COMPLEMENTATION IN MOD GRLEEK AND ENGLISH

A, KAROURIOTIS

The Groduats Sehool of FPolilieal Sciencer, Pantsios

1. The complementizers

Modern Greek complement clauses no doubt deserve a whole thesis. The -
present article will therefore be rather sketehy since it constitutes only a part
of a whole thesis. We shall be dealing with the following complementizers:
(a) na, which is also a Mood marker; (b) 6ti (pos) which correspondsto the English
complementizer ‘that’; (¢} pu, ‘that’ used mainly with Emotive Factive
predicates (see sections on ‘“Factives” and particularly on “Asggertives”
where all predicates are classified according to their syntactic and semantic
properties). |

1.1 Some Facts

Modern Greek has lost its infinitive construction, which English still retains;
it has never had gerundive forms like the English -ing; 5o, we shall mainly deal
with what Chomsky (1973) has called ‘tensed sentences’.! Since person is
morphologically copied onto the endings of the verb, it is hardly plausible
to talk of Bqui-NP deletion, that is, there is no reason to postulate an NP
subject since NP subjects are optional, as 1 have shown in Kakouriotis (1978).
Thus the English sentence: ‘I want to come’ is translated into Modern Greek
as felo na erfo, where both the matrix and the complement verb show with
their identical endings -o that they both have as their subject the 1st person
sign personal pronoun eyo ‘I’ :

1 The only exception being the non-finite adverbial participle when used as a com-
plement of some “emotive’” predicates. In guch cases the complement-participle is nor-
mally a verb of perception, knowing, learning: '

' sarika vlepondas se

T was glad seeing you
I was glad to see you
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On the other hand, in in the scae of a complement clause with a non-split
subject, such as the English

(1) a I want you to come
it Greek equivalent will be
(1) b Belo na erfis

where the difference of verb endings between mattix and complement verbs
shows that we have different subjects: 1st person. in the matrix and 2nd
(here singular) in the complement. na is the Modern Greek complementizer
corresponding to the English ‘to’; it is here followed by what traditional
grammars call the Subjective Mood. Whether there ig a Subjunctive in Modern
(ireek iz, however, debatable. As A. Martinet has pointed out “We could
not speak of a subjunctive in a language which does not possess subjunctive
forms that are distinet from those of the indicative such as *je sache’ and
‘jo saig’”’. (A. Martinet (1960:45), English translation). Modern Greek does
not' seem to to have such a distinction and the endings -w, -e1s, -1, -obug, -ete,
-ouw, can oceur in either Mood. What distinguishes Indicative from Subjunctive
are are the Mood Marlers (MM) na, fa, and as which cliticize to the verb that
follows.

Actually, ag far as ne is concerned, it can be used with either Subjunctive
Aorist or Indicative Aorist or Subjunctive Perfeet or Perfect Indicative.
Notice that the Aorist Indicative and the Persent Perfect Subjunctive are at
least in one sense synonymous and can be used indiscriminately:

(2) elpizo na eftase soos ke avlavis,
{Ind)
I hope MM he-reached safe and sound
I hope that the arrived safe and sound.

(3) elpizo na exi ftasi soos ke avlavis,
{(Suhbj.)
I-hope MM has reached safe and sound.

But since the Perfect subjective and the na +Aorist Indicative are used
interchangeably and since na -4Subjunctive can have the same function
a8 na- Indicative, is it really necessary to postulate a Subjunctive Mood?
However, I should think that for our deseription it is eonvenient to postulate
a periphrastic subjunctive made up of MM (Mood Marker)--Indicative, which
might enable us to cover also cases like elpizo na eftase. |

1.2 The for-phrase in Modern Greek

Many linguists have reacted againgt the spuriousness of the for-to comple-

mentation and have suggested that there has never been a for-to complemen--
tizer at all. Whether this is right or wrong is a matter that does not concern
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our analysis here, as we are dealing with a language that has no infinitive con-
structions.? However, a for-phrase doeg appear in Modern Greek where the
matrix verb is an impersonal expression. Kimball (1971) has discussed the
frequent ambignity of for-phrases as between ,,datives on adjectives” and as
part of an embedded complement. Consider the following sentence:

(4a) It isgood for the economy for everyone to have a job.

In the Greek gloss of this sentence, the ‘for’ of the Dative on adjective must
stay where it iz, but the ‘for’ of the embedded complement is unnecessary,
as instead of & ‘for to’ clause we have a subordinate “tensed” cla,use._

(4) ine kalo ja tin ikonomia na exi o kanenas mja dulja.

Tt-is good for the economy MM has article everybody a job
In English there iz an ambiquity in the sentence:

(6) a It is good for John to stay here.
as t0 whether it is good for John only: |
(5) b It is geod for John (to stay here]
or to whether it is good in some absolute, generic sense:
(5) ¢ It is good [for John to stay here]
In Modern Greek, on the other hand, only the first reading is possible:
(5) d ine kalo ja to jani na miﬁi edo.

It-is good for Article John MM stay Aor. Subj. here.
The generic sense requires a construction made up of copulaAdjective
with a na complement in which Jants is the nominative case subject:

(5} e ine kalo ma mini o janis edo.

It is good MM Article John here

1.3 The Gerund and Modern Greek

From the semantic point of view there is a relation between factivity
and gerundives in English. It was Jespersen (1924) who first noticed that
the infinitive seems to be more appropriate than the gerund to denote the
imaginative (unreal). This was taken up by D. Bolinger {1967) who observed

. % In fact, as has been poiﬁt-ed out by Chomsky, the ‘for’ ‘to’ constructions derive
from Subjunctives, i.e. a) from b):

i it is essential for him to do that

ii it is eesential that he do that
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that there is a properly semantic constrast between nominalizations carried

by -ing and those carried by the infinitive. This contrast is, according to him,

one between two agpects: reification vs hypothesis or potentiality. At about

the same time the Kiparskys wrote what has now become one of the classics
in the literature of linguistics: their article entitled ‘Fact’, There they proposed
that infinitival nominalizations derive from the sentential objects of non-
factive predicates, and that gerundive nominalizations derive from the senten-
tial objects of factive predicates: in other words, that the surface contrast
between infinitivals and gerundives can be explained in terma of factivity,

In Modern Greek the ‘Subjunctive’ Mood seems to bave taken over all

the functions of the English and classical Greek infinitival construction.
Like the infinitive, it can denote the unreal or the hypothetical. Like the
infinitive in English, the Modern Greek Subjunctive does not normally ex-
press a true proposition. Compare:

* {8) lizmoniga na ton sinandiso (Aorist-Subj)
- 1 forgot MM him I meet
with:
I forgot to meet him

_ {7) lizmonisa pos (oti) ton sinandisa {Aorist-Ind)
- I forgot that him I met |
I forgot that I had met him. I forgot meeting him.

Only the second sentence allows the noun to yeyonos the fact, with a sententisl
complement consisting of the ‘oti’ clause, to replace the siraple oti-clause.

(8)a *lizmonisa to yeyonos na ton sinandiso
I forgot the fact to meet him

{8)b Lizmonisa to yeyonos oti ton sinandisa
I forgot the fact that I met him.

‘Fhe lack of gerunds in Modern: Greek is compensated for by the use of
“articled” sentences: to ot ine arostos “the that he is sick’, or by the use of a
category of nouns expressing action, activity and (possibly) state, which are
normally formed from thie stem of the Perfective --an -i(s) noun ending and

which correspond to the nouns that have -tion, -al, -ment and -ing endings in
English;

Verb ‘attempt’, ‘operate’ Nominal
EPIXITO ‘attempt’, ‘operate’ epaxirisi(s) ‘eopration’
(epixiris)- '

lino ‘solve’, ‘loose’ lisi(s) ‘gsolution’

(lis-) _ -

paralipo ‘omit’ poralipsi(s) ‘omission’
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| Stefdetisi(s) ‘arrange-

JieSeeto ‘arrange’ o
{diefdetis-) ' o ment’

odiyo ‘drive’, ‘lead’ oo1dsi(s) ‘driving
(0diyig-)

Notice that dhemotiki has created another class by_ exten@ix}g the tsi)
-8i(g) ending into -simo.® This class comes nearer to the action-activity English
gerund. They sometimes differ in meaning from the the -si(s) noun. ihus from
the verb sfrono, ‘lay’, we derive strois. ‘layer’ and sirosimo, ‘the laying (of bed
or table). ) o - \

Ff0n1) lino, ‘solve’, ‘loose’, we get lists, ‘solution’ and listmo, solutionfbut
also ‘loosening’, ‘undoing’.

Finally, there is a class of -ma ending nouns that can do the \?"D'I'k that the
gerund does in English; the -ma ending is added to the Perfective stem (the

8 is sometimes deleted}. |
Imperfective Perfective stem - Nominal

perpato  ‘walk’  — perpatis-, —perpatime, ‘walking’

kapnizo, ‘smoke’ — kapnis-, — kapnisma, :Ismc:kilig:
Kalo, ‘call’ — kales-, —kalesmua, ‘ca,lhn:g ,‘eall
kerno, ‘treat’ — keras-, —rkemscfna n t{:'e Ea,t-n}g
‘sfragizo, ‘fill —  sfragis-, —sfragisma, ‘filling

(a tooth} . * S
yvemizo, ‘fil)’ — yemis-, —> yermasma, ‘fﬂlm_g *
perno,  ‘pass’ — peras-, —rperasma, Epassllng,
Sjavazo, ‘read’ — djavas-, **t:jjﬂﬂﬂ&m&, ﬂrea,d:‘lng,
imerono, ‘tame’ — 1meros-, —imeroma, ‘taming

Let us now see how those potential gerundives can cope with.some cons-
tructions analogous to the English -ing forms:
Generic ‘activity’ constructions

(9) to perpatima ine mia kali askisis
g Walking is a good exerciese
(10) to imeroma lendarjon (Gen) ine epikinéino

@ Taming lions is dangerous - _ *
There are two things in which the two (Greek and English) constructions

“ 2 Some of these nominals derive straight from the Perfective without any intermedia-
te -si(z) type:

Nominal -st(8) Nominal -aimo
pefto o all” {v) *pesia peaime fall” (n) .
i?::o “slay’ *sfaksis sfakeimo ‘slaying’
(sfaks)
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:Jlsﬁ:r: th;r Greei;hgeneric sentence needs a definite article (cbligatorily) and
» a5 far as the second example is concerned, in Mo
28 f he _ e ; odern Greek we ha
:‘Iblj ;];]?Etgl: iemtw? Whﬁrea,s in English a generic activity gerund takes ;E
ccusative. Both the Greek and the Engli

. ‘ : glish can be paraphraged:
:he qreek 11_:1to subjunctives; the English into for-to emotive inﬁflitivl;l 201815-
ructions with deleted indefinite subjects. (Stockwell et al. 1972):

(11) ine: mja kali askisis na perpatai kanis
It ’13 & good exercise MM Subj. walk Indef. pronoun
It's & good exercise (for one) to walk.

(12) in:;:-: epikindino na imeroni kanis lennd‘arja
It =1a dangerous MM Subj. tame Indef. pronoun lions
It’s dangerous (for one) to tame lions.

- T};: Gregk indeﬁn'it-e pronoun kanis is not deletable; there is, however
e a eratlartlve of using & generic 2nd pers. sing. which iz copied ¢ ’
= _ pied onto the
(13) ine mja kali askigis na perpatas
It is a good exercise MM Subj. you walk

(14) ine epikindine na imeronis leondarja
It is dangerous MM Subj. you tame lions

the]?:{}re irnblemat-ic is the rendering of Poss-ing into Modern Greek. In fact
are two ways to render it: either a nominal {-si, -iss ai ,
: . oL -81, -i8290, -ma ending) o

with 4 complement modified by the neuter gender definite article fo: e

(153)a to Siavasma tu jani
the reading of John

(18)b to oti o janis Siavazi
The that John reads

If the verb is transitive, the co i i
. ’ ongt: t - W : s 2
Genitive-- PP (Agent) ruction will be: Nominal4-Objective

to divaasma tu vivliu apo ton jani
the reading of the book from John

1.4. On the Syntaz of Omlément Constructions

There are many reasons which ¢
an lead t L
Modern Greek Complements: | ug to adopt an NP analysis for

(a) They can enter into most of th i
. ; e functional relati ;
like their English counterparts: al relations of ordinary NPs
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Subject:(to) na kanis peripato to yradi ine efxarigto
Article MM do walk the evening is pleasant
Going for a walk in the evening is pleasant
Object: nomizo pos exi erdi '
FE I think that he has come
Obj. Prep: vagizete sto oti Ja ton voitiso
_ He relies on Article that I will help him
Subj. Compl: to xombi tu ine na mazevi petaludes
' the hobby of him is subj. M. collect butterflies
His hobby is collecting butterflies
Apposition: moni tu apasoxolisi, to na mazevi ta enikia apo tis
polikatikies pu exi, tu troi olo tu ton kero.
His only occupation, collecting the rents from the
blocks of flats that he owis, takes up all of his time.

" (b) They pronominalize and cliticize like NPs
to pistevo apolita oti o petros ine timios.
It T believe absolutely that Peter is honest.
T absolutely believe that Peter is honest.

(¢) Interestingly, most cnmplément clauses can take a Definife Ariticle,

which, in cases of verbs followed by prepositions, is obligatory. Classical
Greek made an extensive use of Articled Infinitives, some of which were

" taken over by “kaSarevusa”, the puristic Modern Greek language. Officialese

has still a good stock of them, especially used as complements of the verb
apayorevele, “it is fﬂrbidden’.

(16)a apayorevete to fonaskin endos tis edusis
Tt is forbidden Art. to speak loudly im the room
Speaking loudly in the room is forbidden

(16)b apayorevete to sinerxesde paranomos
It is forbidden Art to assemble illegally
(to asseble) Assembling illegally is forbidden

In colloquial Greek there are no longer any Articled infinitives. Instesad,
vou ean have either a i), istmo or ma nominal (see pages 102 - 103} or a na -+
subjunctive construction with the optional use of the Definite Article. Note that
the complementizers pu (that) and pos (that) cannot take an article, though

ott and na can;

(17)s (to) oti ine vlakas, oli to kserume
' Art. that he is fool all it we know
We all know that he is a fool
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(18)b? to pos ine vlakas oli to kserume*
to na exis aftokinito exi meyali simasia simera
Art. MM Subj. have can has great importance nowadays
It is very important to have a car nowadays

The fact that to is a singular neuter article may suggest that it is the
remnant of the phrase to yeyonos “the fact®, after a yeyonos deletion has taken
place; however, fo is used with na complementizers as well, as witnessed
from the last example, which are, as a rule non-factive complementizers.

Note that the use of the article to hecomes obligatory if the complement,
- clause starts with a prepemmen

(19)  ipoloyizi Prep. Art. oti Sa exi tin plire ipostiriksi mas
He counts on the that will have the full support of us
He counts on the fact that he will have our full support

(20) *lpeleﬂ_,uz] se oti 8a exi tin pliri ipostiriksi mas

Interestingly, the use of the Article can be extended to cover Wh-com-
plements:

{(21)a (to) ti 3a kano, 8en afora eseng
the what I will do, not concerns voun
What I'll do does not concern you
(21)b (to) pjos espase to vazo, kanis zen to kseri
Art. who broke the vase
nobody not it he knows
Nobody knows who broke the vase
(21)c (to) pu Pa pame, ine alo Pema
' Art. where we shall go is another
topic Where we shall go is another matter
{(21)d (to) an pa erri, eksartate apo ton kero
Art. if he will come depends
from the weather
Whether he will come (or not), depends on the
wenther :
(21)e (to) pote pa pandrefto, ine a nosto ke se mena ton 1Zjo
| Art. when I will get married is unknown and to me the same
When I will get married I don’t even know myself.

* As far ag pos is eoncerned it may ba a matter of dislect but pu neveor does take an
artiele:
1 iipame pu ine toso vlakas
I regret that he is so stupid
11 *to pu ine vlakas, lipame
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Note that in all the above sentences the complement has been topio-
alized. The Article can also be used with untopicalized complement, though
less frequently. '

(22) kanis zen kseri (to) pjos espase to vazo

cliticization of the complement clause:
Also, topicalization triggers
(23)a oli (to) kserumeé (to) oti ine vlakas
All it we know Art, that he is stupid.

Here both the clitic and the article are optional. But if the eemplexrlfef1t
clause is preposed, the sentence becomes ungrammatical without the elitic,
though the use the Article still remains optional:

(23)b (to) oti ine vlakas, oli fo kserume

(28)c *(to) oti ine vlakas, oli kserume

(23)d (to) na relis mja plusia nifi, to katalaveno
Art. MM Subj. you want |
a tich bride it T understand
T understand you.wish to get yourself

a rich bride
(23)e *(to) na pelis mja plusia nif, ketelevene

Finally, in connection with the two other test proofs, namely, passiviza-
tion and pseudo-cleft, I have to say the following: the Passive Voice is very
idiosyneratic in Modern Greek ‘and much less used, even in written Greek,
than in English. There is a considerable number of verbs which though trans-

itive do not normally passivize.
On the other hand, pseudo-cleft sentences can obtain. But though there

exista a free relative corresponding to the English “what’, Mod Greek uses a
periphrasis made up of a demonstrative ekinos “that’ or aftos "this’, plus &
relative in pseudoclefts: |

ekino pu 8en kseri kanis ine (to) pjos ospase to vazo-~
that which not he knows nobody is Art. who broke the vase
What nobody knows is who broke the vase.

NP '

'J‘Hue, the syntactic analysis of complement clauses, which applies

! :
both to English and to Mod Greek should be modified into e N to
D

account for the complements which take the neuter gender definite article
to (cf. the English: ‘killing rabbits’ which derives diachronically from ‘the

killing rabbits®).
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2. On the Semantics of Complement Clauses

0. Iniroduction

In a previous article (Kakouriotis 1977) I had dealt with some Mod Greek

- predicates and had observed that when they are heavilly stressed, thev can

change from Nonfactive into Factive predicates. In the present article I have

1(311'15;1 )1;0 divide Mod Greek into various semantic classes, following Hooper
3).

There are not any striking differences between English and Mod Greek
as far as the semantics of complement clauses i concerned, However, pre-
dicates like fenete ‘it seems’ present problems for an analysis which divides
predicates into Factives and Nohfactives since its meaning changes from ‘it
seems”- (Nonfactive) to “it is clear’, ‘it is self-evident’ (Factive). 5
- As far as the syntax of the predicate clauses is concerned, we notics that
whereas all the glosses of the Mod Greek predicates take a full that-clause
which is the equivalent of the Mod Greek ofi-clause, in Greek the group {}1;
Nonassertive Nonfactives (see next page) do not take an ofi- (Indicative)

clause but & na — (Subjunctive) clause.

TABLE I

i
SEMANTIC OLASSES OF PREDICATES
NONFACTIVE
Assgertive
Week Assertives Strong Assertives
L - % i = [5} - (bj
Saro' gueaa araynorizo  ‘acknowledge’ ime veweos  “be certain’
HOMiIzZO thmk 2 anafero 'mer_ltion' ime sipuros  ‘be positive®
Jandazome 'u_nagme’ diatinome  ‘'maintain’ ine fanero "be obvious*
}_'enoma soom” dtlono ‘state’ ipoloyiza ‘caleulate’
13:39.9&0 ‘suppoas’ EPEMeno “ingist " tpopteverne  ‘suspeot’
pistevo ‘believe® epiveveone  “assure’ Jovame ‘be afraid’
ekstyo ‘explain’ simfono "agres’

® Thus in i and ii below the predicate Jenete ig either Factive (i) or Nonfactive {i1)
depending on whether it is heavily stressed or not.:
i fenete oti ine kurasmenog
It is self-evident that he is tired
1 fenete oti ine kurasmenocs
It seems that he iz tired
Not surprisingly, i can alternatively take the factive complementizer pu whereas ii can’t
88 witnheas: ’
1’ fenete pu ine kurasmenos
- 1i’ *fenete pu ine kurgsmenos
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texirizome ‘elaim’ sirnbereno ‘conclude’
: ‘maintain’

lea ‘say, tell’

poradexome ‘admit’,

' "acknowledge’
paratire ‘remark’
proleyo ‘prediet’
tonizo ‘ernphasize’
de leo® ‘I don't’,

"deny'’
elpize “hope’
tpodeto *hypothesize’
Nonaasertives
endevele ‘e posaible’

ine pidance  ‘be probable’
sne dianoito “he conceivable
“ine dinato  ‘be possible’
Table T cont.
Negative Nonaaserlives

ine adianoito “boe inconceivable
ine adinato  "be ompossible’
ine apifane ‘be improabble’
amfivalo? ‘doubt’

. arnume’ ‘deny’
4 TABLE 11
SEMANTIC CLASSES OF PREDICATES
FACTIVE
Aspartive Nonassertives
{(Semifactives) (true factives)
anakalipto ‘diacover’ arkt ‘it sufficea’ -
apokalipic  'reveal’ et smasia ‘be significant’

* The negative of leo "say’, de leo when used parenthetically, it does not mean ‘I don't
say” but 'I do not deny’. Compare:
i do leo oti ise kalos
I don't say that you are good
i1 de leo, ise kalos
I don’t deny, you are good
yon are good, I don't deny it . 8
7 amfivalo belongs semantically tob his list but it presents the problem that instead of
na complementizer it normally takes the conjunction an ‘if* though sentenices with na can
alzo be heard 1.e.
' agmfivalo na sxi erdi akoma
‘I deubt it that he has come yet’ !
: ¢ grnume ‘deny” behaves semantically like an assertive verb though semantically is
"elearly Nonassertive. Note that both amfivalo and arnume are strong assertives when
negated in which cage they both the take complementizer ofi.
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c?rmpfst{m-a ‘realize’ ine perieryo ‘be odd’
prorizo ‘know’ ksexnao “forget’
€X0 EPOPSL ML - ‘know’ ipame “be 53 3
gaznc;m& ‘remember’ metrai ‘it ccurrr\iﬂ’
;; ;ﬂawno '-L?hz?’ pari:n,?csenwome “be surprised’
. 5 ::JW= pezt rolo ‘be significant’,,
HATT b %

paratiro _ ‘notice” stenororjeme ‘Eec;ount?'

‘ ~ ‘observe’ ‘bnth;?r ’
pliroforume "find ont® Prrast B! :

_ ‘be informed” SR

. wvlepo ‘zee’, notice’

2. Semantic Classification of Predicates

2.1 Assertives vs. Nonasserlives

ver'].‘he ;eTa-ntic digtine_ti_on of predicates into factives and nen-factives is a
e 35 ::e; I:J 1&23 b?;;. ::i‘a.nrmt accotnt for all the facts that concern complement
_ We.have already seen problems presented by verbs like fenete, in' conne
;tljn :rgh thfhpresuppnsit-ion of their complements; for this re&;ﬂn 1 hm:a-

opted another way of ciagsifyi - .
s Ll g gﬂper (ala,g_s?lgmg the complement clauses, based on an
T:]ns is & classification of verbs based on the abtlity or inability of th
predmajc-e to undergo certain syntactic operations. But is is defeisible :
sen:mnm.c grounds and has associated with it a semantic explanation for t?}n
syntactic differences among the classes of predicates listed above. -
. TFhe general conclusion that we shall draw from this section is that syn-
tactic phenomena have semantic explanations, as Hooper has observed gnt
we sha.ll‘ algo notice on the other hand, that semantic phenomena ma *'ha::e
pmg'mmtw explanations. This supports my own general thesis that tiere 18
an -mterdependence between syntax, semantics and pragmatics in terms of
Whl::h one can explain what we call language function. e
The predicates above have been divided into four main classes whose
cnmple:ments consist of the complementizer ofd or #a plus a full 8. All classes
belonging to the Assertives basically take the cﬂmplementizm: olt unless
there are good “‘semantic™ reagons for their not doing so. Non-factives are the
only class which takes only ne complementizers with the exception of arnume

which in Mod. Greek means, (a) ‘refuse’ in which case they must take a na -

;Empleme?t, (b) 'Flelly’ in which case they must take an off complement
linally, I\nn-asse.:rtwes basically take the complementizer pu® unless a,gain‘
there are semantic reasons which force them to take na. Another exception

3 Sbme'timeﬂﬁu 18 replaced by ol in this ol - 2 B :
by the definite artiols fo. Y is class but in such case it is awlays preceded
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here is ksexno “forget’ which can have any of the three (ofi, na, pu) comple-

mentizers,

The assertive predicates form a natural semantic class and share & common

feature; tliey are affirmative in nature: the speaker or subject of the sentence
has an affirmative opinion regarding the truth value of the complement pro-
position. The atrong asgertives (list a) describe a verbal act with regard to the
complement proposition and this act is affirmatory, as opposed to the Non-

-gasertives.

The strong assertives of list b and the weak a
act, process or attitude regarding the truth of the complement proposition.
speaker or subject expresses with the second class of
e: a megative opinion

ssertives describe a mental .

The opinion that the
strong assertives and the weak assertives is also positiv
renders the predicate Non-assertive. ‘
The Non-negative Non-assertive (ine pilano, tne e
weak affirmation regarding tbe truth value of the comp
that they fall short of being agsertive (Hooper 1975: 95).

The most important characteristic of the Assertive predicates is that
they allow complement preposin

g unlike the Non-assertives which do not.
This means that Assertive predicates can be used parenthetically and occupy
either: rear or middle or front position in the sentence separated from their.
complement by comma(s). ‘

(D)a = Jémame, i meri itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio
I remember, Mary was the prettiest girl in school
b i meri, Jimame, itan i omorfoteri kopela sto gkolio
¢ i meriitan, Jémame, i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio
d i meri itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio, Simame

()8’ *ksexno, i meri itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio
1 forget Mary was the prettiest girl in school
b’ *i meri, ksexno, itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio
¢ *i meri itan, ksexno, i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio
&’ *i meri itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio, ksexno

ndexomeno) express such
lement proposition

(3)a .momizo, o janis Ja erd mazi mas
T think John will come with us
b o janis, nomizo, 8a erdi mazi mas
¢ o janis 9a er8i, nomizo, mazl Mas

'd o janis 9a erdi mazi mas, nomizo - ‘

i’ *arnume o janis irfe mazi mas (¢f. arnume ott 0 janis irSe mazi masg)
]

1 deny John came with us
B *o janis, arnume, irfe magl mas
¢’ *o janis irde, arnume, magzi mas
d’ *o janis irSe mazi mas, arnume
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The difference between parenthetical and non-parenthetical main clauses
are both syntactic and semantic. In the first place, parenthetical predicates
are normally not followed by complementizers. Both Simame and nomizo in
bheir non-parenthetical reading require the complementizer o#i:

(6)a” Simame oti i meri itan i omorfoteri sto skolio
I remember that Mary was the prettiest in school
8" nomizo oti o janis 8a eri mari mas
I think that John will come with us.

' The semantic difference between parenthetical and non-parenthetical
clauses is that in the former the complement clause constitutes the main
assertion whereas the main clause is semantically subordinated that is, in the
case of parenthesis, the embeded subordinate clause is given more importance
while the parenthetical clause undergoes a kind of semantic reduction.

The assertive quality of the complement proposition can be proved by the
fact that complement preposing is forbidden when the main predicate is
negated. Compare (6a) which is complement preposed with (6b) which is not:

(6)a *1 meri itan i omorftoteri kopela sto skolio, Sen isxirizete
Many wag the prettiest girl in school, she doesn’t claim
(cf. i meri itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio, isxirizete)
b i meri den isxirizete oti itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio
Mary doesn’t claim that she was the prettiest girl in sehool

In the case of parenthetical predicate the scc;pe of negation is limited to

the assertive proposition that is, we can negate the preposed complement
clause but we cannot negate the main clause which has been semantically
reduced.

Let us now consider the mon-parenthetical (6)b. There, the negative

element can negate wordg that belong either to the main or the complement
proposition (the negated element in each sentence is underlined).

(7)a i méri Sen isxirizete oti itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio, i elénsi
to isxirizete afto. -
Mdary doesn’t claim that she was the prettiest girl in class, Hélen
does (claims that)

b i meri Sen iszirizefe oti itan i omorfoteri kopels. sto skolio; apenandias,
to arnite. .
Mary doesn’t claém that she was the prettiest girl in class; on the
contrary, she denies that. '

¢ 1 meri en Isxirizete oti ilan i omorféteri kopela sto skolio apenandias
isxirizete oti ine tdra £
on the contrary she claims that she is ndw.
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d 1 meri den igxirizete oti itan i omorfdteri kopela sto skolio ala oti itan
i eksipnitert
but that she was the cléverest ’ _
e i meri Ben isxirizete oti itan i omorfoteri kopela sto skolio ala. se oli
tin perioxi tis notioanatolikis evropis.
but, in the whole area of south-eastern Europe. _
{7)a and b negate elements belonging to the main propesition; the rest

negate elements of the complement proposition. ) ‘
This shows then, that in mnon-parenthetical assertives both main and

complement propositions are assertions since both are affected by negation.
The other diagnostic test (question) can again, show tl'la-t bolth main a'nd
complement proposition elements can be affected. Thus, in an interrogative
sentence like (8) below any of the underlined elements_ is capable of bf_amg
guestioned provided, of courge, that the main clause is not parenthetical.

(8) affos ipe oti Sa pame ston kinimatoyrafo? _.

Did he say that we were going to the cinemas? _ _

On the contrary, a parenthetical reading with the complement clause
preposed, does not affect the main clause assertion ab all;

(9) 8a pame ston kinimatoyrafo, ipe aftos? ' ”
in (9) only the elements of the preposed complement are ﬂ:ﬁ‘?ﬂted by ques m;}.
Heavy stress can fall on any of the underlined elements in (8); but in (9},
neither of the parenthetical elements (ipe, aftos) can be stresseld.

On the other hand, answers can be obtained out nf: any nnderlined elem:&nt.
in (8); in {9) you cannot have answers through qgest-:enlng tl‘lﬁ pa,rent}u?tleal
clauise elements. Compare answers given to (8) with those given to (9);

(8)a aftds ipe oti §a pame ston kinimatoyrafe?

Did /e say we were going to the cinema? -

Answer: ne, afids (yves, hé)

(9)a *8a pame ston kinimatoyrafo, ipe aftos?

Answer: ne, aftds

{8)b aftos épe oti 9a pame ston kinimatoyrafo?

Answer: ne, ipe {ves, he said)

{9)b *3a pame ston kinimatoyrafo, ipe aftos?

Answer: *ne, {pe -

Sentences like: ¢ meri isxirizelo ofi ine i omorfoleri kapelﬁa and aflos 1;pe:
oti 8a pame ston kinimatoyrafo contain two claims to truth listed as follows:

‘i aftos ipe X; :

il ston kinimatoyrato, ' |

- gﬁ;f&iilly ¢ i8 the mTi':l proposition; semantically however E‘:lth:EI‘ ¢ S:;

it ean be the main proposition depending on whether thc sentence 18 used
parenthetically or not.
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‘ But clearly this is a case where pragmatics comes in. Contextual consider-
a.tu:.:na determine whether the main or the subordinate clause constitutes the
main proposition. Congider the sentences below:

Speaker A:  pjos ipe oti 8a pame ston kinimatoyrafo?
Who said that we are going to the cinema?
Speaker B (1} *8a pame ston kinimatoyrafo, ipe aftde |
We shall go to the cinema, k¢ said.
(2) afids ipe oti 8a pame ston kinimatoyrafo.
H¢ gnid that we shall go to the cinema.
An answer like (1) constitutes what we usually call error in language

performance. But it certainly has to do with pragmatics and what we deseribe
as the themafic structure of the sentence.

What determines here which is the main proposition (semantically) is-

the focus of the sentence. It is always the case that parenthetical clauses, that
ie, clauses which though syntactically main clavses are semantically sub-
ordinated because it contains an element (aftos) about which Speaker A re-
quires informstion. It is by no means insignificant that hoth agsertion and
foous are affected by negation and questioning; this is so because the later
18 normally contained in the former: whatever is deliberately prominent by
the speaker, by heavy stress, is bound to be interpreted as of especial signifi-
cance by its hearer and hence the focus of information.

In fact, when we said that either the main or the subordinate clause can
be semantically more important than the other in the cage of non-parenthetical
clauses, we meant that in that cate the focus can be contained in either clanse
thereby strengthening it as assertation and rendering it semantically the main
proposition regardless of ‘whether it was syntactically the main clause or not.

Before I go on, I will cite two cases of assertive predicates which, in their
parenthetical status, have been reduced almost to meaninglessness.

The Mod Greek verb Jarc ‘guess’ seems to be so weakly asserted that it
can never be negated itself; sentence (10)b is congidered by most speakers of
Mod Greek to be unacceptable: ' |

(10)a 9aro (oti} 9a vreksi.
I guess that it will rain.
b *8en Saro oti Ja vreksi, -
not I guess that it will rain,

It seems that the verb has undergone a diachronic reduction and now it is
used only as a parenthetical predicate; thus, it is becanse (10) is weakly
agserted, that it cannot be negated.

_ The second case of semantic reduction, very characteristic in both Mod
Greek and English, are the second person Sg. of kseris "you know® and viepis
“you see’. Compare (11) with (12) and (13) with {14):
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(11} vlepis oti ime arostos.
- you see that I am sick.
(12) ime arostos, vlepis.
1 am gick, you see.

(13) keeris oti ime arostos.
you know that I am sick,

(14) ime arostos, keeris.
T am sick, you know.

We can say that those predicates in their parenthetical uge, have under-
gone such semantic reduction that they have come to be meaningless. Speakers
constantly use them without ever feferring to their addressees knowledge,
sight, awareness or anytbing. '

We can now use this semantic reduction idea of parenthetical assertions
to account for the so-called Ewxiraposition from Object. The case is, then, that
assertive verbs used parenthetically do not undergo this kind of extraposition

as witness:

(18)a to pistévo oti ise of yois tis simkias.

I believe it that you are the lady-killer of the neighbourhood.
b (*to) pistevo, ise o yois tis sinikias.
¢ ise, (*to) pistevo, a yois tis sinikias.
d ise o yois tis sinikias, (*to) pistevo.

Sentences (15)b, ¢ and d are grammatical without the clitic object fo
and ungrammatieal with it. In all three cases of them the main proposition is
used parenthetically. . |

Furthermore what we have classified as weak assertives resist Extra-
position from Objeet even on their non-parenthetical readimgs.

to pistevo (it I believe} .
¢ to ipoSeto!® (it I suppose) oti Ja er$i avrio
* t0 nomizo (it I think) that he will come tomorrow
*to Baro (it I guess)
The claim I am making then, is that so long as the main propesition is
weakly asserted or parenthetical, Extraposition!! from object cannot obtain.
But it does oceur if the main clause is also the main assertion and the comple-

10 In some contexts extraposition from object with {podeto is possible due to the fact
that apart from ‘suppose’, it also has the meaning of “hypothesize” in which case it should
be clagsified aa a strong Aasertive (see tablo on pages 108, 109)

11 Hxtrapogition in Mod Greek is not & syntactic phenomenon as it is in Engiish
that is, there ia no “it-Extraposition’ in this language. What actually occurs is & reversion
of the order Subject Predicate which can be aceounted for in terma of the thematic strue-

ture of the sentence,
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mm-lt- clause is semantically subordinated. This means that whenever Extre.-
position from object takes place the complement clause normally constitutes

old or background information but it does not necessarily mean that the
complement proposition is also presupposed. Compare the following sentences

(16)a to keeris oti exo tria pedja.
it you know that I have three children.
you know it that I have three children.
b 8en to kseris oti exo tria pedja.
you don’t know it that I have three children.

{17)a to paradexese oti ise Sivambs.
it you admit that you are a bigamist.
you admit it that you are a bigamist.

b Ben fo paradexese oti ise Siyamos.
you don’t admit that you are a bigamist,

‘ In both (16) and (17), the eumplement proposition is semanticaliy less
-II:IJ,IH}TTE&I.I'E th.z-m the main proposition, yet, in (16)a and b it is presupposed
since it remains constant under negation, whereas in (17)a and b it is not
presupposed. |

In the subsections that follow, we shall be dealing with all the semantic

classes of predicates listed on table I {page 108) and on table II page 109) starting
with the Weak Assertives. ; |

Weak Adssertives

The common feature of the weak assertives is that their complements
are “weakly” asserted, i.e. the speaker is reserved and does not express a
.atrmng opinion about the truth of the complement clause. But notice that it
is some of these verbs that with the assistance of a heavy stress can acquire

all the charactorictics of factive predicates, as I have already shown in Kakou-
riotis 1977,

{18}a fénete oti ine sarandaris
- It is self-evident (lit. it seems) that he is forty
b (to) ipefesa | |
I supposed
' oti Ja erxotane/3a erBi
¢ (to) fanidstika |
o that he would come/will come
~ Iimagined |
A {to) perimena
I expected
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Joan Hooper has noticed that “the predicates classed by their semantic
content, instead of falling neatly into classes, they form a continuum so that
there may not be clear breaks between one class and the next’” {(1975: 93).
The dats from Mod Greek shows that this continuum is somehow circular

_ginee the weak assertives under heavy stress are “factivized” and thus we

have predicates of the first clags of list 1, sharing & common feature with pre-
dicates of the last clags in list II: they can both have complements which are
true propositions and which are not affected by negation. :
With the exception of fenete, however, all other weak assertives have to
be in a past tense in order to have their complements presupposed. Consider a,

somehow similar case with the English verb "think™

(19a I thought it was you.
b 1 thought it was you.

Again stress and the past tense have factivized a weak agsertive: in (19)a
the complement proposition is counterfactual; in (19)b it is factual; in @ the
weak assertive means ‘I was under the erroncous jmpression’; in b the same
predicate means something like ‘T knew (it)".

n the case of fenete ‘seem’, heavy stress alone seems to be able to factivize
the predicate but in all other cases, it combines with a past tense without the
help of which the complement of those predicates can never be true proposi-
tions:

{20)a to ipoJeto

Present
b to fandazome oti Ja cr8ifoti erxete
Present that he will come/that he comes

¢ to perimeno
Present

As long as what is expressed by the complement preposition has not
actually occured, we can only make hypotheses about it. But when the com-
plement proposition represents something that has pecured, the weak asgertives
cease to express hypotheses since by now it can be proved that their comple-
ment propositions are true propositions. In fact these predicates seem to
have ceased to be assertives ab all since (a): negation does not affect their
complements as we have seen, (b): they can no longer be used parenthetically.
In fact in both the Greek, and the English example (19)b, there is a commit-
ment to the truth of the complement clause.

The predicates listed as “‘weak assertives” may have Subjunctival com-
plements instead of Indicative ones. When ng is used instead of ofs, the degree of
likelihood assigned to their complement proposition is further weakened and
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they now express a much weaker opinion about the truth of the complement

- to the extent that this complement proposition is no longer an assertion.
It is not surprising then, that in this case their ayntax is the same as that of
the Nonaaaarijive predicates, that is, they, too, take na complements. Like
them, they express such weak affirmation regarding the truth value of the
complement proposition that they now fall short of being assertive. Compare
the sentences: | |

(21)a pistevo na nikisume
I believe MM win
I believe that we will win
b pistevo ofi Sa nikisume.,

There are two meaning of believe!?, one pertaining to conviction and the
other to opinion; sentence (21)b may have either of these meanings. In (21)a,
however, the speaker expresses a stronger degree of uncertainly about the truth
of the complement proposition than in {21}b. An adverb like ‘firmly’ or ‘abso-
lutely’ which expresses & strong opinion or conviction can fit in (21)b but
never in (21)a as withess:

(22)a *pistevo akradanda- na nikisume
firmly
b pistevo akradanda ofi 9anda na axikisume

piatem, fandazome and ipoJeto when followed by a na complement express
wish, possibility or probability. On the other hand, nomizo, when it takes:
a na complement it is always negative. ‘

(23)a *nomizo na irde
- I think MM he came
b dennomizona irde
. not think MM he came

Notice that the negation is always in the higher verb:

¢ *nomizona min irde.
I think MM not came.

Thig fact poses problems for the rule of negative transportation-since ‘nomizo
18 one of the verbs that they do allow negative raising that is, (23d) and e are
synonymous on at least one reading:

. {23)d nomizo otiden irSe,
I think that he didn’t come

. _“' It seems that there exist two ‘believes’ one pertaining to conviction, the other to
opinion. If followed by Indicative the Mod Greek pistevo oan have either meaning, But if it
takes a ng Subjunctive complement it may not refer to the speaker’s convictiona,

L]
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e J§en nomizo otlirde
I don’t think he came

It might be the case that ‘na’ complements disallow negative raising but
Jenete shows that they do not:

(24)a fenete na min kseri tipote.
He seems not to know anything.
b §den fenete na kseri tipote.
He doesn’t seem to know anything.

Sentences (23)b cannot be justified as derived from (23)c through negative
raising since the latter is ungrammatical. The case is then, that nomizo does
not take a ne complement unless it is negated itself and not the lower verb
only, since both, nomizo na irfe and nomizo na min irSe are ungrammatical,

Tt seems then, that, with the exclusion of nomizo the weak assertives when
followed by a ne subjunctival complement turn into volitional or wish predi-

cates. Note the peculiraity of (25)b below:

{25)a pistevo :
oti mja mers J9a katalikso sti filaki

fandazome :
that one day I will end up in prison
ipodeto -
b? pistevo
* fandazome na katalikso sti filaki mja mera
* ipoSeto

Sentence (25)a is O.K. because the Subject-speaker weakly asserts his own
future in the complement proposition. In (25)b he seems to be wishing his
own doom hence the peculiarity of the sentenice. People may wish they were
dead but they normally do not wish they were in prison.

In the weak assertives there seems to be a semantic difference between

the first person singular or present tense and all the other cases. With thia
person the speaker expresses a tentative opinion about the truth of the comple-
ment; but notice the difference in meaning that a difference in persons some-

time involves.

(26)a nomizo, imo eksipnos
I think, m clever
binomizi, ine eksipnos
He thinks, he’s clever

Sentence (26a) is an opinion about one’s own self; (26)b, on the other hand,
is an assertion referring to the Subject but expressed by a speaker; nomizs
_in (26)b vsually means ‘he erroneously believes that he is clever’, & meaning

\
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normally not applicable when the subj | '

ke subject of the sentence h
speaker himself (cf. 26a). . MR e
" tI13 seems then that when the weak assertives are used in other than the
t_r&, person, as (26)b, they do not undergo the semantic reduction characteris-
ic to those verh and thus a parenthetical reading is difficult to obtain:

7 nomizi
He thinks
¢t Sari
(27) e eksipnos, ‘He guesses
' He 15 clever, *ipodeti

He supposes
*pigtevi

He believes
-But notice that in a tense other than the Present, s weak assertive ]
1ts fu!?’sem&ntic content regardless of person, in other words, whereas 11':}3:1“:1'35
assert;ve nomizo (26)a and (26)b are not synonymous, at ]ea:st on :d_“’ﬂ
{28)a and (28)b are, as witness: . | SR

{28)a, I thought I was clever
b -He thought he was clever

.:But-h {2-8)3,, and (28)b may mean ‘wrongly believe’ or ‘be under the erroneous
Impression’: the speaker can admit past migtakes, |

: : :
" Clh‘e parenthetical, semanticaily rcduced reading of the weak assertives
en, 1s more or less confined to the Present tense first person singular:

pistepsald
I believed
(29) ?timuna eksipnos, ipedesa
I was clever I supposed
nomIsa
I thovght

Strong Assertives

Contra the Kiparsky’ ;
. y's, for some non-factive predica i
is not obligatory: ’ active predicates exirapositiom

(80)a (to} oti 8a nikisume ine veveo
(The) that we will win is certain

13 1
] :ﬂl th:sg predlcat:fea: when parenthetically used, become gynonymeous to Sare, the
i 1?3;: ive, But it is hard to obtain such a reading in the Aorist {Perfeut;ve]
at S¢ro has no Perfoctive tenses: *Jarisa, *Sariso, *exo Jarisi. Nor ean itg Englisl:;.

counterpart “guess’ be used in a Perfact Ten : .
I guea vs. *he ia Hight, T have grieaasd; se with a parenthetical meaning, i.e. he is right,.
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b ine veveo otl 9a nikisume
Tt is certain that we will wi

With other non-factives, however, it is obligatory:

(31)a *to oti 9a nikisume, pistévele
The that we will win, it is believed
b pistevete oti 8a nikisume '
It is believed that we will win

I'his can be explained in terms of strong and weals assertion. Sentences (30)
has a strong assertive predicate, sentences {31) a weak one. .

T have explained extrapositionin terms of foeus and thematic structure
in Kakouriotis {1979) where T have claimed that the fovus of informatien is
always contained in the main assertion of a sentence. The difference between
strong and weak assertive preidicates is that whereas in the former either the
main or the subordinate clause ¢can become the main proposition {and also
the focus), in the latter, owing to their rednced semantic content, they give way
to the subordinate clause which becomes the assertion and contains the focus
of the sentence, But extraposition puts at the end of the sentence what is
new or important information. But clearly the end position is not the right
place for the weak assertive which is remantically reduced and cannot rcccive
a heavy stress. Put it in another way, in (30)a, either nikisume (subordinate)
or veveo (main} can act as fooi of information; in (31) on the other band, only
nilisume can become the focus because the main clanse verb pistevele ‘it 18
believed’ is a weak assertive.

. . Yet, the end position is not always retained for the focus of information;
gometimes the focus in positioned just before the end of the sentence comes;
what follows, however, is geparated from focus by comma intonation; sentence
(31)a can, then, appear with the same order of the elements provided athat
the last.element pistevele is not the main assertion and it is not the foeus of the
sentence, that is, provided that the main predicate ‘pistevete’ is parenthetical:¢

(32) Sa nikisume, pistevete
We will, in is believed,

Whereas all the predicates listed as weak assertives can also have subjunc-
tival complements, only very few of the strong asgertives can be followed by the
gubjunctive i.e. epimeno ‘insist’, ipoloyizo ‘ca-lcu]?,te’, stmfono ‘agree’, are aomng

"them.

G. Leech disoussed: the verbs ‘wish’, ‘want’ and ‘insist’ and postulates
an underlying feature ‘“‘volition” for all three of them (1974: 303). I tend to

think that ‘insist’ has apart from the feature “‘volition” another feature i.e.

14 Tn such a ease the complementizer ot is normelly deleted.
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‘deontic”. In fact in either of these cases the Mod Greek epimeno takes & »a
subjunctival Complement (cf. the English where there is an alternative
between Subjunctive and a should- construction e.e. ‘¥ ingist that he be present’
ve. ‘J insist he should be present’: '

volitional: i 3ia mu epimeni na vlepi tenies porno

My aunt insists on watching blue movies
deontic: b i 8ia mu epimeni na meletao perisotero

My aunt insists that I should study harder

Notice that & “volitional” predicate can, in similar cases, in particular when
the verb of the Subjeunctive complement is the Present tense, have this comple-
fnent presupposed. Sentence (33)a presupposes ¢ %ia mu viepi fenies porno
my aunt watches blue movies’. On the other hand, when the predicate is
a strong assertive and it takes an ofi Indicative complement, this complement is
never presupposed, as for instance in ((33)c.

(33)c 1 9a mu epimeni o vlepi tenies porno.
My aunt insists that she watches blue movies.

Nonssertives

This clags of predicates is always followed by Subjunctive,’® the first type
of the lexical item i.e. apidano ‘unlikely’ Of the two non-impersonal predicates
amfivalo ‘doubt’ and arnume ‘deny’, the former expresses a very weak opinion
concerning the truth of the complement proposition; the latter iz nonassertive
by virtue of its negativeeness.

Notice that a negated amfivalo turns into a strong assertive: absence of
doubt implies certainty. We have said that complement proposing with sub-
sequent parenthesization of the main clause obtains only in assertive predicates:
emfivalo and ernume and can be.parenthetical only when negated:

(34)a arnume
*ise eksipnos, I deny
You are clever, amfivalo

I doubt

: .“ arnume is an exception; but this predicate locka like a negated atrong alssertive'
1.8. 1t meana ‘to say that something is not true’. It thus complies with the gyntax of a
strong assertive which retains the Indicative when negated (c.f. leo ‘say®:

de leo oti ise'aksipnoa
not I say that you are clever
I do not say that you are clever
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b | 3en t arnume
ise eksipnos, | I dont’t deny
You are clever, den amfivalo

I don’t doubt

Semifaclives

There is a class of predicates which is rather hard to classify. This is 8o
so because if stands between factives and nonfactives containing characteris-
ties of both. Karttunen (1971} was the first scholar to draw a line between
pure factive and semifactives; the former presuppose their complements under
any condition; the latter do not. Consider the following:

(85)a lipase pu exase i omada su?
Are you sorry that your (favourite) team lost?
b stenoxorjese pu pandreftike i husi?
Do you bother that Lucy got married?

Questioning cannot alter the truth of the complements of (35)a and b
1 omada sy exase and i lusi pandrefiike respectively. If you negate the sentences,
we will witness the same thing again: the complement caluse will remain
constant. Notice that stress cannot affect the truth of the complement clause,
either. No matter which item of (35)b: stenozorjese, pandrefiike or lusi is stressed

the complement clause is still presupposed.
Consider, however, the verb ksero ‘know’ which is supposed to be a {active

predicate:

(36)a (to) tksera oti Ba erxotone
I knew it that the would come
b iksera oti Jaerxotane
(I thought) he would come

Only in case the main predicate (the semifactive) is heavily stressed is the
complement clause presupposed. The same applies to the interrogative and
the negative of (36). Their complements too, remain constant if and only if
the main predicate is heavily stressed. It seems then, that whereas heavy
stress tend to factivize weak assertives like, perimeno, fandazome, opiSeto, the
absence of a heavy stress, from a factive like ksero, has the ipposite effect. This
predicate has now been defactivized and it behaves like a weak nssertive,

that is, like perimena, fantastika and iperfesa.
- Other gemifactives behave in a similar way:
(3T)a to émdaa .
I learned o oti pandreftikes
(factive)
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b eplilroforidika
| I was informed
(38}¢ emada
epliroforidika

that vou got married

oti pandrefitkes  (nonfactive)

A sentenee that questions the truth of the complement can be added ip
(38) but not in (37} as witness:

(37)a” *to émada oti pandreftikes, ine ali9ja?
I learnt jt that you got married, is it true?

(38)a’ emada oti j;uund-réftifces, ine ali&ja?

You cannot question what is presupposed (37)a’ but you can question
what is asserted (38)a’. Like all-assertives, emaSa and plirofororiSka can have
their complements preposed: :

{39) pandréftikes, emafa

: pliroforidika

—_—

But complement preposing cannct obtain in (87)a, hence the unacceptabi-
lity of (37)a”.

(37)a”" *pandreftikes, to émada

The assertive predicate emada is also the focus and it cannot be reduced
to a parenthetical status. This complies with the part of theory which maintaing
that factive predicates cannot undergo complement preposing. In sentence

(87) emaSa and pliroforifika are factives and the proposition panddrefiikes -

‘you got married’, is presupposed. In.(38), on the other hand, they ire asser-
tives and the complement clause is not presupposed.

Another characteristic of semifactives which share with other assertives
but not with any true factives is that their complements are “weakly’’ pre-
supposed.!® Consider, for instance, the following sentence:

{40)a. den 18a oti bike i meri
I didn’t see (notice) that Mary came in

In the preferred reading what is negated is the main proposition den ida
and the complement remains canstant i.e. it is a true proposition. There are
cases, however, when an element of the complement caluse can be negated too
i.e. either bike or meri, as for instance when I am contradicting someone who
insigts that I have seen Mary coming in and I imply that it wasn‘t Mary but
somebody else that T saw: '

' As it might be expected (41)a can have & o clitic whereas (41)b cannot; o keero
oti iparxi iafora, *to kserc na iparxi Siafora, that is with a ne complement, &sere cannot
become a focus. '
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(40)b Sen ida oti bike i mert ala i elemi | |
I didn’t see (notice) that Mary came in but that Helen d]d_.

Thus ide may or may not have its complement Priesupposed.

The ambiguity of a sentence like (40) casts dnuht-? on t‘he claim that a pro-
position may not be both asserted and pmsup!;osed m & single token. A more
thorough study of discourse may lead to & revision of this theor}'.. | '

Like all the weak assertives, and some of the strong assertives, the semi-
factives can have a na complement too. This happens whenever a weak opinion

about the truth of the complement is expresse_d:

(41)a ksero ofi iparxi mja Siafora anamesa tus
I know that there is a difference between them

b ksero ng iparxi mja Siafora namesa tus
I know there to be a difference between them

. Sentence (41)a has on one reading its eomplement presuppused: In sentence
(41)b the speaker never commits himself to the truth of the complement pro-

position.

- Pure Faclives

we have seen that the semifactives are weakly presupposed and that there
are cases when a non-factive interpretation may be assigned .t-cu them, Stre§§
and negation can alter their complements as far as commitment to their
truth, is concerned. B N

What characterizes the pure factives is that their cﬂmplemﬂl}t proposition
remains constant under any conditions. Thus the negate:-df factives bE]ET"PE" d:}
not alter the complement proposition pandreftike v mer ‘Mary got married’.

'(42)a Sen lipame
| I am not sorry

b den stenoxorjeme - |
I dont’ bother pu pandreftike i meri.

¢ den metrai that Mary got _nmrried.
It doesn’t count

d den exi simasia
It isnot important

L]

- As far as their syntax is concerned, we notice that unlike the semifact-?ve
class, they allow of no complement preposing with subsequent parenthesization
of the main proposition:
' ksexno

I forget
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(43) *i meri pandreftike, * stenoxorjeme
Mary got married I bother
~ metrai
It counts

The complementizer for all factives is pu. Some of the predicates of this
class of factives, the so-called emotive, can take a participial complement

(Adverbial Participle) provided that they are not impersonal expressions.

(44)a lipiSika maSenondas ta nes
Participle
I was sorry to hear the news

b stenoxoriSika vlepondas ton
Participle
I felt sorry when I saw him him

‘The participial comple ment follewing such predicates is a verb of percep-
tivn. Thie is & case when the complement clause has a non-finite verb.

Pure factives can be followed by a na complement. A subjunctival comple-
ment does affect the factivity of the complement. Normally the na comple-
ment of factive predicates, when in the 2nd person singular has a generic mea-
ning and no commitment to the truth of the complement is involved. Compare.

(45)a metral pu exis Siploma xoru

It counts (the fact) that your have a diploma in dancing
b metrai na exis Siploma xorn

Sentence (45)a refers to the addressec himself and to the fact that he has
got a diploma in dancing. In sentence (45}b on the other hand, the second
singular has a generic meaning though it niay include the addressee as well,

A good paraphrase (45)a will have fo oti in place of pu; one of {45)b will contain
the conditional conjunction an ‘if’ instead of na again preceded by an article.

{46)a metrai to oti exis diploma xoru
b metrai to an exis Siploma xoru

A pu complement alwaye presupposes the truth of the complement whereas
a na subjunctival one expresses a hypothesis.

We have discussed the semanties of the compiément clauses. Our analysis
though basged on Hooper’s observations has followed another line and has
underlined the importance of focus and stress in classifying predicates into
assertives and non-assertives. Some of our findings are a) Indicative Mood is the
mood of assertive predicates; b) assertive predicates are the only predicates
capable of having a parenthetical reading on which the main proposition of
a sentence is semantically subordinated and the complement proposition
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becomes the main assertion of the sentence. Pace the Kiparskys, hnwev_er,
there is no clear cut line between factives and nonfactives since representative
nonfactive predicates (weak assertives) can ha:ve their mmplen?ent c]aui pre-
supposed if heavily stressed (fenefe) or, heavll‘y stregsed and in a pas fﬁe
{perimena, ipedesa, fandastika). Apart from this faﬂt,.t-here is t!me case of the
semifactives which are ambiguous between one readllng-nn which their com-
plement is presupposed, and then they function ﬂ-B'fﬂaﬁ'l_il‘F:BB and another read:lng
on which their complement is not presupposed in which case they function
a6 asgertive-nonfactives.
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