing that the door
is locked, that Nick had indeed gone to the city. The first conjunct yields the
reason for the speaker’s belief that the proposition in the second conjunct is
true, and it provides the justification for the argument in the second conjunct,
not for the eventuality. As such, ki mediates a causal relation between the
second conjunct and the speaker’s epistemic attitude; the first conjunct clause
providing the speaker’s evidence for making the claim that Nick had gone
to the city. In this sense, the first conjunct behaves as a type of peripheral
adverbial clause (pace Haegeman 2002, et seq., especially Haegeman 2012:162),
an argument-related causal clause (justifying clause) in particular, similar to
the peripheral because clause:

(12) This is not a list drawn up by people sitting night after night reading to
babies and toddlers, because then it would include books such as Boing!
by Sean Taylor (Walker Books) which expand the child’s experience along
with his or her joy of reading. (Guardian, July 25, 2005: g, col. 2, cited in
Haegeman 2012: 162, ex. (28b))

Hence, I take the first conjunct in causal constructions to be an argument-
related causal clause in Haegeman's sense, on a par with peripheral because-
clauses in English.”

7 See also the following construction from a written text where the first conjunct arguably
receives the reading of an argument-related causal clause:
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2.4 SEE-constructions

It is not the case that in every construction where i acts as a type of ‘coordi-
nator’ the fist conjunct functions (only) as a justifying clause. Under certain
circumstances, the verb of the first conjunct is superimposed a SEE-reading
irrespective of its prototypical semantics or valency. In these constructions,
which I refer to as SEE-constructions, according to the speaker, the subject
of the first conjunct, in addition to the action that he carries out in the first
conjunct, sees or realizes the eventuality in the second conjunct. Consider the
example in (13):8

(i)  Tria xrdnes Castéftam mo tin pina ce to

three years be.tormented.PFv.pPST.1PL with the.acc hungeracc and the.acc
Jjoxliéxi ki o Beds son tu$mdno  mas na mi
poverty.AcC KI theNOM God.NOM to.the.ACC enemyACC our NA not
Otksi t an to ta Cdste.
show.PFV.NPsT.35G 30B] like this the.Acc tortures
‘For three years, we were tormented by hunger and poverty, so may God not show such
tortures (even) to our enemy. (Zurnatzis 1950s: 19.20)

8 Without extra linguistic clues, certain examples receive both sEE-reading and causal reading:

(i) leoma I yre niksin (da) ti Oira] ki
the.NoM beldam.NOM open.PFV.PST.3SG 30B] the.AcC door.AcCC KI
[conj2 XxdsOin 0 nomdt].
disappear.PFv.PST.35G the.NOM man.NOM
reading 1: ‘The beldam opened the door and so the man disappeared’
reading 2: ‘The beldam opened the door and (she saw that) man had disappeared’

Such ambiguity is often resolved phonologically. In a causal construction reading, (i.e. reading
1) of the example (i), the first conjunct is strongly accentuated towards its right edge and
no additional accentuation is present on ki. In the SEE-construction reading (i.e., reading 2)
of the same example, on the other hand, the overall construction receives a somewhat flat
intonation where £i is slightly accentuated.

An anonymous reviewer suggested to me that the causal constructions and SEE-construc-
tions may not be two distinct entities, but the SEE-meaning is the default interpretation as
a matter of assertion and causal reading is the derived one. I agree with the reviewer on the
fact that this may indeed be the case. This is also hinted at by the fact that I propose the same
structural analysis for both construction types, according to which the first conjunct clause
is an adverbial clause in both causal constructions and SEE-constructions (see section 3.3).
The reason why I would still like to keep them in separate sections in the current paper is the

ease of exposition.
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(13) [conz Napdi i kardia tu] ki [con2 ta
rest.IPFV.NPST.3SG the.NOM heart.NoM his K1 the.NoM
mdkee tu piénun kao topas].

efforts.NoM his catch.IPFV.NPST.35G good place.NOM
lit.: ‘His heart rests K1 his efforts catch a good place.
‘He feels relived seeing that he is rewarded for his efforts.

Beside its own semantics, the predicate in the first conjunct clause above is
superimposed a SEE-reading, hence the example above can be paraphrased as
follows: he feels relieved seeing that he is rewarded for his efforts.®

2.5 Adverb +Kki constructions

Certain adverbs can be followed by the morpheme 4:. These adverbs are exclu-
sively copied from Turkish, such as pellé/paii ‘obviously’ (< T(urkish), belli ‘obvi-
ous’), temék ‘apparently’ (< T., demek ‘that is to say’ < de- ‘to say’), matem ‘evi-
dently’ (< T., madem ‘seeing (that)"), élpeetta ‘certainly/surely’ (< T., elbette ‘cer-
tainly’), tab( ‘definitely’ (< T., tabii ‘definitely/naturally’), and tamdn ‘undoubt-
edly’ (< Turkish dialect of Central Anatolia, taman ‘surely’). These adverbs are
ambiguous between a speaker oriented (subjective modal) reading and a punc-
tual/impersonal (objective modal) reading ((14a), (15a)) (for subjective and
objective modal readings see Lyons 1977: 797—804, see also Bagriacik in prepa-
ration for the details of the current proposal). However, when they are followed
by ki, they receive an exclusively speaker oriented reading and lose their punc-
tual/impersonal reading ((14b), (15b)):

9 See also the following example from Dawkins (1916):

(i)  [Irten to f6kko sto skélio ki
come.PFV.PST.35G the.NoM little.boy.NoM from.the.acc school.acc KI
énne si man du kondd o ghwirixos.
be.NPST.3sG in.the.acc motherAcc his near the.NoM loverNom

‘The little boy came from the school; (he saw) that the lover had come to his mother.

(Dawkins 1916: 474.15)

Noteworthy is the translation by Dawkins himself in which he added the phrase ‘he saw’ in
parentheses. For more examples, see Dawkins (1916: 474.25, 504.11, 526.18).
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(14) a. Patl kec¢inddankani mo to kundeliki.
obviously live on.IPFv.PST.3PL with the.acc daily wage.acc
‘Obviously, they would make a living on daily wage.'/It is obvious that
they would ...’

b. Pau ki kecinddnkani mo to kundeliki.
obviously KI live on.1PFv.PST.3PL with the.acc daily wage.acc
‘Obviously, they would make a living on daily wage.'/*It is obvious that

they would ...’

(15) a. Zlpeetta até o nomdt  Co pirin ta
certainly this the.NOM man.NOM not take.PFV.PST.35G the.ACC
pardda.
money.ACC

‘Of course, this man did not take the money’ /It is certain that this man

’

b. Zlpetta ki até o nomdt  ¢o pirin
certainly K1 this the.eNOM man.NOM not take.PFV.PST.3SG
ta pardda.

the.aecc money.Acc
‘Of course, this man did not take the money./*1It is certain that this

)

man ...

The adverb+4i sequence in (14b)—(15b) cannot be interrupted by any lexi-
cal/functional material. This is exemplified in (16) below, where it is shown that
the occurrence of the fronted constituent, ta pardda ‘the money’, between the
adverb and the ki is disallowed:

(16) Alpeetta (*ta pardda) ki até o nomdt  Co
certainly the.Acc moneyaAcc KI this the NOM man.NOM not
pirin da.

take.PFV.PST.3SG 30B]J
int.: ‘Of course, the money, this man did not take it.’ (cf. (15b))

Not all types of adverbs admit 4i following them. The co-occurrence of i
with any lower adverb, such as adverbs modifying the verb phrase (e.g., tarnd
‘quickly’) or aspectual adverbs (e.g., tdima ‘always’) results in ungrammaticality

(17a)—(17b):
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(17) a. Tarnd (ki) xitsin S0 xoriu.

quickly KI  run.PFv.PST.3SG to.the.acc village.acc

‘He went to the village quickly’

b. Taima (*ki) éxu léiku cemémi S0

always k1  have.NPST.1sG little fenugreek.acc in.the.acc

spiti.

house.acc

‘I always have a little fenugreek (paste) at home.

On the other hand, it is also not any modal or speaker oriented adverb (cf.
Jackendoff 1972; Alexiadou 1997; Cinque 1999) that admits ki. Evidential mood
adverbs, for example, such as yojd ‘allegedly’ (18a) or mood irrealis adverbs such
as xérxalta ‘perhaps’ (18b) cannot be followed by the morpheme 4::

(18) a. yojd (*ki) énna devi { strdta

allegedly KI ~FUT.INDEF pass.PFV.NPST.35G the.NOM road.NOM
so xoriu pésu.

in.the.acc village.Acc inside

‘Allegedly, the road will pass through the village.’

b. Xérxalta (*ki) ¢u rtan ta Cocuxa.
perhaps KI  not come.PFV.PST.3PL the.NOM children.NoM
‘Perhaps the children did not come.

Therefore i can follow only a small set of modal adverbs which I identify here
as epistemic adverbs (Speas 2004: 259, Ernst 2002).10

To recapitulate this section, only epistemic adverbs can co-occur with the

ki morpheme. The epistemic adverb in the adverb + ki construction exclusively
receives a speaker oriented reading.!!

10

11

There seems, however, not to be a consensus on the exact status of such adverbials as

evidently, clearly, obviously etc. Chafe (1986) and Palmer (1986) assign them into the class of
evidential adverbs, whereas Ernst (2002: 73-75) and Speas (2004) treat them as epistemic
adverbs. See also Cinque (1999: 174, fn. 37) who expressed his doubt about the status of
this category and suggests that they “should perhaps be assigned to a distinct class”. I will
continue following Ernst (2002) and Speas (2004) in treating them as epistemic adverbs.

See also the following example from a written text:
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2.6 Emphatic clauses

Ki is also employed in the clause-final position. In such use, it is identified by
the speakers as a particle lending emphatic force to the preceding clause. Such
‘emphasis’ is often executed as a contrast against a preceding presupposition.
Consider the example in (19):

(19) A: — Why did you not sell anything when you came here to start a business?
B: — A&l fikam Cip tu  ixami ki!
there leave.pFv.psT.1PL all that have.PST.1PL KI
‘We actually left everything we had there!

In (19), B’s response contrasts against a previous presupposition in A’s question:
A presupposes that B might have brought some (valuable) things with him/her
into Greece during the population exchange, which could have helped him/her
in starting a new business. With this presupposition in mind, A asks why B (or
his family) did not sell these (valuable) things to raise capital. B's answer, how-
ever, contradicts the presupposition in A’s question: they in fact had brought
nothing with them to begin with. As such, ki can, at first glance, be identified
as the marker of counterpresupposition (adopting the term by Gussenhoven
2007) involving a correction of information which the speaker detects in the
hearer’s discourse model.

However, not all uses of clauses where ki occurs in clause-final position can
immediately be identified with counterpresupposition. Consider the example
in (20):

(20) Piésin auca a vres( ki!
catch.PFV.PST.3SG such a rain.NoM KI
‘It started to rain so heavily, in fact!

The sentence in (20) can be uttered without any presupposition entailed. Sim-
ply, the speaker who sees that there is a heavy shower outside can tell it to
the addressee who has no knowledge of the rain in any way. In such a use,
ki simply reinforces the credibility of the speaker’s proposition. Such uses of

(i)  Bellé ki gecinddme mo to kundeliki.
obviously ki live.on.IPFv.NPST.1PL with the.acc daily.wage.acc
‘Obviously, we live on daily wage.” (Theodoridis 1964: 322.2)

Needless to say, it is not clear in such examples from the written texts whether the adverb

retains its impersonal/punctual reading as well.
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ki as in (20) suggest that it might not necessarily be directly related with
(counter)presupposition—focus as the prima facie evidence in (19) indicates.
Hence, I take 4¢'s function as a contrastive particle to be secondarily derived
from its primary function as amplifiying the reliability of the speaker’s utter-
ance.!2

For the sake of completeness, it should also be noted that some argument or
adjunct constiuent of the clause can follow the 4i in emphatic clauses. These
constituents, however, are outside the intonation pattern of the clause preced-
ing ki and there is an intonation break between ki and these constituents. These
suggest that these constituents are right-dislocated. This is exemplified in (21),
where the direct object is right-dislocated:!

(21) Co ndpsa ta ki ti nistia.
not light.PFv.PST.1SG 30BJ KI the.acc fire.aAcC
‘T didn’t light it, the fire!

The previous six subsections presented a brief overview of all the possible i
constructions in modern day PhG. The properties of these construction types
are recapitulated in Table 1.

Table 1 shows that ki seems to be a multifunctional morpheme occuring in a
number of seemingly unrelated constructions. It occurs obligatorily in causal-
and SEE-constructions and somewhat optionally in the remaining construc-
tion types. It acts as a coordinator—albeit with a specific semantic contri-

12 A morphologically similar ki occurs in a closely related variety, Pontic Greek, which is
treated as a focus particle by Sitaridou and Kaltsa (2014). According to Drettas (2000:128—
129), the Pontic Greek £i is suffixed to the verb, whereas the clause-final i in PhG can lean
onto words of any category. Therefore, I assume in this study that the 4 in Pontic Greek
and the ki in PhG should be kept apart. Note also that according to Drettas (2000), ki in
Pontic Greek is ultimately the Western Georgian particle %, whereas I relate ki in PhG
with the Turkish ..

13 Unfortunately, I could not retrieve any examples of purely emphatic clauses in the older
written texts, but see for example, the construction in Papadopoulos (2om: 31.18). This
may simply be a gap in recording. Anticipating later discussion, quotative constructions
(and predicate-complement constructions) are structurally the same constructions as
emphatic clauses. Therefore, I would like to cite the following example as an emphatic
clause:

(i) ‘Mo to0ed, tipos  co irévol léyo ti kil
By God, nothing not want.IPFV.NPST.1SG say.IPFV.NPST.1SG DI KI
‘By God! I want nothing!, I say! (Theodoridis 1964: 298.33)
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TABLE 1 Properties of the constructions with ki
Construction type Constituent order Function of ki
Quotative-construction  (“Quote”) [geporting Clause - V(+¢l) ... Emphasis

(xP) ... (ki) ... (xP)] (“Quote”)
Predicate-complement  [¢p,,  V(+cl) ... (XP) ... (ki) ... Emphasis
construction (XP) [ep,posnea 1]
Causal-construction [clause 1 -+ ] K [clause 2 +-+] Justification of

argument in Clause 2
SEE-construction [clause 1 -] Ki [clause 2 -] Superimposition of SEE

reading in Clause 1
Adverb + ki construction  Adverbp,;gen,;. + (ki) ... Loss of impersonal /

punctual reading
Emphatic clauses [cpjee V+(cl) ... (xP) (ki) ... (XP)] Emphasis

bution—, a clause-final emphatic particle, and an optional complementizer-
like morpheme with specific semantic import. The question emerging from
this picture is whether there are many homophonous 4is, each with a specific
function or the constructions presented above can be uniformly treated. In
the next section, I will argue that there is in fact a unique functional &i in
PhG and these different construction types are results of different syntactic
configurations involving this functional element.

3 The analysis

In this section, I will first present the theoretical framework adopted in the
analysis of ki (section 3.1) and identify &i as a functional morpheme merged
in the head position of Speech Act Phrase, providing evidence from adverb + ki
constructions (section 3.2). Finally the analysis will be extended to the remain-
ing construction types in sections 3.3—3.4.

31 Theoretical framework

The proposed analysis adopts the Cartographic Approach to the left periphery
(cf. Rizzi 1997, 2004 and much subsequent work; especially Rizzi and Cinque
2016 for an up-to-date overview) which aims at providing fine-granied, univer-
sal hierarchies of functional projections, among which is the complementizer
field, cp, such as the one proposed in Rizzi (2004: 242, ex. (60)):
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(22) ForceP TopP* IntP TopP* FocusP ModP* TopP* FinP IP

Within such an approach and following the analysis offered for Modern Greek
by Roussou (2000), Bagriagik (in preparation) proposes the following (incom-
plete) functional hierarchy of the complementizer field in PhG:

(2‘3) [TopP* [ForceP cer/@ [TopP* [ContrastP*pdl[ [TopP* [FocusP [TopP*[ModP* [TOP* [NegPZ ¢o
[cmone na/s/a/enna/xa [neger mu/mifma [1p (cl+)V(+ ]I

In a nutshell, clause-typing is encoded in ForceP which can be headed by the
interrogative complementizer eer and the null non-factive complementizer.
The lower c-portion, CMODP encodes mood/ modality and is preceded and fol-
lowed by distinct NegPs.1* Topic is recursive (recursivity shown by the asterisk,
*) and is realized in various positions of the cp-layer whereas there is a unique
Focus projection, the Spec of which hosts focused elements and wh-operators.
ContrastP is headed by pdli and it hosts phrases which receive contrastive, non-
exhaustive discourse reading (this is based on the analysis offered by Sitaridou
and Kaltsa 2014 for pa in Pontic Greek). Spec, ModP (Modifier Phrase and not
Modal Phrase, cf. Rizzi 2004) hosts higher adverb(ials). Further partitioning
of the ModP, following Giorgi (2010), into evaluative, evidential and epistemic
projections is possible. The latter is in line with the original proposal of Cinque
(1999) according to which functional head morphemes (affixes, clitics or auxil-
iaries) occur in a specific cross-linguistic order and that adverbs (or adverbials),
which are not appendices to the clause structure but in fact intrinsic parts of
it, are generated in specifier positions of such functional heads. In such a fixed
relative order of adverbs and functional heads, Modal adverbs are expressed
high in the clausal spine Cinque (1999: 84):

(24) Moodsyeech actP frankly > Moodgy,aiveP fortunately > MoodyyigenialP al-
legedly > ModgyisiemicP probably > T(Past) once ... (Cinque, 1999: 106, ex.

(92))

Unlike Cinque’s original proposal, recent work locates such projections in the
cP field above the 1P (cf. Speas and Tenny 2003; Tenny 2006; Giorgi 2010;
Haddican et al. 2014). Hence, identifying the ModP in (23) with the functional
projections of Moodspecch actPs MOy, MOOArcnaP and ModsncP
is—atleast—conceptually supported (see Bagriacik in preparation for details).

14  CmoD? hosts the subjunctive particle na, the hortative particle as and the future particles;
a ‘definite future’, énna ‘indefinite future’ and xa ‘future irrealis’.
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3.2 The location of ki: evidence from adverb +Xki constructions

The piece of evidence for discovering the exact location of &i in the clausal
spine comes from adverb + ki constructions: The occurrence of the epistemic
adverbs below constituents occupying Spec, ContrastP is grammatical only
when there is no ki following these adverbs. The examples in (25) below are
grammatical only when there is no ki following the adverbs tamdn ‘undoubt-
edly’ and é@lpeetta ‘certainly’ which follow the ContrastP (viz., pdli, which occu-
pies the Contrast®):

(25) a. Si pdli  tamdn (*ki) a jasis.
you.NOM CONTR undoubtedly KI ~ FUT.DEF laugh.PFV.NPST.25G
‘Undoubtedly, you are going to laugh.’/It is without doubt that you are
going to laugh.

b. Ta kuzukopéka mis pdali  adé pdli  clpetta (*ki)
the.acc morels.acC we.NOM CONTR here CONTR certainly KI
éxumi ta.
have.NPST.1PL 30B]

‘Of course, the morels, we have them here.’/ it is certain that morels, we
have them here.!

Therefore, the epistemic adverbs which occur in their base-position, i.e., Spec,
ModP (precisely Spec, ModgyigeemicP), cannot be marked with ki. This suggests
that ki does not occupy any head position below ContrastP. This is corroborated
by the fact that the occurrence of 4i following an epistemic adverb becomes
grammatical only when the epistemic adverb occupies a position above Con-
trastP:

(26) a. Tamdn (ki) si pali a Jjasis.
undoubtedly KI you.NOM CONTR FUT.DEF laugh.PFV.NPST.28G
‘Undoubtedly, you are going to laugh.’/Tt is without doubt that ..." (cf.

(252))

b. Zlpetta (ki) ta kuzukopéka mis pdali  adé padli
certainly K1 the.AcC morels.ACC we.NOM CONTR here CONTR
éxumi ta.

have.NPST.1PL 30B]
‘Of course, the morels, we have them here. /It is certain that ..." (cf.

(25b))
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In (26) the same adverbs as in (25) precede the constituents which occupy
Spec, ContrastP and ki is grammatical. Therefore, ki should be located above
ContrastP.15

The position that ki occupies above ContrastP cannot be identified as a
complementizer position, i.e., Force® in (23), however, simply due to the fact
that ki is not a complementizer. The first piece of evidence for this is an
indirect one. In a fairly large number of languages, certain modal adverb(ial)s
(or adjectives) can be followed by a complementizer at the left-edge of the
clause (Ramat and Ricca 1998: 212; Cinque 1999: 18-19), see for example the
following example from Flemish dialects:

(27) Waarschijnlijk da  Sofie Jella heeft gebeld.
probably that S. ]  has called
‘It is probably the case that Sofie has called Jella.’ (Flemish dial., Aelbrecht
2006: 5, ex. (18b))

15  See also the fact that when the adverb is in any postverbal position, they cannot be
followed by ki, as exemplified in (i.a)-(i.b) below:

(i) a. Até o nomdts  ¢o  pirin ta pardda
this theNOM man.NOM not take.PFV.PST.35G the.AcC money.Acc
temék (k).
apparently KI
‘Apparently, this man did not take the money./It is apparent that this man ...”

b. At o nomdts  ¢o pirin temék (*ki) ta
this theNOM man.NOM not take.PFV.PST.35G apparently k1  the.acc
pardda.
money.Acc

‘Apparently, this man did not take the money./It is apparent that this man ...”

In (i.a) the adverb temék ‘apparently’ is in the clause-final position but the 4i following
the adverbs in this position is disallowed. Similarly, in (ib), the same adverb occurs in
immediately post-verbal(+clitic) position and again the occurrence of i following the
adverb results in ungrammaticality. The ungramaticality of ki in post-verbal position is
explained as follows: The epistemic adverb is base generated in Spec, ModP (precisely
in Spec, Modgp;semicP). The word orders in (i.a)-(i.b) are derived by Remnant movement
(preceded by constituent topicalization) of at least the Neg2P (cf. Kayne 1994) to a topic
position above the ModP. However, since ki does not occupy the head position of ModP
(or any position in or below ContrastP), the occurrence of i in these positions is judged

ungrammatical.
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One line of analysis (e.g., Aelbrecht 2006) argues that constructions such as the
one in (27) are underlyingly bi-clausal, rather than mono-clausal, and they are
obtained through the ellipsis/suppression of (phonologically) weak elements,
such as the expletive, copula (and the adverb ‘so’ if any) (28):

(28) Het is waarschijnlijk se da Sofie Jella heeft gebeld.
It is probably so that S. J.  has called
‘It is probably the case that Sofie has called Jella.’ (Flemish dial., Aelbrecht
2006: 5, ex. (18a))

Such a line of reasoning would face one major empirical problem if it were
made for the PhG data: the adverbs which can be followed by &i admit neither
the copula nor the adverb auca ‘so”:

(29) a. * Ini pat autsa ki kedinddnkani mo
be.NPST.3sG obviously so  KI live on.IPFV.PST.3PL with
to kundeliki.

the.acc daily wage.acc
int.: It is obviously so that they would live on daily wage.’ (cf. (14b))

b. * Ini dlpeetta auca ki até o nomdt o
be.NPST.3SG certainly so  KI this theeNOM man.NOM not
pirin ta pardda.

take.PFV.PST.35G the.ACC money.ACC
int.: Ttis certainly so that this man did not take the money. (cf. (15b))

The ungrammaticality of the co-occurrence of the copula and the adverb
‘so’ with the ki-admitting adverbs in (29a) and (2gb) reveals that adverb +i
constructions cannot derive from an underlying bi-clausal structure (i.e., with
two vPs). This in turn suggests that ki does not mediate a complementation
relation between a matrix clause and a complement clause, a function typical
of complementizers.

There are other pieces of evidence—albeit from predicate-complement
constructions—in favor of the claim that 4i is not a complementizer. First,
as shown previously in (8), constituents of the matrix clause in a predicate-
complement construction can occur in post-ki position, which means that ki
does not form a maximal projection with the complement clause and therefore
it cannot be a complementizer heading the complement clause. Second, com-
plement clauses in PhG can be left dislocated, as exemplified in (30a). Crucially,
the movement of ki along with the complement clause is not allowed (30b). On
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the other hand, if the complement clause is fronted without the & morpheme,
the structure is grammatical (30c):

(30) a. [ A&r na pirami ta pardda] o a
if NA take.PFV.PST.1PL the.ACC money.ACC not FUT.DEF
da  ipumi.

30BJ tell.PFV.NPST.1PL
‘Whether we took the money or not, we are not going to tell it.

b. * [ Ki er na pirami ta pardda] Cco a
KI if NA take.PFV.PST.1PL the.ACC moneyACC not FUT.DEF
da i{pumi.

30B] telLPFV.NPST.1PL
int: ‘Whether we took the money or not, we are not going to tell it.

c. [ /&r na pirami ta pardda] éo a da
if Na take.PFV.PST.1PL the money not FUT.DEF 30B]
{pumi ki.

tellLPFV.NPST.1PL KI
‘Whether we took the money or not, we are not going to tell it.

If ki were to be taken as a complementizer, such fronting of the complement
clause ‘stranding’ ki behind (so to speak) would be ungrammatical, contrary to
fact. Therefore, the idea that 4i is a complementizer cannot be maintained.

If this reasoning is on the right track, then we are forced to expand more
the articulated cP structure in (23) to locate ki. In what follows, I will first
show that there is in fact good semantic and empirical motivation for this
expansion and later argue for the existence of a functional projection above
ForceP where pragmatic roles are structurally represented (a la Speas and
Tenny 2003).

As stated in section 2.5, there is an interpretational difference between epis-
temic adverbs which are followed by ki and which are not, even though in
both cases the adverbs have propositional scope: While adverbs without ki can
receive a punctual/impersonal reading, adverbs followed by 4 receive a purely
speaker oriented reading. Recently Hill (2007, 2010, 2012) showed that similar
to the PhG case, in Romanian as well, adverbs in adverb + complementizer con-
structions receive only evidential/speaker-oriented interpretation (31a) where-
as adverbs which are not followed by a complementizer can receive both a
speaker oriented or a punctual reading (31b):
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(31) a. Sigur cd va veni.
Surely that will-3sG come
‘Of course s/he’s coming.'/*1t is certain that s/he’s coming’

b. Sigur va ven.
Surely will-3sG come
‘Of course s/he’s coming. /It is certain that s/he’s coming’

To account for the semantic (and various structural) discrepancies between
(31a) and (31b), Hill assigns them distinct structures. Based on Speas and Ten-
ny’s (2003) theory of Speech Act Phrases, she argues that pragmatic roles are
encoded in a pragmatic field as a Speech Act Phrase (sAP) and when the
adverb expresses only speaker-oriented reading (31a) it is merged in the head
position of the sAp which includes the pragmatic features of sentience roles
(especially speaker). sAp dominates ForceP, in the head position of which
cd ‘that’ is merged. According to her analysis, then, (31a) is a mono-clausal
construction, rather than a bi-clausal one. In (31b) on the other hand, the
adverb is base-generated in the specifier position of the ModP, and the sap
can be activated covertly (See also Cruschina 2015 for an implementation of
this analysis to Sicilian and Italian grammaticalized adverbs). This analysis is
further elaborated on by Haegeman and Hill (2013) and Haegeman (2014) who,
discussing certain discourse markers in Romanian and West Flemish, identify
SAP projection further with the capacity of ‘Epistemic Vigilance’ (after Sperber
et al. 2010; Wilson 20m), i.e., the capacity of the communicator to display
her/his competence, benevolence and trustworthiness to the hearer (Wilson
2010:16-18).

Along the lines of the analyses proposed by Hill (2007), Haegeman and
Hill (2013) and Haegeman (2014), I propose that ki is a discourse marker that
is endowed with a [+sentience] feature indexing the speaker as the sentient
individual whose point of view is reflected in a given sentence, and that is
geared to influencing the epistemic vigilance mechanism of the hearer. The
speaker resorts to this mechanism to express the strength of her belief in
and commitment to the truth of her assertion. Given its semantic import in
adverb + ki constructions, and given the fact that it is not a complementizer,
but is nevertheless rather high in the complementizer layer, I take it to be
a functional morpheme merged in the head position of sap, which immedi-
ately dominates ForceP. Hence, I expand the cp-structure given in (23) as fol-
lows:
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(32) [SAP ki [TopP* [ForceP aer/(tu)/@ [TopP* [ContrastP* pdl[ [TopP* [FocusP [TopP* [ModP*
[rop” [NegP2 €0 [cmodr M@/S/a/enna/xa [NegPl mu/mi/ma [p (cl+)V(+cl)

111111111

Diverging from the original proposal of Hill (2007) who argues that adverbs
in adverb + complementizer sequence are merged in SA° as heads, I propose
that epistemic adverbs in adverb + ki constructions are attracted to Spec, SAP,
if sap is projected, to check the [+sentience] feature on ki (via spec-head
configuration). One piece of evidence for the phrasal status of these adverbs
comes from the fact that they can be modified (33a), precisely as they can when
they are not in an adverb + ki construction (33b):

(33) a. Cav tamdn ki o nomdt  a
all the more undoubtedly k1 the.NOM man.NOM FUT.DEF
ndrti.

COme.PFV.NPST.35G
‘All the more undoubtedly, the man is coming

b. Cav tamdn 0 nomdt a
all the more undoubtedly the.NOM man.NOM FUT.DEF
ndrti.

come.PFV.NPST.35G
‘All the more undoubtedly, the man is coming./It is all the more with-
out doubt ...’

The (partial) derivation of the adverb + ki construction in (14b), resumed below
in (34a), is given in (34b):

(34) a. Pau ki kecinddnkani mo to kundeliki.
obviously KI live on.IPFv.PST.3PL with the.acc daily wage.acc
‘Obviously, they would make a living on daily wage./*It is obvious that
they would ...’

b. [sap Pat; [sao Ki [porcer [Moar P2 [1p ke€indankani mo to kundeliki]]]]].

In the light of the analysis proposed here, the apparent optionality of &i in
cases such as those in (26), reduces to the fact that adverbs with or without
a following ki occupy distinct positions. Consider the minimal pair below in
(35)—(36). In (35a), there is a ki following the epistemic adverb, and according
to the analysis proposed above, the adverb is attracted to Spec, SAP, as in (35b).
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In (36a), where there is no ki, I propose that the adverb has moved from its
base position, Spec, ModP, to a Topic position above the ContrastP, as shown
in (36b). As has been argued by Rizzi (2004: 241), “[...] preposed adverbs can
also be moved to a genuine topic position, with the familiar characteristics
of ordinary topics [...].” Whether saAp may also be covertly activated in (36)
when the speaker-oriented reading is obtained—as originally proposed by Hill
(2007) for similar cases in Romanian—will be left open here:

(35) a. Tamdn ki si pali a jasis.
undoubtedly KI you.NOM CONTR FUT.DEF laugh.PFV.NPST.28G
‘Undoubtedly you are going to laugh.

b. [SAP Taméni [SA0 ki [ForceP [ContrastP si [Contrast0 Péh [ModP t&H}é}li [CMOD a [IP

jasis]]]]111)-

(36) a. Tamdn si pali  a jasis.
undoubtedly you.NOM CONTR FUT.DEF laugh.PFV.NPST.25G
‘Undoubtedly you are going to laugh./‘It is without doubt that you are
going to laugh.
v |

b. [ForceP [TopP Taméni [ContrastP si [ContrastO péh [ModP t"a'lfr'léﬂfli [CMODP a [IPjéSiS

e

A final note is in order on the possibility of left dislocation to TopP: One of the
sources of the relatively free order in PhG is the extensive use of movement to
TopPs, which, adopting Rizzi’s (1997, 2004) argument, are realized at multiple
points in the cp, and above the cp, as Hanging Topic. I also assume that such a
presumably Hanging Topic position is likely to occur above sap:16

(37) [TopP Até o nomdtj [SAP élpwttai [SAO kl [ForceP [ModP
this the.NOM man.NOM certainly KI
élpeetta; [negp CO [, pirin e ta pardda]]]]]]]-

not  take.PFV.PST.3SG  the.ACC moneyACC
‘This man, of course, he did not take the money’

16 Note that even if the topicalized constituent were to be assumed to move to this topic
position, it is generally assumed that topic constituents head chains which do not interfere
with adverb movement (Rizzi 2004).

JOURNAL OF GREEK LINGUISTICS 17 (2017) 141-189

Downloaded from Bril.com10/31/2022 11:08:50AM

via Universiteit Gent



168 BAGRIAGIK

To conclude this section, ki in adverb + ki constructions has been identified
as a device employed to influence interlocutor’s epistemic vigilance. As such,
it is argued to be the overt realization of sA® which projects above ForceP.
Why adverbs in adverb+ ki construction convey only speaker-oriented read-
ing follows from the proposed configuration in which epistemic adverbs are
attracted to Spec, SAP to check the sentience features. In the next two sections,
the proposed analysis will be extended to the other—apparently unrelated—
constructions in which 4i is employed.

3.3 SEE-constructions and causal constructions

To anticipate later discussion in this section, I argue that in both SEE-construc-
tions and causal constructions, the relationship between the two independent
clauses, i.e., the first conjunct clause and the second conjunct clause, is medi-
ated by the sa9, which is realized by &i. More specifically, the first conjunct in
both construct types is base generated in the Spec, SAP of the second conjunct
as adverbial clauses (for a similar base generation of reporting clause in inter-
rogative slift constructions, see Haddican et al. 2014). This amounts to saying
that (i) the two clauses in both construction types are not in a typical symmetric
coordination relation, (ii) ki—similar to the case in adverb + ki constructions—
realizes the sA® in SEE- and causal constructions, and (iii) SAP which is headed
by ki is a functional projection of what we have been calling ‘the second con-
junct’ (hereafter the second conjunct clause will be referred to as ‘matrix clause’
and the first conjunct clause will be referred as ‘adverbial clause’). The structure
of SEE-constructions (38a) and the structure of the causal constructions (38b)
are both given in (39):

(38) a. Napdi { kardia tu ki ta
rest.IPFV.NPST.3SG the.NOoM heart.NoM his kI the.NOM
mdkee tu piénun kad topas.

efforts.NoM his catch.IPFV.NPST.3SG good place.NOM
‘He feels relived seeing that he is rewarded for his efforts.

b. Atés  pdli  muyusin to kOari ki
he.NoM CONTR hide.PFv.PST.35G the.acc barley.acc k1
dokan da an katsdra.

give.PFV.PST.3PL 30B] an admonition.NOM
‘He hid the barley and (this is why) they scolded him.
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(39) TopP
ForccP/_\SA'
/\
Napdi i kardia tu SAO ForceP

Atds pali mityusin to kOdri |
ki tamdke tu piénun kao tépas
dokan da an katsdra

Let us now consider each construction type in detail.

First, consider the SEE-construction: the fact that any verb may obtain SEE-
reading in the first conjunct of a SEE-construction regardless of its own seman-
tics and valency can be partly explained by the structure in (39) following
Rooryck’s account (2001) for quotative constructions.

Rooryck (2001) observes that virtually any verb of bodily-movement in the
reporting clause of a quotative construction can receive a say-reading; for
instance, the verb tremble below in (40) is assosicated with a SAy-meaning:

(40) ‘ules is back), trembled Jan. (Rooryck, 2001:132, ex. (37a))

He argues that such a say-reading superimposed on any verb of bodily
movement in a quotative construction can be explained once we accept that
the relationship between the quote and the reporting clause is mediated by
Moodgyigential® (se€ also Haddican et al. 2014) and once we assume—following
Cinque (1999)—that the default interpretation of Moodg,gensia P involves a say-
meaning: Within such an account, the verb of the reporting clause moves to
Moodg,igengal®’ (pace Rooryck 2001). Verbs without inherent evidential meaning,
such as verbs of bodily movement, then, are ‘adverbialized’ via this movement
and due to the lack of semantic ‘matching’ between the evidential restriction in
Moodgy;igenia® and the verb of bodily movement, which is without inherent evi-
dential meaning, the ‘default’ sAy-meaning on Moodg,;genial® is triggered, while
these verbs retain their own semantics as well. Hence, the syntactic process of
verb movement to an ‘adverbial head’ (Rooryck 2001: 132) of the example in
(40) derives the meaning in (41):

(41) Theinformation content ‘Jules is back’is stated by Jan by/while trembling.
(Rooryck, 2001:132, ex. (37b))
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I propose that a similar line of reasoning as the one put forward by Rooryck
for quotative constructions can be evoked for the SEE-constructions. Let us
remember that SAP is the functional projection where ‘epistemic vigilance’, the
capacity of the communicator to display her/his competence, benevolence and
trustworthiness to the hearer is encoded. Epistemic vigilance mechanisms may
be to display openly the degree of confidence about the truth of the speaker’s
assertion or the type of evidence the speaker has, and as stated by Speas (2004:
264), “personal experience and direct perception are the most reliable types
of evidence”. Once vision is accepted as a type of reliable evidence—and by
common wisdom, it should be!”—, then we can assume that SAp may involve
a default SEE-meaning, just as Moodg;geniaP’s default SAY-meaning. At first
glance, this may seem imaginative but there is at least one case which can back-
up this idea. According to the account provided by Gordon (1986), in Maricopa,
aYuman-Cochimilanguage, there is a certain suffix grammaticalized out of the
verb see:

(42) *iima-kyuu
1s-dance-k=SEE=EV
‘I danced (for sure in the past)’ (Maricopa: Yuman-Cochimi; Gordon 1986:
77, ex. (6))

According to Gordon, the suffix -k’yuu in (42) is a ‘sight evidential’ and [...] is
used when the speaker is sure of the facts. Things which are sensed, though
not seen, are as real as those which are directly seen’ (Gordon 1986: 77—78). The
suffix is an epistemic vigilance mechanism employed by the speaker to display
her/his high degree of confidence about the truth of the her assertion. Hence,
the suffix is in a way the counterpart of 4i in Maricopa and can be related to
SAP.

In PhG, then, the fact that virtually any verb in the adverbial clause can be
superimposed a SEE-meaning in SEE-constructions is due to the fact that such
adverbial clauses are merged in Spec, SAP, and hence in a spec-head configura-
tion with i. The verb retains its own semantics and valency, nevertheless the
SEE-meaning on SA? is triggered. This is the reason I propose for why (38a) can
be paraphrased as follows: ‘he feels relived seeing that he is rewarded for his
efforts’.

17  Beyond common wisdom, Russell (1954 [1927]: 165-168, ch. xvI1) argues that sight, as a
source of knowledge and evidence concerning the world, is markedly the best of senses. I
am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for bringing this reference to my attention. Willett
(1988: 57) also argues that one type of direct (i.e., attested) evidence is the one which is
obtained visually.
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Next, consider the causal constructions. In examples such as (38b), the
adverbial clause base generated in Spec, SAP conveys the justification for the
speaker’s belief that the proposition in the matrix clause is true. As stated in
section 2.3, the adverbial clause provides the justification for the argument in
the matrix clause, not for the eventuality per se. As such, there is an epistemic
linkage between the adverbial clause and the matrix clause. This relation, I
propose, is encoded at the speech act level, i.e., via sap. The speaker wants the
hearer to believe the proposition in the matrix clause. In the lack of additional
information (about the source or type of the knowledge), however, she is not
sure whether the proposition will be conveyed properly to the hearer. Then an
obvious way to get past the epistemic vigilance mechanisms of the listener is
to display him openly the type of evidence she has (Sperber et al. 2010; Wilson
2o11) for the argument/proposition. In a causal construction then, the adverbial
clause provides the evidence for the truth of the proposition expressed in the
matrix clause.

Beside providing us with some explanation for the particular (and some-
times overlapping) semantics of the two constructions involving i, the struc-
ture I propose in (39) also enables us to account for certain structural idiosyn-
crasies of these constructions. In (39), both the matrix clause and the adverbial
clause are taken to be main (i.e., root) clauses and hence they are expected
to exhibit main clause phenomena (for main clause phenomena, see, among
others, Haegeman 2012 and the references therein). This is verified in (43a)-
(43b) respectively, where the matrix clause and the adverbial clause are headed
by the modal (hortative) particle s (see Roussou and Tsangalidis 2010: 52 who
argue for Modern Greek that the particle as (= s in PhG) is confined to main
clauses. The argument carries over to PhG as well, Bagriacik in preparation):

(43) a. [s4p Castéfta poli mo to Joxliéxi [sa0 ki
suffer.PFV.PST.18G alot with the.ACC poverty.Acc KI
lower s dafikum xdre]]]

HORT 30B] leave.PFV.NPST.1PL now
‘I suffered a lot from poverty (so) let’s leave it, i.e., let’s not talk about it

)

now.
b. [¢1r S pdu tarnd [sio ki [poreep t oryu
HORT Z0.PFV.NPST.1SG fast KI the.NoM work.NOoM
mu poémini pisull].

not stay.PFV.NPST.3SG behind
‘Let me go fast so that the work is not delayed.
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Next, let us return to the extraction facts. In (44), it is shown that wh-
movement from within the second conjunct—which I now argue is the matrix
clause—is ungrammatical, as there is no Focus position above sap which could
attract the wh-constituent (both referential and non-referential wh-operators
are equally ungrammatical):

(44) * Tunus so pSdka; [sar atls pali
whose to.the.acc brotheracc he.NOM CONTR
muyusin to kOari [sa0 ki
hide.pFv.PST.35G the.Aacc barleyAcc KI
[Forcep O0kan da an katsdra t; so

give.PFV.PST.3PL 30B] an admonition.NOM in.the.Acc
xoriu pésull]?
village.Acc inside
int.: ‘Whose brother did they scold in the village because he hid the
barley?’

Note that wh-movement to Spec, FocP within the matrix clause is otherwise
grammatical (45):'8

(45) [sap Atos  padli  muyusin to kOari [sa0 ki
he.NOM CONTR hide.PFv.PST.35G the.acC barley.acc KI
[Forcep Lrocp POS; [1» ta  Odkan t; so xoriu
what  30BJ give.PFV.PST.3PL in.the.Acc village.acc
pésul]]]]?
inside
‘He hid the barley and so what did they give him?’

As expected from the structure in (39), a negative polarity item (e.g., tipus

‘nothing’ below) within the matrix clause cannot be licensed by the negation
in the adverbial clause due to the lack of c-command:

18  As the adverbial clause has its own illocutionary force, it can also be a question:

(i) [sap TO piu  to kOdri muyusin atds [sa0 k6 [rorcer
the which the barley hide.PFv.PsT.35G he.NOM KI
dékan da an katsdra s0 xoriu pésull]?

give.PFV.PST.3PL 30B] an admonition.NoMm in.the.acc village.acc inside
‘Which barley did he hide (so that) they scolded him in the village?’
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(46) * Co sikosin to culi ki tipus
not lift.PFV.PST.38G the.ACC rug.AccC KI nothing
pomini sa pardda.

remain.PFV.PST.3SG from.the.aecC money.Acc
int.: ‘He didn’t lift the rug and (saw that) nothing was left from the
money.

The structure in (39) then neatly explains the ungrammaticality in (44) and
(46), without resorting to an explanation based on the—somehow problem-
atic—Coordinate Structure Constraint Ross (1967: 98—99). Rather than evoking
this constraint as a primitive, we can now account for the ungrammaticality
of (44) with the fact that there is no focus position above the sap that would
otherwise attract the wh-operator, and the ungrammaticality in (46) with the
fact that the negator in the adverbial clause is not in the proper configuration
to license the NP1 in the matrix clause.!®

For the sake of completeness, it should be noted that, similar to the case in
adverb + ki constructions, a topic position above the sap where probably hang-
ing topics are hosted, is predicted to occur in SEE- and causal constructions as
well. This prediction is borne out. In (47), it is shown that the constituent, a z6ri
katsdra ‘a good admonition, linked to a position in the matrix clause, is hosted
in this position:

(47) [mpp A 20ri katsdra, [sap atos pdli  malyusin
a good admonition.NOM he.NOM CONTR hide.PFV.PST.35G

to kOdri [sa0 ki [porcep O0kan da e; so
the.acc barley.acc KI give.PFV.PST.3PL 30B] in.the.ACC
xoriu pésull]]
village.Acc inside
‘A good admonition, he hid the barley and (this is why) they gave him in
the village’

To sum up this section, identifying the first conjuncts both in SEE-constructions
and causal constructions as adverbial clauses merged in Spec, SAP accounts
both for the semantic relationship holding between these adverbial clauses
and the matrix clauses they modify, and for the structural peculiarities of

19 Similar ungrammatical results are obtained from relativization, which, due to space limi-
tations, I cannot provide here. No constituent from the adverbial or the matrix clause can
be relativized, as expected. See Bagriagik (in preparation) for details.
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these constructions, which at first glance resemble coordinate structures.2°
In the next section, I will return to the quotative constructions, predicate-
complement constructions and the emphatic clauses and argue that they can
be treated uniformly, once again invoking the analysis based on SAP.

3.4 Predicate-complement and quotative constructions, and emphatic
clauses

It is noteworthy that only assertive predicates can be followed by 4i (section
2.2). Assertions are typically associated with the speaker Hooper and Thomp-
son (1973). Next, consider also the fact that whenever ki follows an assertive
predicate taking a complement clause, it comes with a certain semantic con-
tribution. The speakers universally judge the matrix predicate in (48b), which
is followed by 4i, as being ‘more emphatic), or as being ‘stronger in conveying
the assertion’ than its counterpart in (48a):

(48) a. yrikdu (ta) a xado.
see.IPFV.NPST.1SG 30BJ FUT.DEF die.PFV.NPST.1SG
‘I realize that I am going to die.

b. yrikau ta ki a xafo.
see.IPFV.NPST.1SG 30B] KI FUT.DEF die.PFV.NPST.1SG
‘I realize that I am going to die

The example in (48b) is discourse-wise salient only when the speaker strongly
believes that this is the case, e.g.,, when she is on the verge of death. The example
(48a) on the other hand, does not carry such extra information; modal-wise
it is neutral. The speaker is making a neutral statement that she is going to
die, without showing a strong commitment to the assertion. The fact that
there is a strong speaker commitment to the truth of the propositions in
complement clauses following ki means that these propositions cannot be
easily contradicted by the same speaker or these sentences cannot be uttered
figuratively (see Bagriacik in preparation for details).

Such speaker judgments can be neatly captured if we continue to treat
ki as a discourse marker with which the speaker shows her commitment to

20  Asubsidiary advantage of the analysis proposed above is that it may also account for the
ambiguity between SEE-constructions and causal constructions in the absence of extra
linguistic clues (see fn (8)). If both types of adverbial clauses are base-generated in Spec,
SAP, in the absence of further linguistic clues for its resolution, such ambiguity does not

come as a Surprise.
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the truth of her assertion. Relating ki with such function may also capture
a few interesting structural differences between predicate-complement con-
structions with and without ki. These differences will also enable us to propose
a unified account of the quotative constructions and emphatic clauses. Let us
assume that ki in predicate-complement constructions—similar to adverb + ki
constructions, causal constructions and SEE-constructions—is the overt real-
ization of sA®. In the absence of any epistemic modal constituent, for example
an adverb, which could be attracted to Spec, sAP, the matrix clause including
the matrix verb (ForceP) is attracted to the same position, for checking the sen-
tience features on ki. A result of this movement is the fact that a modifying
adverb + ki sequence is ungrammatical with a predicate-complement construc-
tion with ki due to the non-recursive character of sap, even though the adverb
is semantically compatible with the attitude of the speaker:

(49) (*Pau ki) yrévi ta ki xitsin tarnd
obviously KI see.PFV.NPST.3SG 30B] KI run.PFV.PST.3sG fast
S0 Xadszefendi.

to.the.acc Haciefendi.acc
‘(*Obviously) he sees that she went to Haciefendi immediately’

At first glance such movement of the matrix ForceP seems not to get the word
order facts right since the complement clause would then be pied-piped by the
matrix clause yielding the following structure:

v |
(50) * [sap [Forcer YTIKAU (ta) [Forcep @ XaBO]]; [sa0 ki froreeryrikdu{ta}froreer-a
xab61];]] -

* yrikdu (ta) a xaB6 ki (cf. (48b))

However, there are certain structural differences between predicate-comple-
ment constructions with and without ki, which provide evidence for a move-
ment analysis; for instance, in the environment of &i, extraction from the com-
plement clause to the matrix clause becomes unavailable. Consider the mini-
mal pair in (51):

(51) a.  Pos; pandéxis (ta) [ ddcin 0
what think.IPFV.NPST.2SG 30B] give.PFV.PST.3SG the.NOM
nomdt  t; so Xadsefend(]?

man.NOM to.the.acc Haciefendi.acc
‘What do you think the man gave to Haciefendi?’
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b. * Pos; pandéxis ta ki [ ddcin 0
what think.IPFV.NPST.2SG 30B] KI  give.PFV.PST.3SG the.NOM
nomdt  t; so Xadsefendi]?

man.NOM to.the.acc Haciefendi.acc
int.: ‘What do you think the man gave to Haciefendi?’

Wh-movement from within the complement clause to the left periphery of the
matrix clause is blocked by i, as the difference between (51a) and (51b) shows.
Another difference is the fact that an NP1 in the complement clause cannot
be licenced by the negation in the matrix clause in predicate-complement

constructions if ki is present:2!

(52) a.  Co pandéxu (ta) tipus  pomini.

21

not think.IPFV.NPST.1SG 30BJ nothing remain.PFV.PST.35G
‘I don't think that anything remained, i.e., is left.

b. * Co pandéxu ta ki tipus  pdmini.
not think.IPFV.NPST.1SG 30B] KI nothing remain.PFV.PST.3SG
int.: T don’t think that anything remained, i.e., is left.

The fact that 4i blocks extraction and NPI licensing is also observed when the matrix
predicate is one which selects a na-clause (i.e., a subjunctive clause) (i.e., a directive
predicate or a volitional predicate employed as a directive, see (6) and the discussion

around it):

(i) * Tina, yrévi ta o vasilés ki [ na
who.ACC want.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30BJ the.NoM kingNOM KI ~NA
piésun i askéri t]?
catch.PFV.NPST.3PL the.NOM soldiers.NoM
int.: ‘Whom does the king want (lit., order) the soldiers to catch?’

(ii) *Co parakdltsin da ki tipus na fami
not beg.PFV.PST.35G 30B] KI nothing NA eat.PFV.NPST.1PL
int.: ‘He didn’t beg us to eat anything’

The sentence in (i) becomes grammatical only when ki is removed (tina irévi (ta) o vasilds
na piésun i askéri?), and the sentence in (ii) becomes grammatical if i is removed or if
the modal negator mi/mu, which licenses the NP1, is present in the complement clause:

parakaltsin da ki tipus na mu fami.
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Hence, following the analysis by Bennis (1987) and Grange and Haegeman
(1989) for extraposed clauses in Dutch and West Flemish, I assume that the
complement clauses in the environment of 4i should be taken not as genuine
complement clauses but as adjuncts. In effect, then, in the absence of any
overt epistemic material, say, an adverb, it is the matrix ForceP (without the
apparent complement clause) which moves to Spec, sAP to check the sentience
features on ki (by being in a spec-head configuration with k). The apparent
complement clause is linked to this moved ForceP via adjunction, as shown in
(53) below:22:23

v |
(53) [sap [Forcep,,,, -+ Ji [sa0 Ki froreer—3i]] S [Force,, s 1

where = indicates adjunction.

According to (53), the derivation of the predicate-complement construction in
(48b) is asin (54):

v |
(54) [sap [Forcer Yrikau ta]; [spo ki frorepyrikéutal;]] S [rorcer @ Xa00] (= (48b))

Interestingly, this analysis makes it possible to treat quotative constructions
on par with predicate-complement constructions by assuming the same move-
ment operation of the reporting clause (ForceP) to Spec, sap. This amounts to
saying that quotations in quotative constructions and apparent complement
clauses in predicate-complement clauses involving i are of similar status. The
derivation of (3a), resumed below as (55), is given in (56):24

22 The exact nature of these ‘adjunct-complement clauses’ will be left as an open issue in
this study. In a strictly antisymmetric framework (e.g., Kayne 1994), which allows only one
adjunction to a maximal projection, which can be identified with the unique specifier,
this adjunction analysis remains inadequate. See, however, Bagragik (in preparation) for
a solution.

23 Theclitic doubling facts only partly verify this claim. The third person clitic, ta/da is in fact
obligatory in the predicate-complement constructions involving ki, therefore, we could
assume that the matrix verb’s theta-role that is to be assigned to the complement clause
is instead assigned to the clitic. However, the clitic ta/da is also irregularly employed
as a quasi-obligatory object marker with complement clauses without ki and with pp
arguments—even with non-referential ones (see also Dawkins 1916: 172 and Janse 1998:
538-540 for earlier observations). The unsystematic nature of this clitic doubling might
be due to ‘grammar competition’ (Kroch 1989), which in most cases results in a (diachron-
ically) unstable situation, yet I leave the assessment of the hypothesis to future work.

24  Similar to the case of the complement clause in predicate-complement constructions, the
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(55) Le ta o tatds tu ki, ‘Nadtara
say.IPFV.NPST.3SG 30B] the.NoM father.NoM his K1 how much
irévis na mi ta dos?

want.2SG NA 1SG.OBJ 30B] give.PFV.NPST.2SG
‘His father says, ‘How much [money] do you want to sell it to me?"’ (= (3a))

v |
(56) [sap [Forcer L€ ta o tatas tu]; [sao ki frsreepte-ta-o-tatastul;|] = Nadtara irévis

na mi ta dos?’

According to the analysis proposed here, the difference between quotative
constructions/predicate—complement constructions on the one hand and the
emphatic clauses on the other hand reduces to the fact that only in the former
is there a constituent (an ostensible complement clause or a quote) which is
linked to the matrix verb in one way or the other. In emphatic clauses as well, it
is simply the (matrix) ForceP which is attracted to Spec, SAP and it is this very
movement that makes the construction to be judged ‘emphatic’ on a par with
quotative constructions and predicate-complement constructions with ki. The
derivation of (57), reproduced from (20), is given in (58):2

(57) Piésin auca a vresi ki!
catch.PFV.PST.3SG such a rain.NOM KI
‘It started to rain so heavily, in fact! (= (20))

(58) [SAP [ForceP Piésin auca a Vreéi]i [SA0 ki orce iési aé S 1]]

One piece of evidence in favor of this unified analysis of the three construc-
tion types is the fact that predicate-complement constructions and emphatic
clauses are in complementary distribution: A predicate-complement construc-
tion cannot act further as an emphatic clause (see (59)). In structural terms this
means that the matrix ForceP cannot move to Spec, sAp, dragging along the
complement ForceP, so to speak (60):

exact nature of adjunction, i.e., linking, of the quote to the reporting clause will be left
open (see fn. 22). For various proposals see Collins and Branigan (1997); Sufier (2000); de
Vries (2006).

25  Matrix constituents (shown as Xps in Table 1) which occur following ki in all the three
types of constructions analyzed in this section can then be treated as constituents which
move to a topic position above ForceP before the ForceP remnant-moves to Spec, SAP. This
is also in line with the assumption that these constitents are dislocated. See the examples
(3b), (8) and (21), and the discussion revolving around the latter.
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¥ yrikdu ta a xafo ki!
see.IPFV.NPST.1SG 30BJ FUT.DEF die.PFV.NPST.1SG KI
int.: Trealize that I am going to die, in fact!

(59)

(60) [SAP |:F0rceramX lekéu ta [ForcePcmb‘ a Xaeé]]i [SA° ki orce orce

axabot}]]

matrix emb.

As shown in (53)—(54) above, the complement clause in the environment
of ki is always an apparent one which is not linked to the matrix clause by
conventional means of complementation, and due to this reason it can never
move along the matrix clause, as the ungrammaticality in (59)—(60) verifies.?6

To conclude this section, I have proposed that the structural differences
between quotative constructions, predicate-complement constructions and
emphatic clauses with 4i reduce to the existence of a constituent (a quote or
an apparent complement clause) which is linked to the matrix verb in one way
or the other. In each construction type, the matrix ForceP is attracted to Spec,
saP by virtue of which the speaker displays her commitment to the truth of her
assertion.

4 Conclusions and avenues for further research

The current paper proposed a unified account for the ki particle in the mod-
ern Greek dialect of Pharasa, which is employed in a number of seemingly
unrelated constructions. Under close scrutiny, it has been revealed that in each
type of these apparently unrelated constructions, ki is a device to which the
speaker resorts in order to display the strength of her belief in and commit-
ment to the truth of her assertion. Within the cartographic approach to the left
periphery of clauses, ki has been identified as a morpheme endowed with a

26  There is one potential problem with this ‘movement of the (matrix) ForceP’ analysis: it
violates the anti-locality constraint, i.e., constraint on the movement of a complement to
the specifier of the same projection, cf. Abels (2003); Grohmann (2003). I have no good
solution for this, yet, if we take seriously the original idea by Speas and Tenny (2003), who
argue that the interfacing between syntax and conversational pragmatics is established
through a functional predicative structure in the same way that the argument structure
of alexical verb is projected, and that the speech act is computed in the same way as the
functional ‘little v, then we may even argue for the existence of ‘little sa’, i.e., saP above
sAP. It might be the case that the ForceP is attacted to Spec, saP, modulo sa%sa® head
movement of ki, hence the anti-locality constraint is respected.
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[+sentience] feature indexing the speaker as the sentient mind and merged in
the head position of Speech Act Phrase (sap) above ForceP. The apparent sur-
face differences between various construction types involving ki are claimed
to follow from whether the [+sentience] feature on 4 is checked by an inter-
nally or externally merging category in Spec, SAP. The analysis proposed in the
current paper not only offers an explanation for semantic and structural simi-
larities between various construction types but it also clarifies why ki resembles
a complementizer, a clause-final emphatic particle or a coordinator in certain
cases, even though it is in fact none.

Though interesting, the current paper has not addressed a number of issues
pertinent to the origin of ki and how i is accommodated into PhG clause struc-
ture. One of these issues is how ki was borrowed from Turkish in the first place,
and whether there is variation between the donor and the recipient languages
with respect to the function of ki-elements. To note rather briefly here, 4 in
Turkish has traditionally been assumed to introduce finite subordinate clauses
of the Indo-European style (61a) (Erguvanl 1980-1981; Johanson 1996; Kornfilt
1997), whereas native subordinate clauses are reduced in TAM and bear nomi-
nalization markers (61b):

(61) a. Ist-iyor-um [cr ki yarin ben-im-le sinema-ya
want-PROG-1SG  that tomorrow I-GEN.1SG-COM cinema-DAT
gel-esin].

come-OPT.25G

‘I want you to come to the movies with me tomorrow

lit.: T want that you should come to the movies with me tomorrow.
(Turkish; Kornfilt 1997: 46, ex. (199))

b. [ Yarin ben-im-le sinema-ya  gel-me-n-i|
tomorrow I-GEN.1SG-COM cinema-DAT come-INF-2SG-ACC
ist-iyor-um.
want-PROG-1SG
‘I want you to come to the movies with me tomorrow
lit.: T want your coming to the movies with me tomorrow. (Turkish;
Kornfilt 1997: 48, ex. (206))

Recent work, however, has shown that ki-clauses as in (61a) are licensed only
when the matrix predicate is an assertive one (Kesici, 2013), which reveals a
striking resemblance between PhG and Turkish. Differently than the analysis
proposed here for PhG ki, however, Kesici (2013) (also Griffiths and Giines 2015)
argues that ki-clauses as in (61a) are parenthetical clauses and are not internal
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arguments of the matrix predicate. These authors, however, do not associate
ki with any modal function, contrary to the analysis proposed here for PhG £:.
Furthermore, Griffiths and Giineg (2015) extend their paratactic analysis of &i
for cases such as (61a) to certain other environments in which 4 is employed,
such as appositive relatives (62a), emphatic clauses (62b) or temporal clauses
(62c):

(62) a. appositive relatives

Abi-m, [ ki is-i-ni daima
brother-p0ss.1S¢ K1 work-P0SS.3.SG-ACC always
zaman-m-da yap-ar-@), bu sefer geciktir-mis-@.

time-P0SS.3SG-LOC do-AOR-3SG this time delay-Ev-3sG
‘My brother, (he) always does his homework on time, handed it in late.

b. emphatic clauses
O kadar giil-dii-k ki!
that much laugh-psT-1PL KI
‘We laughed so much!

c. temporal clauses
[ Giines bat-mus-ti-@  ki] garip ses-ler  duy-ma-ya
sun  set-EV-PST-3SG KI strange sound-PL hear-INF-DAT
bagla-di-k.
start-PST-1PL
‘The sun had set when we started to hear strange sounds.” (Turkish;
Griffiths and Giines 2015: 176-177, ex. (9,12,13))

Additionally, certain speaker oriented adverbs (which may also function as
adjectives) can also be followed by ki in Turkish:

(63) Kuskusuz/tabii/elbette (ki) bizim takim kazan-acak-0.
undoubted(ly)/naturally/certainly K1 our team win-FUT-3SG
‘Undoubtedly/definitely/certainly, ouw team will win.” (Turkish)

Cases such as (63) are not discussed in Kesici (2013) or Griffiths and Giineg
(2015); therefore, it is not clear whether these authors’ paratactic analysis also
extends to (63) or not. More crucially, however, it remains to be seen whether
all the ki-constructions in Turkish provided in (61a), (62) and (63) can also be
accounted for uniformly by the same analysis as I proposed for ki-constructions
in PhG. It should be noted here that, unlike the case in Turkish, ki in PhG is not
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employed in appositive relatives or in temporal clauses. The reason why this is
so should also be addressed in future research.

Another issue that is not addressed here but should be taken up in future
research is whether the functions of PhG ki may also be associated with the
functions of the Hellenic coordinator xai [ ke] ‘and’, which began to be used as a
subordinator as early as (at least) Post-classical Greek. Early examples involving
ke are generally cases of parataxis (Ljungvik 1932; Bentein 2015):2”

(64) a. [...] Belon ke pémpse(=pémpsai) si ti allo |[...]
wanted.1SG and send.INF to.you something else
‘... I also wanted to send you something else ...’
W9edov xai méupe (= mémpar) ool Tt dAo (bgu.2.384., 7, 1st—4th. c. AD)

b. [..] ian o Beds Géli ke élBo [-]
if the God want.3sG and come.SUBJ.1SG
‘... if God wants me to come ...’
Yjav 6 9eo¢ A xal EA9w (Let.Pan. 4, 3rd—4th. c. AD; Ljungvik 1932: 83)

In Medieval Greek, xa! is further observed to be used instead of the declarative
complementizer 8t (see especially Kriaras 1980: 217):28

(65) a. Ipoptévasin ke dickun  tous apopiso.
suspected.3PL and chase.3PL them from.behind
‘They suspected that they chased after them!
Umomtedaaty xai dicxovy Tovg dmomiow (Pol.stoix. BC.1100, 15th c. AD)

b. Os ikuse ke  pniyiken ellivin i oréa
When heard.3sG and drowned.3sG mourned.3sG the beauty
‘When she [Chrysandza] heard that she [Faidrokaza] drowned, the
beautiful girl mourned’
g rxovae xal wviynxey éAIByy 1 wpaia (Pol.stoix. BC.1211, 15th . AD)

c. den éynobe ki o Erotas sixnia & katakrii.
not knew.3sG and the love often her hurt.3sc
‘He didn’t know that Love often hurts her’
Oev eyvwde xt o ‘Epwrag ouyvid to) xataxpovet. (Erotokr. A’ 498, Crete, 17th
C.AD)

27  lam indebted to Delphine Nachtergaele for bringing example (64a) to my attention.
28  Iam indebted to Jorie Soltic for providing me with the examples in (65a)—(65b).
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In Modern Greek as well, ke can replace declarative oti/pos, factive pu and
subjunctive na complementizers ((66a)—-(66c) respectively). Roussou (2006)
calls these paratactical constructions (for ke in Modern Greek, see also Ingria
2005):

(66) a. I  Maria drxise ki ékleye.
the Maria started.3sG and cried.3sG
‘Mary started to cry’ (= (na) Modern Greek; Roussou 2006: 28, ex. (16Y))

b. Tous ida ki ékleyan.
them saw.asG and cried.3PL
‘I saw them crying’ (= (pu) Modern Greek; Roussou 2006: 28, ex. (163))

c. Baris ke ine alifino.
suppose.2sG and is real
“You think it is real. (= (oti/pos) Modern Greek; Roussou 2006: 28, ex.

(16¢))

Unfortunately, there is no systematic research on the interpretive nuances
of constructions which involve ki and which are provided in (64)—(66). Such
a systematic analysis may also uncover how i has been associated with its
functions in PhG today.

Finally, it has been observed at least since Dawkins (1910a:128, § 35 (3), 1910b:
283, § 82) that homophonous 4i’s occur in two Asia Minor Greek dialects closely
related to PhG as well, i.e., Cappadocian and Silliot dialects (see also Dawkins
1916: 685). Though I have not addressed these £¢’s here, I hope to have sparked
further research on the similarities and differences between £¢’s in these three
dialects.
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