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Abstract

This thesis is primarily concerned with the Pragosabf the Modern Greek
(MG) grammatical system. A secondary aim is theegtgation of the

relationship between morpho-syntax, phonology alagpatics’ related features
which form part of the grammar, in allowing a sp&@k intention to be

formulated into a linguistic expression. The tegnammatical moods used in

this work as the category which includes ‘all graatical elements operating on
a situation/proposition, that are not directly ceirmed with situating an event in
the actual world, as conceived by the speaker’ ¢deald 2004). Moreover, the
analysis undertaken follows the framework provitlgdHengeveld et al. (2007)
of a systematic hierarchical classification of mysiional and behavioural basic

illocutions.

Recent research has provided an extensive analfyfie syntax and semantics
of the MG verb moods; this thesis focuses on thg Macution is codified in a

speaker’'s message, through the morphosyntacticpandological choices the
speaker has made. Based on morphosyntactic critev&a MG grammatical

moods are formally distinguished, namely the Intilea the Subjunctive, the
Imperative, the Prohibitive and the Hortative. Rertnore, the five prosodic
contours available to a speaker when forming aulstg expression are

identified, which contribute to the specificatiohparticular uses.

The main contribution of this thesis is a systemagipresentation of the basic
illocutions of MG based on markers that have awscitionary impact, such as
the Verb Mood, the Negation, the Clitic Placeméinég Intonation Patterns and
any Additional Segmental Strategies used by MG lggsa In addition to
Theoretical Linguistics and Pragmatics, the findiguld benefit several other
disciplines, including natural language acquisitifinst and second language
teaching as well as natural language interfacesyanumachine interaction,
speech processing systems, and on-line languagergaystems.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis investigates the Pragmatics (illocytioses) of the Modern Greek
(MG) Grammatical system, with emphasis on the M@ \weoods.

We are interested in the elements available todainessee, in other words the
formal properties of the MG language system, wiaohble them to identify the
Speaker’s intention, and therefore the illocutiaag expressed through a
particular utterance. Conversely, we are interestedhe grammatical tools
available to a speaker, who makes (conscious oonswious) choices, relevant
to the best waythey can achieve their goal (intention). Moreovee are
interested in identifying and classifying the fuoos which have become part of
the grammatical system that a Speaker of Moderelehas at his/her disposal

in order to express their intention.

For instance, let’s look at example (1) below, espnting an exchange between
speaker A and addressee B.

Q) A: No mAdve to mdra;
Na plino ta piata?
SUBJ wash.1.SG.PR.PRF. the dishes?

May | wash the dishes?

B: Evté&et.
Entaksi.
OK
We show below the way example (1) would have betsrad by the speaker,
through a Praat illustration of its prosodic comtou
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Figure 1: Praat illustration of a supplicative (request for permission) using INT4

Example (1) is a typical example of a request fmpssion (see also Pavlidou

1987). But how does the addressee recognise itch® s

When an addressee first hears this utterancentimation pattern signals that
they are potentially facing a question (polar irdgative). The addressee has to
verify whether the speaker is asking them to camfar deny the truth value of a
proposition, and whether the speaker intends to smide information to the
Pragmatic Information (knowledge about the worligyt already possess. The

Addressee then processes the formal characterigttbe utterance:



* the verb form used (grammatical mood), which henedsually for a
question- is expressed in Subjunctive, as indicdtgdhe use of the
typical Subjunctive particlera ‘na’;

 the verb person in which the utterance is expoe€ES:;

e the number and tense used, where appropriate:tihenese of present is
noted ;

« the aspect: perfective aspect, as it is here tbe, cadicates a beginning, a
middle and an end for the action it describes, ahds immediacy to the
suggested action;

» the possible answer an addressee can providetypi@l question the
addressee can confirm or deny the validity of &esth affairs, but they
cannot concede. If we were asked “Is the moon nedddue cheese?”
The possible answers would be “yes”, or “no”, b would not accept
“OK” for an answer. Clearly, therefore, the intemtibehind an utterance
such as (1) is not to confirm (or deny) the trusttue of the utterance, but
rather to affect the Addressee’s (or the Speakbgblpaviour.

« the intonation pattern: intonatibprovides an early cue to the addressee
on how utterances can be interpreted. For examplehis case, the
speaker is using intonation pattern INT4; the iat@n guides the
addressee that they might be dealing with a pokariogative, a request
for permission, a wondering or a mirative utteraraewe establish later

in this thesis.

Hence, the combination of the characteristics angple (1), i.e. that it is
expressed in Subjunctive, first person, presenfepive, using Intonation
Pattern 4, indicates to the Addressee that theyl@mbng with a request for
permission. Table 1 below provides a summary of features of

Supplicatives (requests for permission).

! A past imperfect would be also possible, furthéigating the illocutionary force of the
utterance.

2 Levinson (1983) in the 2003 revised version of Rimgmatics’ highlights the need for a
systematic study of prosody, intonation and steeskstresses the importance of prosodic
features in the study of Pragmatics, an area ‘lyugedlerstudied’.



Table 1: Characteristics of Supplicatives

Function Supplicative

Grammatical Subjunctive

Mood (particleva)

Tense Present (unusually utterances can also be expréssibe

Past, to further mitigate the request)

Aspect Perfective (Present), Imperfective (Past)

Person 1°

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation INT4

Pattern

Acceptable Nai (Yes), Oyt (No), Evtaéer (OK), Béfora (Of course) etc.
answer

1.2 Aim of the thesis

The aim of this thesis is to provide a systematsscdption of the basic
illocutions of Modern GreekMG) and the way they have been formalised in the
MG language system, based on markers that haviboantionary impact, such
as the Verb Mood, the Negation, the Clitic Placetndre Intonation Patterns
and any Additional Segmental Strategies used bysid&akers

Our objective is to explore the link between thenfolation of linguistic
expressions and their encoding in morpho-syntax @hdnology at the

interpersonal (pragmatic) level in Modern Greek;dming so, we are taking

% According to Hengeveld (2004) ‘mood is used inglaage description as the morphological
category that covers the grammatical reflectionsaofarge semantic area, subdivided into
illocution and modality’ (Hengeveld 2004:1190).ofution involves identifying sentences as
‘specific types of speech acts’ (ibid) whilst matiatis concerned with the modification of the

content of speech acts’ (ibid). As this researcimas concerned with the modification of the
content of the speech acts, semantics (modalitg} st form part of it. It is useful to also note
that, as far as illocution is concerned, the veriody as a morphological category (always
according to Hengeveld 2004), ‘has to be considavgdther with word order and intonation, as
markers of particular sub-divisions’. By contrashodality is expressed by modal markers
only’.The formal properties which are consideredrihg an illocutionary impact might also

include specific mood markers. lllocutionary di#fatiation applies to main clauses only, while
modality is expressed in both main and subordiokteses.



further Hengeveld et al. (2007)’s research on 2genous languages of Brazil.
In this thesis we identify the illocutionary primvies involved, which form part

of the Modern Greek system, as indicated by morpmax and phonology.

The focus of our research is on the way illocutisrcodified in a Speaker’'s
message, through the grammatical/phonological elsoibe Speaker has made.
Since illocution is only relevant to main clauses are considering main clauses
only. A large part of our research involves explgrthe relationship between
grammatical mood and sentence type, as a meangssion of the Speaker’s
intention, and the way illocution (and grammatioaod choice) is codified in
the message. Sentence types such as declaratiggpgative and imperative
(encountered in most natural languages) are camsides the means of denoting
the illocution of an utterance. According to Sadaokd Zwicky (1985) the
sentence type is included in a particular systenopgfositions and reflects the
relationship between illocutionary force and fornpabperties. Very often the
various sentence types are proven problematicrassftheir internal structure, as

well as their extra-sentential boundaries, are eored.

The Modern Greek verb mood system and its assdciadeticles have been
discussed by many scholars from a semantics ofacyn point of view,

including Tsangalidis (in press, 2009, 2002, 19¥)ussou (in press, 2009),
Giannakidou (2007), Holton, Macridge and Philipp&©04 and 1997) among
others. We are proposing a pragmatic approach,inigatb a pragmatic
classification of the MG verb mood uses, associangth corresponding

illocutionary values, taking into account markehatt make an illocutionary
impact. Unlike earlier scholars, we formally digfinsh between five MG verb
Moods: the Indicative, the Subjunctive, the Impiee the Prohibitive and the
Hortative. We discuss their relationship with foliped sentence types
associated with each grammatical Mood, whilst wéedintiate between

propositional and behavioral uses.



1.3 Organisation of the thesis

In order to achieve our aim, we provide

« In chapter 2 an overview of the theoretical backgobunderpinning this
thesis. Distinctions we respect e.g. betwéamulation and encoding
betweenillocution and State of Affairs between thegrammaticaland
phonologicallevel, betweermpropositionalandbehavioraluses (all terms
explained in chapter 2) are largely inspired by dfiamal Discourse
Grammar (FDG, Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008) anéidrygeveld et
al. (2007), research that illustrates the way Haonat Discourse
Grammar typology operates at a semantic and pragiesel.

* In chapter 3 we present relevant aspects of Mo@eek Grammar,
focusing on verb Mood, Negation, Tense (includingnber and person)
and Aspect, Clitic Placement, additional Segmerfalategies and
Intonation Patterns.

e Chapters 4, 5 and 6 concentrate on form and hdeads to function,
focusing on Indicative, Subjunctive, Imperative, olfibitive and
Hortative verb moods in combination with their @sponding
illocutions.

* Chapter 7 provides an overview of basic illocutiansMG, putting
functions (rather than form) at centre stage.

e Chapter 8 discusses possible further developmerdscantributions of
this thesis, related in particular to possible sred computational

implementation and its links to state-of-the-ade@rch.

Examples illustrating our analysis are based onatéhnor's native speaker’s
competence, as it is common in this type of re$gaand verified through an

informal group of informants and relevant web skaxamples.

1.4 Preview of most important results

In summary, in our thesis we defend



The richness of the Indicative, and the lack of ae-to-one
correspondence between Indicative Mood and Deolaraentence type.
We demonstrate that Indicative’s propositional usetude assertions,
consisting of positive and negative assertions, hetip assertions and
assertions in disguise; mirative uses (of approwadyl interrogative uses,
consisting of polar and content interrogatives. ifiddal segmental
marking produces requests for confirmation througk use of tag
guestions; wondering (self or other directed qoesii marked by the use
of apaye (‘araye’, | wonder); and expression of uncertaitityough the
use oficw¢ (‘isos’, maybe). Its single behavioural use (peoffis marked

by the use ofujrwc (‘mipos’, perhaps).

Subjunctive’s association with behavioral useswinmain clauses). Its
propositional uses include wishes, curses, wondgerimirative
expressions (of disapproval), as well as uncestair8ubjunctive’s
behavioral uses include mitigated directives, matégl prohibitives and
mitigated requests, which lead us to claim thatSbbjunctive particlea
often acts as a mitigator of the illocutionary fr®©ptional additional
segmental marking involves the useuakap: ( ‘makari’) for wishes; the
use of mov (‘pou’) for curses; the use @fjrwc (‘mipos’) to further
mitigate (an already mitigated) request; the useiymiye (‘arage’) to
further enhance wondering; and the usei@bc (‘isos’) to further

enhance uncertainty.

A one-to-one relationship between the Imperativeodncand the

Imperative sentence type.

A distinct MG Prohibitive mood. We argue that thertgcle un(v) is of
similar status as the particlés, va andag, when not preceded by the
Subjunctive particleva. Its behavioural functions include Preventives,

Warnings and Emphatic Prohibitions.



* A distinct MG Hortative verb mood, based on theiddstbehaviour of
the particlesva and ac. A¢ introduces propositional uses such as
fulfillable and unfulfillable wishes, and its behaural functions include

exhortations (the most characteristic hortativectiom).

1.5 Main contributions of the Thesis
The originality of our Thesis is based on the failog:

* We provide a new and innovative framework for asiglyg the Modern
Greek verb mood system, from a Pragmatics’ persgedilany scholars
have researched the Morphology, Syntax, and Seosaotithe Modern
Greek verb mood system, but not its illocution.

* We demonstrate that the Modern Greek Verb Moodeaystonsists of 5
moods (Indicative, Subjunctive, Imperative, Protie, and Hortative)
rather than 3, as many scholars suggest.

* We provide, for the first time in Greek linguistica comprehensive
overview of the Modern Greek verb mood sysfesm form to function
(i.e. uses specifically associated with each ma@a)from function to
form (i.e. specific illocutions formally encounteredModern Greek, and
the verb form they might be expressed in).

« We propose a comprehensive classification of thierént intonation
patterns used by Modern Greek speakers at the téwatterance, both
focusing on a particular mood (e.g. intonation gras of Indicative and
their associated uses) as well as focusing on t&cpiar function (e.qg.
INT pattern 1, using broad focus and a high leve¢he accented syllable
for Assertions, Mitigated Orders, expression of &htainty).

The outcomes of the research presented below awallggimportant for
Theoretical Linguists, Hellenists, Modern Greekctesxrs and learners as well as

Natural Language Engineers.

Exploring the typology of a particular languagedan particular illocutions

which form part of the grammatical system, allowsdretical Linguists to draw



comparisons across language families and offersetinspto confirm and/or
extend the knowledge we have about language. Iticpkar, work on the
interface between Pragmatics on the one hand, amghmsytax and phonetics
on the other, allows us to find out more about wey communication is

effected.

In particular in relation to Natural Language Pssirg, Speech Processing and
Computational Pragmatics, the outcomes of thisishase directly related to
applications involving intention-based dialogue tegss’ modelling: formally
identifying a speaker’s intentions allows for systeto be developed which,
while parsing syntactic information, are able tdirte the intention expressed
through a particular utterance, so that the useids can best be served. This
also has a direct effect in improving Human Complriéeraction in speech or
written language-based applications of Natural lemgg Interfaces to Data
Basesand Intelligent Agents, including Belief Desire atatention (BDI)
systems, automatic machine translation systemsneverce applications and e-
educational tools, which require the computer talle to interpret what a user’s
objective (intention) is, so that the users’ neeails be best served. The linguistic
choices users make to express/phrase their quergxample, and the particular
verb forms and particles they use, are cruciatlentifying their intention. This
becomes more apparent in natural languages witih morphology such as
French, Russian or Modern Greek; research in sarmfjulages allows us to reach
conclusions which can be applied to other nataradjiages of a similar group. A
greater collaboration has been suggested betweeretital linguists and natural
language engineers, in order for state of the gpti@ations to be informed by
recent developments in linguistics. There is angomg endeavour for
computing implementations to focus not only on agtit approaches but also on
ways language is used, so that human-machine ati@nacan be improved.
From earlier attempts, such as the one by Alle®3),90y the DMML team in
2000 (dialogue moves mark-up language) which m&XigIL with Pragmatics
and provides the opportunity for personalised hue@nputer interaction, to
Jokinen’s (2009) overview of dialogue modellingb&comes obvious that the
interface between theoretical and computationalgrpetics will have an

important role to play in the development of marchiae interaction. It is



believed that spoken language will become the impahoice for user interface
applications (for web browsers, e-commerce systamd home appliances

among others).
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2. Theoretical background- Research Methodology

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter we consider the theoretical franmbwihat encompasses this
research and show how it affected our methodologe provide an outline for

the Functional paradigm, that this research respéaghlighting the importance
it puts on language as communication, where its (fBsagmatics) plays the
principal part. We discuss in particular Functiofalammar (Dik 1997 and

1989), and Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengewaeld Mackenzie 2008)
which forms the background of our research,withtipalar reference to

Hengeveld et al (2007) which provided the fundamleapproach of classifying
language uses into propositional and behaviourasonWe also establish the
way we understand notions such as grammatical medl,present definitions
we have adopted. Finally, we describe the methgyole followed in this

thesis.

2.2. The Functional paradigm

In Functional approaches, language is considergdapty as communication.

Butler and Hengeveld (forthcoming) define functilisra as a ‘set of approaches
all of which attempt to account for the structumgslanguage in terms of the
functions they serve in communicative interactiofFormal or Generative

Linguistics supports the autonomy of syntax; athibart of the theory we find a
series of mathematical/formal rules which reflda tvay we think (logic) rather

than the way we communicate. Generative Linguistias been criticised by
functional linguistics for promoting the form (theguistic competence) over the

substance (the linguistic performance, or languesg?.

Functional approaches aim for results that acctaurdimilarities and differences
across languages (typology, universals) whilst eeSpg the principles of
adequacy and efficiency. Givon (1984) suggests thatunctional linguist

balances functions and typologies of structuresciwl@ncode these functions.
Language, as a living system, adapts to our congatinve needs. As
Rosenbaum (1997 p. 8) mentions, ‘Language is amgatsonal communication

system, so form and function must be studied jgintDifferent functional

11



theories express different views regarding thetiodlahip between morpho-

syntax and semantics/pragmatics.

2.3 Functional Grammar (Dik 1997 and 1989) and
Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengeveld and Mackenz ie
2008)

2.3.1 Introduction

In this section we summarise the underlying theéwaktprinciples which are
fundamental for this research. We discuss Fundti@rammar, and in more
detail its offshoot, Functional Discourse GramntdG lies in the background
of our research, in that the notion of a linguigtipression’€ncodingfollowing

morphosyntactic and phonological operationsfanmulationis the impetus for

exploring the relationship of function and formNtodern Greek.

2.3.2 Functional Grammar (Dik 1997, 1989)

At the heart of Dik’'s Functional Grammar (FG) theare find an endeavour to
place the Natural Language User into centre stagketa build an approach
which forms part of a wider theory of verbal intetfan which encompasses not
only the ability for language but also a model tioe human epistemic, logical,
perceptive and social abilities. Such a theoryoating to Dik, needs to be
governed by the underlying principles of Pragnfatidypological and
Psychologicdl Adequacy.

FG highlighted that language is primarily a comneation system; Pragmatics,
l.e. the way language is used to reflect a speskeatention, is central to FG, and
affects all other levels, including Syntax and Setitca. Speakers formulate

linguistic expressions because they have a paatigdal to achieve.

4 According to Dik, for a linguistic theory to be graatically adequate, it needs to allow us to
understand the way linguistic expressions are used.

® The theory should apply to all types of naturaglaages (although both the similarities as well
as the differences across languages ought to peatesl).

® A linguistic theory ought to link linguistic prosses to other cognitive processes involved in
natural language processing; linguistics is, tiple;ed within cognitive science.

12



A speaker forms a linguistic expression based erPitagmatic information they
possess (about language, the world, their addrgsseking specific lexical,
syntactic, semantic and prosodic choices which ekt support the realisation
of his/her intention. The addressee, based ondrig?nagmatic information, is
able to interpret the linguistic expression andisthto reconstruct the Speaker’s
intention (and to comply, if we are to also to ddes Grice’s 1975 principle of
cooperation). Such approach does not underestithatenfluence of Syntax on
Semantics and of Semantics on Pragmatics.

Moreover, FG fully appreciates that for any langrages (illocutions) to be
distinguished in a particular language through apigcal approach, they need
to form part of the grammatical system of the laaggiin question. This has a
direct reflection to our research methodology @ese sectior?2.5) where for the
Modern Greek illocutions to be identified a seriek tests were applied,
involving morphosyntax (including clitic placemergarticles; inflection; verb
mood; aspect; tense; person; and additional seginginategies) and phonology

(prosodic contour/intonation patterns).

2.3.3 Functional Discourse Grammar (Hengeveld and
Mackenzie 2008)

FG evolved into Functional Discourse Grammar (FD@&)typology based
structural functional discourse grammar (rathentaasentence grammar) where
the Discourse Act is the primary source of analyliss a grammatical model
which describes typologically different languag@esa systematic way. It is
considered the grammatical component of a widerehotl verbal interaction.
The language user possesses knowledge of funct@omaformal elements and

knowledge of rules that specify hdahey can combine.
FDG reflects a top-down organisation, with the &e€a intention at the top and

the linguistic expression at the bottom. FormulatiBncoding and Articulation

follow the Speaker’s intention for the linguistixpeession to be formed.

13



FDG applies four levels of analysis, as part ofgtammatical components: the

Interpersonal level (Pragmatics); the Represemtatidevel (Semantics); the

Morphosyntactic level (Morphosyntax); and the PHogral level (Phonology).

These are linguistic levels which, despite the that they describe language in

terms of function, form part of a particular langa&s grammatical system. A

layered structure of analysis applies to all levélee Linguistic expressions built

are analysed through the operation on four comgsnen

the conceptual component where the speaker's communicative
intention initiates the linguistic expression coustion;

the grammatical component where the linguistic expression is formed,
based on the Speaker's communicative intention;

the contextual component, where additional information (e.g.
knowledge about the world) affecting the linguistixpression is added
in; and

the output component,where phonological, writing or signing elements

become apparent.

The FDG’s non-grammatical components, namely thac€ptual, the Output

and the Contextual components, communicate witlgthenmatical components

because of the formulation and encoding processes.

14
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Figure 1: The FDG Architecture’

At the Conceptual Level a speaker conceives anntioi this, through
formulation, is represented at the Pragmatics I{etsonal) and the Semantics
(Representational) level. The outcome of these atjpers is then assigned a
morphosyntactic structure at the Morphosyntactielleln turn, the outcome of
the morphosyntactic operation is enriched by thenBlogical level. Each of

these levels respects a hierarchical layered csgaan.

2.3.3.1 The FDG Interpersonal level
The Interpersonal Level is responsible for eleméhit reflect the interaction
between a Speaker and an Addressee. This is thpor@mt which deals with

types of particular illocutions, which convey thee@ker’s intention.

" (Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2010, ch.15 fig. 2)
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The highest unithat can be grammatically analysed is the Move.cdimplexity
varies; it includes at least one Discourse Act (&), lllocution (F) and the
Speaker (B, whose presence is necessary at this level. Dimemunicative
content (G) comprises the content of what the speaker iagryo transmit to the
Addressee and might include one or more Subactglfwhight involve Topic,
Focus and Contrast functions). We can see thetsteuof the Interpersonal

Level in Figure 2.

( Mq: | Mowve
(A | Discourse Act
(r F1: ILL (F4): = (F4)) oo ution
(r P4z ... (P4): Z (P1))s Speaker
(r Pz ... (P2): Z (P2))a Addressee
(rCq+: | Communicated Content
(r T[] (T): = (T1))e Accriptive Subact
(TR [..] (RY): £ (R1))e Reterential Subaect
1(C1): £ (C1))o Communicated Content
I (A1) Z (A1))e Discourse Act
1 (Ma): Z (M) Mowve

Figure 2: The layered structure of the InterpersonaLevel®

2.3.3.2 The FDG Representational level

This level focuses on the Semantics of linguistiitsy in other words on the way
linguistic units relate to the world. Its highestituis the Propositional Content,
which includes factual (i.e. known to be true) ammoh-factual information (such
as hopes, wishes, beliefs). The Propositional Gunteight be affected by
Propositional Attitudes (such as uncertainty, disheor by the origin of a
particular content (e.g. visual information). Itnet unusual for it to be ascribed

to the Addressee or a third party.

A Propositional Content might include one or mopsides, which consist of

States of Affairs (SoAs), which in turn might indei events and states,

8 Figures 1-5 in this chapter are from Hengeveld ldadkenzie 2010
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characterised by a configurational property, bénttm categories that might
involve individuals and lexical properties. FiguBe illustrates the layered

structure of the Representational level.

(T 1! Propositional Content
(1T ep1: Episcde
(1T =1: State-ot-Astairs
(e Contiguratienal Preperty
(17 ¢1: ® (11): [O (11)a]) Lexical Property
(7 1. ® () [O (x1)al)a lnaiviaual
1 (r1): [o (r1)al) Configurational Property
(e1)ol: [0 (e1)a]) State-ot-Attairs
(ep1): [o (cpi)al) Episcde
(p1): [o (p1)al]) Propositional Content

Figure 3: The layered structure of the Representatinal Level

2.3.3.3 The FDG Morphosyntactic level

The morphosyntactic level deals with the structofréhe linguistic unit. FDG
does not differentiate between Syntax and Morphgleg the same principles
are considered to define structures and operatiatiésn words, phrases and
clauses. Its input lies on both Pragmatics and &&asarelevant units, which
feed into the morphosyntactic encoding processrltaary unit is the Linguistic
Expression, which consists of at least one morphiasyic unit which is formed
by words (and their combinations), phrases andselsults layered structure is

illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4: The layered structure of the FDG Morphosytactic Level

2.3.3.4 The FDG Phonological level

The interaction among FDG levels of analysis foemsmportant foundation for

our research. According to FDG, an utterance’s plomical encoding, which

informs the Phonological level, is the result o€ tteraction between the
Interpersonal Level, the Morphosyntactic Level déinel Representational Level,
which in turn informs the Contextual Component d@hd Output Component.
Characteristics included here involve prosodic @sis, such as rising as
opposed to falling intonation phrases, low as opgdot high phonological

phrases etc.

As Nespor and Vogel (1986) have shown, phonologealesentations respect a
hierarchy; their proposed hierarchy is also resgaebly FDG as follows:

the minimal unit is thesyllable (possibly divided intanorag, followed by the
foot, and thephonological word (Nespor and Vogel insert here in the hierarchy
the clitic group), followed by thephonological phrasetheintonational phrase

and finally theutterance

The Input from the Interpersonal Level, the Repmnestgonal Level and the
Morphosyntactic Level will already carry some phome characteristics,
possibly marked by stress position, tone patterugntity indications etc.
depending of the language in question. The Phgab Level analysis will
coincide at places with the Morphosyntactic analyée.g. boundaries of
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Phonological Phrases). Issues such as focus, thehgesgy of the speaker

affecting the intonation pattern of a specific tatece etc. are dealt at the Output

component.
(r U [ Uttarancs
(mipy: [ lntenatonal Prrase
(mepP: [ Pronsiogical Prrass
(m PWq: [ Pronoiogicat Wora
(mF: [ Foor
(T 5" Synabis
1 (F1)) Faot
1 (Pw1)) Pronsiogica Wora
1 (PP4)) Phonoiogical Phrase
] (1P4) ltanauonat Phrasa
1 (U4)) Uttarance

Figure 5: The layered structure of the Phonologicalevel

2.4 Important definitions for our work

2.4.1 Introduction

In this section we highlight some essential notifamour work; we explain how
we define the concepts of grammatical mood andchscution. Moreover, we
discuss Hengeveld et al (2007)’s hierarchical diassion of basic illocutions,
from where we will adopt the division of illocutisninto propositional and

behavioural ones.

2.4.2 Grammatical Mood and Basic lllocution

Grammatical Mood is the category ‘said to compafiegrammatical elements
operating on a situation/ proposition, that are dotctly concerned with
situating an event in the actual world, as conakive the speaker’ (Hengeveld
2004). De Groot (2010), following Dik (1997) and ideveld (2004), explains
that a mood is the grammatical reflection of a g®manotion which

encompasses illocution and modality. lllocution siets of linguistic expressions
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related to specific uses (basic illocutions or spegcts) whilst modality involves
modifications on the content of these speech &wsGroot (2010) suggests that
mood needs to be considered together with wordroadd prosodic contour;
modality, however, needs to be considered in @atdo mood markers only.

Modality is not touched upon in the current reskarc

A basic illocution (also Sentence Type or Speech Act prototype) is ‘a
coincidence of grammatical structure and conveatioconversational use’
(Sadock & Zwicky 1985). Linguistic expressions aecurrences of different
types of speech acts. Basic illocutions are expoesy the speaker in various
forms, using syntactic, morphological and phonatagimeans. Dik (1997)
defines basic illocutions as illocutions explicidgded in linguistic expressions.

Languages do not always formally distinguish amtiregsame basic illocutions;
the most frequent ones are considered the Dedclaraiasic illocution

(assertions), the Interrogative basic illocutiorudstions) and the Imperative
basis illocution (orders). Basic illocutions mighe formally encoded in a
grammatical system through syntax, morphology andnplogy. Our research
focuses on main clauses, as the main purpose oftarance (or signed/written

expression) is identified in a main clause.

2.4.3 Propositional and behavioural basic illocutio ns

Hengeveld et al. (2007), in considering 22 indigendanguages of Brazil,
propose a systematic hierarchical classificatiothefway basic illocutions are
distributed both within as well as across languagégy demonstrated that the
existence of certain basic illocutions presuppdbes existence of others; for
example, if a particular language has a formallgerb basis illocution for

content interrogatives, the assumption is that aicbdlocution for polar

interrogatives will also exist. Figure 6 below gdtuates the hierarchy of basic
illocutions. Hengeveld et al. demonstrated the ti@iahip between the
morphosyntax and phonology on the one hand, angniidcs on the other.
Moreover, they showed that a basic illocution, tisgcally marked through

specific syntactic, morphological or phonologicatans, might have default
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interpretation, as in the case of a declarativeciition having an assertive

interpretation, as well as natefault interpretations.

Propoaitional

Cruestioning

Imperatve = chihit
= ~
ortative e artativ
Behavioural m
dmao
[}
Bupplicative

Figure 6: Hierarchy of basic illocutions (Hengevelcet al. 2007)

Hengeveld et al. distinguish between propositicarad behavioural uses when
discussing the indigenous languages of Brazil. &ijonal basic illocutions

relate to the Propositional Content of the utteeameccording to Hengeveld et
al, propositional uses are associated with asgedihd questioning illocutions.
Assertive subtypes consist of declarative and mgatises, whilst questioning

subtypes consist of polar and content interrogative

Behavioural uses involve speech acts that intendnfioence or affect the
behaviour of the Addressee and/or others. Behaaiqositive and negative)
uses include imperative subtypes (orders), hodgasubtypes (exhortations),
admonitive subtypes (warnings) and supplicative typés (requests for
permission). Figure 7 illustrates the basic illeons identified in the sample of

indigenous languages of Brazil.
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Waiwai + + + + + + +
Warekena - + + + ¥ +
Wari - + + + +

Figure 7: Basic illocutions in the sample languagesf the Brazil (Hengeveld
et al. 2007)

2.5 Research Methodology

2.5.1 Introduction

The sections below describe the phases of our adapethodology in order to
define the illocutions of the Modern Greek grammaltisystem. An additional
objective, and also one of the main contributiohswr work, is to describe the
morphosyntactic and phonological strategies whitdwaa Speaker to express a

certain illocution.

2.5.2. Research hypothesis and evaluation of criter  ia defining

an illocution

Following Hengeveld (2004) and Hengeveld et al.0@0 we formulated the
criteria for identifying a particular illocution inMG, namely its type
(propositional or behavioural); its function (i.ets particular use); its
grammatical characteristics (i.e. mood, tense,csp®l person); and its prosodic
contour (distinct intonation pattern). Of thesdeasia, we needed to establish the
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organization of the MG verb mood system (as moaalge the category which
comprises illocution) as well as the intonationgrats MG speakers use. Both of
these act as ‘tools’ that a Speaker has at thepodal, which allow them to
express their intentions, and form part of the FB@mmatical componeht
(Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008).

During the very early stages of this research weptatl the view that the MG
mood system consists of the Indicative, the Sultjuecand the Imperative,
which are widely accepted. However, in the light idengeveld (2004),
Hengeveld et al. (2007) and Auwera (2006) we readsiwork by Joseph
(2001),,Veloudis and Philippaki-Warburton (1993)iaghakidou (2007), and
Tsangalidis (in press, 2009, 2002, 1999b), amormeret which hint at the
possibility that Hortative and Prohibitive formsalpart of the MG mood system
in their own right’. Our revised methodology consequently includes & M

moods.

In order to establish the MG intonation patterng wonsidered different
approaches in MG Phonology. One of these approaghssGR ToBi (Arvaniti
and Baltazani 2006, accessiblehdtp://idiom.ucsd.edu/~arvaniti/grtobi.htjnla

tool for the intonational, prosodic and phonetipresentation of Greek spoken
corpora, designed to capture Athenian Greek anasfog on a prosodic analysis
of phrase based structures. We also consideredaqpes aiming to explore the
relationship between intonation and sentence tymerpretation (from a

production and perception point of view) such adskas (2009) and Chaida
(2008). It might be useful to note at this poirdttKotsifas and Chaida make an
assumption of four basic illocutions in Modern Gee@tatement, Question,

Command and Request) which are not investigateddum their work.

°® FDG's outline also reflects Levelt’s (1989) ‘blueyt of a speaker’, where once an intention is
conceived (with relevant information selected anohitored) as part of theonceptualiserijt
needs to be grammatically and phonologically endode the formulator, within FDG's
grammatical component. The grammatical and phomdbg@ncoding forms part of our criteria
for identifying an illocution.

9 For further discussion on the case for a Prdkibiand Hortative mood in MG see sections
3.2.6 and 3.2.7 respectively.
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Our methodology assumed the existence of the faligwntonation patterns, as
outlined in Table 2 below. Note that the adoptednation patterns were later

revised and reduced to 5, as we discuss in se8tton

Table 2: MG intonation patterns as part of our initial methodology

Intonation | Utterance Additional Final

Pattern Type characteristics | Boundary™*

Name

INT1 Assertions Broad focus’ Low
Directives?

INT2 Assertions Narrow focus Low
Directives? Alternative  to

INT1

INT3 Content High
Interrogatives

INT4 Polar High-Low"™
Interrogatives

INT5 Directives? Low-High™
Curses

INT6 Assertions-in-disguise ?
(Rhetorical Questions)?
Miratives?
Wishes?

X A boundary identifies the final phrase of an wtere. An utterance (or its finale phrase) might
end at the highest (H), medium, or lowest (L) poih& speaker’s range.

2 Focus can be defined as the type of informatioithvts new and is ‘textually and situationally
non-derivable information’ (Halliday 1967). It mighbe highlighted syntactically or
phonologically. When the intended focus encompatsesntire phrase or utterance, or when the
entire utterance is considered consisting of neferiation, then focus is defined &soad
When the new information is included only in a matar part/word/phrase of the utterance, then
its focus is defined asarrow. See also Grice, Ladd and Arvaniti 1980 for furtiméormation.

13 The High accent of the final intermediate phragsteps the low boundary to the value of the
speaker’s range’ (Beckman and Hirschberg 1994).

A low intermediate phrase followed by a High bdary to the value of the middle of the
speaker’s range’ (Beckman and Hirschberg 1994).
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2.5.3 Evaluation process: Identifying an MG Speaker ’s formal

tools

For each MG mood we used a series of examples &oange of sources, to
demonstrate that there is sufficient morphosyntaetidence that satisfies our
evaluation criteria. We implemented a series dit2mvolving particles (which

signal the use of a particular mood as a morphcébgtategory); inflection

(where appropriate); negation (as different negagarticles might apply to

different moods); and clitic placement (which alsignals the presence of
particular MG moods). Those choices were basedemgeveld (2004), where it
is stated that illocution (being one of mood’'s twabdivisions) might be

expressed through word order; intonation; partjcieection; use of auxiliary

verbs; use of periphrastic constructions; and dton.

We expanded our range of examples (to 220) taiifites different functions each
grammatical mood is used for. Our data were cabbaehtrospectively, drawn
from the linguistic intuitions of the author andngpared against examples from
reference grammars. The examples were also chdnkedh informal group of
informers (6 male and 6 female, aged 12-72, basedifferent geographical
areas of Greece (5 male and 4 female from Athehgsdaloniki, Crete and
Patras) and members of the Greek diaspora (1 nmale2afemale based in
London and in New York, USA). The informers werentaxted on a regular
basis over a period of 9 months, (and less fredypémivards the final stages of
this work), and were individually asked to check firovided examples against
their intuition. The sets of examples were sepdratemood and function, while
brief scenarios were offered for specific caseg.(eniratives). We were
interested in the informants’ production instincatfier than their perception):
although for an illocution to be effective it neetts be recognized by an
addressee, the addressee might not pay the necasigmtion, might not want to
recognize the illocution or might lack necessargkiggound information to do so
(Levelt 1989). In that sense, illocution is a spgatentered notion (Levelt 1989,
p. 59). Furthermore, sets of examples were comparécternet-based uses (in

Indicative this only applied to examples usthg dpaye, icws anduirwg). The

' The analysis and outcomes of this phase are peesensections 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4
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internet is an easily accessible source of linguiskpressions in use; it is very
common for linguists to create web-based informahitworpora of specific
linguistic phenomena. For example, the interchabigedistribution ofun with
and without a final ‘n’ was checked against an rmé¢-based sample of
prohibitive uses. For the mini-internet searchdegd and chat groups were
mainly accessed, where the language used is climstet way current MG users

speak; particles and segmental markers were ustbe asain key-words.

In addition, during the evaluation process, we esgul the prosodic contour of
instances of uses in each grammatical mood. Prosmmhitour, as mentioned
earlier, is one of the criteria that allow us toabsish a particular illocution. In
order to capture the prosodic contour of the utiega, we opted to use Praat

(http://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/pragt/an open-source software for speech analysis

and synthesis. Praat was developed at the Uniyes$itAmsterdam by Paul

Boersma and David Weenink, and is widely respeatetiused by the linguistic

community across the world. It allows linguists maanipulate speech and
perform multiple operations such as acoustic egliéind measurements, creating
pictures, produce spectograms, and analyse fornaamdig others. Praat’s tools
and functionalities allowed us to illustrate andualise the prosodic contour of
utterances. Praat’s illustrations can also assigtstablishing a diagnosis (for
example as part of a comparative approach). Incimeent research, Praat
allowed us to illustrate the intonation of diffetarses. Moreover, by comparing
the data in the form of Praat illustrations of eiffint uses, we were able to

establish 5 different illocutionary patterns.

Using a single speaker (the author), we performedoduction experiment; by
recording examples for each grammatical mood imlistewonditions, using a
laptop and a portable microphone, we took advantd®&raat’'s mono recording
tool. 85 examples were recorded in total (some utttiple versions) which were
edited and analysed using Praat. Their manipulatwolved identifying the
pitch (initially set at 500 Hz, then at 700 Hz) and sriodicity. We used a
logarithmic drawing which we annotated by produciagtext grid. The
evaluation of the results, i.e. the comparison lné Praat illustrations of

intonation patterns across different uses and weobds, made us revise our
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methodology (and reject the possibleifitonation pattern originally considered
for assertions in disguise, miratives and wishe®) helped us establish the 5
distinct intonation patterns which formally contrib to distinguish different MG
illocutions. This approach allowed us to fulfill@of our objectives, i.e. to relate
Pragmatics with Phonology, as both form part of gn@mmatical component,
and led to the classification of main uses in Mad@reek, as presented in

chapter 7.

2.5.4 Focus on form and its relationship to illocut lons

The instances of illocutions which formed part oir @ata set, expressed in a
particular mood, were closely examined to identiflagaracteristics which
formally establish an illocution, including thoseherent to a particular mood
(particles, negation) but also tense, aspect, nymberson, the addressee’s
response, where appropriate, as well as additisegiental strategis This
approach reflects FDG, which adopts a ‘form-oridnt@unction-to-form
approach’ (Hengeveld and Mackenzie 2008, p.38) aighals another
contribution of this thesis, i.e. the detailedihtition of formal morphosyntactic

(and intonation) characteristics which identifyatgcular function.

A subsidiary hypothesis was that Indicative andj@utiive lead to a series of
basic and secondary illocutions, while other gratitahmoods exhibit a closer
link to the illocution they designate. This hypditseis confirmed, as can be seen

in chapters 4, 5 and 6.

2.5.5 Focus on function

The last phase of our methodology involved a reatignt of the previous phase
outcomes with functions (illocutions) as the stagtpoint. Each illocution was
revisited on its own merit, while grammatical mooddscome part of the
strategies available to speakers to express thigntion. It was anticipated that

some illocutions might be expressed through moae ttne grammatical mood.

'¢ See section 3.3 on segmental strategies.
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This led to a comprehensive table outlining themfalr properties linked to

illocutions in Modern Greek (see chapter 7).

2.6 Summary

In this chapter we discussed the functional paradig framework which

encompasses our research, and we referred inyarti two theories within
the functional paradigm, Functional Grammar and cional Discourse

Grammar, which lie in the background of our findingVe defined mood and
illocution, notions which are central to our resdarand we outlined the
methodology we follow, informed by our theoretib@mework. In the following

chapter we are presenting relevant aspects of MoGeeek Grammar which
allow us to identify the Modern Greek uses whichnfgpart of the system. In
particular, we establish the five Modern Greek ns@hd we present the
intonation patterns available to speakers in otd@chieve particular intentions.
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3. Relevant Aspects of Modern Greek Grammar

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter we describe relevant aspects ofdvtodsreek Grammar, which

provide useful tools for our analysis in later deap. We discuss the Modern
Greek verb system and in particular the verb mogstesn. We argue that

Modern Greek formally differentiates between fiverb moods: Indicative,

Subjunctive, Imperative, Prohibitive and Hortativée discuss the five moods’
formal properties, with reference to inflectiongagon, distribution in main and

subordinate clauses, and word and clitic placembtdreover, we discuss

additional segmental strategies a Speaker emplogispaesent the intonation
patterns available to him/her. Note that we foauly on verb forms that are used
in main clauses; hence forms such as gerund, ntisgdaverbs that can be used
instead of infinitive forms etc. are not discussedhe sections below. Modern

Greek has ceased exhibiting an infinitive verb form

3.2 The Modern Greek verb Mood System

3.2.1 Introduction

In section 2.4.1 we defined mood as the grammatieidéction of a semantic
notion which encompasses illocution. In order tfeee to explore the
relationship between illocution, on the one handd anorphosyntax and
phonology, on the other, our attention has initifdicused on the Modern Greek
verb. Holton, Mackridge and Philippaki (1997) ddserthe verb Mood as a
‘grammatically marked verbal category’ which is taiguished by traditional
grammar based on either morphology or particles. Classical Greek, mood
opposition was based on morphology, while in Modémneek it is marked by
modal particles. For example, partidle marks a future indicative, particle:
marks the Subjunctive, particle;(v)- when not proceeded byx- marks the
Prohibitive, and particleagc marks the Hortative. The only morphological
opposition that remains is the one of Imperativefimaperative given that the
second person singular imperative is the only fochearly distinguished by
morphology (inflection). For example, if we weredonsider the verpidyvw
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(ftiahno, I make) in the second person singular, we would rebséhat the
independent ¥ person singular formudyverc (ftiahnis, you make/are making
etc.) contributes to the Present Indicative, Prestubjunctive and Future
Continuous tenses. The dependent formdcers (ftiaksis, you make) operates in
the same way; it is dependent, in the sense thnatsitto always be preceded by
one of the particle$a, un(v), va, ac, or a segmental markérsuch asujrac,
lowg, Or dpoye. Tsangalidis (2002) prefers a realis—irrealis ideiton for
independent/ dependent forms. He also suggestshihahoice of negation is a
matter of modality, rather than of mood. The onlprphologically distinct
category is the Imperative, as the imperatiVep2rson singular form e.gziéée
(ftiakse, make!) can clearly be identified becauwdeits unique inflection
(ending).

Other features that Modern Greek verbs are margeth€lude voice (active or

passive, which we will not refer to), aspect, teasd agreement.

Aspect defines the temporal structure of an actewrent or state. It shows
whether the Speaker considers the event, actiatate to be bound (perfective
aspect) or unbound (imperfective aspect). A granualdenselinks the time of
the action, event, or state, to the time of thguiatic expression. Modern Greek
exhibits Present, Past and Future tenses. Verb sremedmarked for the presence
or absence of Past. Agreement involves number &n@r plural) and person
(1% 2" or 3%. We differentiate the two categories, as a stdsichypothesis for
our research is that number and person can madutibn, as can also mood,
aspect and tense. Below we will refer to each gnatital mood and how we

establish them.

" For a definition of the terrsegmental markesee section 3.3
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3.2.2. The Indicative

The Modern Greek Indicative is defined by the latlspecific mood particléd
(as in the case ofx for subjunctive); its dedicated negation partile allows us
to establish its existence (e.g. Joseph and PhHipywarburton 1987). The
future markewa is associated with the IndicatiVesince it cannot combine itself
with the subjunctive markeva, neither with the hortativec (nor with the
prohibitive un(v)). Moreover it cannot combine itself with the Impgera form.
In addition, the futureda combines with the negation particéev, which is
associated with indicative uses; the negation adwagcedes the future particle
(as also in example 6 below, as part of the comefmclause). The
morphological distinction (i.e. suffixes/endings ffelientiatiorf®) between
Indicative and Subjunctive has been abandoned idekfoGreek; Indicative and
Subjunctive are distinguished by the use of thaad¢ed subjunctive partichex
as well as through the use of different negatiomkera ¢ev for Indicative and
un(v) for Subjunctivg as we can see in examples (1)-(4) below. In @tarfl)
we see a positive Indicative example, in example g2negative indicative
example, in example (3) a positive Subjunctive eplamand in example (4) a

negative Subjunctive example.

(1) Aovred® otV Tpdmeloa.
Doulevo stin trapeza.
Work-1SG.PR. to the bank

| work at the bank.

(2) Aev dovrevm otV tpamela.
Den doulevo stin trapeza.
NEG work-1SG.PR to the bank

| don’t work at the bank.

8 However, in subordinate clauses, Indicative iemftntroduced by 6t/ nog/ mov (‘that’
equivalent).

19 See Veloudis and Philippaki-Warburton (1983), &4l as Philippaki-Warburton and Veloudis
(1984) for a discussion on the semantics of théhaalistinction.

%0 For example, difference in spelling.
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(3) Na dovrevm ot tpdmela, avtd OE .
Na doulevo stin trapeza, afto thelo.
SUBJ work-1SG.PR.IPF to the bank, this want-FG
What | want is to work at the bank..

(4) Na unv dovAievm ot tpamelo, avtd OEAm.
Na min doulevo stin trapeza, afto thelo.
SUBJ NEG work-1SG .PR.IPF to the banls thant-1SG.PR

What | want is not to work at the bank.

In examples (1)-(4) above we also observe thaexpdicit mention of the person
(through, for example, the use of a personal prop@an be omitted, as the
feature ‘person’ forms part of the morphology o€ therb, through a distinct

ending, marked for person.

Indicative is aspect neutfal It comprises Present; Simple (Perfective) and
Continuous (Imperfective) Past; Simple (Perfectivend Continuous
(Imperfective) Future with the particba; Present and Past Perfect formed with
the auxiliary verEyw (I have) and the past participle; and Future R&rfermed

by the future particl®a, the auxiliary verkEym (I have) and the past participle.
Present, Continuous Past and Continuous Future sharsame imperfect stem
(independert form, also shared by the Subjunctive imperfecmigy, while
Simple Past and Simple Future share the aorist &30 used in subjunctive

perfect forms).

Clitics in Indicative clauses always precede thd\{proclisis). The negation, as

in example (4), and the future particle always pdecthe clitic, as in example

(5).

(5) Aev ™ potnoec v Katepiva av éraPe ta Ae@td;

Den ti rotises tin Katerina an elave ta lefta?

21 |n the sense that aspect affect specific vertetemather than verb moods.
2 The term is adopted by Holton et. al (1997)
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NEG her ask-2SG.PS.PRF the Katerina if receive-BS@®RF the
money?

Didn’t you ask Katerina whether she received tlomay?

(6) Oa pov to TANpDOGEL aKplPd..
Tha mou to plirosi akriva.
FUT me it pay-3SG.PR.PRF expensive.
S/he is going to pay for this.

Although we discuss Indicative’s illocutions in gbter 4, we have to mention
that it is not only the Declarative mood par examtle, but it is also used in polar
and content interrogatives. Additional uses willifeestigated in chapter 4.

Indicative is found both in main as well as in swloate clauses. Its subordinate
clauses are introduced lyo (‘pou’) as in example (7w (‘oti’) or zwe (‘pos’)
as in example (8)unzws (‘mipos’) as in example (9) andz (‘ooti’) as in
example (10). The time of the complement clauseésduced byé, rov and

zw¢ is independent of the time in the main clause.

(7) Ze €ida mov éxhayec.
Se ida pou ekleyes.
You see.1SG.PS.PRF PRT cry.2SG.PS.IPF

| saw you crying.

(8) Ymobétm otU/nwe 1 kotdotoon dgv Oa Pedtiwbel.
Ipotheto oti/pos i katastasi den tha veltiothi.
Suspect-1SG.PR PRT the situation NEG FUT improv@-BR®F.PASS
| suspect that the situation will not improve.

(9) Avapotiépon pnmmg apynoet.
Anarotieme mipos aryisi.
Wonder-1SG.PR PRT be-late.2SG.PR.PRF.

| wonder whether s/he might be late.

33



(10) Eiro 0,11 iyo va o.
Ipa oti iha na po.
Say-1SG.PS.PRF oti have-1SG.PS SUBJ say-1SG.PR.PRF
| said everything | had to say.

An example of inflection, for active present antufe endings, (also in common

with the Subjunctive, Prohibitive and Hortativepiesented in Table 3 below:

Table 3: An example of MG inflection (active presenand future endings)

Singular Plural Past Past
Present/Future | Present/Future Singular | Plural

-0/-® (-0) | evuelapue  (-oume/ame)-o (-a) | eue (-ame)
-eig /- (-is) | eueldte (-ite/ate) e (-es)| -ate (-ate)
-g1 /-4 (-i) | ovvldve (-oun/-ane)| & (-e) | av (-an)

3.2.3 The Subjunctive

Traditionally the term Subjunctive is taken to mearparticular grammatical
mood with its own semantic identity (modal valuepdality). As a modal
category, it is often described as the mood of tfgof “uncertainty”, of “non-
factual’. Moreover, the subjunctive is taken to m@gs the “subjectivity of the
Speaker”. In chapter 5 we show that such viewsessnt only part of the uses
expressed by Subjunctive; we demonstrate that Sotye can be better

understood if we define its uses (illocutions).

As we mentioned in section 3.2.1, there is no molgafical distinction between
subjunctive and indicative. It is defined by theessary presence of the particle
va ‘na’ (Veloudis and Philippaki-Warburton 1983, Vetlis 1987), which always
precedes the Subjunctive verb. Where Indicatives e associated with the
negation particlede(v) (‘den’), Subjunctive uses the negatign(v) (‘mi(n)’)

which is placed aftera, as in example (11).

(11) No pnv Tov T0 dMGELS TO ODPO.
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Noa min tou to dosis to doro.
SUBJ NEG him it give-2SG.PR.PRF the present.
Don't give him the present.

The unique character of the Modern Greek Subjuactihen compared with the
subjunctive in other languages (such as Frenchiaisit does not appear always
as a main verb’s complement, but in both main amdoglinate clauses. In
example (11) we see a negative subjunctive used main clause, while in
example (12) below we see an example of a contetdrrogative like

(expressing wondering).

(12) Toiog va yTvumhet TV TOPTA;
Pios na xtipai tin porta?
Who SUBJ hit-3SG.PR.IPF the door?
Who might be knocking at the door?

In example (11) above we also observe a proclitic placement, as was the
case with indicative. The clitics always precede $ubjunctive verb, but follow

the subjunctive particle and the subjunctive negati

Subjunctive occurs in Present and Past Tense, lotHPerfective and
Imperfective Aspect. Its Present Perfective fosmot shared with the Present
Indicative, however we also see the particular fanmthe Future Indicative
Perfective (introduced by the partiche), in the Hortative Present Perfective
(introduced by the patrticleg) as well as in the Prohibitive Present Perfective

(introduced by the particle;(v), in the second person singular and plural only).

Complements in the subjunctive are simply introdud®y va, without an
additional complementiser. Holton, Mackridge andippaki-Warburton (1997,
p. 451) divide Modern Greek verbs into four maitegaries, depending on the
kind of complement they take: ‘(i.) verbs of sayirtginking, believing and
similar ones which take an indicative complemeatise introduced byri/zwwg;
(ii.) factive verbs, i.e. verbs which presupposat ttheir complement clauses

express a fact and are followed by an indicativemglement clause introduced
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by mov; (iii.) future referring verbs of wishing verbs afishing, planning,
desiring, requesting, ordering etc. which take ljunctive complement clause;
and (iv) verbs of fearing, which may take eitherimgicative introduced byu
or a subjunctive introduced byo, or an indicative introduced byy or
unrwg' Na fills also the gap created by the lack of an iifie verb type in
Modern Greek. We see some examples of Subjuncatieemplement phrases in

examples (13) and (14) below.

(13) Edyopon va o KOTopEpm.
Efxome na ta katafero.
Wish-1SG.PR. SUBJ them achieve-1SG.PR.PRF
| wish to accomplish it.

(14) ®é\o 1o omitt pov va. gival pHeYaro.
Thelo to spiti mou na ine meyalo.
Want-1SG.PR the house SUBJ be-3SG.PR big.

| want my house to be big.

The particleva cannot co-occur with the future partidle (see example 15); it
might be worth noting that its relationship withethotion of future is of great
interest from a Semantics point of view (as theamoof Subjunctive ‘irealis’ has

been considered linked to a built-in future elentent).

(15) * No 0a £pbw avpro.
Na tha ertho avrio.
SUBJ FUT come-1SG.PR.PRF tomorrow

*I may will come tomorrow.

(16) * No ag £pfw avpro.
Na as ertho avrio.
SUBJ HORT come-1SG.PR.PRF tomorrow.

*| may let come tomorrow.
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Moreover,va cannot co-occur with the hortative partielg as in (16) above. Its
relationship withag is intriguing, in thatac is considered in interchangeable
relationship withva, suggested as an alternative subjunctive complei(eeg.
Horton, Mackridge and Philippaki-Warburton 1997)lthdugh in earlier
publications we also shared this view (e.g. Chogidrmi 1997a), since our
approach adopted Hengeveld’'s (2004) and (2007)svie@ came to reconsider
the relationship betweenc and va. For instance, of the examples presented
above, only (11) would be grammatical (and accédgjalsingog (i.e. ac cannot
occur in complement closes). As we will show iretathapters, the alternative
use ofag andva might have some syntactic similarities but pragoaly (and
semantically) is very distinct. Its Pragmatics segjg and supports that is of
equal status toa, but denoting a separate and distinct verb moaattétive).
Using particles as one of our illocution criterialiowing Hengeveld’'s 2004
illocution related strategies), we adopt the vieattthe necessary presence of the
particleva preceding the verb becomes an absolute and negessatition for a
verb form to be classified as MG Subjunctive. Faos teason we make a case for
a Prohibitive and a Hortative MG verb mood in sawsi 3.2.6 and 3.2.7

respectively, where we take this discussion further

Finally, the particleva cannot be used independently, e.g. in single word
utterances (neither can the future parttée the hortativeng, nor the negation
oe(v); among them, onlyun(v) can occur independently in single-word

utterances).

3.2.5 The Imperative

The Imperative mood is differentiated by all otidodern Greek verb moods
based on morphology: its second person singularahdistinct ending (as also
does French and ltalian, among other languagesiutiai (1997) calls the

person singular imperativetaue imperativgbecause of its form which is unique
to imperative among all moods). It shares it ferson plural form with the
other grammatical moods (hence for Zanuttini (199€se constitutsuppletive

imperative$. As for French and Italian, the Imperative subgaes not need to

be explicitly mentioned; unlike other languagesyuth, this is not a unique
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characteristic of the Imperative, as the Moderne&reerb morphology allows
the Speaker to opt for overt subject omission acgrammatical moods, given
that the featur@ersonis decoded by the Addressee based on the vertssrmpe

distinct endings.

lts characteristic? person endings are ¢/—a (active voice) and ev (passive
voice). For example, an active voice regular verbhsasdiofdalw (‘diavazo’, |
read), which is a first conjugation regular verldieg in -e, forms its imperfect
2" person imperative through the combination of tresent sterdiafal and the
ending <. Its stress also moves one syllable up, when coedpi® the Present
indicative, as in example (17). The Perfective engive is formed by the aorist

stem and the ending;,-as in example (18).

(A7) AwdPole.
Diavaze.
Read-2SG.IMP.IPF

Keep reading..

(18) AwPooe.
Diavase.
Read-2SG.IMP.PRF
Read.

Imperative does not exhibit tense differencess itastricted to non-past forms.
While its active verbs differentiate between a €&ife and an Imperfective
Aspect, for the passive voice verbs only the pésfecaspect applies, as in

example (19).

(19) Xrevicov.
Htenisou.
Comb_yourself-2SG.IMP.PRF
Comb your hair.
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Imperatives do not participate in questions anchoanombine with the particles
va, Ba, ag , dg(v), un(v). Clitics here follow the verb (enklisis), as iraenple
(20).

(20) Amoe 100 10 oW TOPO GOV AEW!
Dose tou to piso tora sou leo.
Give-2SG.IMP.PRF him it back now you say-1SG.PR.

Give it back to him now, | am telling you!

Imperative does not participate in complement @augan argument for the
strong relationship between form and illocution). Main clause imperative
might be followed by a complement clause justifythg reason for the action
(e.g. ‘Study because if you don’'t you will fail tamow’s exam’), placing it in

time (e.g. Study while we are out and the housguist’), as in examples (21)
and (22).

(21) AwPooe yoti aAMdC O 0moTOYES OTO SLoyDVIoUA 0OP1O.
Diavase yiati alios tha apotihis sto diayonismaaavr
Read-2SG.IMP.PRF because otherwise you will fail the exam
tomorrow.

Read (study) or you will fail tomorrow’s exam.

(22) AwPooe 660 Ba Aeimovpe kot Oa £xel novyia 6T omitL.
Diavase 0so tha lipoume kai tha exis isixia stti.spi
Read-2SG.IMP.PRF as long FUT be_absent-1PL. and Rave-
3SG.PR quietness to the house.
Read (study) while we are out and the house ig.quie

Imperative forms might be preceded by the partiole as in example (23) and
its variation in example (24). Example (23) isocals interest as we note an
imperative followed by a second imperative. Thisasnmon with the imperative

verb forméla (‘ela’, come), otrijyauve ('piyene’, go) only.
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(23) T'a éha e pov évol Tpayovot
Yia ela pes mou ena trayoudi..
PRT come-2SG.IMP.PRF say-2SG.IMP.PRF me a/one song.

Come to sing me a song.

(24) T éha vo, pov el Eva Tparyovot.
Yia ela na mou pis ena trayoudi..
PRT come-2SG.IMP.PRF SUBJ me say-2SG.PR.PRF admge s

Come to sing me a song.

The Modern Greek Imperative cannot be negated. \Wiiberative having no
typical negation, it is often mentioned in the ritieire that it ‘borrows’ its
negation from Subjunctive. We resist views suggesthat Imperative borrows
its negation from the Subjunctive offering us arfegate’ negative imperative,
as such views are against the spirit of the funetigparadigm. Instead we
demonstrate that a distinct Prohibitive mood apgpte Modern Greek, for the

reasons we present in the section 3.2.6 below.

3.2.6 The Prohibitive

In this section we discuss the Modern Greek PraféiDuring the preliminary
stages of this research (e.g. Chondrogianni 199v&@)were not making a
distinction between uses qfn(v) when preceded bya and when used
independently. In the light of Hengeveld (2004),ishhmotivated the view that
when no other morphological characteristics applg presence of a mood
particle is a necessary condition for a grammatncabd to be established, we
revisited the relationship between the two typesisds. Our approach was also
influenced by Hengeveld et al. (2007), and in palér by their proposed
classification of basic illocutions (which motivdteis to further explore MG
prohibitive uses) and by Auwera (2006) survey obhiitive uses. The
outcomes of this investigation are presented béought to remind here that
the morphological opposition that applies to Modd&sneek is the one of
imperative/non-imperative; when non-imperative @ imtroduced by a patrticle,

then we are dealing with an Indicative form.
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Our research is based on formal characteristiapehathe distinct independent
use of particlew(v) ‘mi(n)’, when it is not preceded by the Subjunctparticle

va ‘na’. We suggest that such uses indicate thgt) is a particle of equal
status to the particlex (as well as to the future partidde ‘tha’ and the hortative

particleac ‘as’).

3.2.6.1. The case for a Prohibitive mood

Negative imperatives function as expressions otipiton (or prevention).
Many languages exhibit specific constructions tpregs prohibitions, through
specific prohibitive markers. In Modern Greek (dsoain Latin, Spanish,
Romanian, Italian, Catalan, and Sardinian amon@rejh the combination of
imperative forms with the indicative or the subjtime negation is not permitted,
as we can see in examples (25), preceded by theatned negatiorde(v), and

(26) where the imperative is preceded by the negatj(v) below.

(25) *Aev diGfaoe.
Den diavase.
NEG read-2SG.IMP.PRF
*Not read.

(26) *Na un duaPooe.
Na mi diavase.
SUBJ NEG read-2SG.IMP.PRF

*Not read.

Note that in our view, foun(v) to be considered the Subjunctive negation, it
needs to be preceded by the subjunctive panticl®Vithout it we cannot justify
that a subjunctive form and/or a subjunctive negais present. However, we
demonstrate below that the imperative form is alsggrammatical when
preceded by (v) independent ofva, as in example (27). In this example we
introduce for the first time the notion @f(v) as a prohibitive marker.
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(27) *Mn daPoaoe.
Mi diavase.
PRH read-2SG.IMP.PRF
*Not read.

Examples (25)-(27) allow us to claim that negatimperative does not exist; and
to propose that a special prohibitive marker isdusestead. Auwera (2006)

discusses in detail the preference of languagegrtribitive markers based on a
corpus of over 100 different languages. In mosgleges it is indeed the case

that negative expressions used in Declarative datorobine with imperatives.

The question for us is whether a unique particleMiodern Greek has been
assigned with the task of distinguishing prohilisdrom other uses. Consider
example (28): there is no doubt that we are dedhege with a Subjunctive,
because of the presence of the subjunctive parfitie verb is expressed in the
second person pluréi.ln example (29) we observe that the form can apjmea
both second and third person (singular and plurtil)can also take an
interrogative intonation (‘Shouldn’t they talk ttrangers?’), and the verb can be

placed in the past tense, as in example (30).

(28) No un piddte o€ oyvdoTOUG.
Na mi milate se aynostous.
SUBJ NEG speak-2PL.PR.IPF to strangers.
You shouldn’t talk to people you don’t know.

(29) No un pAdve o€ ayvdoTOUG.
Na mi milane se aynostous.
SUBJ NEG speak-3PL.PR.IPF to strangers.

They shouldn’t talk to strangers..

2 |n chapter 5 we are showing that this is a mitiggirohibition.
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(30) Noa un paovcave oto I'évwn;
Na mi milousane sto Yianni?
SUBJ NEG speak-3PL.PAST.IPF to Yannis?
Shouldn’t they speak to Yannis?

Examples (29) and (30) would be ungrammatical andcceptable if the
subjunctive markeva was not present. But example (31), whegév) is used
independently of the subjunctive marker, can onky grammatical and
acceptable if used in the second person singuladwel. There is no formal
indication that this is a Subjunctive form, unlegs assume that;(v) can stand
as a subjunctive marker on its own merit irrespectf the presence ofa.
However, there is a wide acceptance that Subjumdsivmarked bya, which is
strictly adjacent to the verb form. Moreover, thtsucture does not allow past
non-imperative to be used, nor interrogative lk®nation i.e. it does not respect
Subjunctive’s formal characteristics. In our vieiwese restrictions indicate that
un(v) is the Modern Greek Prohibitive marker, when usedependently,

marking a distinct grammatical verb mood.

(31) Mn phdte o€ ayvdGTOVG.
Mi milate se aynostous.
PRH speak-2PL.IPF .to unknown

Don't talk to people you don’t know

Another approach we considered was the significam@ny, of the absence or
presence of the final ‘n” ipy(v). Joseph (2001) highlights that can be used in
a single word utterance, as in example (32), alwaless, while the negation
un(v) always offers the option of the ‘n’ at the end. ¢leestions whether the n-
lessun is a different constituent altogether.

(32) Mn!
Mi!
PRH
Don't
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The use of finav ‘n’ in the particleun(v) is indeed optional. The final ‘n’
usually occurs before vowels and unvoiced stops soihe times before
fricatives. This final ‘n’ distinction also appligs particlede(v), as well as in
other constituents e.g. the singular accusativeadculine and feminine definite
articles. Many differences have been observed twéorthern and Southern
Greek speakers, with Northern Greek speakers (wdne more often the
tendency to ‘nasalise’) to opt for the +n optiddon-typical consistent omissions
of final ‘n’ are also quite common among individisgdeakers. For Joseph and
Philippaki (1987) the omission of final ‘n’ suggeshat there are two variants of
un(v) in Modern Greek: the negation particle with thegble ‘n’ at the end, but
also another negation particle usually n-less, used independentlyvef for
specific constituent negation, as in example (3®séph and Philippaki 1987,
p.64 and p.69).

(33) Mnv mapeig owtd to xamt, pn!
Mi(n) paris afto to hapi, mi.
PRH take-2SG.PRF this the pill PRH
Don't take this pill, don’t!

We undertook an internet search to identify whegrehibitions introduced by
the independenin(v) follow a consistent pattern, and whether the hygsits of
two separate un(v) can be justified; we concluded that Greek intennstrs
currently useun andun(v) interchangeably, often irrespective of phonologica
restrictions, based on their own idiolect. A systéimseparation of the n-legs
cannot be justified in our view (apart from the noabs’ negation category).
Hence we adopt the view that it is the presencabskence of the subjunctive

markerva which affects the status p#(v), rather than of the final ‘n’.

3.2.6.2 Summary of the formal characteristics of ta Prohibitive

In summary, the Modern Greek Prohibitive includeke t following
characteristics: it is introduced by the partigigv), which is adjacent to the
verb. The verb form can only appear in a non-p&&tperson singular or plural.
It distinguishes between Imperfective and PerfectAspect, while its clitic

placement is proclitic, as per all other Modern&kraon-imperative forms.
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3.2.7 The Hortative

An additional Modern Greek grammatical mood weraeking a case for is the
Hortative, introduced by the dedicated partiztg'as’). Modern Greek scholars
classifyac as a Subjunctive marker in interchangeable uske thg subjunctive
particle va. At the sane time they recognise, however, thahas a distinct
formal distribution; for example, unlikeva, it cannot introduce sub-
ordinate/complement clauses. A possible explandborthat is its historically
origin from the verb formdeeg’, which did not introduce subordinate clauses
(i.,e. a form of ‘formal blocking’ applies). Furthraore, scholars also recognise
its dedicated hortative character. Our reseanatiirfigs do not supporic as a
Subjunctive marker, also given that the rationale duch approaches is rather
contradictory: for particles to be considered iteinhangeable use, their formal
properties as well as their functions need to adenc We appreciate,
nevertheless, the difficulty in distinguishing raiive forms in many languages.
We believe thatag’ formal (and Pragmatic) properties justify a diffat
approach i.e. the proposal for a distinct ModereeBrmood, as we show in
section 3.2.7.1 below.

3.2.7.1 The case for a Distinct Hortative Mood
In this section we present our rationale for ainitstModern Greek Hortative
Mood; to achieve this we will compare the formatdbution ofac andva.

Ac cannot co-occur with the Subjunctive or the futurefa (nor can it take
objects like the English equivalent ‘let’). The ma and behaviour of the
particlesvo. andag are quite distinct: consider the following exangp{erhich we
revisit in chapter 5 where we discuss the Subjuagtiall grammatical and
acceptable if introduced by the Subjunctive Their grammaticality and/or their
accessibility, when introduced by the hortativetipla, has been assessed both
by the author as well as by an informal group of infants. In addition, despite
the fact that in this particular chapter we arecemtrating on formal properties
leaving the discussion on function for later chemtesome of our arguments

involve the change in the function of a linguistipression that the permutation
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of a¢ (when replacingva) would create. Examples (34)-(59) should be

considered in Subjunctive-Hortative pairs.

(34) No ocvyympebovv ta nebapéva oag!
Na sighorethoun ta pethamena sas!
SUBJ forgive-3PL.PR.PRF.PASS the dead your.

May the dead members of your family be forgiven.

(35) ?Ac ovyywpebodv to tebapéva cac!
As siyhorethoun ta pethamena sas!
HORT forgive.3.PL.PR.PFV.PASS the dead your.
?Let the dead members of your family be forgiven.

Example (34) is an example of a stereotypical winslSubjunctive, uttered
possibly within a religious context. In replacinget subjunctive by the
hortative particle, the wish sounds unusual (bse$ its stereotypical form)
and can be possibly interpreted as of a concessittee. Other wishes might
exceptionally allow the interchangeable use@fandac, usually where the
first preference of the Speaker would be fonamonstruction, as in (36) and
(37) (note that such examples are considered havoanditional/concessive

underlying character).

(36) No nuovv mrovoiog!
Na imoun plousios.
SUBJ be-1SG.PS. rich!

| wish | were rich!

(37) Acnuovv mhovoioc!
As imoun plousios.
HORT be-1.SG.PS rich.

If only | were rich! (Let me be rich!)

Example (38), a curse, is rather peculiar wherredtén hortative, and received

the same reaction as the pair of (34)-(35). Exanip® cannot be defined as
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ungrammatical or unacceptable, but it is considaradsual, with a similar

concessive interpretation as (35) and (37). Theemdifices in functions of the

subjunctive examples are lost when the hortativetigha is used instead.

Similarly, while the subjunctive in (40) is not arse/negative wish, its

counterpart inac in example (41) has also a concessive/indifference

interpretation, as in (39).

(38)

(39)

Noa mog va wviyeic.

Na pas na pniyis.

SUBJ go-2SG.PR.PRF drawn-2SG.PR.PRF
Go drown yourself.

?A¢ mog vo TViyelc.

As pas na pniyis.

HORT go-2.SG.PR.PFV SUBJ drawn-2.SG.PR.PFV
?Let you go to get yourself drown.

(40) No o1depmdOEIC TAL POV GOL.

Na siderosis ta rouha sou.
SUBJ- iron-2SG.PR.PRF the clothes your.

You should iron your clothes. (now or shortly)

(41) Ac o13epmdGELG To. povya GOV.

As siderosis ta rouha sou.
HORT iron.2.SG.PR.PRF the clothes your.

Let you iron your clothes. (now or shortly)

Below we have a sequence of four pairs (examplegd932where all the

utterances introduced hy are ungrammatical. Although we will analyse the

subjunctive functions further in chapter 5, we desimte below that they are

not identical for examples (40), (42), (44) and)(4Bese utterances are clearly

incompatible withag, which can certainly not replacex as the dedicated

subjunctive marker in these instances.
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(42)

(43)

(44)

(45)

(46)

(47)

(48)

Noa TAOve To TdrTo;

Na plino ta piata?

SUBJ wash.1.SG.PR.PFV. the dishes?
May | wash the dishes?

* A¢ mAOvo to mdta,
As plino ta piata?
HORT wash-1SG.PR.PRF the dishes?

*Let | wash the dishes?

Na Bydreig o madtd cov;,
Na vyalis to palto sou?
SUBJ remove-2SG.PR.PFV the coat your

Shouldn’t you take your coat off?

* Ac Bydherg To madtd cov;
As vyalis to palto sou?
HORT remove-2.SG.PR.PFV the coat your

*Let you take your coat off?

Noa éptace o I'ivvng otnv ®pa tov;
Na eftase o Yannis stin ora tou?
SUBJ arrive-3.SG.PS.PRF. the Yannis to the hot his

Did Yannis arrive on time (I wonder)?

* Ac éptace o ['dvvng otnv dpa Tov;
As eftase o Yannis stin ora tou?
HOR arrive-3.SG.PS.PRF. the Yannis to the hour his?

*Let Yannis arrive on time (I wonder)?

Tt va kGvoupe;
Ti na kanoume?
What SUBJ do-2.PL.PR.IPF.

What can we do?
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(49) *Tiag kGvovps;
Ti as kanoume?
What HOR do-2.PL.PRS.IPFV.
*What let we do?

The mitigated prohibitive in Subjunctive in (50) doenes another
concession/indifference example in (51). We note tiegationun(v) in
Hortative.

(50) No punv wAdre otov 0dnYO.
Na mi milate ston odiyo.
SUBJ NEG talk.2.PL.PR.IPF to the driver.

You shouldn’t talk to the driver.

(51) Ac unv prkdte otov 0oMyo.
As mi milate ston odiyo.
HORT NEG talk.2.PL.PRS to the driver.

Let you not talk to the driver.

Finally, additional segmental markers a Speakerhiige to express his/her
intention (see also section 3.3. below) can only$ed with the subjunctivex
(as in examples (52), (54) and (56)) but are ungratital when introduced by
ag (as we can see in examples (53), (55) and (57)).

(52) Maxdpt va yivel KaAd.
Makari na yini kala.
WISH SUBJ become-3.SG.PR.PRF well.
May he/she get better.

(53) *Moxkapt og yivel KoAa.
Makari as yini kala.
WISH HORT become-3.SG.PR.PRF well.
*May let he/she gets better.
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(54) TTov va un ot giya cvvavimoet noté. (unfulfillable wish/curse)
Pou na mi se iha sinantisi pote.
UNWISH SUBJ NEG you had met never.

| wish | had never met you.

(55) *Ilov ag un ot iy cvvavtioel Toté. (unfulfillable wish/curse)
Pou as mi se iha synantisi pote.
UNWISH HORT NEG you have-1SG.PS. meet-particigear.

*| wish let | had never met you.

(56) Towg va épuye.
Isos na efiye.
UNC SUBJ leave-3SG.PS.PRF
Maybe s/he has left.

(57) *lowg og épuye.
Isos as efiye.
UNC HORT leave-3SG.PS.PRF
*Maybe let s/he let left.

Through examples (34)-(57) we demonstratedthandac do not only differ as
far as complement clauses are concerned, but teeyahave differently in their
typical uses. As we will show in chapters 5 ande$pectively, their pragmatic
propositional and behavioural functions are quitstimct. Furthermore, their
segmental marking is quite dissimilar: for examptecan combine withoxdp:

(for wishes),rov (for curses)jow¢ (for enhanced expression of uncertainty) and

apaye (for expressions of wondering), none of which cambine withag.

3.2.7.2 Summary of the formal characteristics of ta Hortative

Hortative in Modern Greek is only introduced by tharticle ag, which can be
associated with main clauses onlys introduces present as well as past
perfective forms. It differentiates for perfect antperfect Aspect, it follows the
non-imperative morphology and has proclitic cliptacement. The Negation

un(v) is used in negative hortatives.
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3.3 Segmental Strategies

In addition to the dedicated mood and negationiglast speakers have at their
disposal a number of additional function-linked reegtal markers, i.e. lexical
elements or particles which provide a clue to tddrassee on how particular
uses are to be interpreted. Such segmental maaskermiscussed in detail in the

relevant grammatical mood chapters; here we wsll priefly list them.

I Tag questions: when speakers request a confirmatiothe truth
value of the utterance, they deploy a necessarguagtion following

their assertion. Such strategy usually applidadaative, as in (58).

(58) Ba £pbeig avpio, dev o Epberg;
Tha erthis avrio, den tha erthis?
FUT come-2S5G.PRF tomorrow, NEG FUT com&EPRF?

You will come tomorrow, won't you?

ii. Mirwc (‘'mipos’, perhaps): Speakers have at their didpasa

dedicated proffer marker (followed by Indicativa¥, in example (59).

(59) Mnnoc 6élete Ponibea;
Mipos thelete voithia?
PROF need-2PL.PR. help?

Perhaps you need some help?

ii. Apaye (‘araye’, ‘I wonder’): this is a dedicated wondwegi marker,
which might be followed by Indicative as in examg&0) or by

Subjunctive as in example (61).

(60) Apaye Bpéyet,
Araye vrehi?
WOND rain-3SG.PR

Is it raining, | wonder?
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(61) Apaye vo. Bpéyet;
Araye na vrehi?
WOND SUBJ rain-3SG.PR

May be raining, | wonder?

2 Towg (Yisos’, maybe): this is the dedicated uncertaimigrker, which
may be followed by Indicative, as in examples (&Ry (63) with
negation or by Subjunctive as in examples (64) aedative
Subjunctive in (65).

(62) Towg épuye.
Isos efiye.
UNC leave-3SG.PS.PRF
Maybe he left.

(63) 'Towg dev éguye.
Isos den efiye.
UNC NEG leave-3SG.PS.PRF
Maybe he didn’t go.

(64) Towg va £puye.
Isos na efiye.
UNC SUBJ leave-3SG.PS.PRF
Maybe he left.

(65) Towg va unv £poye.
Isos na min efiye.
UNC SUBJ NEG leave-3SG.PS.PRF
Maybe he didn’t go.

V. Moaxapr (‘makari’, ‘I wish’): this is the dedicated wish arker,

followed only by Subjunctive, as in example (66).
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(66) Maxdpt va yivel KaAd.
Makari na yini kala.
WISH SUBJ become-3.SG.PR.PRF well.
I wish he/she gets better.

vi. ITov (‘pou’, negative wish): this is a dedicated markker negative

wishes/curses, followed always by Subjunctive nasxample (67).

(67) TTov va un og €iyo GLVOVINGEL TOTE.
Pou na mi se iha sinantisi pote.
UNWISH SUBJ NEG you had met never.

I wish | had never met you.

Vil. yo. (‘yia’, mitigator): ‘yia’ is used to lessen the pact of an imperative,

as in example (68) below.

(68) T'a éAa va. pov el £va Tparyovot.
Yia ela na mou pis ena trayoudi..
MIT come-2SG.IMP.PRF SUBJ me say-2SG.PR.PRF a/ong. s
MIT come to tell (sing) me a song.

3.4 Table summarising the characteristics of the Mo  dern
Greek verb moods

The characteristics of the five Modern Greek maa@ssummarized in Table 4
below.
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Table 4: Summary of the MG verb mood characteristis, including
segmental markers.

Grammatical | Distinct | Negation | Clitic Distribution Additional | Inflection
Mood Particle Placement Segmental
Markers
Indicative (@a) Ae(v) Proclisis Main&subordinate Tag- As per
questions | non-
Mg imperative
Apaye forms
Towg
Subjunctive | No Mn(v) Proclisis Main&subordinate Myimwg Non-
Apaye imperative
Towg forms
Maoxképt
TTov
Hortative Ag Mn(v) Proclisis Main only - Non-
imperative
forms
Imperative - - Enclisis Main only o Unique to
2" person
singular
Prohibitive Mn(v) - Proclisis Main only - Non-
imperative
forms
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3.5 Intonation patterns in Modern Greek

3.5.1 Introduction

In this section we describe the Modern Greek prigsodntours available to a
Speaker when forming a linguistic expression. Toppse our 5 intonation
patterns below, we considered related work, suchAmaniti and Baltazani
(2005) (as well as their GRToBI relevant websitéowin describing GRToBI's
Tone Tier, state and define three types of tona&nts: thepitch accent the
phrase accentand theboundary tonesas well as two levels of phrasing: the
intermediate phrasand theintonational phrase The pitch accent effectively
coincides with the stressed syllable of a Modereekrword (bearing in mind
that syllables might be stressed but not accerdgdssed and accented or
unstressed, as well as that a word might potent@diry two pitch accents).
Arvaniti and Baltazani (2005) suggest five pitclcemt$®, namely H* (nuclear
accent in declarative sentences; broad focus),law plateau, nuclear position
before a rise in yes-no questions), L*+H (defawitemt in pre-nuclear position
and/or nuclear position in calls, imperatives, tiega declaratives), L+H*
(narrow or contrastive focus) and H*+L (in ‘statirtige obvious’ utterances).
Arvaniti and Baltazani also refer to threkrase accenfsnamely H-, L- and 'H-.
In addition, GRToBI includes three types of bourydane, namely H%, L% and
IH%.

An utterance’s intonation pattern will also be ughced by a speaker’s topicality
and focality choices. Baltazani (2007) highlighttattfocus and topic in Greek
are marked by phrasing, type of pitch accent anch@ary tone. Focus tends to
‘delete a boundary after the focus word and desascell following words’,
while ‘topicalisation creates an IP boundary ateéhd of the topic phrase’.

4 The symbols used for the 5 pitch accents, base¢deoMoBI notation, are defined as follows:
L-: phrase accent (Low) at intermediate phrase dann

H-: phrase accent (High) at intermediate phrasetiary;

L%: final boundary tone (Low);

H%: final boundary tome (High);

%H: initial accent (High), left edge of intonatiphrase;

H*. peak accent on the accented syllable (Highttenupper part of a speaker’s range for the
phrase);

L*: low accent on the accented syllable (Low, a tbwer part of a speaker’'s range for the
phrase);

IH: downstepped (High) tones.

See also Beckman and Hirschberg (1994)
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The approach we take is focused on intonation egttas one of the criteria for
identifying specific illocutions, in other wordstanation patterns as markers of
illocution at Utterance level (as per the layered structure of the FDG
Phonological component). We have, therefore, takshghtly more schematic
approach, similar to the one presented below bydah@008) (also by Kotsifas
2009). We have not dealt with focality issues umlabsolutely necessary (e.qg.
INT2), whilst we have kept phonological analysisatsninimum, at an utterance

(rather than at phonological word and/or phonolalgohrase) level.

Sentence Type Tonal siructure Boundanry

STATEMENT T — Low
POLAR QUESTION TR Rise-Fall
WH-QUESTION g C— Rise
COMMAND T T e Low

Figure 8: Tonal structures proposed by Chaida 2008

Although we disagree with Chaida (2008) as farhas‘sentence types’ in MG
are concerned (in chapter 7 we summarise the rsshakéthe MG illocutions),
our suggested intonation patterns partially coi@oih three occasions, as we
show in Table 4 below. Her proposed statementeél&dnal structure coincides
with our intonation pattern INT1; the polar questi@lated tonal structure
coincides with our INT4; and the wh-question tos#&iucture coincides with
INT3. We take different views as far as our INT@cerned (where we show
in section 3.5.6 and 5.2.2.1 its distinct patteledicated to curses). In addition,
in section 6.2.3 we demonstrate that directivesudtered using INT1, rather
than a command-dedicated tonal structure, as Ch4if¥08) suggests.
Furthermore, we adopt a separate prosodic contbidr2j when narrow focus
applies, as an alternative to INT1.A summary comgparof the two approaches

can be seen in Table 5 below.
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Table 5: Comparison between our proposed intonatiopatterns with

Chaida (2008).

Proposed Chaida Comments

pionaton | oo

INT1 ‘Statement | Chaida’s pattern presents a variation to our INT1;
tonal however, as we show in chapters 4,5, and 6,|this
structure’ pattern is not restricted to ‘statement’ uses only.

INT2 - Chaida makes no provision for narrow fogus

intonational phrases in utterances; however, [this
pattern can be used as an alternative to INT1 (e.g.
in assertions).

INT3 ‘Wh- The two approaches coincide. Again, we show
question’ that INT3 uses are not restricted to wh-questigns.
tonal
structure

INT4 ‘Polar The two patterns coincide. However, we show
question’ that INT4 uses are not restricted to paqlar
tonal interrogatives.
structure

INT5 - Our work disagrees with Chaida regardjng

directives (or ‘command’ tonal structures). Her

suggestion presents a variation of her ‘statem

ent’

tonal structure; we demonstrate that directives

are uttered in INT1. However, we identify

distinct pattern for curses, with a low-high

boundary.

a

For our analysis we adopt the distinction of fiaeohation patterns, as described
in sections 3.5.2, 3.5.3, 3.5.4, 3.5.5, and 3.%etov. The proposed sixth

intonation pattern, as outlined in section 2.5.2bl€ 2, was dropped, given that

evidence from the Praat illustrations did not supfipas can be seen in sections

4.2.3 (miratives of approval in indicative), 4.2(declarative assertions in
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disguise) 5.2.2 (wishes in subjunctive) 5.2.4 (thes of disapproval in
subjunctive), 5.4.2 (wishes introduced mxdpt) and 6.4.2 (wishes in hortative).

3.5.2 Intonation Pattern 1(INT1)

The characteristic of this pattern is its broadukb@nd a high level of the
accented syllable. The Fundamental Frequency (R@yacteristics of this
pattern, which can be also observed in the Prastriation of Figure 10, include
a heightening of the pitch starting at the firstextted syllable (in our example
‘Ya’) with it pitch at the first post-accented sfile (in the Praat example in
‘nis’). There is a small dip after ‘tha’ and a f&r ‘ayapai’. The boundary is
low. This is consistent with Kotsifas (2009) andaitta (2008) description.

Schematically, the tonal structure of our INT1 eattis illustrated in Figure 9
below. The nucleus might create variations on plaigern. In some cases it can
be used interchangeably with INT2, when focalitieets the way an utterance is

expressed; INT1 characterises brdddcus.

JH

Figure 9: Intonation Pattern 1 (INT1)

Consider example (1), which will allow us to illeetie INT1 using Praat.

(1) O T'évvng Ba pe ayomdet.
O Yannis tha me ayapai.
The Yannis will me love.3.SG.FUT.IPF.

John will love me.

Below we see the Praat illustration of the prosadictour of (1), an example of

an assertion in Indicative.

%5 For the definition of termbroad andnarrow focus, see section 2.5.2, footnote 12, p. 24.
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70
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Figure 10: a Praat illustration of INT1.

3.5.3. Intonation Pattern 2 (INT2)
Now consider example (2) below, which will allowtasillustrate INTZ2.

(2) O T'Gvvng dev pe ayomdet.
O Yannis den me agapai.
The Yannis NEG me love-3SG.PR.

John does not love me.
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701
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1.423 3.333

Time (s)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 11: Praat illustration of INT2

Here, as we can see from the Praat illustratiofrigtire 11, we start with a
plateau followed by a rise on the nuclear ‘thericieed by a fall from the post-
nuclear syllable onwards. Schematically, INT2 tosa@lcture is illustrated in
Figure 12 below. It characterises narrow focughaexample provided the focal

point is on the negation ‘then’.

N

Figure 12: Intonation Pattern 2 (INT2).
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3.5.4 Intonation Pattern 3 (INT3)
Example (3) below, a content interrogative, allasgo illustrate INT3.

(3) Tlote umopeic va ue mapeig TNAEPMVO;
Pote boris na me paris tilefono?
When can-2S.PR.IPF.PRT me call-2S.PR.PF phone?
When can you call me on the phone?

0.99

-0.713
0.8256 2.549

Time (s)

700
500 Pote .
Ve - oriIs
300
n
200 ?ne aris :
tilefono

150 T =

Pitch (H2)

1004

70
0.8256 2.549

Time (S)

Figure 13: Praat illustration of INT3.

This is the typical pattern for content interrogasi. It starts high, with the first
accented syllable and it starts dropping immedyasdter it, with a potential
slight rise at the end. Although typical questiare expected to finish with

rising intonation, the question word here providles key to the addressee on
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how the utterance is to be interpreted, hence mti@r with a slightly rising,
level or slightly falling end syllable is not uneegied. INT3 can schematically

be illustrated in Figure 14 below:

Figure 14: Intonation Pattern 3 (INT3).

3.5.5 Intonation Pattern 4 (INT4)

(4) MiAGg ayyhkd;
Milas aglika?
Speak-2SG.PR. English?
Do you speak English?

Example (4) above, a polar interrogative questidiows us to illustrate INT4, as
can be see in Fig. 15 below.
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Figure 15: Praat lllustration of INT4

This is the typical polar question intonation patte he peak is on the last
stressed syllable of the final word, in the exangideve ‘aglik’. Following a
gradual fall, we have a low plateau followed bysa (we might or might not
slightly fall at the end). The boundary is Risd-f8chematically we present its

tonal structure in Figure 16 below.

\/\

Figure 16: Intonation Pattern 4 (INT4).
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3.5.6. Intonation Pattern 5 (INT5)

Example (5) below, an example of a curse, allowmukustrate INT5:

(5) Tov va ordoelg To O cov!

Pou na spasis to podi sou!
UNWISH SUBJ break.2SG.PR.PRF the leg your.

Break your leg!

0.7314

OH -t ‘M‘\‘ wh”

*
|

-0.99
0.7579

Time (s)

2.162

700
5004

300)
200 —
150
106

-|-|
o
c

-]

Q

Pitch (Hz)

spasis '
Pa to pod

Sou

70
0.7579

Time (s)

Figure 17: Praat lllustration of INT5.

2.162

This pattern starts with a small fall, followed byrise (and possibly a high
plateau), and followed by a fall (and a potentiada$f rise at the end). The
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boundary is low-high. The example shown aboveamfa curse. Schematically

we are illustrating INT5 in Figure 18 below.

NN

Figure 18: Intonation Pattern 5 (INT5).

Further discussion on the relationship betweenesest types (illocutions) and

intonation patterns is presented in chapter 7.

3.6 Summary

In this chapter we described the morphosyntacticonological formal tools a
Modern Greek Speaker has at their disposal in dadbest formulate a linguistic
expression reflecting their intention. We estaldslthe five grammatical moods
the Modern Greek verb system consists of, namelyriticative (optional future
particle fa, negationde(v)); the Subjunctive (dedicated particle, negation
un(v)); the Imperative (distinct morphology, for the drimperative second
person singular); the Prohibitive (introduced bg Prohibitive particl@zn(v), in
the Present second person singular and plural ;oahg the Hortative (particle
ag, negationun(v)). Furthermore, we presented additional segmentakens a
speaker has available to denote particular funstidfinally, we presented
evidence for the 5 intonation patterns carryingllanutionary impact at the level
of utterance that apply to Modern Greek. The gratimalatools will allow us to
establish the language uses which form part ofMbédern Greek grammar. In
chapter 4 we will discuss the Indicative functiopsrson, number, tense, aspect,
and intonation patterns will allow us to distinduisamong Indicative’s

propositional and behavioural uses.
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4. The Indicative

4.1. Introduction

In this chapter we investigate the illocutionarylues of the Modern Greek
Indicative verb mood. Our research hypothesis & the are dealing with a
grammatical mood which is linked to a variety oesisand where, thus, the

relationship between grammatical mood and sentpeeis quite complex.

In the sections that follow we discuss the IndieglE propositional uses,
including declarative uses such as assertive wg#ls the variation of emphatic
assertive uses), mirative uses and assertive mgbsguise (rhetorical questions).
We also consider the Indicative within an intertbgacontext and discuss polar
interrogatives and content interrogatives. In addjtwe explore behavioural
uses of the Indicative, such as directives. Funtioee, we consider additional
segmental marking, and refer in particular to retgiéor confirmation, proffer,

expressions of uncertainty and wondering uses.

The criteria we use to identify particular usedude morphosyntactic features,
such as particles associated with clauses in itidecan Modern Greek, as well
as the particular prosodic contour, as another dbrmature of distinguishing
sentence types. Moreover, we investigate the rblegmental markers such as
the particle wjzwc ‘mipos’ (perhaps), used in Indicative interrogativor
interrogative-like sentences. We demonstrate th& type of question-like
utterances’ use differs from questions as it hasnf@rmational/propositional

value; the speaker rather aims to change the alrssbehaviour.
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4.2. The declarative sentence type

4.2.1. Introduction

Noonan (1985) defines Indicative as the form thabstly resembles declarative
main clauses’, while Hengeveld (2004) stresses ‘thay are not one and the

same’.

It is debatable whether one can argue that denlarases are the typical uses of
the Indicative, since, for example, the Indicatie used just as much in

questions, suggesting an Interrogative as wek &eclarative value.

The declarative sentence type in the Indicativemisstly associated with
propositional illocutions. Behavioural uses areidgfly associated with the
Subjunctive, the Imperative, the Prohibitive and Hhortative (see also chapters
5 and 6).

Intonation in declaratives is dictated by focal icks. Mennen and Okalidou
(2007) demonstrate that broad focus involves ah'Higyvel of the accented
syllable’ (an intonation contour that coincidestwdur INT1 intonation pattern,
as described in section 3.4.2), while narrow fdouslves a ‘rise from low to the
accented syllable, which is high’ (which coincidegh INT2, as described in
3.4.3). Typical declaratives involve assertiongressions of belief, reports etc.

4.2.2 Assertive uses of the Indicative

Assertions are typically expressed in the Indi@tivhis type of basic illocution,
which seems to be universal, aims to provide thdrem$ee with information.
INT1 and INT2 intonations apply, as defined in deap3. Example (1) is a
typical example of an assertion; it is defined oley the use of Indicative
combined with the characteristic prosodic cont®iF1 exhibiting a board focus;

its prosody is illustrated below using Praat.
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(1) O T"évvng pe ayamdet.
O Yannis me ayapai.
The Yannis me love-3S.PR.IPF.

John loves me.

0.125

0 1.771
Time (s)

-0.145

500

3004 me

2000 O -
150{ \_Yannis ayapai

Pitch (Hz)

106
70

50
0 1.771

Time (s)

Figure 19: Praat illustration of assertion using INI'1.

Any number, person and tense might be used fortamse in Modern Greek.
Aspectual differences do not apply to the Predmittcan be seen in the past and
future. The optional use of partickx preceding the verb, as in example (2),
allows the Speaker to place the utterance in fuiore. No additional segmental

strategies apply. The Praat illustration of INTsJrovided below.
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(2) O T'avvng Ba pe ayomdet.
O Yannis tha me ayapai.
The Yannis will me love.3.SG.FUT.IPF.

John will love me.

0.9002

. MM J h Hh

-0.99
1.435 3.32
Time (s)

700
5004

300 th _
Yannis 1ame  ayapai

Pitch (Hz)

2004
OA
156 -

106;

70
1.435 3.32

Time (S)

Figure 20: Praat lllustration of 8e assertion using INT1.

The Negative Indicative is marked by the indicativegation particlede(v)
(‘den’), positioned before the verb, as in exam@e Negative declaratives are
characterised intonationally by a rise from lownfrthe accented syllable to high
after the accented syllable, according to Menned @kalidou (2007). The
negation provides a focal point for the assertiiterance, hence we place them

under the INT2 intonation pattern, indicating aroer focus on the negation, as
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it can be seen below. Negative assertions, in mw,wdo not constitute separate

illocutions.
(3) O T'Gvvng dev pe ayomaet.
O Yannis then me agapai.
The Yannis NEG me love-3SG.PR.

John does not love me.

0.9694

-0.99
1.423 3.333

Time (s)

500
then

200 O Yannis - oe :
e __agapai

1504 —

1004
701

50
1.423 3.333

Time (s)

3004

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 21: Praat Illustration of negative assertionusing INT2.

There is a very complex interaction between thealvprosodic contour and the
emphasis (focus) a speaker might place on a speaxifistituent in an assertion.
Although no specific grammatical strategy can kentdied, which would allow

for a distinct use of emphatic assertions to becifipd, speakers might place

70



narrow focus on a particular constituent, or migipt to emphasize their
assertions through lexical means, for example usitagrornrore (‘oposdipote’,

definitely). Such focal points might be verbal as(4), nominal as in (5), or
adverbial as in example (6). The speaker can focuany of the constituents
(verb, time or location for example), with verb @iscbeing particularly common.

INT2 applies here.

(4) ®a mag 6To YITPO AVPLO.
Tha pas sto yatro avrio.
PRT go-2S.PF to-the doctor tomorrow.
You will go to the doctor tomorrow.

(5) Oa mag 6To YreTPo AHP10.
Tha pas sto yatro avrio.
PRT go-2S.PF to-the doctor tomorrow.
You will go to the doctortomorrow.

(6) Oa mag oTo YiOTPO AHPLO.
Tha pas sto yatro avrio.
PRT go-2S.PF to-the doctor tomorrow.

You will go to the doctotomorrow.
Emphatic assertions have been considered as wariafi assertive uses. No

formal of phonological characteristics justify thdreatment as a separate

illocutionary category.
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4.2.3. Mirative uses of the Indicative

When a speaker utters an assertion, they intestiace with the addressee some
information. When a speaker expresses their adonrahrough an utterance,
effectively they are also sharing some informatisth their addressee.
Hengeveld et al. (2007) state that most languagjeibie the declarative sentence
type, which often is ‘the most unmarked basic Uliben’. They add, however,
that, in some languages, declarative uses ‘...cdnivels another type of basic
illocution that is used to inform, the mirative. tims type, it is not so much the
content of the utterance itself that is being tnaitted, but rather the emotional
reaction of the speaker with respect to this cdniarparticular feelings such as

surprise or delight’ (ibid).

Utterances in this category demonstrate a mixtticeolarative and interrogative
properties; they exhibit content interrogative m#tion characteristics (INT3).
The speaker conveys his/her (positive) emotionattien to the addressee, e.g.
surprise or admiration, as in (7). However, by casttto content interrogatives,
the speaker does not question a particular pathefutterance and does not
expect a response by the addressee (apart fronssibfgreaction of gratitude,
such as ‘thank you’). Such response should not d&used as indicating

consent, as would be the case in directives.
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(7) Tr wpaio opepa givar avtod!
Ti oreo forema ine afto!
What beautiful dress is-3SG.PR. this!

What a beautiful dress this is!

I i \HH H‘ Y ‘HH L ‘\H H
-0.9063
0.8922 -
Time (s)

500—F4

300 ﬁ)
reo

200, ~.__ lorema ine  afto
100f
701

50
0.8922 2.709

Time (s)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 22: Praat illustration of a Mirative (of approval) using INT3.

Such utterances are often preceded by an exclamatich agw!zw! (‘po!po!’
ouhaouh!). Moreover, they might be introduced byguestion word, as in
example (7), which further demonstrates their comthi declarative and

interrogative characteristics.
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4.2.4 Declarative assertions in disguise: rhetorica | questions

Below we present some declarative uses of theatige disguised as questions;
both the speaker, as well as the addressee, kreoanwer to such question-like

utterances; the question-like intonation is usegctueve a special effect.

Rhetorical questions exhibit similar intonation t@levant interrogative
constructions, namely INT3 and IN¥4 The fundamental difference between
rhetorical questions and interrogatives is basetherfact that the speaker here
does not intend to elicit information. The speakeither expects the addressee to
provide them with a positive or a negative replatticonfirms or denies the
propositional content of the clause, nor to provigem with information about a
missing constituent. Furthermore, the speaker is seeking the addressee’s
consent to perform a particular action. In face fpeaker is certain of what the
answer should be (had the utterance been intedoeetea question), and they
believe that the addressee is also aware botredatiswer’ as well as of the fact

that the speaker already possesses this information

Declarative assertions in disguise often are foamuh nature, as in example (8)

below.

% \We observe that there is a variation to the irtiongpattern of example (8) when compared to
the other INT4 patterns (e.g. with example (24} db the ‘unfinished’ or incomplete nature of

the assertions in disguise. We are of the view thath variation in the final rise does not

constitute a separate intonation pattern and istaldbe ‘incomplete’ character of the utterance.
We ought to note that several experiments tookeplasing Praat in order to establish and
confirm the intonation pattern of this particulategory. The experiments involved recording a
number of linguistic expressions of identical ciosnts both as assertions , assertions in
disguise and interrogatives.

74



(8) Ti eivau n matpida pag;
Ti ine | patrida mas?
What is-3S.PR the homeland our?.

What is our country?

0.8164

-0.99
1.253 2.464

Time (s)

500 -
Ti IN€
3000 —

\ .
200 patrida mas

1504 —
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701

50
1.253 2.464

Time (s)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 23: Praat illustration of an assertion in dsguise (INT3).
Moreover, assertions in disguise might be usedderoto affect the addressee’s

behaviour, allowing them to reflect upon the patdrianswer’ that the speaker
implies as a unique option; again some common (fitaim) patterns can be

observed as in (9) and (11), with specific exampientext in (10) and (12).
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(9) Iéoeg popég cov Exm met...;
Poses fores sou exo pi2..
How many times you have-1S.PR. tell-PP

How many times have | told you?..

(10) TI6oec Popéc ooV £xm TEL VOL TAEVELS T YEPLOL GOV TPV TO PAYNTO;
Poses fores sou eho pi na plenis ta heria sougfayito?
How many times you have-1SG.PR told SUBJ wash-2B@E* the
hands your before the meal?

How many times have | told you to wash you handereaneals?

(11) Iéoov karpd axoua Oa...;
Poson kero akoma tha...?
How much time still FUT...?

(For) how much longer will...?

(12) Tooov kapd akodua Oa. c1depdVH T0, POovY GOV;
Poson kero akoma tha siderono ta rouha sou?
How much time still FUT iron-1SG.IPF the clothesuy®

(For) how much longer will I have to iron your dies?

Examples (13)-(16) below present a sample of datler utterances disguised as
guestions where the speaker intends to condemnatitressee’s current
behaviour (and therefore change their attitudepnges (13) and (15) are in a
polar interrogative-like form; the speaker woulteutsuch formulaic ‘questions’
to enhance the propositional content of any preshoumade assertions.
Examples (14) and (16) also involve the use ofestijan word; a wise addressee

would know better than to answer such questions.

(13) Ae vtpémeoan;
De drepese?
Not ‘be ashamed’-2SG.IPF?

Aren’t you ashamed?
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(14) Tupe voralerl spéva,
Ti me niazi emena?
What me bother-3SG.PR.IPF me?
Why should it bother me (why should | care persiyial

0.878

0.93 2.146
Time (s)

700
5000 Ti  me

300 niazi

200 ~ ﬁnena
150 T

Pitch (Hz)

106;

70
0.93 2.146

Time (s)

Figure 24: Praat illustration of an assertion in dsguise, using INT3.

(15) Tperabnkeg;
Trelathikes?
Got crazy-2SG.PST.IPF?

Have you gone crazy?
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(16) Tioov cvuPaivet, TELOG TAVI®V;
Ti sou symveni telos padon?
What you happen-3SG.PR after all?
What is the matter with you now?

Example (17) below is introduced pyzwc (‘mipos’, perhaps)ijzwe acts here
as a discourse marker, rather than an illocutiomaayker which distinguishes
this particular function (see further discussionugnrw¢ ‘mipos’ in section 4.5.2
below). It is used as a means to enumerate diffeamntributions the speaker has
made for the addressee’s benefit, thereby enhantiagforce of the biased
answer hinted at, which is always positive. Agaiote that the addressee is not
expected to offer any type of response, hence ttieeance should not be treated
as a question. lfujrwc were to be omitted here, the intention would net b
affected; moreover, the negation partiégde) is used for emphasis, rather than

In a negative meaning.

(17) Mnnwg éc og epovtilw;
Mipos den se frontizo?
PRT NEG you look after-1SG.PR
Is it that | don’t look after you?

4.2.4.1 Assertions in disguise- contrastive statemis

Example (18) offers another instance of an asserto disguise, where the
assertion is followed by a tag. The tag questioa mpulsory element of the
utterance’s structure and reinforces the forcenefassertion as described in the
matrix. The intonation pattern consists of an INfitnation (for the matrix) and
an INT4 intonation for the tag. This intonation gseqce indicates that the
combined assertive/interrogative nature of therattee is possibly not fully

integrated.
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(18) %10 éxm met vo TAEVELS Ta YEPLO. GOV, OEV OTO £XM TEL,
Sto eho pi na plenis ta heria sou, den sto eho pi?
It have-1SG.PR told SUBJ wash-2S.PR.IPF the hands, WEG it
have told?

| have told you to wash you hands, haven't I?

-0.825
0.7833 4.185
Time (s)

\

200 - .
150 pl@ﬂ'%e\rl:%ou den\stgh\o

1004
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50
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Time (s)

500 _
00/ StoehoP! ﬁ'
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Figure 25: Praat illustration of an assertion in dsguise- contrastive
statement with a tag (INT2 and INT4).

Example (19) introducegjzwe (‘mipos’, perhaps) as a compulsory element of
the matrix (rather than as a discourse marker, hwinas the case in example

(17)).
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(19) Mnnwg dev v kbAeoe T Mopia;
Mipos den tin kalese ti Maria?
PRT NEG the invite-3SG. PS.PRF the Maria?
But didn’t he invite Maria?

-0.9812
0.8772 2.743

Time (s)

500
300 |\/|IpOS ti  Maria

— deny;
150 — —

Pitch (Hz)

106
70

50
0.8772 2.743

Time (s)

Figure 26: Praat illustration of an assertion in dsguise-contrastive
statement, introduced byuizwg, in INT4.

Utterances like (19) reflect the Speaker’s reactiosomething the addressee has
said or done. We are dealing, therefore with assertalso disguised as
questions. When introduced pyrwg, the verb is commonly used in the past or
present; first or third person singular or plunapkes.

2Ti.e. Itis a fact the he invited Maria; therefoenchis potentially be interpreted as a proof that
he really likes her, rather than ignoring her?
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4.3 The interrogative sentence type

4.3.1. Introduction

According to Givon (1989), the goal of a Declaratsentence type utterance is
to impart information, whilst the goal of an Integative sentence type is to elicit
information, either ‘to confirm the identity of atem’ (for WH-questions, or
content interrogatives), or ‘to confirm the trutth @ proposition’ (for Y/N
questions, or polar interrogatives).

Questions in Modern Greek indicative include paad content interrogatives.
Polar interrogatives are differentiated from assest only by their intonation
pattern. According to Mennen and Okalidou (200fgirt intonation pattern is
‘low level from the accented syllable; it appeasstiae nuclear accent before a

continuation rise’. In chapter 3 we defined thitomation pattern as INT4.

Content interrogatives are marked by question waush asrzoidg, (‘pios’,
who), 7ot (‘pou’, where),n (‘ti’, what), yari (‘yiati’, why), zaog¢ (‘pos’, how),
note (‘pote’, when) which identify the piece of infortan the Speaker is
missing; it is also possible to question more tlwe element in a clause.
Moreover, Modern Greek content interrogatives ararked by intonation,
reflecting our intonation pattern INT3. Mackenzi20Q9) has published an

extensive research on content interrogatives basedsample of 50 languages.

In this section we compare Interrogative sentegped with Declarative ones to
the extent that they use the Indicative.

4.3.2. Polar Interrogatives

Polar questions in Modern Greek are differentidtedh declarative statements
by their distinct intonation. Intonation (interrdiy@ prosodic contour) is the
main feature (some times the only feature) thatedihtiates a Declarative
sentence type (assertion) from an Interrogativéesee type. No other distinct
lexical or structural features apply, in a way $amio other languages such as

Italian and Spanish.
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Polar interrogatives have intonation as their marigeon-DECL intonation,
INT4). Word order is non-specific at the level bietclause; it is defined by
topicality/focality relations. Although an SVO (Jabt-Verb-Object) word order
in very common in Modern Greek, VSO, OVS, OSV miglso be used given a
specific context. Answers expected from the adéxegscludevo: (‘ne’, yes),ox:
(‘ohi’, no), iow¢ (lisos’, maybe) ormbavév (‘pithanon’, possibly’), but not

answers denoting consent, suclnagdée: (‘entaksi’, OK).

Example (20) shows a negative polar interrogatisiegithe indicative negation

particleoe(v).

(20) O TI'tévwvng dgv pe ayomdet,
O Yannis den me agapai?
The Yannis NEG me love- 3SG.PR.IPF.

John does not love me?

Observing the examples (20) and (21) below we cakemthe following
remarks: example (21) follows a Subject-Object-Veslord order; when
compared with example (1) in this chapter, it abaws to observe that intonation
is the only feature that differentiates an asserftom a question. Note that the
way this particular utterance was expressed sounum@ like ‘John, does he
love me?’. We see a more typical question intomatltustration in example
(22).
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(21) O I'tbvvng pe ayomdet;

O Yannis me ayapai?
The Yannis me love-3S.PR.IPF

Does John love me?

0.9358

2571
Time (s)
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500;

300; @)
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Figure 27: Praat illustration of a polar interrogative in INT4.

Note that example (21)’s illustration pattern isrkeal for focality: ‘0 Yannis’ is

a focal point for the utterance. The polar inteatdge pattern starts at ‘me’ as

indicated by the following two illustrations. In @xple (22), an alternative

example of a polar interrogative, we see a comparef two Praat illustrations

based on the same recording; in the second Phastralttion the octave jumps

have been removed to allow us to compare the twerpa.
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(22) ¥’ apéoel 1o Aovdivo;
S’aresi to Londino?
You please-3.SG.PR. the London?
Do you like London?

0.99

-0.949
0.6832 2.071

Time (s)

700—S-
500] Londino

N

300

200/ \Q’gsi to
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Pitch (Hz)
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Figure 28: Another polar interrogative Praat illustration in INT4.

The second Praat illustration of example (22) iguké 29 below has octave
jumps removed: they have been automatically madsdlenthan half an octave
by Praat. We use Praatstave jump killfunction in order to observe whether
the deep drop followed by a low plateau in Figl@eis due to the roughness of
the sound. We are aware that real octave jumps atspeech, and Praat tries to
follow the way the human ear perceives them. Pathe problem is that in

human speech some times octave jumps reflect aicerbughness’ in speech
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(rather than literally a jump). The choice of theshaccurate pattern of the two
can be challenging, in the sense that an octave kilincan alter the illustration
of a particular pattern. For some of our examplesuse this dual illustration
which allows us to show that, although there migdtsmall variations, the five

basic intonation patterns we proposed in chapteedresent.

0.99

O_| i

-0.949
0.6832 2.071

Time (s)

700—S-
5001

. ares| 0 Londino

300

2004
1504

Pitch (Hz)

106;

70
0.6832 2.071

Time (S)

Figure 29: A variation of figure 28 with octave junps removed.
We referred to example (23) when we first presetttedntonation pattern INT4

in section 3.4.5. We consider its prosodic contih@ most typical of a polar
interrogative. Intonation only differentiates itofn an assertion; it follows a
Verb-Object word order, while the subject is nopleitly mentioned; it is
deduced by the "2 person ending of the verb. The addressee would hav
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responded by ‘yes’ or ‘no’ (or similar variationt®)t not with a consent response

(such as an ‘OK’ equivalent.).

-0.5684

Pitch (Hz)

(23)

MuLGg ayyhxd,

Milas aglika?
Speak-2SG.PR. English?
Do you speak English?

0.99

0.8412

Time (S)

1.889

700
500;

300;

2004
156

106

—_ Milas

aglika—"

70

0.8412

Time (s)

1.889

Figure 30: Alternative Praat illustration of a polar interrogative using INT4.

4.3.3. Content Interrogatives

As mentioned in section 4.3.1 above, content iagatives involve the use of
question words, using INT3 intonation, as in exan(@4). The speaker intends

to elicit information specifically related to thelot’ in the sentence currently
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filed by the question word (here we refer to theestion word ‘who’).
Constituents the Speaker questions include, amdhgrsy the agent as in
example (24), in subject position and in nomingtive manner as in example
(25); the reason, as in example (26); the ownershifhe goal as in example
(27), which is in first position in the utterancedain genitive; the timing of the
action, as in example (28) in the following pagéeTndicative negatiodev

‘den’ applies here too, as shown in examples (24)(26).

(24) TIowog dev BéLEL TOY®TO;
Pios den theli payoto?
Who NEG want-3SG.PR ice-cream?

Who does not want some ice-cream?

(25) Tag wiver o MNdpyog Tov KoE TOV;
Pos pini o Yioryos ton kafe tou?
How drink-3SG.PR the Yioryos the coffee his?

How does Yioryos drink his coffee?

(26) T'oti dev 0 £payec OAO TO PAYNTO GOV;
Yiati den efayes olo to fayito sou?
Why NEG it eat-2SG.PS.PRF all the food your?
Why didn’t you eat all your food?

(27) Towod eortntn ™V gpyacia dwfalelc topa,
Piou fititi tin eryasia diavazis tora?
Who's student the work read-2SG.PR now?

Which student’s work are you reading now?
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In example (28) below we can also observe the Rhamtration of the
intonation pattern of content interrogatives, INTntent interrogatives are
marked by both the presence of a question wordedsas by a dedicated

prosodic contour.

(28) IIo6te pmopeic va pe mhpelg TNAEPWVO;
Pote boris na me paris tilefono?
When can-2S.PR.IPF.PRT me call-2S.PR.PF phone?

When can you call me on the phone?

0.99

-0.713
0.8256 2.549
Time (s)

700
500 Pote .
~ boris

3004
"fhe paris -
200 Pars—tilefono

1504

Pitch (Hz)

106

70
0.8256 2.549

Time (S)

Figure 31: Praat illustration of a content interrogative utterance using
INTS3.

Figure 31 shows an anomaly at the end of the witeravith a sharp rise at the

end of the word ‘tilefono’. This created some qims as such rise was not
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obvious to the human ear, based on the recordiggrd-32 below, where octave
jumps have been reduced by half an octave, gives @garer picture of the

actual pattern INT3.

0.99

-0.713
0.8256 2.549

Time (S)

700
500 Pote

Vol bgris
3004
n?’ne

200 Pparis tilefono
150 ST =

Pitch (Hz)

1004

70
0.8256 2.549

Time (s)

Figure 32: Praat illustration of a content interrogative with octave jumps

removed.
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4.4 Behavioural uses of Indicative: exhortations

The interpretation of the indicative use in exara29) and (30) below is rather
controversial, in that the only feature that difetiates it from a polar
interrogative is the potential consent respongece (‘entaksi’, OK) that the
addressee might provide to the speaker's requdghosgh a ‘yes’ or ‘no’
answer might be potentially acceptable, usuallyatthi@ressee will reply with and
expression of consent to such an utterance, inwuehizdle:r, showing their
consent. The speaker, through a question-like artter, effectively asks the
addressee to change their behavior, rather thamnge® acquire a confirmation
of the truth value of the utterance. The speakepresses effectively an
exhortation, the fulfillability of which depends dmoth the speaker and the
addressee. Such utterances occur in the first peykoal only. These, in our
view, are distinct behavioral uses of polar intgatives because the speaker is
seeking consent for joint action from the addresssber than the confirmation
of the propositional content of the question. Betwal uses of Indicative further
strengthen the argument that there is no one-to-@h&ionship between
Indicative Mood and Declarative sentence type. Tited person plural use is
consistent with expressions of exhortation, as wkesee later. The verb might

be in the past or in the present tense.

(29) Doyopue;
Fiyame?
Leave-1PL.PS.PRF

Let's go.

Verbs in the past are only acceptable in the peviedorm, as in example (29)
above. The use of past tense adds immediacy texthartation (i.e. the Speaker
indicates that the suggested action is somethingheeld have already done).
Below we see an example of an exchange that #itestr exhortations in
Indicative, as well as an illustration of the prdigocontour of exhortations in
Indicative. The intonation pattern (INT4) is conerg with polar interrogative

like-intonation.
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(30) A: dehyovpe;
Fevyoume?
Leave-1PL.PR.IPF
Let’s go.

B: Evta&et
Entaksi.
OK

0.99

O H\” H | e i w” H‘ MHM\

-0.685
0.8969 1584

Time (s)

700
5004

- Fevyoume ™

200;
1504

1004

70
0.8969 1584

Time (s)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 33: Praat illustration of exhortations in Indicative, using INT4.
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4.5 Additional segmental marking

Below we can see other uses of Indicative which afestrate that it does not
always coincide with the Declarative sentence tyfeese involve requests for
confirmation, wondering and expression of uncetyaipropositional uses) as
well as proffer, where a change of behaviour rathan a verbal response is
expected from the addressee.

4.5.1 Request for confirmation

As we mentioned in chapter 3, speakers have addltistrategies at their
disposal in order to best achieve their intenti@ne such strategy involves the
use of a tag question, which denotes to the adeketbsmt the speaker seeks to
confirm the propositional content of the matrix. émample (31) below, the
Speaker expresses an assertion in indicative, dasl the tagro: dev eivar (‘etsi

den ine’, isn’t it like that); it is interesting toote that in Modern Greek the
formulaic tagéror dev eivar might be used by a Speaker, irrespectively of the
particular verb used in the matrix, unlike Englisdr,example, where the verb in
the tag matches the verb in the matrix. The negativ (‘den’) is used here for
emphasis, rather than as a negatbf the matrix (unlike the French ‘n’est-ce

pas’).

(31) Ba £pbeig avpro, £tot dev giva,
Tha erthis avrio, etsi den ine?
FUT come-2SG.PRF tomorrow, like that NEG be-3SG.PR?

You will come tomorrow, isn't it the case?

Less often, the matrix might be followed by a tageiva: (‘den ine’, isn't it), as

in example (32). The verb in the matrix can be my éense (past, present or
future). If the tag involve the verb ‘to be’ eqgalent, then this is always in the

third person and always in present. If the tag Ive® a negation of the main

verb, as in example (33), then tense, number argbpere in agreement in the
matrix and in the tag. The use of tags reinfortesassertive element. In these
examples, the speaker believes that their assagioarrect, but they attempt a
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‘double checking’ of the assertion in order for exde to avoid an erroneous

presupposition later on in the conversation.

(32) Ba £pbeig avpio, dev eiva,
Tha erthis avrio, den ine?
FUT come-2SG.PRF tomorrow, NEG be-3SG.PR?

You will come tomorrow, won't you?

(33) Ba £pbeic avpio, dev o épberg;
Tha erthis avrio, den tha erthis?
FUT come-2SG.PRF tomorrow, NEG FUT come-25G.PRF?

You will come tomorrow, won't you?

In example (34) the matrix is negative, hence #Hwei$ positive. It is useful to
note the possible answers the Addressee can offerch as utterance (which are
rather inconsistent with similar answers in English positive reply confirms
the propositional content of the matrix (confirmiognegating its validity whilst
ignoring the content of the tag); hence if the addee answers positively in the
particular example they mean that they will not eothe following day. In
English, the Addressee would have considered thd€ Yaes, | will come’). By

contrast, the opposite applies to (35).

(34) Aev 0a épbeig avpro, Oa Epbeig;
Den tha erthis avrio, tha erthis?
NEG FUT come-2SG.PRF tomorrow, FUT come-25G.PRF?

You won’t come tomorrow, will you?

aNat, dev Oa £pBo.

Ne, den tha ertho.

Yes, | will not come.

b. Oy, Oa épbw.

Ohi, tha ertho.

No, FUT come-1SG.PRF

No, | will come
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(35) O®a mag oto yaTpd avplo, d¢ Ha mag;
Tha pas sto yatro avrio, de tha pas?.
FUT go-3SG.PRF to-the doctor tomorrow, NEG FUT &E=3PRF

You will go to the doctor tomorrow, won'’t you?

a.Nat, Oa Tao.
Ne, tha pao.
Yes, FUT go-1SG.PRF

Yes, | will go.

b. Oy, dev Ba mhw.

Ohi, den tha pao.

No, NEG FUT go-1SG.PRF
No, | will not go.

In the following page we see the prosodic contduexample (31), which is

repeated for ease of reading.
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Oa épbeig avplo, €101 dev etvan;
Tha erthis avrio, etsi den ine?
PRT come-2SG.PRF tomorrow, like that NEG be-3SG.PR?

You will come tomorrow, won't you?

The matrix reflects an assertive intonation; it usually affected by
topicality/focality elements, as it is the caseehaith the nucleus on the verb,
and it demonstrates an INT2 intonation; the tagasgbvreflects a polar

interrogative intonation INT4.

0.913

”HHM I “‘H \HU
-0.99
0.9154 3.072
Time (s)

500
300 Twrthis etsi Py
2004 \ avrio de

150! o — pnrl

100

70

50
0.9154 3.072

Time (s)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 34: Praat illustration of a request for confrmation, with INT2
(matrix) and INT4 (tag).
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4.5.2 Proffer

In section 4.2.5 we introduced the partiglgrwoc (‘mipos’, perhaps), used with
indicative constructions either as a mitigator loé illocutionary force, or as a
discourse markeMnrws is considered by some scholars as a subjunctivieema
(Tzartzanos 1946), while others are stating theart act both as a subjunctive as
well as an indicative marker (e.g. Babibiotis anki@®1999). Following an
exploration of its uses, we note thatrwc cannot combine with the negation
un(v), not with the subjunctive particher; it is negated with negatiofev and
can combine with the future particte. We suggest thatjzws can only be

considered an indicative marker. Tsangalidis (19#9also of this view.

In example (36) below, introduced lyjzwg, the speaker offers the addressee
their help in a non-offensive way; the speakernaptis a change of heart from
the point of view of the addressee (i.e. to getthe accept the help on offer) by
mitigating the strength of the proposition in theegtion. The speaker might in
fact suggest that the addressee needs their hadpthere in no harm in the
addressee admitting so. Example (36) gives, thexefavhen uttered, the
opportunity to the speaker to provide the addresstea piece of advice, in the
form of a mitigated question, intending to change addressee’s behaviour, and
get their consent for an altered behaviour. Irhstases, the verb will be in the
2" person singular or pluraMsjzwc, therefore, acts also as a behavioural

illocution marker.
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(36) Mnnoc 6élete fonbeia;

0.99

Mipos thelete voithia?
PROF need-2PL.PR.IPF help?

Perhaps you need some help?

-0.974

1.063 2.519

Time (s)

700
500;

300;

2004
1504

Pitch (Hz)

1004

70

Mipo\s

- thelete
e —~ AN

~.__ Vo ithi_a/

1.063 2.519

Time (s)

Figure 35: Praat illustration of Proffer in INT4.

The utterance follows an INT4 intonation; it candiserved, though, that mipos

presents a minor focal point, not as distinct haaveas in an INT3 pattern.
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4.5.3 Mitigated Polar Interrogatives

Polar interrogatives might also be introducedujyw¢ as in (37), a variant of
polar interrogatives which does not present a sepaltocutionary category; the
use ofunrwc mitigates the force of the interrogative for thatterances Myjrwg
acts as a mitigator of polar interrogatives or uhsfive content interrogatives,
usually in the *§ person singular or plural (althougFi flerson utterances are also

possible).

(37) Mnnwg £pbet o [étpog;
Mipos erthi o Petros?
MIT come-3SG.PR.PRF the Petros

Perhaps Petros might come?

Notice the verb in the perfective form, althoughiaperfective would also be
acceptable. Given that the Modern Greek indicafresent tense does not
differentiate for aspect, some researchers sughéiséd such examples provide
evidence thatuzws is a subjunctive marker. We argue that Presatitdtive
dependent forms are allowed when introduceddstwe (as well asdpaye for
wondering andicw¢ for uncertainty below; see also discussion in 2}.B.
negation test of (37) in example (38) demonstr#tas we are dealing with an
indicative rather than with a subjunctive form hesm the indicative negation
applies; the dependent form here probably relatésne (future); for this reason

Tsangalidis (1999b) prefers a realis/irrealis didion for this particular form.

(38) Mnnwg dev épbet o TTéTpog;
Mipos den erthi o Petros?
MIT NEG come-3SG.PR.PRF. the Petros

Perhaps Petros might not come?

4.5.4 Wondering: self directed questions

Another category of question-like utterances, whbeespeaker does not really

expect an answer from an addressee, are utterangeessing wondering.
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(39) Apaye Bpéyet,
Araye vrehi?
WOND rain-3SG.PR.

Is it raining, | wonder?

0.9668

-0.99
0.975 2.122
Time (s)

700
5004

300 Araye

200 vrehi —
150 T

Pitch (Hz)

106;

70
0.975 2.122

Time (S)

Figure 36: Praat illustration of wondering in indicative (INT4).

When in indicative, they are introduced by the ipbatdpaye (‘araye’). Apoye
might preced or follow the verb. The differencenfrassertions in disguise
(rhetorical questions) is that the speaker genviséhtes, through the use of
apaye, that they do not know the answer to their seteacted question. Polar
questions-like intonation applies (INT4).
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Example (40) indicates that the wondering partroight follow the indicative
verb (rather than solely precede it, as in the iptess example). The Praat
illustration shows a slight rise for the wonderiparticle, presenting a minor
focal element, representing an INT4 variation.

(40) Bpéyer apayse;
Vrehi araye?
Rain-3SG.PR. WOND

Is it raining, | wonder?

-0.707
0.9377 2.009

Time (S)

700
500;

300]
2000 WI \/%ye

156 ~—

Pitch (Hz)

1004

70
0.9377 2.009

Time (s)

Figure 37: Praat illustration of wondering, with the wondering particle
following the verb (INT4).
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The wondering particle can be followed (or be pdeckby) by a past, present or
future tense. The example below is in the future.

(41) Apaye ba Ppé&et,
Araye tha vreksi?
WOND FUT rain-3SG.PRF

| wonder, will it rain?

0.8488

O_ ‘MH““W‘ i M\HH \‘ H\‘\M i H‘ UH‘H‘H ! “\”\”\‘\‘ s \h‘ HW‘W “H“‘H\ " ‘H ” “M\ '

-0.99
1.357 2.736
Time (s)

700
5004

300 Araye

tha .
2004 T vreksi ——

S~

150, —

Pitch (Hz)

106;

70
1.357 2.736

Time (S)

Figure 38: Praat illustration of a future wondering utterance (INT4).

4.5.5 Expression of uncertainty in Indicative

Another segmental marker available to the speakbtoalern Greek, when they
want to express their uncertainty about the prdaposl content of a clause, is

the particleow¢ (‘isos’, maybe) followed by Indicative, as in exala (42).
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(42) Towg épuye.
Isos efiye.
UNC leave-3SG. PS.PRF
Maybe he left.

0.989

H‘\ i B i
-0.99 }

0.9598 1.849
Time (s)

O

700 lsos

500! o —

300

200 ——  efiye

1504 -

Pitch (Hz)

106;

70
0.9598 1.849

Time (S)

Figure 39: Praat illustration of uncertainty in In dicative (INT2).

The uncertainty particle provides a focal point fioe utterance, as we can see
from the Praat illustrations. The addressee neegsotvide an early illocutionary

hint to the addressee that this utterance shoultdenconfused with an assertion;
hence they narrowly focus on the segmental markeattract the addressee’s

attention. INT2 applies here.
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Tow¢ is most likely to be placed ahead of the indi@twerb, although it is not

uncommon for it to follow the verb, as in exampl8)

(43) ’Egvuye icwg.
Efiye isos.
Leave-3SG. PS.PRF UNC
Perhaps he left.

0.967
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300 ——  Efiye
2004
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70
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Time (S)

Figure 40: Praat illustration of uncertainty in Ind icative, with the
uncertainty particle following the verb (INT2).
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In this illustration we see the same recordingndsig. 40, with manipulation of
octave difference (octave jump kill) for the unegmty particle. The illustration
below is closer to what we would have expectedotiteern to look like.

0.967

ke i,
-0.99
0.9027 2.036
Time (s)

700
500;

Efiye -
300 —— Y IS05

2004
1504

Pitch (Hz)

1004

70
0.9027 2.036

Time (s)

Figure 41: Praat illustration of uncertainty in Indicative, with the
uncertainty particle following the verb (reduced od¢ave jumps).
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4.6 Summary

We demonstrated above that Indicative in Modernetsiis used in three main
sentence types:
* Declarative uses, including Assertions, Miratived @pproval), and
Assertions in disguise.
* Interrogative uses, including Polar and Contergrhaigatives.

» Exhortations (first person plural only).

Moreover a discussion has been conducted of seppnskentence types,
(additional segmental marking) such as RequestSEémfirmation, Wondering,
Expression of Uncertainty and Proffer.

In the following chapter we discuss the uses of3hbjunctive mood.

Our findings on the Indicative are summarised ibl&&, below. The prosodic
contour for Indicative is summarised in the Tabl8ummary below. Markers in
brackets are optional; markers introduced by ‘4¢ aecessarily present; and
markers introduced by ‘-‘are necessarily absenbl&da@8 shows values with

combined intonation patterns.
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Table 6: Summary of Indicative’s functions

Mood Segmental INT Pattern Value Separate
Marker lllocution

IND - INT1, INT2 Assertion Yes

IND ‘De(n)’ INT2 Negative assertion No

IND - INT3 Mirative (of Yes
approval)

IND - INT4 Assertion in| Yes
disguise

IND Tag or ‘mipos’ INT1+INT4 Assertion in Yes
disguise-
contrastive
statement

IND Focality INT2 Emphatic No
assertion

IND - INT4 Polar Yes
Interrogative

IND Question word INT3 Content Yes
Interrogative

IND Focality INT3/INT4 Emphatic. No
Question

IND Addressee’s reply INT4 Exhortation Yes

(‘entaksi’)

IND Tag question INT2+INT4 Request for Yes
Confirmation

IND ‘Mipos’ INT4 (disjunctive | Mitigated No

polar, INT3) Question

IND ‘Mipos’ INT4 Proffer Yes

IND ‘Mipos’ INT4 Mitigated Polar No
Interrogative

IND ‘Araye’ INT4 Wondering Yes

IND ‘Isos’ INT2 Uncertainty Yes
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Table 7: Summary of Intonation Patterns involved inindicative uses

Intonation Intonation Pattern | Illocution Value
pattern Description markers
INT1 Broad focus; high level of+ Indicative Assertion
the accented syllable
INT2 Narrow focus; plateau + Indicative Assertion
followed by a rise on the
nuclear followed by a fal
from the post-nuclear syllable
onwards
+ Indicative | Uncertainty
+ ‘isos’
INT3 Starts high, with the first+ Indicative | Mirative
accented syllable and it stafts Qword
dropping immediately after, - Response
with a potential slight rise atto Qword
the end.
+Indicative | Content
+ Qword Interrogative
+ Response
to Qword
INT4 Peak is on the last stressed Indicative | Assertions in

syllable of the final word.

Following a gradual fall, &

low plateau followed by a

rise. Rise-fall boundary.

(+Qword)

1 - Response

disguise

+ Indicative
+ Response
(Yes/No)
-Consent
-Response
to Qword

Polar Interrogative

+ Indicative
+ ‘mipos’
+ Response
(Yes/No)

+Consent

Proffer
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Response

+ 2" person

+ Indicative
+ 1st person
+ Plural
+Consent

Response

Exhortation

+ Indicative
+ araye
- Response

+ 3 person

Wondering

INTS

Small fall, followed by a rise -

(and possibly high plateau

followed by a fall (and a

potential small rise at the

end). Low-high boundary.

Table 8: Indicative Uses involving combination ofwo Intonation Patterns

Combined Intonation lllocution Markers Value

Patterns

INT2 + INT4 + Indicative Request for confirmation
+ tag
+ response

INT1 + INT4 + Indicative Assertion in disguise-

+ tag or + mipos

- response

contrastive statement
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5. The Subjunctive

5.1 Introduction

In this chapter we investigate the illocutionarylues of the Modern Greek
Subjunctive mood. In chapter 3 we showed that weedaaling with a distinctive
morphosyntactic category, characterized by the afsthe distinct subjunctive
particleva. Subjunctive, like Indicative, exhibits a richneguses; hence a one-

to-one relationship between form and function careoestablished.

Following our discussion in chapter 3, we are faogion the Pragmatics of
Subjunctive main clauses. Tzartzanos (1946) claivasthe Subjunctive in main
clauses denotes the speaker’s attitude to the tbogmiontent of the utterance.
Tzartzanos, based on semantic (interpretativedr@jtstates that the subjunctive
expresses volition or will, doubt, consent or ifeliénce, exhortation or

prohibition, wish or its opposite, surprise or dégsure, approval or disapproval.

In addition, subjunctive might also be used in ¢joeslike clauses. Tzartzanos
(1946) refers to ‘subjunctive independent intertoga clauses’, which he
classifies as surprise queries, polemic/repulsiueerigs, echo questions,
rhetorical questions, indirect requests and inticecmmitment queries. Pavlidou
(1987) discusses subjunctive questions in the fiesson. The view we take is
that despite their question-like intonation, suttenances cannot be constituted
as questions, as the Speaker’s intention in thesescis neither to elicit
information nor to confirm the propositional contefha clause. Furthermore, we
show that we cannot discuss these question-lilerarites in Subjunctive as a
unified category from a Pragmatics point of viewnce they are used for
different purposes.

We focus on Subjunctive’s main clauses’ proposdloases, such as wishes,
wondering and expressions of disapproval;, as welba@havioral uses, which
represent the majority of subjunctive’s functiorssich as mitigated orders,
mitigated prohibitions and mitigated requests (idohg supplicatives and

requests for permission). Also we refer to adddiosegmental marking
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involving wishes, curses and expressions of wondeds well as enhanced
uncertainty. In our discussion we explore particdassociated with clauses in
subjunctive in Modern Greek, as well as the prasodntour, as a formal feature
of distinguishing sentence types.

As mentioned above, characteristic uses of Subipmare mostly related to
behavioral basic illocutions, i.e. illocutions angito influence the behavior of
the addressee (see also Hengeveld et al. 2007).

5.2 Propositional uses in Subjunctive

5.2.1 Introduction

In this section we discuss propositional subjurctinses, including wishes and

curses, wondering and expressions of disapproval.

5.2.2 Wishes

Wishes in subjunctive denote uses which are notntnéa influence the

addressee’s behaviour. They express the Spealesiedor a particular state of
affairs (which might or might not already be theseafor which the Speaker
wishes to happen or to be extended in the futar¢hadt sense, wishes might be
possible to be fulfilled, or are currently unfuliible. In addition, wishes might
involve fixed expressions, i.e. wishes that areallglexpressed in a formulaic
way at ceremonial events including weddings, cénistgs, anniversaries,
funerals etc. In some such cases the verb mightbted; if it is included in the

utterance, though, it is always in subjunctive.tkRemore, under this heading we

include negative wishes/curses.
Wishes are marked by the use of Subjunctive accomgaby INT1/INT2.

Wishes in subjunctive, as in examples (1) andd®),very common (wishes are

also expressed in Hortative; see chapter 6).

(1) Na quovv mrovotog!
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Na imoun plousios!
SUBJ-was-1SG.PS.IPF.
If only I were rich!

Example (1) expresses self-exhortatiSoch utterances are usually uttered in the
1* person singular, in a past imperfective tense. Ttterance in (1) might also
be used as a condition if followed by a subordimattuiding a result, wherend’
would have a conditional function (in interchandeabse withav (‘an’, if),
which commonly introduces conditionals in MG). Ciaimhals do not form part

of this research as they do not have an illocutipnalue. Illocutions can be
assigned to main clauses, but not to subordinatesek. Example (2), in the first
person plural, expresses a wish for something ihaturrently not the case
(irrealis), with a past imperfect subjunctive uséd.Praat illustration of its

prosodic contour is presented below.
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(2) Na tov Brénape cvyvotepal .
Na ton vlepame sihnotera.
SUBJ him see-1PL.PS.IPF.more often.

If only we could see him more often!
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Figure 42: Praat illustration of a wish in Subjunctve (INT1).

In example (3) below we are dealing with a fixeghr@ssion of a wish, usually
addressed to the parents of a child at a chriggegf@nat a birthday celebration).
Fixed expressions of a wish are often expressetthén3® person singular or

plural, always in subjunctive.
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(3) Na cag (noet!
Na sas zisi!
SUBJ to you live-3SG.PR.PRF.

May (your child) live long.
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Figure 43: Praat illustration of another wish in Sibjunctive (INT1).

The Praat illustration above shows a variation MT1, with a drop in the

subjunctive patrticle.

Below we include some further examples of stemgedy wishes. On some
occasions the verb of the clause through which shwus expressed might be
omitted, as in examples (4), uttered to a best aramoman, or a god mother or

god father, and (6), which might be addressed talye/eds. If the verb were
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not to be omitted, then the wishes in (4) and (6uld be expressed in present

Subjunctive, as in examples (5) and (7).

(4) Mavra a&oc!
Panta aksios!
Always valued.

May you be always valued.

(5) Na giote mavta d&oc!
Na iste panta aksios!
SUBJ be-2PL.PR. always valued.

May you be always valued.

(6) Biov avBdomapto!
Vion anthosparto.
Life planted with flowers.

May you always have a life planted with flowers.

(7) Na éxete Biov avboomapro.
Na exete vion anthosparto.
SUBJ have-2PL.PR. life planted with flowers.

May you always have a life planted with flowers.

In example (8), uttered in a religious setting @®ad-will wish e.g. expressed to
a benefactor’s family, we cannot omit the verb. é\titat such examples vary in
degree of formality: (6) uses quite old-fashionkmmal language (e.g. use of
word piog , ‘vios’, life), while (8) hints a more humble gm (use of word
rebauéva to describe the dead relativesY. dr 2 person uses are also possible,

as in (5) and (7), whilst the perfective form isshcommon.

(8) Na cvyywpebovv ta tebapévo cog!
Na sigxorethoun ta pethamena sas!
SUBJ forgive-3PL.PR.PRF.PASS the dead your.

May the dead members of your family be forgiven.
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In (9) we have an example of a concessive useduted bya. The speaker has
not seen (for a while) the person in question,thay wish for this to happen in

the (immediate) future, irrespective of the consemges.

(9) No tov dm Kt 0 TEOAV®.
Na ton do ki as pethano.
SUBJ him see-1SG.PR.PRF. and HORT die-1SG.PR.PRF.
(I wish) To see him and then | can die.

Example (10) below describes a wish for the childrduture happiness, which

is an example of a fulfillable wish (realis).

(10) Na givar ta Toudid pov gvutvyouévol
Na ine ta pedia mou eftihismena.
SUBJ be-3PL.PR. the children my happy!
May my children be happy.

When comparing examples (1) and (2), expressedast pmperfective, to
example (9), in present perfective, and exampl@ i{1@resent, we observe the
following: examples (1) and (2) reflect a wish whics unfulfillable in the
present. The speaker expresses a wish on how thie wloould be (deontic
modality). Example (9) describes a wish, which tedato a State of Affairs
which might have been the case in the past, ish@otase in the present, but is a
desirable state in the immediate future (irrealis)example (9) the wish might
reflect a current State of Affairs (that the Speakehildren are currently happy)
which the Speaker wishes to remain the case ifutinee (realis). Alternatively,
the wish in present might just be describing arddsBtate of Affairs which is
again currently not the case.

(11) N6 ‘oot kaAd.
Na se kala.
SUBJ be.2.SG.PR well.

May you be well.
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(12) Na &yeig v vyn pHov.
Na ehis tin efhi mou.
SUBJ have.2.SG.PR wish my.
May you have my good wish.

Examples (11) and (12), uttered in the second perae often provided as a
‘thank you’ good wish to the addressee, or areredteoy an elderly person
wishing a good future/fortune to the addresseeoi@eperson wishes are always
fulfillable.

5.2.2.1 Curses

Curses are a form of negative wishes and hencdea@onsidered together with
wishes as a unified category. Curses often follofixed structure, as part of a
subordinate clause, introduced ayzac (‘'na pas’, you may go) with the actual
curse in an embedded clause, as in (13). Cursasiim clauses are expressed in
singular, as in examples (14) and (16), or plugiraexample (15). They are
expressed in the"2person as in examples (13) and (14), or fA@&son, as in
examples (15) and (16), and usually with the verbubjunctive present perfect
form. If a curse was to be expressed in tH@drson, then it would represent an
‘oath’, i.e. the consequences the speaker woulé a¥ace if they were not true
to their word, as in (17). The use of passive vdgejuite common, as in
examples (14) and (16), since the misfortune wigbedhe cursed person is not
to be caused by the speaker; it comes as a punmloh#éate’, a consequence of
an unfair action or position by the person to suitie curse.

(13) No mog va Tviyeic.
Na pas na pniyis.
SUBJ go-2SG.PR.PRF drown-2SG.PR.PRF
May you go and get drowned.

(14) No pnv Enuepwbeic.
Na min ksimerothis.
SUBJ NEG ‘see the day downed’-2SG.PR.PRF.PASS

May you not see another day.
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Curses are expressed with a unique intonation rpattBlT5. Here we see a
variation of INT5, with a focus on the negation the beginning (rise/fall)

followed by a small fall, then a rise on ‘asprojlbwed by a fall on ‘mera’.

(15) No un det Eava dompn uépa.
Na mi di ksana aspri mera.
SUBJ NEG see-2SG.PR.PRF again white day.

May he not experience again a happy day.
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Figure 44: Praat illustration of a curse using INT5
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(16) No kaovv oty KOAAoN.
Na kaoun stin kolasi.
SUBJ burn- 3PL. PR.PFV.PASS
May they burn in hell.

Curses in the ®1person might just include the misfortune the speakits upon
themselves, as in example (17) or might provideradition that would activate
the misfortune, as in (18).

(17) No pnv Enuepwbo.
Na min ximerotho.
SUBJ NEG ‘see the day rise’-1SG.PR.PRF.PASS

May | not wake up another day.

(18) No un(v) Enuepwbod, EAEvn pov av Eavaino® toté 6° avtdv o PAGKa.
Na min ksimerotho, Eleni mou, an ksanamiliso potdten to viaka.
SUBJ NEG ‘see the day rise’-1SG.PR.PRF.PASS, Hignif | ever
speak-1SG.PR.PRF to this the stupid.

May | not see daylight again, my Eleni, if | evalktto this silly man
again.

Note that the ‘curse’ or ‘oath’ is realized in timeatrix; the subordinate is

provided as a means of context. The Praat illustratf the prosodic contour is
provided below.
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Figure 45: Praat illustration of a curse in the £ person (INT5)

God’s intervention, as in (19), might be mentionedctive constructions.

(19) Nao piket 0 Bedc POTIG VO GE KAWEL.
Na riksi o Theos fotia na se kapsi.
SUBJ throw-3SG.PR.PRF the God fire SUBJ you bi8G-PR.PRF.

May God throw fire to burn you.

As pointed in section 5.4 below on additional segralemarking, the particle

mov might introduce a curse (or an unfulfillable negawvish).
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5.2.3 Wondering

In chapter 4 we encountered wondering expresséutdinative. Wondering can
also be expressed in Subjunctive. In most langy&ggunctive has a ‘built-in’
element of uncertainty/doubt. In Indicative we restd specific particle marking
a seemingly question-like utterance into a wondggrpression, which signals
to the addressee the speaker’'s doubt, uncertaingpeculation, often coupled
with surprise, curiosity and amazement. Expression$ubjunctives have a
‘built-in’ element of wondering, where in a selfreltted question the Speaker
genuinely does not know the answer, as in exam@@s (21), (22) and (23).
This built-in Subjunctive uncertainty of a wondeyiexpression can be further
enhanced by the use of a segmental marker, as even section 5.4.6 below.
Wondering in Subjunctive can also apply to actithrag were meant to have been
completed in the past, as in examples (20) and {B8)imperfective use, as in
(21), refers to a current event. The use of a pevie verb in example (22)
affects the temporal reference of the utteran@ipg the object of wondering in
the future. Polar interrogative-like wondering wdit@ces in subjunctive follow an

INT4 prosodic contour.

(20) Na é¢tace o T'évvng ot dpa ToV;
Na eftase o0 Yannis stin ora tou?
SUBJ arrive-3SG.PS.IPF the Yannis to the hour his?

Did Yannis arrive on time (I wonder)?
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Wondering is marked by the use of SubjunctiVép8rson singular or plural and

INT 4 prosodic contour, which is illustrated below.

(21) Na Bpéyet;
Na vrehi?
SUBJ vrehi-3SG.PR.IPF.

Is it raining (I wonder)?
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Figure 46: Praat lllustration of a wondering in Suljunctive (INT4).
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(22) No Bpécer;
Na vreksi?
SUBJ vreksi-3SG.PR.PRF.

Will it rain (I wonder)?

Example (22) involves a wondering in Present peéri@s opposed to the
imperfect aspect of example (21)), while exampB) (&low shows a wondering

in Past imperfect.

(23) No ayopace o Zaov yaro?
Na ayorase o Saimon yala?
SUBJ buy-3SG.PS.PRF the Simon milk?

Did Simon buy milk (I wonder)?

Examples (20)—(23) are polar interrogative-like. Mfering in subjunctive might
also be content interrogative-like (as we saw iaptér 3). The speaker does not
expect an answer from an addressee when wondaithgugh a response would

have been welcome if provided.

Wondering can also be expressed through delibergtieestions, as in examples
(24) and (25) below. Such examples are conteatriogative-like- in both cases

here they are introduced by the question wo(ti’, what). INT3 applies.

(24) Tivo kbvovpse;
Ti na kanoume?
What SUBJ do-1PL.PR.
What shall we/can we do?

(25) Tiva éywve o Tdvwng;
Ti na eyine o Yannis?
What SUBJ become-3SG.PR.PRF. the Yannis?
What might have happened to Yannis?
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5.2.4 Miratives: Expressions of disapproval

Examples such as (26) and (27) usually expressspieaker’'s disapproval or
negative surprise to the addressee’s views, tdste(reegative surprise). From
this we can derive that approval (positive surpriseusually expressed in the
Indicative, whilst disapproval (or negative surpjisin the Subjunctive;

disapproval in the indicative would be denoted tigiolexical means e.g. ‘What
an ugly dress is this. The Subjunctive verb might betlhe second person,
commenting on the addressee’s choice (somethirgtlieaaddressee did or is
about to do), or in the third.

(26) Na Byaivete €€ kabe Bpadv!
Na vyenete ekso kathe vrathi!
SUBJ go-2PL.PR.IPF out every evening!

To go out every evening! (this is unheard of)

Intonation is crucial for establishing the functioh example (26). If it was to be
uttered with INT1/INT2, we would be dealing withmatigated directive, as
shown in section 5.3.2. As we can see in the faligypage, INT3 applies to
Subjunctive miratives of disapproval (mirroring tindicative miratives of

approval intonation).
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The Praat illustration below indicates INT3 asititenation pattern this

utterance is expressed in. The second clause g®eimhtext for the utterance.

(27) No @opécelg coptg oto yauo ! ITod axovotnke!
Na foresis sorts sto gamo! Pou akoustike!
SUBJ wear-2SG.PR.PRF. shorts to the wedding! Wivaseheard!

To wear shorts at the wedding! This is unheard of!
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Figure 47: Praat illustration of a Subjunctive Mirative (of disapproval)
using INT3.
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5.3 Behavioural uses of the Subjunctive

5.3.1 Introduction

In addition to subjunctive’s propositional uses semed above, subjunctive
involves an attempt by the speaker to change thdreasee’s behavior
(behavioral uses). These represent the most typsesd of Subjunctive. We are
presenting below some characteristic examples ek uacluding mitigated
directives, encouragement, mitigated prohibitiond aupplicatives (requests for
permission). We are showing that subjunctive bedraViuses aim to lessen
(mitigate) the impact of the utterance’s illocutioy force; this indicates the

ability of the subjunctive particlex to act as a mitigator of a particular use.

5.3.2 Mitigated Directives

Directive uses (mitigated orders) are typical useModern Greek Subjunctive,

both in its imperfective as in (31) below, an ex#&rgf general advice, as well as
in its perfective form, as in example (28) where #ttion needs to be fulfilled in

the immediate future. Mitigated orders appear ndH person singular or plural.

Depending on focus, INT1 or INT2 is used here.

(28) No c1depmdoEIC TAL POV GOL.
Na siderosis ta rouha sou.
SUBJ iron-2SG.PR.PRF the clothes your.

You should iron your clothes.

Examples (29), uttered with an INT1 prosodic contfar INT2 when narrow
focus applies), is used by the Speaker advisingatidressee on matters the
Speaker believes are important. Narrow focus onntbie 6oo (‘oso’, as much)
andxade (‘cathe’, every) applies to examples (29) and .(B@tice that we came
across example (30) with a different intonationfilllg a function of
disapproval in section 5.2.4.
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(29) Na dovAevelc 660 BENELS.
Na doulevis 0so thelis.
SUBJ work-2SG.PR.IPF as much as you want.
You may/should work as much as you want.

(30) Na Byaivete €€ kabs Bpadv.
Na vyenete ekso kathe vradi.
SUBJ go-2PL.PR.IPF out every evening!

You may go out every evening.
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Below we see an example of the prosodic contounfitigated directives. The
focus of the utterance (which designates the IN@&&epn) is on the action the

Speaker advises the addressee to undertake.

(31) Na o1depmdvelg To podya Gov.
Na sideronis ta rouha sou.
SUBJ iron-2SG.PR.IPF the clothes your.
You should be ironing your clothes
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Figure 48: Praat illustration of a mitigated direcive (INT2).
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5.3.3 Mitigated directives/encouragement

In example (32) below we see a directive utteredguéNT4 for a mitigated
impact, an offer of encouragement. In fact, wedsaling with an order (indirect
request); its question-like intonation, thoughpwat the addressee to ‘save face’,
giving them the impression that they can accepgject the suggestion.

(32) No Bydreig to martd cov ?
Na vyalis to palto sou?
SUBJ remove-2SG.PR.PRF the coat your?

Should you take your coat off?

Unpleasant suggestions in particular trigger theakpr to encourage the
addressee to perform an action through a subjuncpiestion-like utterance in

the 2 person singular or plural. Such utterances areesspd in INT4.

5.3.4 Negative subjunctives: Mitigated Prohibitions %

The typical marker of the subjunctive, in behavioral uses, acts as a mitigator
of the illocution, thus lessening the impact of titeerance. This is the case of
negative subjunctives, expressing mitigated praiois, as in examples (33).
The presence ofa is absolutely necessary for a prohibition to bégated (as

well as for the Subjunctive mood to be identifiéd).

Mitigated prohibitions are expressed using INT2spitic contour. They are used
in the second person singular or plural, in presaht, using perfective or

imperfective aspect.

28Mitigated prohibition might involve a secondaryoitlution, which does not formally suggest a
separate illocutionary value, of a hortatory (emaging)/ monitory use, as in the example below.

No tov Tpocéyelg ovtdv, glvar emikivovvog.

Na ton prosehis afton, ine epikindinos.

SUBJ him be_careful-2SG.PR.IPF him, be-3SG.PR dange
You may be careful of him, he is dangerous.

9 As discussed in chapter 3 as well as in chapten() is the Modern Greek prohibitive marker
which introduces prohibitions independent withoeiing preceded by the particle.
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(33) No punv wAdre otov 0dnYO.
Na mi milate ston odiyo.
SUBJ NEG talk-2PL.PR.IPF to the driver.
You may not talk to the driver.
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Figure 49: Praat illustration of a mitigated prohibition (INT2).
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Mitigated prohibitions might be emphasised through use ofrozé (‘pote’,
never) which we also saw used in emphatic assertidgsre might precede the

verb, as in example (34).

(34) Toté vo. unv pddte otov 0dnyo.
Pote na mi milate ston odiyo.
EMPH SUBJ NEG talk-2PL.PR.IPF to the driver.

You must never talk to the driver.
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Figure 50: Praat illustration of an emphatic prohibition (INT2).
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The emphatieozé might follow the verb, as in example (35).

(35) No unv wAdre otov 0dNY0 TOTE.
Na mi milate ston odiyo pote.
SUBJ NEG talk-2PL.PR.IPF to the driver EMPH.
You must not talk to the driver ever.
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Figure 51: Praat illustration of an emphatic prohibition- emphatic follows
the verb (INT2).

5.3.5 Supplicatives: requests for permission

Requests for permission in Modern Greek subjundiase an interrogative like

intonation, but not an interrogative function.dtdlear here that the speaker does
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not ask for the propositional content of the questd be assigned a value true or
false. In a way, the process of a question is sagerExamples (36) and (37)
remind us of the use of modal ‘may’ in English. Budterances are expressed in

the ' person singular or plural, using a perfective viern. INT4 applies.

(36) Na mAdve ta mata;
Na plino ta piata?
SUBJ wash-1SG.PR.PRF. the dishes?

May | wash the dishes?

It might be useful to compare the English uses ladllsand let's with the
supplicative uses of Modern Greek subjunctive. Der¢® (2003) suggests that
the uses of ‘let's’ in English can be classifiedoiproposals for joint action,
speaker and hearer oriented uses, and converdatigreratives, where ‘let’'s’ is
acting as a ‘conversational manager’. We can sa#asities applying to Greek,
as in (37), with a question like intonation (‘shalé...” equivalent). Example
(38) is an example of adhortation. It is not unlisndanguages for requests for

permission and adhortations to take a similar form.

(37) Na @Oyovps;
Na fiyoume?
SUBJ leave-1PL.PRHF

May we go?
(38) No piinocovue Kot yio Tov Kopo;
Na milisoume ke yia ton kero.
SUBJ speak-1PL.PR.PRF and for the weather.

Shall we also talk about the weather?

The supplicatives’s prosodic contour (INT4) is sfitated below.
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(39) No potmon Kartt;
Na rotiso kati?
SUBJ ask-1SG.PR.PRF. something?

May | ask something?
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Figure 52: Praat illustration of a supllicative (request for permission) in
Subjunctive (INT4).
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5.4 Additional segmental marking

5.4.1 Introduction

In this section we present particles which intragparticular uses in subjunctive
marked by segmental markers, namebyxdap: (‘makari’) introducing wishes;
mov (‘pou’) introducing curses or negative wishésyw¢ ('isos’) introducing

uncertain statements angaye (‘araye’) introducing wondering.

5.4.2 Wishes and the use of uakdapi

Wishes might be marked by special particles suchoagp: (‘makari’), as in
examples (40), (41), (42) and (43). Wishes intreduby uoxdp: might be
fulfillable (now or in the future) or unfulfillabléin the present or in the past).
Elliptical uses of the segmental marker (e.g. raspe to somebody else’s
assertion or wish with the single word éMapt!’) are also common. In example
(41) we show a wish introduced lpyxdp:, which is unfulfillable in present. Its

unfulfillability is determined by the use of therlsen the past.

(40) Maxdpt va yvotov KoAd.
Makari na yinotan kala.
WISH SUBJ become-3.SG.PST.IPF well
| wish he would get better.

Example (41), an example of a negative wish, ineslthe use of a Pluperfect,
denoting the unfulfillability of the utterance ihe past. A positive unfulfillable

wish is presented in example (43).

(41) Maxdpt va pn o€ iyo GLVAVTHOEL TOTE.
Makari na mi se iha synantisi pote.
WISH SUBJ NEG you had met never.

I wish | had never met you.

Wishes introduced by makari are expressed usin@ ]\With the focal point on

the segmental marker.
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(42) Maxdpt va yivel KaAd.
Makari na yini kala.
WISH SUBJ become-3SG.PR.PRF well.

| wish he/she gets better.
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Figure 53: Praat illustration of a fulfillable wish introduced by makari
(INT2).

Below we see the Praat illustration, in INT2, ofuarfulfillable wish.
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(43) Maoaxkdpt va giye yivel KoAd.
Makari na ihe yini kala.
WISH SUBJ had become-PP well

| wish he would have got better.
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Figure 54: Praat illustration of an unfulfillable wish introduced by makari
(INT2).
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5.4.3 Curses and the use of mou

The use of the segmental markew (‘pou’) followed by a subjunctive adds a
temporary value of immediacy to a negative wisla@urse; this is the case of
examples (44) and (45) below. Curses might alsprbeeded by a vocative’;

as we can see in example (46), potentially a resoémt of a main clause. INT5

applies here.

(44) Tlov va un cg giyo GLVOVINGEL TOTE.
Pou na mi se iha sinadisi pote.
UNWISH SUBJ NEG you have-1SG.PS met never.

I wish | had never met you.
(45) A va yofeic!
A na hathis.
A SUBJ lose-.2S5G.PR.PRF.PASS

Get lost!

The dedicated INT5 intonation pattern is illustdabelow.
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(46) TIlov va omdoelg To O cov!
Pou na spasis to podi sou!
UNWISH SUBJ break.2SG.PR.PRF the leg your.

Break your leg!

0.7314

-0.99
0.7579 2.162
Time (s)

700
5004

300, spasis  to Jgdi

ou — \

200{ .. Na sou
150 ~

100

Pitch (Hz)

70
0.7579 2.162
Time (s)

Figure 55: Praat illustration of a curse introducel by zov (INT5).
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5.4.4 Mitigated Supplicatives

Mitigated supplicatives share the same charadtesias the non-mitigated uses:
they are expressed in the first person singulgslamal, usually with perfective
aspect, expecting a response expressing consemttimaddressee. INT4 is used
here as well. The force of a supplicative is migghthrough the use G&wc*
(‘isos’), the marker of uncertainty (see sectiob.4.and 5.4.5 below)ow¢ is

placed at the end of the utterance. INT4 applies bes well.

(47) Na potmon kdtt iowg;
Na rotiso kati isos?
SUBJ ask-1SG.PR.PRF. something MIT?

Perhaps, may | ask something?

30 One of our informers suggested supplicative utiFarmitigated bywjrwg, as in the three
examples below. The rest of the informants did mgfard them as acceptable, therefore we
considered them forming part of the single infortimitiolect.

MN\To¢ vo poTHCH KATL;

Mipos na rotiso kati?

MIT SUBJ ask-1SG.PR.PRF. something?

By any chance, may | ask something?

MAnog vo TAOVe Ta Tdta;

Mipos na plino ta piata?

MIT SUBJ wash-1SG.PR.PRF. the dishes?
By any chance, may | wash the dishes?

MN\T®S VoL pUYOVLE;

Mipos na fiyoume?

MIT SUBJ leave-1PL.PR.PRF
By any chance, may we go?

The appropriate use @fizw¢ andiowg oftentroubles learners of MG as L2, and, occasionally,
L1 young speakerddinwg tends to be translated as ‘by any chance’, or thdrg while iow¢ as
‘maybe’ or ‘perhaps’.Mnnmg can mitigateiows (e.g. http://www.inews.gr/116/verolino-kai-
foitites-mipos-isos-oi-neoi-ierolochites.htut the opposite is not acceptabilevc can be used
as a single word utterance, but the same is natabe fopsjzwc.

It appears that there is a consensusthab¢ is used in MG interrogatives whifewc is used in
affirmatives and negatives. However, as we shothimthesis, their uses, in particular regarding
uirwg, are far more complex than that. A synchronic spet@rpus-based comparative research
should reveal more about their similarities (if pmnd differences, while a comparative
synchronic/diachronic spoken-corpus-based anabfsialld reveal whether there is a tendency
for interchangeable use.
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(48) No miovoe ta mdta iowg;
Na plino ta piata isos?
SUBJ wash-1SG.PRS.PRF. the dishes MIT?

Could | perhaps wash the dishes?

(49) Noa @bOyovue iowg;
Na fiyoume isos?
SUBJ leave-1PL.PR.PRF MIT

Could we perhaps go?

5.4.5 Expression of strong sense of uncertainty

A Speaker might opt to strengthen the built-in wtesety element of an
utterance in Subjunctive by using the segmentakeardsw¢ (‘isos’, perhaps).
We note thatow¢ might also be followed by Indicative, as discussedection
4.5.4. The combination @fw¢ with subjunctive indicates a stronger uncertainty

element, when compared with indicative uses.

INT1 applies here, as the Praat illustration ofmeglke (50) shows; unlikérwg¢ +
indicative constructions, it is not necessary for speaker to narrowly focus on
the segmental marker in order for the uncertailivgution to be identified by
the addressee, as the combinatiorisaic with subjunctive leaves no possibility

for a misunderstanding of the uncertainty intention
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(50) 'Towg va £épuye.
Isos na efiye.
UNC SUBJ leave-3SG.PR.PRF

Perhaps he may have left.

0.989

-0.99
1.091 2.178
Time (s)

700
5004

300 Isos na _
- A = —  efiye
200

1504 -

Pitch (Hz)

106;

70
1.091 2.178

Time (S)

Figure 56: Praat illustration of re-enforced uncerginty in Subjunctive
introduced by icawg (INT1).

Below we see an example of a negative uncertagmartte, where the negation

un(v) is used
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(51) Towg va unv £eoye.
Isos na min efiye.
UNC SUBJ NEG leave-3SG.PS.PRF

Perhaps he may not have left.

Unlike indicative uses, whetlews can be placed either at the very beginning or
at the very end of the utterance, the positiorbat; in Subjunctive uncertainty
constructions is fixed at the beginning of the sklguas we can see from the
ungrammatical and unacceptable example (52). Istipo also differs from
mitigated supplicatives in Subjunctive, where i$ laafixed position at the end of

the utterance.

(52) *Na épuye iowmg.
Na efiye isos.
SUBJ leave-3SG.PS.PRF.UNC
He may (have) left perhaps.

5.4.6 Wondering

A Speaker has also the opportunity to strengthemradering illocution through
the use olipaye (‘araye’, ‘l wonder’). Similarly to the uncertaintmarkeriowg,
apaye can be followed by either Indicative or Subjunetifhe choice of mood is
guided by modal criteria; through the use of Subjwe the speaker is less
inclined to believe at the possibility of the trubh the content of the clause

(irrealis).
Intonation INT4 is used for subjunctive wonderingoeessions. The particular

illustration below is rather unusual, as it indesta fall-rise-fall in the verb

‘vrehi’ at the end of the utterance.
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(53) Apaye vo. Bpéyet;
Araye na vrehi?
WOND SUBJ rain-3SG.PR.IPF

Could it be raining, 1 wonder?

0.909

-0.99
0.8475 2.236
Time (S)

700
5004 T
vrehi

300 Araye
200} - —_ ha

Pitch (Hz)

150 ~
100

70
0.8475 2.236

Time (s)

Figure 57: Praat illustration of wondering in Subjunctive, introduced by
apaye (INT4).

Apaye might be placed at the beginning of the utteraaseye show in example
(53) above, or the end, as in example (54). Thedeonng prosodic contour
(INT4) is illustrated with the example below, alsonsistent with examples in
indicative.
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(54) No Bpéyxet dpaye;
Na vrehi araye?
SUBJ vrehi-3SG.PR.IPF WOND

Could it be raining, | wonder?

0.99

[gu il H‘ ) “\H‘ ‘\ UASAALA Mt ‘\ \H M i

-0.8654
1.103 2413
Time (s)

700
500;

300;

2000 Na , _—araye

150 wh'

1004

Pitch (Hz)

_

70
1.103 2413
Time (s)

Figure 58: Praat illustration of wondering in Subjunctive with gpaye at the
end of the utterance (INT4).

Aspectual differences are not affecting the illaaut both the imperfective
aspect, as in example (54), and the perfectivecagpgample (55)) can be

used. The perfective aspect places the utterante ifuture.
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(55) Apaye vo. Bpé&et;
Araye na vreksi?
WOND SUBJ rain-3SG.PR.PRF

| wonder, is it going to rain?

5.5 Summary
In this chapter we discuss the propositional artthberal uses of Subjunctive in

main clauses. We show that Propositional uses dechvishes, uttered with
INT1/INT2 intonation which might fulfillable or undlfilable; curses, usually in
the 2" person with INT5, but also in thé'br 3¢ person; wondering, usually in
the 3% person with INT4 intonation, but also in the foofndeliberative questions
in 1% person; and mirative uses (of disapproval) wit@3N

Behavioural uses in Subjunctive include mitigatedatives, expressed in th&?2
person using intonation INTL1/INT2; mitigated diiges-encouragement,
expressed using intonation INT4, in th& Person, with the expectation of a
consent response; mitigated prohibitions, expressadonation INT2, using the
2" person singular or plural and the negatigty) preceded by the subjunctive
particleva; and supplicative uses (requests for permissiexpressed in the®'l
person singular or plural, using intonation INT4.

Additional segmental marking includgaxdp: as a segmental marker of wishes
expressed in intonation INT2zov as a segmental marker of curses (as well as
negative wishes) using intonation INT&@w¢ as a mitigator of supplicatives;
iowg as a marker of uncertainty, expressed in INT1; @ge as a marker of

wondering, expressed in intonation INT4.

Our findings on Subjunctive are summarised in Tdhldelow. The prosodic
contour for uses in Subjunctive is summarised ibl&d0 below. Markers in
brackets are optional; markers introduced with a¥¢ necessarily present; and
markers introduced with ‘- are necessarily absent.

In chapter 6 we discuss the Imperative, Prohibitind Hortative uses.
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Table 9: Summary of Subjunctive uses

Mood | Segmental | INT Pattern | Value Separate
Marker lllocution

SUBJ | ‘na’ INT1 Wishes Yes
(‘makari’) INT2

SUBJ | ‘n& INTS Curses Yes

SUBJ | ‘na INT4 Wondering Yes
(‘araye’)

SUBJ | ‘na INT3 Mirative (disapproval) Yes

SUBJ | ‘na’ INT2 Mitigated Directives Yes

SUBJ | ‘na’ + INT2 Mitigated prohibition Yes
‘mi(n)’

SUBJ | ‘na’ + INT2 Emphatic Mitigated No
‘mi(n)’ + Prohibition
‘pote’

SUBJ | ‘na’ INT4 Supplicatives- Requests for | Yes

Permission

SUBJ | ‘na'+ INT4 Mitigated Supplicatives- No
‘isos’ Requests for Permission

SUBJ | ‘na’ INT4 Mitigated directives/ No

Encouragement

SUBJ | ‘na’ + INT1 Uncertainty (re-enforced) No

‘isos’
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Table 10: Summary of Intonation Patterns involved m Subjunctive uses

Intonation Intonation Pattern | lllocution Value
pattern Description markers
INT1 Broad focus; high level of the+ Subjunctive | Wish
accented syllable
+ Subjunctive | Uncertainty
+ iowg (reinforced)
INT2 Narrow focus; plateau followed+ Subjunctive | Wish
by a rise on the nuclear+ uaxdp:
followed by a fall from the
post-nuclear syllable onwards
+ Subjunctive | Mitigated Prohibitive
+ 2" person
+ negation
+ Subjunctive | Mitigated Directives
+ 2" person
INT3 Starts high, with the first + Subjunctive | Mirative
accented syllable and it stafts (disapproval)
dropping immediately after,
with a potential slight rise at
the end.
+ Subjunctive | Wondering
+ Qword
+1% (or 39
person
INT4 Peak is on the last stressedé Subjunctive | Wondering

syllable of the final word;
following a gradual fall, we
notice a low plateau followe

by a rise. Rise-fall boundary.

+ 3% person

(+ dpaye)
d

+ Subjunctive
+1% person
+Consent
Response

(+ iowg

mitigator)

Supplicatives
(requests for

permission)

+ Subjunctive
+2" person

+Consent

Mitigated Directives-

Encouragement
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Response
(+ iowcg

mitigator)

INTS

Small fall, followed by a rise + Subjunctive

(and possibly a high platead)

followed by a fall (and 3

potential small rise at the end).

The boundary is low-high.

(+ mov)

Curses
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6. The Imperative, the Prohibitive and the Hortativ e

6.1 Introduction

In this chapter we discuss grammatical moods whielve a very close
relationship with the illocution they serve. In peular we discuss the
Imperative, the Prohibitive and the Hortative. Wilsand Sperber (1988) stated
the importance of ‘understanding a mood’ througmf8y knowing the range of
speech acts it is conventionally used to perfofhio.some extent, this reflects
our endeavour throughout this thesis: to identifigemtions the Speaker is
forming which are part of the grammar system. Timed moods described in this
chapter share a common characteristic: they eidflact a single illocution, or a
limited number of alternative illocutions; the atolationship between form and
function is also reflected by the fact that nondhef three moods participate in

complement clauses.

6.2 The Imperative

6.2.1 Introduction

In this section we examine the pragmatic functiofghe Imperative mood.
Imperative is the mood par excellence where thera very close relationship
between its grammatical form and the sentence iygenveys. By using an
Imperative, the speaker indicates that they intengive the addresses an order-
provided of course that the addressee has theyatolunderstand and recognise
the speaker’s intention (Recanati 1987). Its Pragnmaeaning is directly related
with the act the Speaker is performing (directiveéén). Searle (1979) describes
Imperative as the prototypical mood of directivé&e recognise that the ‘force
of imperative utterances is determined by manibesttextual assumptions’ as
Wilson and Sperber (1988) mention. We would likdighlight, though, that we
are not considering semantic assumption of funstityat might be deduced by
the addressee based on their knowledge of the waddf language, or indirect
illocutions; we are only considering uses whichnigpart of the system. We
assume that imperative reflects a situation whepetantial change to the State
of Affairs, according to the speaker, depends @natidressee. We argue that

Imperative, as a grammatical mood, coincides w#lequivalent sentence type.
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6.2.2 Imperative mood and Imperative sentence type

As discussed in chapter 3, the Modern Greek Imperatlood is used in the

second person singular or plural, in perfectivengperfective form. Imperative

is considered the most direct of strategies (Bluatk and Olshtain 1986,
Givon 1989). Brown and Levinson (1987) highlighat the use of Imperative
might threaten the face of the addressee, as & doe provide them with any
freedom to chose whether to comply with the actiictated by the speaker.
They believe that the lack of explicit imperativebgect in languages such as
French comes to respond to this problem, as ifitle hhat the utterance is
addressed to the particular addressee. There arepomts to mention here,
related to Modern Greek: first, unlike other laages, Imperative in Modern
Greek does not differ from other verb forms becaoakets lack of explicit

subject. We saw in previous chapters that the Mod&aeek verb morphology
allows the speaker to opt for an explicit subjettission for all verb forms, as
the verb morphology (inflection) allows for a cladentification of the person

even when the subject is overtly omitted. Secomdike languages such as
English, where indirect directives’ strategies nidde preferred, the use of
Imperative in Modern Greek, despite its direct natis very common. Pavlidou
(1991) and Economidou-Kogetsidi (2002) also denratestthis tendency for

directness in various contexts (telephone conversafor the former and airline

related exchanges for the latter).

Imperative can only be related to behavioural usesthe speaker, through
uttering an imperative, attempts to change the esdde’s behaviour. If the
person in control of the desired future State ofak$ is the addressee, the
speaker will opt for an Imperative sentence typefdive use, which, if not
mitigated (through:a or through the use of a Subjunctive), is expressealigh
an Imperative mood. When imperative mood is used, ppaaikstic features
(gestures, facial expressions) might mitigate itength, and the use of plural
(polite form) might be chosen by the Speaker asean®s to express or reiterate

their respect for their Addressee.
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Despite the fact that we retain the term ‘directiges’ when we describe the
function served by an imperative, we share Givo®8@)’'s view that
Imperative’s prototypical aim is to elicit some iaat from the Addressee. It is
not of interest to us whether such action is toldeeefit of the addressee or the
speaker, whether its aim is to advise (A: ‘Whatllshalo now?’, B: Read a
book.”) or to inform (A: ‘Which bus goes to HarrowB: Take bus no 14’)

among others.

6.2.3 Orders in Imperative—Directive uses

We present below some examples which show somediypses of the Modern
Greek Imperative. Example (1) is an example ofia timperative, in other words
an imperative in the second person singular wisttirtdit morphology; here it
becomes apparent that an action is elicited foeratidressee.

(1) AdPoale ta pabfuotd cov kabe pépa Yo vo TOUPVES TAVTO KOAOVC
Babpovg.
Diavaze ta mathimata sou kathe mera yia na peatigi& vathmous
Read.2SG.IPEMP the lessons your every day to SUBJ take-PR. good
marks

Study every day to get good marks.

Example (2) is an example of an imperative in tbeosd person plural; again,
there is no confusion for the addressee betweempaerative and an indicative
form, as the dependent (perfective) form is noduséh the Present Indicative
(unless preceded by a wondering, uncertainty offgm marker, as discussed

earlier).

(2) Axovote 1L wpaia povoikn Tailel To padldemvo!
Akouste ti orea mousiki pezi to radiofono!
Listen-2PL. PR.PRF.IMP what beautiful music play=3BR. the radio.

Listen to that lovely music at the radio.
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Morphology alone, however, is not very helpful sssting us to decide whether
example (3) represents an Imperative or an Indieatn the sense that the verb
form in the second person plural imperfective canether perceived as an

imperative or as an indicative mood (independermhjo

(3) Axovte 1L wpaio povoikh Tailel 1o padOPOVO!
Akoute ti orea mousiki pezi to radiofono!
Listen-2PL. PR.IPF what beautiful music play-3SG.Bi radio.

Keep listening/pay attention to that lovely mudit¢hee radio.

We believe that the second person plural constmalerts the addressee that an
action is suggested; this does not exclude thetlfettthe Speaker expresses an
opinion at the same time. Moreover, as Indicaivahd Imperative’s clitic
placement differs, the use of clitics allows fosatnbiguation of the grammatical

mood.
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Imperatives are uttered using intonation INT1, &ocan see from example (4)’'s

Praat illustration.

(4) AéBace.
Diavase
Read-2SG.PF.IMP
Read

0.99

O

-0.923
0.7629 1.365

Time (S)

700
500;

300 _
——— Diavase
2004 —_—

156 o

Pitch (Hz)
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70
0.7629 1.365

Time (s)

Figure 59: Praat illustration of an imperative directive (INT1).

Utterances in imperative might be elaborated biclxmeans such asparxaio
(‘parakalo’, please) which acts as a mitigator leeit force as in example (5);
ouéowg (‘amesos’, immediately), as in example (&jipa (‘tora’, now) as in
example (7) which reinforces the immediacy of tleEassary action; awiyo

(‘taha’, like) suggesting that the addressee pd=t¢hat they will perform the act,
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which cancels the sincerity condition of the uttee (Pavlidou 1987 and
Ifantidou 2000).

(5) Iepdote TOPAKAAD.
Peraste parakalo.
Pass-2PL.PRF.IMP please.

Come in, please.

(6) Ifyouve oto kpePdtt Gov apécwC.
Piyene sto krevati sou amesos.
Go0-2SG.IMP to the bed your immediately.

Go to your bed immediately.

(7) Tatote 10 KOKKIVO KOLUTL 6TV 000vN 060G TMpaL.
Patiste to kokino koubi stin othoni sas tora.
Press-2PL..PRF.IMP the red button to the screen iyouw.

Press the red button on your screen now.

(8) Kowfioov téyot,
Kimisou taha.
Sleep-2SG.PRF.IMP like.

Pretend you are sleeping.

6.2.4 Additional Considerations

Babiniotis and Clairis (1999) suggest that theolwihg uses, in examples (9) and
(10), denote assertive uses of the Imperative. Bleve that, despite the fact
that the addressee might deduce that through stigamnces the speaker
indirectly expresses their negative opinion abougitaation (e.g. somebody’s
words in (9)) an assertive function of the Impematdoes not form part of the

Modern Greek grammatical system.

31 Example from Ifantidou (2000)
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(9) Axov Aoyl
Akou loyia.
Listen.2SG.PRF. IMP. words

Listen to what s/he is saying!

(10) Koita 6pdoog!
Kita thrasos.
Look.2SG.PRF.IMP audacity.

How dare s/he behave like that!!

In addition, we noted wishes and curses introdueghl variations of the verb

mnyoive (‘piyeno’, | go) in Imperative, as in (11).

(11) TAyouve oty vy ToL OOV,
Piyene sthn efhi tou Theou.
Go0-2SG.IMP to the wish of God.
Go to God’s wish.

We are of the view that as an action is elicitamhfrthe Addressee héfeas

well, such utterances do not present a separateiiibn.

6.2.5 Additional segmental marking

To mitigate the force of an Imperative utteranbe, particleyio might be used,
as in example (12).

32 Examples like example (i) below might also beripteted as a curse in Imperative, introduced
by avte (‘ade’, go/get), effectively an order, always hetsecond person. The provenance of
‘ade’ is questionable; although some treat is &srd form, we accept its Turkish exclamative

origine from ‘haydi’ and consider it an exclamativelowever, there is no particular feature that
differentiates such uses from directives.

0] Av1e yaoov.
Ade hasou.
EXCL loose_yourself-2SG.IMP.PASS
Get lost.
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(12) T éha €00 , Adevn, vo pog el ta véa oov!
Yia ela edo, Dafni, na mas pis ta nea sou.
MIT come-2SG. PRF.IMP here, Daphne, to us tellrté&es your.

Come here, Daphne, to tell us your news.

6.3 The Prohibitive

6.3.1 Introduction

In this section we discuss prohibitive uses in Mad&reek. We explore the
illocutions related to main clauses introduced bg prohibitive particleus;(v)

which mirrors, in a negative context, the functiasfsimperative: through an
Imperative the Speaker intends to elicit a posiaeion from their addressee;
through a Prohibitive they are telling them in ayveirect way what they cannot

do. We discuss preventives, negative warnings amghatic prohibitions.

6.3.2 Preliminary considerations

Imperatives and Hortatives are often consideredeurtide wider umbrella of
Optatives. From a Semantics point of view, Impeestiand Hortatives both
relate to the speaker’s expression of a wish aduture State of Affairs. If this
State of Affairs does not depend on the Addressa@eathen we are dealing
with a Hortative. If it does depend on the Addressbken we are dealing with a
Prohibitive (Auwera et al. 2005). In chapter 3 wggested that Prohibitive in
Modern Greek is a distinct grammatical mood, as Hieence of the
characteristic Subjunctive particle cannot justify a Subjunctive for utterances
introduced solely by (v). We believe that utterances introduced solelyy)
(independent of the subjunctive marke) indicate tha#(v) andva are of the
same status i.e. particles differentiating gramoadtmoods. This suggestion is
also consistent with Auwera (2006)’'s view that laages prefer distinct
prohibitive markers.

The Modern Greek Prohibitive fills in the gap ceshby the lack of a Modern
Greek negative Imperative- as it is often the daséanguages that negative
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imperatives function as expressions of prohibitidmwera (2006) reminds us
that negative Imperatives and prohibitions shoultl Ibe seen as one and the
same: the prohibitives’ function suggests an imjperavhere something should
not be the case, rather than the negation of areraipe itself, where the

Addressee is asked to not intentionally perforrmpecsic act.

In chapter 3 we established that, in our view, eplas (13) and (14) below
neither express a variation of the same form, fich® same function: example
(13) is clearly a Subjunctive (because of the presef the particle«), which
can be uttered in any person and which expresseitigated prohibition, while
example (14) is an example of a us of the Prokibitnood (of a negative
warning), which can be uttered in the second persoly. Moreover, we
highlighted that suggestions of a surrogate negaitnperative form, or of a
negation borrowing, are against the spirit of tlmctional paradigm. Such
suggestions are not justified by the real choiderefl to the speaker to use a
Subjunctive or a Prohibitive mood.

(13) No pnv motdte 10 TPAGLVO.
Na min patate to prasino.
SUBJ NEG walk-2PL.PR.IPF the green

You may not walk on the grass.

(14) Mnv natdre t0 TpAcIvO.
Min patate to prasino.
PRH walk-2PL.IPF the green

Don’t walk on the grass.

6.3.3 Prohibitive uses

Mirroring Imperative, verb forms in Prohibitive amnly used in the Present
tense, and in second person singular or plural.hiBitoves function as

preventives and negative warnings. Preventivesiveva verb in perfective verb
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form, as in example (15). They are expressed uUslig, as the Praat illustration

below suggests.

(15) Mnv épbeic avpro.
Min erthis avrio.
PRH come-25G.PRF tomorrow.

Don’t come tomorrow.
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Time (S)
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Figure 60: Praat illustration of a prohibition- the case of preventives (INT2).

Negative Warnings, as in example (16), involve grtives in imperfective. A

positive warning would have been an imperative.
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(16) Mnv avapobuilete oty ékdoon 1.0.6.

Min anavathmizete stin ekdosi 1.0.6.
PRH upgrade-2PL.IPF to the version 1.0.6

Don't upgrade to version 1.0.6.
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Figure 61: Praat illustration of a prohibition- war ning (INT2).
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Emphatic prohibitions might be introduced #yté (‘pote’, never), as in example

(17).

(17) Toté un WAGg 6€ 0yvVOGTOVG.
Pote mi milas se aynostous.
Never PRH talk-2SG.IPF to unknown.

Never talk to strangers.

-0.9297
0.8894 2.666
Time (s)

700

500,
~Pote
300

i .
200 /\&mllas > aynostous

—_ ~_

1504 NG
106;
70

0.8894 2.666
Time (S)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 62: Praat illustration of an emphatic prohibition (INT2).

We also considered the possibility of a remindeasegory, but no formal
characteristic (apart from the use of lexical measiech as ‘don’t forget’)

indicated that we could formally distinguish a sepa function.
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6.4 The Hortative

6.4.1 Introduction

In section 3.3.7.1 we discussed the Modern Greekaltiee mood, introduced by
the particle ag, which can be associated with main clauses onlfys t
demonstrates the strong link between the gramnbtatiwed and the related
illocution, as was also the case with Imperative &mohibitive. Hannay and
Hengeveld (2009) define the Hortative illocution e function where the
speaker encourages their addressee to jointly gadnthe action outlined in
the utterance. In chapter 3 we made the case fdistinct Modern Greek
Hortative Mood, as the way the particles and a¢ participate in different
constructions is quite distinct: unlike, va. can introduce both main as well as a
variety of complement clauses; as distinct moodbjuBctive and Hortative are
related to different kinds of illocutions. Below vpeesent the propositional and

behavioural hortative uses, namely wishes and sgjmes of exhortation.

6.4.2 Propositional uses of Hortative: wishes

Wishes introduced by involve realis and irrealis constructions; tensel a
aspect determine whether a wish is fulfillable ofulfillable. Fulfillable wishes,
as in examples (18), (19) and (20) are expressdtienpresent tense with a

perfective aspect.

(18) Ac eivau n [ovayio eyyontpia KaAHTEPOV NUEPDV.
As ine i Panayia egiitria kaliteron imeron.
HORT be-3SG.PR the Virgin Mary guarantor better-Gdays-GEN
May the blessed Virgin Mary grant you better days.

(19) Ac pov g&€nynoet kdmolog Tt cupPaivet.
As mou eksiyisi kapios ti simveni.
HORT me explain-3SG.PR.PRF somebody what happenFFS@®F

May someone explain to me what is happening.
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(20) Ac gicoun kald 6mov kot va cad.
As ise kala opou ke na’se.
HORT be-2SG.PR well wherever and be-2SG.PR
May you be well wherever you are.

Unfulfillable wishes introduced byg involve verbs in past imperfective, as in

(21). Their unfulfillability does not form part de illocution.

(21) Ac epyotav pali pov 6to TapTL.
As erhotan mazi mou sto parti.
HORT come-3SG.PS.IPF with me to the party.

| wish he could have come with me to the party.

INT1/INT2 applies to all hortative uses introduced dy Negative wishes
involve the use of negatigm(v), as in example (22The use ofi(v) should not

encourage the view thaic is related to subjunctive forms, since the chaite
negation is a matter related to the nature of niydahther than the mood itself

(as Tsangalidis 1999b for example points out).

(22) Ac unv Enuépmve ot N pépa.
As min ksimerone afti i mera.
HORT NEG rise- 3SG.PS.IPF. - this the day.
| wish this day have n't come.

6.4.3 Behavioural uses of Hortative: Expressions of

Exhortation

In example (23) the speaker invites the addressagdint action in order for the
desired State of Affairs to be achieved. The fialfiility of this utterance
depends both on the speaker’s as well as on thessik’s reaction/behaviour.
Exhortations reflect the prototypical expressiontteg Hortative illocution, and
are the most typical uses of the Modern Greek Hwveanood. They involve the
compulsory use of the hortative partielg and the optional use of the negation
un(v), in 1° person plural present perfective; imperfectivels® acceptable.
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(23) Ac yvopiotovue Aiyo KoAvTEPQ.
As ynoristoume liyo kalitera.
HORT know-1PL.PR.PRF.PASS. a little better.

Let's get to know each other a little more.

Negative uses are illustrated through examples §2d)(25), where the Speaker

encourages the addressee to together not do sogpetkie do not treat such uses
as separate illocutions.

(24) Ac un @dpue aGAro.
As mi fame allo.
HORT NEG eat-1PL.PR. PRF. anymore.

Let’s not eat any more

(25) Ac unv mdpe oto mapTL.
As min pame sto parti.
HORT NEG go- 1PL.PR.PRF. to the party.
Let’'s not go to the party.
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Intonation patterns INT1 and INT2 apply to Hortatiuses, including

expressions of exhortation, as we can see below.

(26) Ac kepdicovye.
As kerdisoume.
HORT win-PL1.PR.PRF.
Let’'s win this.

0.948%

-0.99
0.797 1.613
Time (S)

700
500;

a0l AS — kerdisoume

200;
156 -

Pitch (Hz)

1004

70
0.797 1.613

Time (s)

Figure 63: Praat illustration of a Hortative use (ehortation) in INT1.
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In this version of the Praat illustration a remowfbctave difference by half an
octave has been applied, in order to examine whellgesmall rise at the end

was an integral part of the pattern.

0.948%

-0.99
0.797 1.613
Time (s)

700
500;

kerdisoume
300 AS — - -

2004
1504

Pitch (Hz)

1004

70
0.797 1.613

Time (s)

Figure 64: Praat illustration of a Hortative (exhortation) with octave jumps
removed.
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Below we see an example of an exhortation followsd a concessive

complement clause, which allows us to examine th€ll pattern (hortative

matrix) in a more complex setting.

(27) Ac kepdicovpue k1 ag okopdper o Galeti.
As kerdisoume ki as skorari o Galeti.
HORT score-1PL.PR.PRF CONC score-3SG.PR the Galeti.

| wish we can still win this, even if Galeti scores

0.99

O_ i I “ - ‘H‘Uh I H b HH\“ \‘ \H\HH “ \ \‘ “ “‘ | - ‘ \‘H‘\‘\“ ‘ W“h

-0.959
0.6194 2.784

Time (s)

500
kerdisoumekijas

300{As e —

— - O
200 ~ .
skorari \Ggletl

1504

1004
701

50
0.6194 2.784

Time (s)

Pitch (Hz)

Figure 65: Praat illustration of an exhortation followed by a concessive
(INT1).
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Unfulfillable exhortations (like unfullfilable wisks) are expressed with a past

tense and imperfective aspect, as in example (28).

(28) Ac kepdilape k1 ag okopape o Galeti.
As kerdizame ki as skorare o Galeti.
HORT score-1PL.PS.IPF CONC score-3SG.PS Galeti.

| wish we had won, even with Galeti;s scoring.

6.5 Summary

In this chapter we discussed Imperative, Prohibitand Hortative uses in
Modern Greek. The common characteristic among thhsge grammatical
moods is their strong relationship with their relev illocutions. With the
exception of hortative wishes, all other functi@xpressed through these moods

are behavioural.

We showed that the Imperative grammatical mood taedmperative sentence
type have a one-to-one relationship, where thrcaglrective a speaker elicits
some action from the addressee. Directives areesgpd in the second person
singular and plural, using intonation INT1/INT2. cBuutterances might be

mitigated through the segmental marjeer.

Moreover, having established tha#(v) is a distinct prohibitive marker, we
discussed the Prohibitive mood and its uses. Pitadnb have being identified
expressing the secondary illocutions of preventawed negative warnings, based
on aspectual differentiations. They are expresgeithé second person singular
and plural, expressed in intonation pattern INTZohibitions might be
emphasized through the useroteé.

Furthermore, we discussed the Hortative mood, duited by the distinct
Hortative particleas. We showed that Hortative is used to express \sismsl

exhortations, the latter being the most typical regpion of the Hortative
illocution. Aspectual and tense differences deteemwhether wishes are

fulfillable or unfulfillable; their fulfillability, however, does not form part of the
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illocution. Exhortations involve first person plutgses. INT1/INT2 applies to all

Hortative uses.

Table 11 below summarises Imperative, Prohibitimel dlortative functions,
while table 12 shows the prosodic contour ImpeeatRrohibitive and Hortative

uses are expressed in.

Table 11: Summary of Imperative, Prohibitive and Hatative functions

Mood Segmental INT Pattern Value Separate
Marker lllocution

IMP - INT1 Directive (order) | Yes

IMP Yia INT1 Mitigated No
directive

PROH Mi(n) INT2 Preventives Yes

PROH Mi(n) INT2 Negative Yes
warnings

PROH Pote INT2 Emphatic No
prohibition

HORT As INT1/INT2 Wish Yes

HORT As mi(n) INT2 Negative No
Hortative

HORT As INT1 Exhortation Yes

168




Table 12: Summary of Intonation Patterns used in Imperative, Prohibitive,
and Hortative.

Intonation Intonation Pattern | Illocution Value
pattern Description markers
INT1 Broad focus; high level of+ Imperative | Directives

the accented syllable

+ Hortative | Wishes
+1%'sing,
2"3" sing or
plural

+ Hortative Exhortations
+ 1% person
plural

INT2 Narrow focus; plateau + Prohibitive | Prohibitives-
followed by a rise on the+perfective | Preventives
nuclear followed by a fall aspect

from the post-nuclear syllable
onwards
+ Prohibitive | Prohibitives-
+ Negative warnings
imperfective
aspect
INT3 Starts high, with the first- -

accented syllable and it stafts
dropping immediately after,
with a potential slight rise 3
the end.

—

INT4 Peak is on the last stressed -
syllable of the final word
Following a gradual fall, a
low plateau followed by a
rise. Rise-fall boundary.

INT5 Small fall, followed by a rise - -
(and possibly high plateau
followed by a fall (and a
potential small rise at the
end). Low-high boundary.
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7. From function to form: Basic lllocutions in
Modern Greek

7.1 Introduction

In this chapter we are presenting the basic iliotst which form part of the
Modern Greek grammatical system. We present thee fdatn chapters 4, 5, and
6 from the opposite perspective, putting functi@ragher than form) in the spot
light, which allows us to summarise the differeptions a Speaker has in order
to best achieve their intention. We share a sinpi&@spective with Steuten 2000,
who undertook a linguistic analysis of businessveosations. We share her
fundamental view that a conversation consists $éréees of communicative acts
(Habermas 1981), expressed through basic illocsitiand connected with each
other, ‘with the purpose of defining a goal andcteag that goal'. We are
interested in the basic illocutions, which are ahe part of the system
(grammar) that a Speaker (and their Addressee) &iatveir disposal, which will

allow them to reach their goal.

We show below how illocutions can be described @amms of grammatical
encoding, i.e. in terms of morphosyntax and phogwld his discussion should
be considered within the context of the relatiopsbétween the FD& (non-

grammatical) conceptual component and the proces$ermulation and

encoding. The formulation converts a communicativéention (and its

corresponding mental representation) from a prguistic conceptual level into
a pragmatic (interpersonal) and/or a semantic éseprtational) interpretation
(i.e. at the interpersonal level, the communicaiiention is converted to an
illocution).The conceptual component, in other verdrompts the grammar to
operate through the process of formulation, to eonvintentions into

interpersonal (pragmatic) and/or representatios@m@ntic) interpretations. The
outcome of this operation is encoded at the monpttastic and phonological
level. The interpersonal choices as well as thepimmsyntactic and phonological
configurations will determine the phonetic propestiof the utterance (Anstey
2002). Information moves to lower levels in a dymahepth-first manner (i.e.

% See also Figure 1, section 2.3.3, p.15.
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from the interpersonal level down through to phogatal level), while the

Maximal Depth principle also applies (i.e. only é&v which are relevant to
aspects of an utterance will participate in encgd{®&arcia Velasco, Hengeveld
and Mackenzie fc). To adapt an example by Garcims¢e, Hengeveld and
Mackenzie (fc) for MG, starting from the concepti@fi a communicative

intention, when an intention is conceived at thaceptual level, it triggers an
IMP illocution (an order) in the formulation prosesAs soon as the imperative
illocution is selected for the Discourse Act (ak tinterpersonal level) and
relevant operations apply at the Representati@val,| the Imperative mood will
be assigned at the Morphosyntactic level, withmitgd-specific clitic placement,
inflection and person restrictions. At the phonatag level, INT1 will apply.

This process demonstrates that the selection @irtécplar illocution triggers a

series of particular specifications at lower lev&sir description of each basic
illocution below allows us to depict their partiaul morphosyntactic and

phonological characteristics.

7.2. Basic illocutions of Modern Greek
Each illocutionary function included below is debed in termsof:

« the grammatical mood used; in propositional usesewncounter the
Indicative, optionally introduced by the future mar da; the
Subjunctive, introduced by the subjunctive particke and the
Hortative, introduced by the hortative partielg in behavioural uses
we encounter the Indicative, the Subjunctive, thedrative, marked
by inflection (and clitic placement), the Hortati\and the Prohibitive
mood, introduced by the prohibitive partigle(v) (whenun(v) is not
preceded by the subjunctive).

» the prosodic contour it is expressed with; the fivenation patterns,
as described in chapter 3, are used as part of ®achition’s
characteristics.

« The associated negation, i.8¢(v) for Indicative andun(v) for

Subjunctive and Hortative.
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e potential segmental markers which provide cues ow A certain
utterance is to be interpreted suchiasc for uncertainty andpaye
for wondering.

e grammatical tense restrictions, for example theicgh@f tense in
wishes, which characterises the fufillability ofvesh.

» aspectual restrictions (where appropriate); for ngxa, the sole
possibility of imperfective aspect with past in hes.

* the potential answer provided by an addressee dqoestion, or a
question-like utterance; for example, appropriat@agers to questions
include ‘yes’, ‘no’, ‘maybe’ or ‘possibly’ MG equalents, but they
exclude answers such as ‘OK’, i.e. consent equialevhich
correspond to utterances intended to change theesshk’s

behaviour.

In addition, where appropriate, we refer to numdoreat person restrictions and to
frequent lexical additions. All basic illocutioase associated with their relevant
intonation patterns, as distinguished in chapteff3e features of each basic

illocution are illustrated in a summary table itledubsection below.

7.3 Propositional uses in Modern Greek

7.3.1. Introduction

Following the Hengeveld et al (2007) approach,escdbed in chapter 2, we are
first presenting propositional illocutions in ModeGreek, consisting of assertive
uses, mirative uses, wishes and curses, expresubnsvondering, and
uncertainty. The verb forms used for propositionsés include the Indicative
(optionally introduced, when a future reference ligsp by the particleda),
Subjunctive (introduced by the particle), and Hortative (introduced by the

particleac) moods.

7.3.2 Assertions

Assertions are signaled by the use of IndicativeoanoAlthough, in our

discussion on indicative in chapter 4, we demotedirthat there is no one-to-one
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relationship between the Indicative mood and thel&ative sentence type,
since Indicative presents a rich variety of uses,can now maintain that the
reverse presents an one-to-one relationship: th#abdive sentence type can
only be expressed in Indicatf’e Intonation Patterns INT1 and INT2 apply

(depending on the broadness or narrowness of focus)

Type Propositional

Function Assertion

Grammatical Mood Indicative

(optional particleda, optional negatione(v))

Tense Present/Past/Future
Aspect Perfective and Imperfective
Person Any

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern INT1/INT2

Addressee’s response N/A

The features that characterize an assertion arelrttieative verb mood,
combined with the intonation pattern INT1/INT2. Naher basic illocution
exhibits these characteristics. The optional partie might be used. Aspectual
differences do not form part of the grammar systasnfar as present is
concerned; although they do apply to the past anad, different types of aspect
(as well as, for that matter, number and persomataffect this particular basic
illocution. Lexical elements added, providing fuathinformation for example
about the time, the location or manner do not &ffee basic illocution. The
Negative assertions are differentiated by the ds&(@), the typical Indicative
negation. Otherwise, their properties are identicalassertions, as described

above.

Emphatic assertions arevariant of assertive uses. They are differentiated by
the narrow intonation on a particular structuraneént (the predicate, the agent,

the temporal indicator etc) and they often inclérdguent lexical additions such

% Dubitative assertions are expressed in Subjundiiteconsider them as part of Uncertainty
uses. See also section 5.2.3.
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asorwodnmore (‘oposdipote’, definitely), either at the initiat at the final slot of

the utterance. INT2 applies here.

7.3.3 Assertions in disguise-rhetorical questions

Assertions in disguise seemingly give the impres$b questions, because of
their intonation pattern INT3 (when content intgaitive like) or INT4 (when

polar interrogative like). However, as discussechapter 4, a Speaker might
choose to present an assertion in the form of gudied question, for discourse

effect reasons.

Type Propositional

Function Assertion in disguise

Grammatical Mood Indicative

(optional particléda, optional negatione(v))

Tense Present/Past/Future
Aspect Perfective and Imperfective
Person Any

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern INT3/ INT4

Addressee’s response[absence of response]

The Speaker knows very well the potential ‘respgnse. whether the
propositional content is true or false, and they md need nor expect the
Addressee to confirm or deny it; all they wantas the Addressee to implicitly
admit that they know the answer as well as thay #row the Speaker knows
‘the answer’. Such utterances are expressed imtheative, with an optionda
marker and an optional negatids(v), where appropriate. Any tense can be used;
aspect differences might apply in the Past or Feututhout affecting the nature
of the basic illocution; 3 or 3% person are most common while no frequent

lexical additions need to be identified.
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7.3.4 Assertions in disguise-contrastive statements
The unique character of this basic illocution isdmhon the use of thé' person

as well as the fact that a tag question is used easmpulsory element of the
utterance’s structure; alternatively this illocutics marked by the compulsory
use of the segmental markejrw¢e (‘mipos’, perhaps), usually followed by the

Indicative negatiode(v).

Type Propositional

Function Assertions in disguise- contrastive statements

Grammatical Mood Indicative

(optional particl&da, optional negatione(v))

Tense Present/Past/Future
Aspect Perfective and Imperfective
Person 1°

Number Singular or Plural

Segmental Marker | Tag or uprnog (usually followed by negation

N—r

Intonation Pattern INT2 + INT4 with tag
INT4 with pimog

Addressee’s responseNone required or expected

Such utterances reflect the Speaker’s reactiorotoething the addressee has
said or done. Despite the question-like intonatadnthe tag, or the polar
interrogative-like intonation of thgfnog utterance, the Speaker again does not
need a positive or negative response from the Adée We are also dealing,
therefore, with assertions disguised as questiien introduced bynrwg, the
verb is commonly used in the past (present is hat tommon but not

unacceptable).

7.3.5 Request for Confirmation (use of tags)

Requests for confirmation also involve the compuylacse of a tag; through such
utterances the Speaker seeks to confirm the trithhe® State of Affairs
described. Requests for confirmation are expressedhdicative, with the
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optional use of particl®a and negationse(v), usually in the 2 person (%

person uses are also possible), using INT2 foasisertion and INT4 for the tag.

Type Propositional

Function Request for Confirmation

Grammatical Mood | Indicative
(optional particleda, optional negatione(v),

use of tag question)

Tense Present/Past/Future
Aspect Perfective and Imperfective
Person Usually 2° 3% possible
Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern INT2 + INT4

Addressee’s response Yes , No, Maybe or similar

7.3.6 Mirative uses

Mirative uses are a very interesting category afidallocution, in that the
Speaker expresses a qualitative view on a Stagdfairs, and the positivity or
negativity of their stance is formally expressetbtigh the use of a particular
grammatical element (verb mood). Mirative uses mbraval are expressed in

Indicative, whilst those of disapproval are expeess Subjunctive.

Type Propositional
Function Mirative uses
Grammatical -Indicative (approval, optional particléda, optional
Mood negatiornve(v) )
-Subjunctive (disapproval, partichex, optional negation
un(v))
Tense Present (also Past is possible but unusual; Fuisire

common in the Indicative)

Aspect Perfective/lImperfective
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Person 2" /39 (1st possible)

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern | INT3

Addressee’s N/A

response

7.3.6.1 Mirative uses of approval

Mirative uses of approval are expressed in indreatwith the optional use of an
exclamative, combined with intonation pattern 3.tiQmlly the particleda
might be used to place the utterance in time (&)tukn optional (rare) negation
oe(v) might apply when the Speaker expresses irony imasen (as in ‘what a
lovely X my love will not get!’). Other charactetiss (such as aspect, number

and person) do not affect its nature.

7.3.6.2 Mirative uses of disapproval
Disapproval is expressed in Subjunctive, and preddxy the typical subjunctive

particle va. All its other characteristics are similar to the r@ mirative
expressions of approval , including the applicanbmntonation pattern 3 which
characterises this illocution.

7.3.7 Wishes
Wishes in Modern Greek are expressed either inuUdghbye or in Hortative. A

Subjunctive use is introduced by the particde while a Hortative one by the
particle ac. In Subjunctive wishes are potentially precededtiy segmental
marker uoaxdpr; the negationuy(v) might optionally apply to either uses. Any
person and number might be used, while aspectubtearse (Present or Past)
differences affect a wish’s fulfillability or unffillability. Intonation pattern
INT1 and INT2 apply.
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Propositional
Type
Function Wishes
Grammatical -Subjunctive (particlera, optional negatioms(v), optional
Mood segmental markeroxdpr)
-Hortative (particlexs, optional negatiops(v))
Tense Present (fulfillable)
Past (unfulfillable)
Aspect Imperfective Present, Past)
Perfective (Present only)
Person 1%, 2% and &
Number Singular or Plural
Intonation INT1 (INT2 when introduced byaxdp1)
Pattern
Addressee’s N/A
response

Fulfillable wishes are characterized by a presensé use (although the use of
Present might have a placement in the future canioo) and most commonly a
perfective aspect, using Subjunctive, @txdp: followed by subjunctive or
Hortative. Note thataxépt cannot be followed by hortative. Wishes can be
expressed in the first, second and third persorsh@é represent formulaic
utterances, uttered in specific occasions (for etamhere, for a child’'s
christening, wedding or birthday). Note that fipstrson plural Hortatives present
a separate illocution as expressions of exhortgtea also 7.4.7).

Unfulfillable wishes are characterized by imperfeetaspect, and use of past
tense, also in Subjunctiveoaxapt followed by Subjunctive or Hortative. The
Speaker is aware that the desired State of Affeaisnot be realised in the

present.
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7.3.8 Curses
Curses are expressed in the Subjunctive. Theyn&educed by the Subjunctive

particle va; the optional Subjunctive negatigm(v) might be used, while a
Speaker might opbtuse the segmental markeso at the beginning of a curse.
Present tense with Perfect Aspect characterise @t common uses, as well
as 29 or 39 person. In the i person, they are similar to an oath. They are

expressed using a dedicated intonation pattern5INT

Type Propositional

Function Curses (Negative Wishes)

Grammatical Mood | Subjunctive(particlea,optional negatioms(v),
optional segmental markeoo).

Tense Present (fulfillable)

Aspect Perfective
(imperfective not excluded,

but uncommon)

Person 2" /3% (1°' not excluded)
Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INTS

Addressee’s response N/A

When used in the*1person, a complement sentence might be providea as

means of context.

7.3.9 Wondering
Wondering in Modern Greek is expressed in the bidie or in the Subjunctive.

In the Indicative the use of the wondering partiéleye is compulsory. The
wondering particle’s placement in the clause isfixad, i.e. it might precede or
it might follow the verb.

Wondering in Subjunctive can be expressed withdw tise of a specific

segmental marker (other than the subjunctive maieror by the combination
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of dpaye + va (which strengthens the wondering illocution). Haggindpaye

might precede the subjunctive marker, or it migitiofv the verb.

Type Propositional

Function Wondering

Grammatical -Indicative (segmental marképaye, optional negatiode(v),
Mood optional particléda)

-Subjunctive (particlera, or combination ofipaye andva,

optional negatiomn(v), question word with INT)3

Tense Present/Past (also Future in Indicative)
Aspect Perfective/Imperfective

Person 3

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation INT4 (also INT3 in Subjunctive)
Pattern

Addressee’s N/A

response

When wondering is expressed in Indicative, theigara might be optionally
used, as well as the indicative negatigs(v). When in Subjunctive, the
subjunctive negatiorun(v) might be used. 3rd person utterances are more
common, whilst T person (deliberative) wonderings are not unus@apect,
tense, and number do not affect the illocutionpmation INT4 applies to
Indicative and Subjunctive, while INT 3 applies 8ubjunctive utterances
introduced by a question word. Wondering is usuab¥f-directed; a speaker,

though, might express a wondering in the hopedtiars might respond.

7.3.10 Expressions of Uncertainty
Uncertainty is a built-in characteristic of Subjtiae, in Modern Greek as well

as in many other languages. In many ways, wongenin Subjunctive as
described in the section above expresses the Sfmakeertainty about the
validity of the described State of Affairs; such wamcertainty forms the impetus

behind the Speaker's wondering. In addition to pratically relatively
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ambiguous uses (i.e. implying wondering as welluasertainty), uncertainty is

expressed in Modern Greek through the use of pade¢ (‘isos’, perhaps),

which might be followed by Indicative or by Subjtine (the latter use expresses

reinforced uncertainty).Zowc is most likely to be placed ahead of the indicative

verb, although it is not uncommon for it to follave verb. Its position in a

Subjunctive utterance is fixed, always precedirggdhibjunctive marker.

Type Propositional

Function Expression of uncertainty

Grammatical -Indicative (uncertainty particléswg, optional particlefo,

Mood optional negatiode(v), usually precedes the verb but posit
after the verb acceptable)
-Subjunctive (particlera, uncertainty particléswe, optional
negationun(v))

Tense Present/Past (Future in indicative acceptable bynes
speakers)

Aspect Perfective/ Imperfective

Person Any

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation INT1 (Subjunctive)

Pattern INT2 (Indicative)

Addressee’s

response

N/A

on

(0]

The uncertainty particle acts as a focal point m wterance in Indicative,

irrespective of its position, expressed througlonation INT2, in order to draw

the Addressee’s attention. In Subjunctive, its dixiaitial position and the

subjunctive particle allow for a broad focus andMfl prosodic contour.

No other feature differentiates this illocutior’ Berson is more common but not

exclusive; present or past tense might be used.
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7.3.11 Interrogative uses: Polar Interrogatives

Questions in Modern Greek are expressed in Ingdeafolar interrogatives are
differentiated by assertions because of the comibmaf the Indicative mood

with intonation pattern INT4 and the expectatioattthe addressee will confirm
or reject the validity of the proposition througlpasitive or a negative response.

A response denoting consent to a polar interrogatiould be inappropriate.

Type Propositional

Function Polar Interrogatives

Grammatical Mood Indicative

(optional particleda, optional negatione(v))

Tense Present/Past/Future
Aspect Perfective and Imperfective
Person Any

Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INT4

Addressee’s response Yes, No or equivalent

7.3.12 Interrogative uses: Content Interrogatives

In content interrogatives a question word is ineol\(such as who, when, where
among others) to identify the particular informatithe speaker is seeking. The
question word might be introducing the contentrmgative, or might be placed
in different positions in the utterance dependingfacality, which affects their
intonation pattern; more than one element of theramce can be questioned.
INT3 applies to content interrogatives. The Speakekpectation is that the

Addressee will provide information on the slot diexbby the question word.
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Type Propositional

Function Content Interrogatives

Grammatical Mood | Indicative
(optional particléda, optional negatione(v))

Question word(s)

Tense Present/Past/Future
Aspect Perfective and Imperfective
Person Any

Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INT3

Addressee’s responseInformation relevant to question word

7.4 Behavioural uses in Modern Greek

7.4.1 Introduction

Behavioural uses, according to Hengeveld et al720@/0lve speech acts that
intend to influence or affect the behaviour of tAddressee and/or others.
Behavioural (positive and negative) uses includperative subtypes (orders),
hortative subtypes (exhortations), admonitive spksy (warnings) and
supplicative subtypes (requests for permission). phsent below a series of
Modern Greek behavioural uses, namely orders; @roffrohibitives, including
preventives, negative warnings and emphatic probiis; mitigated uses
including mitigated directives, mitigated direcveof encouragement,
exhortations and supplicatives (requests for pesiong. Potentially all
behavioural subtypes might elicit a reaction ofsmmt by the addressee.

7.4.2 Imperative sentence type (directives/orders)

Directives (orders) are the behavioural categony gpa@ellence: the speaker is
eliciting an action from the addressee; in otherdsp they are asking the
addressee to change their behaviour by doing samgetbr the speaker’s (or
possibly the addressee’s or a third party’s) bén€he addressee is not given a

choice to accept or reject the order. Here we a&isoounter a one-to-one
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relationship between an illocution and a grammaéticaod: when the speaker
makes no attempt to mitigate the impact of an ordeen it is uttered in
Imperative. Imperative uses imply a second persogutar or plural, with a

perfective or imperfective aspect.

Type Behavioural

Function Orders

Grammatical Mood | Imperative

(optional mitigatorywa)

Tense Present

Aspect Perfective/Imperfective
Person 2"

Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INT1

Addressee’s response N/A

Directives are expressed in INT1. They might bagated through the use of the

segmental markepo.

7.4.3. Proffer

In sections 4.2.5 and 4.5.2 we discussgtloc ‘mipos’ as a discourse marker, as
well as an illocutionary marker, and discussedfutsction as a proffer i.e. a
behavioural illocution marker, mitigating the ill@onary strength of an
utterance in an attempt to change the addressebaviour. In such cases, the
verb is in the 2 person singular or plural, in Present and PastgoiThe future
marker6a is usually accompanied by past forms (irreali$)e Tise of intonation
INT4 allows the addressee to save face and intitesy to utter their consent,

through a response sucheasile: (‘entaksi’, OK).
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Type Behavioural

Function Proffer

Grammatical Indicative

Mood (segmental markenizwg, optional particlefa, optional
negatiorve(v))

Tense Present/Past (includinga + past forms)

Aspect Perfective/Imperfective

Person 2"¢

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern | INT4

Addressee’s Consent

response

7.4.4 Prohibitive uses: Preventives and Warnings

In section 6.3 we focused on Modern Greek prohibitises. In section 3.2.6 we

demonstrated that the particlg;(v) (‘mi(n)’), when not preceded by the

subjunctive particlera (or the hortative particleg) is of the same status ag

(andag) and acts as the Modern Greek Prohibitive marker.

Aspectual differences allow for differentiating pioitives into preventives

(through the use of perfective aspect), and intgatiee warnings (through

imperfective aspect). A positive warning would @deen in Imperative.

Type Behavioural

Function Prohibitions

Grammatical Prohibitive

Mood (independent use of partiag(v), use ofrozé in emphatic
prohibitions)

Tense Present

Aspect Perfective (preventives)

Imperfective (negative warnings)
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Person 2N

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern | INT?2

Addressee’s N/A

response

Prohibitives are expressed using intonation pattédT2. A variant of
Prohibitive uses are Emphatic prohibitions, chamased by the use of the lexical
addition ofrozé (‘pote’, never), which usually precedes the véiNX.2 applies to
all prohibitive uses.

7.4.5 Mitigated Behavioural Functions

It can be said that the Subjunctive particle hasnaerent mitigating property.
As we can see below, a speaker opts to use theuSiie mood in order to
express a series of illocutions which will allonethddressee a sense of ‘saving
face’, as is the case with mitigated directives aniiijated prohibitions. In some
cases, subjunctive uses are coupled with a seeynijgistion-like intonation, as
is the case with mitigated directives/encouragememtigated directives in
indicative, and supplicatives, to further allow thédressee the impression of a
choice. A characteristic of these functions is pa¢ential reply of consent the

addressee might offer - a response which is naable for an interrogative.

7.4.5.1 Mitigated Directives

Mitigated Directives are expressed in Subjunctinethe 2° person singular or

plural, in the present tense. INT1 and INT2 applyhen INT2 is used, emphasis
is placed on a particular lexical element of thenaince. Mitigated Directives do

not allow the use of negation.
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Type

Behavioural

Function

Mitigated Directives

Grammatical Mood

Subjunctive

Tense Present

Aspect Perfective/Imperfective
Person 2"%or 3°

Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INT2

Addressee’s response N/A

7.4.5.2 Mitigated directives/encouragement

(particleva, excludes negative uses

A speaker might opt to utter a directive using INB&emingly giving the

impression to the addressee that they have a chdiether to comply with the

request or not. The speaker here attempts to emgeuthe addressee and

convince them that the suggested action will biaéar benefit. The potential use

of 1 person plural, instead of2(as expected) makes the addressee feel that the

speaker is a ‘partner-in-crime’, therefore the ssjgd activity to be undertaken

can be seen in a more positive light. However, figerson plural use has a

primary supplicative il

locution, based on its cladesistics.

Type

Behavioural

Function

Mitigated Directives-Encourageme

Grammatical Mood

Subjunctive

(particleva, optional negatiops;(v))

Tense Present

Aspect Perfective
Person 2"

Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INT4
Addressee’s response Consent
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7.4.5.4 Mitigated Prohibitions

Mitigated prohibitives are expressed in Subjunctiviatroduced by the
subjunctive particlea followed by the negatiop;(v). Present tense2person
and INT2 prosodic contour mark this illocution. Bmagis might be given
through the use of the emphatic markeré (‘pote’, never), which might

precede or follow the verb.

Type Behavioural

Function Mitigated Prohibitions

Grammatical Mood | Subjunctive

(particleva, compulsory negatiom;(v),
optional use ofrozé, preceding or
following the verb, in emphatic mitigated

prohibitions)

Tense Present

Aspect Imperfective (perfective possible)
Person 2"%or 3°

Number Singular or Plural

Intonation Pattern | INT2

Imperfective aspect is more common, while INT2 &l

7.4.6 Supplicatives: requests for permission

Requests for permission are expressed in Subjundtivthe ¥ person singular
or plural, in present or past, using INT4, occaallynmitigated through the use
of iow¢ (isos), placed at the end of the utterance. Nudé these utterances are
not interrogatives, despite their seemingly queslike nature: the speaker does
not seek to confirm the truth value of a stateftdies, they seek the addressee’s
approval (permission) for an act they are abouytetidorm. Hence the function of
a request seems reversed in this category. In smeesions the speaker might
proceed to perform the act (e.g. to ask a questwithout waiting for the

addressee’s consent.
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Type Behavioural

Function Supplicative-Request for Permission

Grammatical Mood | Subjunctive
(particleva, optional negatiops(v),

optional mitigatolicwg )

Tense Present/Past

Aspect Perfective in Present

Imperfective in the Past

Person 1°
Number Singular or Plural
Intonation Pattern INT4

Addressee’s response Consent

7.4.7 Expressions of Exhortation

Exhortations involve the expression of an utteranioe fulfillability of which
depends on the addressee’s and the speaker's festtion/behaviour.
Exhortations are expressed in Hortative, with thgulsory use of the hortative
particleac, and the optional use of the negatioifv) in 1°* person plural present
perfective (with imperfective possible); unusuatlyey can also be expressed in
Present Indicative, with the optional negatiés(v). In indicative, the past might
also be used in Perfective aspect only. When iicétide, a response expressing
consent (or lack of) is expected from the addresbe#enation INTL1/INT2 is

used in Hortative and INT4 in Indicative.
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Type Behavioural

Function Exhortation

Grammatical Mood -Indicative
(optional negatiode(v) in Present only
-Hortative

(particleag, optional negatiopr(v))

Tense Present

(also Past in Indicative)

Aspect Perfective (Imperfective possible)

(Perfective only in Indicative Past)

Person 1°
Number Plural
Intonation Pattern INT1 (Hortative)

INT4 (Indicative)

Addressee’s ResponsgConsent (Indicative)

7.5 Summary

We described above an original classification @f basic illocutions of Modern
Greek, based on the functions’ formal charactedgstivhich form part of the

grammatical system. Following Hengeveld et al. 20@pproach, we

distinguished a series of propositional and behaaiofunctions, and placed the
focus on function, rather than form. This chaptesvmled a summary of our

findings, offering an overview of the Basic lllocuts of Modern Greek.

Table 13 below presents the overall classificabbModern Greek illocutions,

associated to each particular verb mood. It sunsearthe formal differences
that apply across uses and demonstrates that sephogutions have been
identified based on formal criteria. The verb moibd, prosodic contour, as well
as the aspect, the tense, the person, the numbeatistimct segmental markers,
have allowed us to identify the uses below. Tddlg@resents an overview of the

propositional and behavioural uses in a more detddrm.
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Table 13 demonstrates how each illocution differsencoding. Below we

highlight each illocution’s characteristics.

All indicative uses are marked by the optional ipbet6a and the optional
negationde(v). Assertions are distinguished by the use of tiigchtive and the
use of intonation patterns INT1/INT2 (based on Wket broad or narrow focus
applies). Mirative uses of approval are distingathby the use of the Indicative,
the use of intonation pattern INT3, and the la¢kaoguestion word related
response from the addressee (when compared witltahient interrogatives,
also uttered in INT3). Content interrogatives arstinguished by the use of
Indicative mood, a question word (such as who, ywnbhen where, how), the use
of intonation pattern INT3 and the expectation tih&t addressee’s response will
provide information on the questioned element o€ thtterance. Polar
interrogatives are distinguished by the use of datie mood, the intonation
pattern INT4, and the expectation that a positivenegative response (or a
response expressing a degree of certainty or ez will be provided by the
addressee. Mitigated questions/proffer are expeessindicative, introduced by
the segmental markewizwc, expressed in INT4, in thé'®person. Wondering
uses are distinguished by the use of Indicative skgmental markepaye, and
the most common use of%3®erson (also the use of person in deliberative
questions). Assertions in disguise- contrastiveestants are expressed in
Indicative; they include either a compulsory tadiéw their intonation involves
intonation patterns INT2 for the assertive part dNd4 for the tag) or are
introduced byu/irwe, in the ' person. When in the second or third person

(excludinguirwe uses), the use expresses a request for confirmation

There are two uses in Indicative that are diffesgati from the Polar

Interrogatives use because of the Addressee’s mespoamely the Exhortations
in Indicative, expressed in the first person pluraly, where a response of
consent (or lack of) is expect; and the assertiorisguise/rhetorical questions,

where no response is expected by the addressee.

Subjunctive uses are marked by the Subjunctiveiganta and the optional

negationun(v) (with the exception of mitigated directives, whenses with
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negation are excluded). Wishes are marked by tlee aisSubjunctive, the
optional use of the segmental markewdp: andthe intonation pattern INT1.
Curses are marked by the distinct intonation patfdiT5 and the optional use of
the segmental markerov. Uncertainty in Subjunctive is marked by the
segmental markefewg and the intonation pattern INT1. Wondering uses in
Subjunctive are optionally introduced by the segt@lemarkerapaye, marked by
intonation INT4 and the use of'$erson; 1 person deliberative uses require the
compulsory presence @ipays. Mirative uses (of disapproval) are marked by
intonation. Mitigated directives-encouragement su@&ked by intonation INT4
and the use of second person; aperson Subjunctive use in INT4 denotes a
supplicative use (request for permission); bothhhige followed by a consent
response, and might be mitigated by the usé&®t. Mitigated Directives are
marked by the use of Subjunctive, the intonatiotiepa INT2 and the use of
second person; negation is excluded for these W8bsn negation is present,

they involve Mitigated Prohibitions.

Directives are marked by the use of Imperativeh®itions are encoded through
the use of Prohibitive; perfective aspect distisgas a preventive prohibitive
use, whilst imperfective aspect identifies a wagnirBoth Directives and
Prohibitions involve second person uses only. Hiwgawishes are marked by
the Hortative particlexc and intonation INT1/INT2; they exclude™ Jperson
plural uses. Hortative and"person plural are the characteristics of expressio

of exhortation.

192



Table 13:

Basic illocutions in Modern Greek organied by grammatical

mood.
Uses Verb Intonation Segmental Possible Person Aspect
Mood Pattern Marker Answer

Assertions Ind INTL1/INT2 - N/A Any Any

Mirative Ind INT3 (exclamative) | N/A Any Any

Uses —Approval

Interrogative uses: Ind INT3 Question Element Any Any

Content Interrogativeg word Questioned

Assertions in disguise{ Ind INT3 orINT4 | - None Any Any

rhetorical questions expected

Interrogative uses: Ind INT4 - Yes/ No Any Any

Polar Interrogatives

Exhortations Ind INT4 - Consent o1 Perf for Past

Mitigated questions/ | Ind INT4 UG Consent 3 Imp

Proffer

Wondering Ind INT4 apaye N/A 39 (15 for Any
deliberative)

Assertions in disguiseq{ Ind INT2 + INT4 | Tag question | N/A 1 Any

contrastive statements (with tag) or

INT4 (with Uimwg
pTOG)

Requests for Ind INT2+ INT4 Tag question Yes/ No 2/3 Any

confirmation

Uncertainty Ind INT1 lowg N/A Any Any

Wishes Subj INT1 (gratitude) Any -Perf most

(INT2 with (uorapr) common for
LOKAPL) Pres
-Imp only in
Past

Mitigated Subj INT1/INT2 excluding N/A 2 Any

Directives negation

Uncertainty Subj INT2 Towg N/A Any Any

Mirative Subj INT3 - N/A Any Any

Uses-Disapproval

Mitigated Subj INT3 Negation N/A 2 Imp

Prohibitions un(v) (Perf. possible)

Supplicatives/ Subj INT4 (mitigator Consent 1 Perf

Requests for ioeg)

Permission

Mitigated Directives- | Subj INT4 (mitigator Consent 3 Perf

Encouragement {oewg)

Wondering Subj INT4 dpaye) N/A 39 (15 for Any
deliberative
with dpaye)

Curses Subj INT5 7o) N/A 2" (1st for Perf most
‘oath’, 3rd Common
possible)

Directives/ Imp INT1/INT2 (mitigator N/A 2 Any

Orders yi0)

Prohibitions: Proh INT2 - N/A 29 Perf

Preventives

Prohibitions: Proh INT2 N/A 2¢ Imp

Warnings

Exhortation Hort INT1 - N/A 1 plural Perf (Imp also

(consent) possible)

Wishes Hort INT1/INT2 - (gratitude) Any -Perf most
(excludes * | common for
plural) Pres

-Imp only in
Past
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Table 14: Overview of Pragmatic functions and theirexpression in Modern Greek

A. Propositional Uses

Uses Verb Prt Neg. Segmental Tense Aspect Person Num. Possible Frequent Intonation
Mood Marker Answer Lexical Pattern
Additions
Assertions Ind (6a) (0elv) - Any Any Any Any N/A N/A INT1/INT2
Assertions in disguiset Ind (6a) (0elv) - Any Any Any Any N/A (question word) INT3NT4
rhetorical questions
Assertions in disguiset Ind (6a) (0elv) tag question or Any Any I Any N/A N/A INT2 + INT4 (with
contrastive statementg LTS tag)
INT4 (with pimme)
Mirative Ind (€] (0elv) (exclamative) Any Any Any Any (gratitude) N/A INT3
Uses—Approval
Mirative Subj va (unlv) - Pres Any Any Any N/A N/A INT3
Uses-Disapproval
Wishes Subj va (unlv) (uaxapr) Pres/ -Perf most Any Any (gratitude) (fixed expressiong)  INT1
Past common for
Hort ag (unlv) - Pres
Pres/ -Imp only in Any (excludes 18t
Past Past for both person plural)
moods
Curses Subj va (unlv) (mov) Pres Perf most 2nd (1st for ‘oath’, | Any N/A N/A INTS
common 3 possible)
Interrogative uses- Ind (6a) (0elv) - Any Any Any Any Yes/ No INT4
Polar Interrogatives
Interrogative uses- Ind (6a) (0elv) Question word Any Any Any Any element - INT3
Content questioned
Interrogatives
Uncertainty Ind (60) (delv) {owg Any Any Any Any N/A N/A INT2
Subj va (unlv) iowg Pres/ Any INT1
Past
Wondering Ind (€] (delv) dpaye Any Any 3d Any N/A N/A INT4
Subj va (unlv) dpaye Past/ 3rd (1st for
Pres deliberate
questions
introduced only by
Gpaye)
Requests for Ind (€] (delv) tag question Any Any 2/3 Any Yes/ No N/A INT2+ IMT

confirmation
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B. Behavioural Uses

Uses Verb Prt Neg Segmental Tense Aspect Person Num Possible Frequent Intonation
Mood Marker Answer Lexical Pattern
Addition
Directives/ Imp N/A N/A (mitigatoryw) Pres Any Any N/A - INT1/INT2
Orders
Mitigated Subj vo N/A - Pres Any ¥ N/A - INTL/INT2
Directives
Mitigated Subj va (unlv) (mitigator icwg) Perf 2 Any Consent INT4
Directives-
Encouragement
Prohibitions: Proh unlv N/A - Pres Perf i Any N/A (moté for emphatic | INT2
Preventives prohibitions)
Prohibitions: Proh unlv N/A Pres Imp ¥ Any N/A (moté for emphatic | INT2
Warnings prohibitions)
Mitigated Subyj va /v - Pres Imp 2n Any N/A - INT3
Prohibitions (Perf.
possible)

Supplicatives- Subj Vo (unlv) (mitigator icwg) Pres Perf r Consent - INT4
Requests for (unusually
Permission Past to

reinforce

mitigation)
Exhortations Ind - (Jelv) - Pres or Perf for 18 Plural Consent - INT4

Past Past

Hort g (unlv) Pres Perf 1° Plural N/A INT1/INT2

Mitigated questions/| Ind (60) (8elv) uimewg Pres (also | Imp 2 Any Consent - INT4
Proffer 0o + Past)
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8. Concluding remarks

The problem we have identified and attempted tolvesthroughout this thesis is
the relationship between formal grammatical elesertd Pragmatics/illocution,
aiming to provide a systematic representation ef blasic illocutions of Modern
Greek. In particular, we sought to identify intem which have become part of the
language’s grammar. The language of applicationdéfio Greek, offers a rich
morphosyntax and proved an ideal vehicle for suchgproach. As we show below,

the aims and objective we set to achieve in chdpkave all been met.

As stated in section 1.2, our research involvedagkpy the relationship between
basic illocution and sentence type. A sentence, lse as mentioned in section 1.2,
is viewed as the combination of an illocutionargcBowith the formal properties of a
particular system. On that respect, we considengesce type being equivalent to a
basic illocution, i.e. to the coded illocution (tlgh not necessarily to the intended
illocution). Across this work, we used the ternodllition (or use), rather than the

term sentence type.

Levelt (1989) asserts that ‘a theory of the speaeruld explain how language
users map intentions onto linguistic form’ (Lev&889: p.62).He considers crucial
to identify whether there is a systematic relati@tween types of speech acts (with
speech acts being the messages as specified éoded illocutions) and types of
sentences, and suggests that ‘certain sentence sgeen to relate to particular types

of speech act but not all are in a one-to-oneioziahip’(ibid).

As we established in chapters 4, 5 and 6 of thesi#h) the relationship between
mood and illocution is quite multi-faceted: it caary from a direct one-to-one
relationship, as is the case of imperative illomoti(IMP, directive/order) and
Imperative mood and the case of prohibitions (déiféiated formally though into
warnings and preventions) and the Prohibitive mdodynes of varying degrees of
complexity, as is the case of Hortative mood, assed to two illocutions (one

propositional and one behavioural); the case ofltidécative mood, associated to
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seven propositional and two behavioural illocutigwdich include the DECL and
INT sentence types); and the case of the Subjunctivod associated with eight

behavioural and one propositional uses.

The grammaticalised illocutions we have observedadern Greek are:

I. Propositional uses: Assertions; Assertions in dsgu(rhetorical
guestions and contrastive statements); Miratives (&€ approval and
disapproval); Wishes; Curses; Wondering; Interrivgatises (including
polar and content interrogatives); Requests foficoation; Expression
of uncertainty and Wondering.

il. Behavioural uses: Directives (and Mitigated dinees); Directives of
Encouragement; Prohibitions (including Preventiv&¥arnings and
Emphatic Prohibitions and Mitigated Prohibitions;upplicatives
(requests for permission, as well mitigated recudet permission);

Proffer; and Exhortations.

8.1 Summary and assessment

In chapter 3 we discussed grammatical tools availaba speaker and contributed
our own position to the way the Modern Greek verboth system is organised,
based on formal criteria. We described the Mod8reek verb mood system,
accepting that Modern Greek moods are marked byampaiticles. Notably we
examined closely the particte when compared to the Subjunctive partiakeand
suggested that Hortative, introduceddayis a Modern Greek verb mood on its own
merit. Similarly, we highlighted the use @f(v) independently of the subjunctive
and proposed that the independent use i0f(v) indicates its use as a distinct
Prohibitive marker.

We followed Hengeveld’'s (2004) definition of a moogde are aware that we
omitted from this discussion disagreements amongeksrgrammarians on the
definition of mood (as summarised by Tsangalidi®®0 because such conflicting

views confuse both diachronic as well as synchragpproaches. We clearly
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disagree with approaches such as, the need tm tipmgose a distinct spelling to
Subjunctive in order to ensure a morphologicalimniision from Indicative, or to
bring up the classical Greek aspectual differencpesfect, imperfect and aorist
distinction, or even to suggest that forms suchoasdev Bpé&el’ are instances of
subjunctive and attempt, like others, to justife hossibility of the negatiode(v)
preceding a subjunctive form. Features of the laggusystem ought to be taken at
face value in order to capture the pragmatic fomsti which have been
grammaticalised.

We established five distinct Modern Greek verb dmonamely the Indicative,
which lacks a particular distinct particle apadnr the optional future particlén
and the indicative negatiode(v); the Subjunctive, marked by the dedicated
subjunctive particleoa with negationuzn(v) (preceded bya); the Imperative (with a
morphologically distinct second person singular anghique clitic placement); the
Prohibitive, distinguished by the independent use;¢v) in second person singular
and plural; and the Hortative marked by the plertic; and the negatiops(v)
(preceded byug). This is a significant contribution, in that ihanges previous
beliefs about the organisation of the Modern Gregétem. We showed that the
particlesac andun(v) are of equal status to the partiete and argued that they mark

the presence of Prohibitive and Hortative as gratimalanoods on their own merit.

For each verb mood we discussed its negation, Tésgeect and Clitic placement
characteristics. In addition, we presented addiisegmental strategies Speakers
have at their disposal in order to provide inforimatto their addressee on how
particular utterances are to be interpreted throlegcal units of little or no

referential value (Gonzalez 2004).

Furthermore, we provided an original framework ok tprosodic contour at
utterance level, by distinguishing 5 intonationt@ats which provide the Speaker
with an additional tool which identifies illocutisnAs Risselada (1990) points out,
sentence types are one of the factors that deterthie expression of illocution,
together with lexical, semantic and/or intonatiomabperties. As mentioned in
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chapter 2, the interaction between the interpetsdegel (as well as the
representational level), the morphosyntactic lemetl the phonological level-all
forming part of the Functional Discourse Grammaangmatical component-is
paramount for the formulation of a linguistic exgs®n, hence intonation played an

important role in our analysis.

In chapter 4 we established thhe Indicative mood and the declarative sentence
type are not ‘one and the same’ as Hengeveld (200#jts out. We identified
propositional uses of the Indicative, includingeaiens and assertions in disguise;
negative assertions and emphatic assertions doepatsent separate illocutionary
values, in our view. We also showed that propasationdicative uses also include
mirative uses (of approval), assertions in disgomarastive statements,
interrogative sentence types, including polar arahtent interrogatives, and
suggested a behavioural use of exhortations. Axdditisegmental markers, which
provide cues to the addressee about the functicanofitterance, followed by an
Indicative include the compulsory use of tagsrémuests for confirmation,; the use
of uprwe signalling a proffer function; the use @baye for wondering utterances;

and the use abw¢ for uncertainty.

In chapter 5 we showed that Subjunctive is use@ropositional uses including
wishes, curses, wondering and estimating. Its beheal uses reflect the mitigating
nature of the particlea in a series of mitigating uses i.e. mitigated dires,
mitigated directives/encouragement and mitigatechipitions as well as
supplicative uses (requests for permission). Itslitehal segmental marking
includesuoxdpr which signals the expression of a wishy that introduces a curse,
unrawgliowg which mitigate the force of a supplicativaye that provides a cue for
a wondering utterance amétoc which denotes a strong uncertainty from the pfrt o

the speaker.

In chapter 6 our analysis continued with three gnatical moods which are very
close to their relevant illocutions, namely Impem@t Prohibitive and Hortative. The

strong relationship between form and function sbalenoted by the fact that none
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of these three moods participate in subordinationcomplement clauses, as
mentioned in chapter 3. We showed that Imperativartked by a distinct second
person singular inflection, relates in an one-te-oelationship with directive uses
(which might be mitigated through the use of thgnsental markey:a), Prohibitive
is related to prohibitive uses including negativermings, preventives and emphatic
prohibitions, while Hortative is used for exhortats (marked by *Lperson plural),

and wishes.

In chapter 7, we presented a comprehensive cleaststfn of Modern Greek uses; the
focus is on the Speaker’s intention as part of khedern Greek language’s
grammatical component. For example, examining tinetfon of wish, we observed
that we are dealing with a propositional illocutiomhich can be expressed in
Subjunctive or Hortative, marked by intonation eatt INT3 and potentially

introduced by the segmental markekdp: followed by Subjunctive.

Our findings suggest a possible reworking of therdrchy of basic illocutions as
presented by Hengeveld et al. 2007 (Figure 6): ldok of a Modern Greek
Admonitive basic illocution, despite the presenfe Gupplicative (subset) might
indicate an optional Admonitive subtype for thesrhrchy to apply to a larger

number of languages.

Our findings have direct applications in areas idetd inguistics and language
learning: our illocution classification based omnf@al criteria directly supports the
area of intention-based dialogue modelling. As iapibns that employ human-
machine dialogue have become widely available eemeyears, involving a series
of every-day communicative situations, the needidentify formal criteria to

describe a user’s intentions is apparent. Suchicghigns include education and
tutoring systems, e-commerce systems, entertainraadt gaming applications,
telephone directories, in-car applications, voictivated systems, among others.
The language currently used by such systems isngidy while the users’ needs are
often not served. Our research allows for a formapping of illocutions which can

support both parsing and generation purposes.
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8.2 Further work

The interaction between Pragmatics and Phonologyfascinating area, both within
a theoretical and within a computer applicatiorrainfework. Our comprehensive
approach focused at the level of Utterance, as tper Functional Discourse
Grammar layered approach of the Phonological ldvelould be useful to extend
this research in order to examine in detail theedayof Syllable and Foot; for
example, at the level of Syllable, an area thatld/d»e useful to consider is related
to the length of syllables related to particulémdutions, and how such features can
contribute to particular uses. Particularly, we idolike to further explore here the
distinction between Indicative assertions in theosd person plural, compared to

2" person plural Imperatives.

Moreover, a prosodic contour analysis of the fuordiwe propose at the levels of
Phonological Word, Phonological Phrase and Intonali Phrase would offer
further understanding of the relationship betweawgegrition and articulation, also in
connection with the placing of the Nuclear Phrageeht in utterances expressing
specific illocutions. Arvaniti and Baltazani havedertaken extensive research at the
level of Phonological Word, Phonological Phrase &rtdnational Phrase, also as
part of GRToBI related publications (e.g. Arvaramd Baltazani 2005, Baltazani
2006); their work, however, from the point of viest Phonology, is only partly
linked to specific illocutions (e.g. Aravaniti et 2006 on contrastive statements,
Arvaniti 2009 on wh-questions, Baltazani 2007 ailomation of polar questions and

the location of nuclear stress).

Further research on the interface between Pragmaticl Phonology from a
Cognitive Science point of view can also offer nsight on the way language is
acquired. Tomasello (2001) states five fundamdatab of language acquisition, as
part of a usage-based theory: ‘i.The primary psimoboistic unit of child language
acquisition is the utterance, which has at its #ation the expression and
understanding of communicative intention. ii. Earlytheir language development,
children are attempting to reproduce not adult wpbdit whole adult utterances.
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iii. Children’s earlier utterances are almost tigtabncrete in the sense that they are
instantiations of item-based schemas or constmgtioy. Abstractions result from
children generalising across the type variatiory thbserve at particular “slots” in
otherwise recurrent tokens of the same utterand@hwidren create novel utterances
for themselves via usage-based syntattperations in which they begin with an
utterance level schema and then modify that schEmahe exigencies of the
particular communicative situation (usage evenbeatd.’ (Tomasello 2000, p. 61)
Our utterance-based approach to illocutions, itheer researched, can explore at
greater depth the morphosyntactic and phonologicaerties of utterances children
tend to imitate, which form part of a discourse, ag well as the way children
interpret communicative intentions or formulate tsuatentions into utterances.
Children appear able to understand communicatitentions from the age of 1
(Tomasello 2003) when they are able to handle syimbommunication. However,
pre-linguistic infants are able to recognise pageas part of auditory sequences,
which prepare them for acquiring grammatical cardions (ibid). Further research
on the way communicative intentions are formulated grammatical constructions
in early childhood, spanning across the FDG granoalatomponent, will allow us
to better understand the processes that apply batviee conceptual and the

grammatical component.

In addition, our findings can be applied to a cotapianal model of the FDG
grammatical component and explore the feasibilftguech an approach in order to
improve human-computer interaction. Previous Fonel Grammar computer
implementation attempts (such as Profjaallowed for useful lessons to be learned

and provided a toy model of the natural language.us

Our findings can also be used to improve the perémrce of computer tools

involving language manipulation, such as languatdjtoes which commonly offer

% We understand the terrsyntactic here as meaningrammatical (i.e. morphosyntactic and
phonological).
% The author has created a Modern Greek versionrafglt, in Chondrogianni, M. (1997b) A
computer implementation of Functional Grammar: @&etons on the Greek version, in Rally, A.,
Grigoriadou, M., Philokyprou, G., Christodoulak, & Galiotou, E. (eds.) Working papers in NLP,
Athens: Diavlos, pp. 45-55.
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users help in generating text, as well as autonmasichine translation applications.
A Modern Greek language editor, which commonly &ffbelp as users generate
text, might include our Pragmatics based findiragsjdentified in this thesis, in its
Knowledge Base, in order to support Modern Greeknlers in generating accurate
texts. Furthermore, automatic machine translatigplieations could achieve
improved results from formal identification of iotion equivalencies across

languages.

Moreover, the proposed utterance-based intonat@ttenqms can support Speech
Therapists in helping speakers suffering fraiysprosody a speech disorder
affecting the ability to assign the relevant prasocbntour in speakers who are
otherwise fluent in using their language, eithecawse of innate neurological

disorders or because of injury or trauma.
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