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ABSTRACT

The present thesis adopts for the first time a unifying approach to
expletiveness, which is traditionally understood as the existence of linguistic
form that is void of meaning, and seeks to identify the characteristic
properties that so-called expletive categories share. Based on experimental
evidence on the distribution and interpretation of five allegedly expletive
categories from Greek, I demonstrate that expletiveness arises systematically
in the co-presence of (i) a syntactically local semantic dependency, (ii) a
truth-conditional contribution not richer than an identity function, and (iii) the
potential development of a speech act-related interpretative import.

I start with the investigation of the expletive voice emerging in Greek
anticausative verbs with non-active voice morphology and motivate
empirically two main claims: Expletive voice does not affect the truth
conditions of the sentence it appears in, and it merges always in a syntactic
environment that formally encodes cause-related information. I proceed with
the study of the expletive determiners involved in Greek polydefinite DPs and
show experimentally that they are preferred, both syntactically and
semantically, in the context of restrictive modification. Additional evidence
is provided that such expletive determiners belong to colloquial registers of
Greek and often develop an expressive meaning. Next, | investigate the
expletive plural number on Greek mass nouns and demonstrate that it does
not alter the already cumulative denotation of the noun it combines with but,
like the expletive polydefinite determiners, carries expressive meaning.
Finally, I study allegedly expletive instances of the Greek sentential negation
markers min and dhen. 1 argue, both empirically and theoretically, that min
conveys a positive speaker bias inference when occurring in polar questions
and fear-predicate complements, while dhen does not appear to show

expletive uses.

Xii



Under the light of the novel findings above, I conclude that expletives do
not correspond to linguistic forms that are devoid of meaning. The major
contribution of the thesis is that expletive categories are shown to be
interpretable at the level of Logical Form and also beyond grammar, at the

level of speech act-information interpretation.
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RESUM

Aquesta tesi adopta per primera vegada un enfocament unificador de
I'expletivitat, tradicionalment entesa com l'existéncia d'una forma linglistica
sense significat, i cerca la identificacio de les propietats caracteristiques que
comparteixen les anomenades categories expletives. Basant-me en treballs
experimentals sobre la distribucid 1 interpretacié de cinc categories
suposadament expletives del grec, demostro que l'expletivitat sorgeix
sistematicament quan es produeix simultaniament (i) una dependéncia
semantica sintacticament local, (ii) una contribucié veritativa no més rica que
una funcié d'identitat, i (iii) el desenvolupament potencial d'un significat
relacionat amb l'acte de parla.

Comencgo amb la investigacio de la veu expletiva que sorgeix en els verbs
anticausatius amb morfologia de veu no activa del grec i motivo
empiricament dues afirmacions: la veu expletiva no afecta les condicions de
veritat de la frase en qué apareix, i es fusiona sempre en un entorn sintactic
que codifica formalment informacié relacionada amb una causa. Tot seguit,
estudio el cas dels determinants expletius implicats en els SDs polidefinits del
grec 1 demostro experimentalment que els parlants s'estimen més una
construccid polidefinida quan hi ha modificacid restrictiva. Aporto proves
addicionals que mostren que aquests determinants expletius pertanyen a
registres col-loquials del grec 1 que sovint desenvolupen un significat
expressiu. A continuacio, investigo el nombre plural expletiu dels noms de
massa en grec 1 demostro que no altera la denotacié cumulativa del nom amb
el qual es combina, perd —com en el cas dels determinants polidefinits
expletius— aporta un significat expressiu. Finalment, estudio els usos
suposadament expletius dels marcadors de negaci6 oracional min 1 dhen del
grec. Argumento, tant empiricament com teoricament, que min implica un

biaix positiu per part del parlant quan aquest operador apareix en preguntes

Xiv



polars i en posicié de complement de predicats de temenga, mentre que dhen
no sembla que manifesti usos expletius.

Tenint en compte els resultats anteriors, concloc que els expletius no
corresponen a formes lingiiistiques sense significat. La principal contribucid
d'aquesta tesi €s que mostra que les categories expletives son interpretables al
nivell de la Forma Logica i també més enlla de la gramatica, al nivell de la

informacio relacionada amb la interpretacio dels actes de parla.
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ACT
ActP
AP
CardP
CL
ComP
COMP
Ccp
DefP
DIM
DP
EPP
EXPL
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GEN
IMP
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first person

second person
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active voice
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Adjective Phrase
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complementizer
Complementizer Phrase
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feminine gender

Full Interpretation Principle
genitive case
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Judgment Phrase

XVi



LF
NACT
NCI
NEG
NegP
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1  Whatis an expletive?

1.1  Setting the scene

One of the fundamental distinctions made within the framework of generative
grammar (Chomsky 1981, 1986, 1995, ff.) is that between lexical and
functional linguistic categories. In the simple English sentence that follows,
the words boy, read, and book are considered to belong to the former group,

while the words the and a are classified in the latter.
(1) The boy read a book.

Lexical and functional categories are distinguished on the basis of several
different criteria. Lexical categories are standardly considered to bear
descriptive content, they are usually morphophonologically independent, and
they form an open word class. Functional categories, on the other hand, are
best described as carrying grammatical instead of descriptive content, they
are often morphophonologically dependent and belong to a closed word class
(Parodi 2006). However, it is an understated asymmetry between the two
groups of categories that will be of highest relevance to the present
discussion: Functional categories, but not lexical ones, can be used as
expletives (Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici 1998; van der Beek & Bouma
2004).

Concretely, already in traditional grammatical descriptions (Jespersen
1917; Vendryes 1950; Jakobson 1978), the observation is made that some
sentences involve linguistic elements that can be characterized as expletive,
pleonastic or abusive. Intriguingly, these terms are applied exclusively to

functional categories which come in two guises. The first subtype of



expletives involves elements that seem to lack meaning altogether and are

added to the clause merely to satisfy the universal condition that all sentences

have a syntactic subject —what is commonly known as the Extended

Projection Principle (EPP; see Chomsky 1981; Rothstein 1995).

(2)

€)

(4)

()

1 pleut. French
it rains

‘It’s raining.’

Sitd  leikkii lapsia kadulla. Finnish
SITA play children in.street
‘Children are playing in the street.’

(Holmberg & Nikanne 2002: 71, ex. (2a))

bPad  hlupu prjar rollur yfir  veginn. Icelandic
EXPL ran three sheep over road.the
‘Three sheep ran over the road.’

(Wood 2015: 36, ex. (58a))

There arrived a tired shepherd.

French i/, Finnish sitd, Icelandic Pad and English there above are not assigned

a thematic role from the main predicate, either because the predicate does not

have a role to assign in the first place (2) or because the available role is

assigned to another nominal (3-5). It is in this sense that these constituents are

regarded as having virtually no meaning. Since they always satisfy a syntactic

requirement, these are dubbed as syntactic expletives by Tsiakmakis and

Espinal (2022).

The second subtype of expletives comprises functional categories that

convey some meaning but do so in a redundant way; their meaning is already

encoded elsewhere in the clause.



Catalan
(6) Em  temo que no escullin nou director.
me am.afraid that not  elect.SUBJL.3PL new director
‘I’'m afraid a new director would be elected.’!

(Espinal 2000: 54, ex. (11b))

(7) Epesan nera sto kefali mu. Greek
fell.3rL water.PL on.the head mine
‘Water fell on my head.’

(Tsoulas 2009: 131, ex. (1))

Starting from example (6), the presence of the matrix fear-predicate em temo
allows that the negative marker no does not reverse the truth conditions of the
sentence it occurs in. Instead, no is taken to redundantly convey the same
negative meaning as the fear-verb in this case (Espinal 1992, 1997, 2000,
2002). As for example (7), the plural morphology on nera, literally ‘waters’,
appears to contribute cumulativity (Link 1983) to a noun that already has
cumulative reference just by virtue of being mass-denoting (Link 1983;
Krifka 1989; Tsoulas 2009). Notice that this subcategory of redundant
expletives do not satisfy any syntactic need. They are best described via
reference to a relationship to other elements that encode the same meaning.
Following Tsiakmakis & Espinal (2022), I will label those as semantic
expletives.

The very existence of expletive categories, in the way the latter were
described above, gives rise to two fundamental research questions. The first

one can be broadly formulated as follows:

(1) What does expletiveness mean for the relationship between syntax and

interpretation in natural language grammar?

Since Chomsky (1986), the generative linguists’ understanding of the

connection between syntax and meaning has been shaped by the requirement

! An interpretation according to which the speaker fears that a new director will not be elected
is also available in this case. See Fabra (1956) for details.



that “every element of PF and LF, taken to be the interface of syntax (in the
broad sense) with systems of language use, must receive an appropriate
interpretation” (Chomsky 1986: 98) —what came to be known as the Full
Interpretation Principle (FIP). If expletive categories have no meaning or
convey only a redundant meaning, they constitute apparent violations of the
FIP, thus putting at stake the standard conceptualization of form to meaning
mapping.

The previous distinction between syntactic and semantic expletive
categories has interesting repercussions for this theoretical problem.
Specifically, Chomsky (1986) reconciles the existence of syntactic expletives
with the FIP early on by postulating that they never reach LF in the first place.
On the contrary, they are deleted and replaced by a meaningful syntactic
associate before the syntactic derivation interfaces with the interpretative

system. Let us repeat example (5) for reference.

(8) There arrived a tired shepherd.

Following Chomsky (1986), there in (8) is coindexed with the DP a tired
shepherd. At the level of LF, there is deleted and the indefinite DP associate
that does have a meaning takes its place.’

Crucially, the delete-and-replace assumption cannot account for those
syntactic expletives that do not have a syntactic associate. Let us repeat also

example (2).

o 1 pleut.
1t rains

‘It’s raining.’

There is evidently nothing that can be coindexed with and consequently
replace the French subject i/ in (9) or its English equivalent i in the provided

translation. However, this problem is solved even earlier by treating subjects

2 For more recent analyses of English expletive there that further justify its presence from a
syntactic perspective, see Moro (1997, 2017), Kayne (2008), Deal (2009), Wu (2019), among
others.



of weather predicates as quasi-arguments (Chomsky 1981) that do have some
referential capacity and are therefore not expletive. The following example
from Svenonius (2002) shows that the English weather subject i¢ can control

a null PRO subject in an adjunct.

(10) It often clears up here right after snowing heavily.

(Svenonius 2002: 4, ex.(5))

Considering the above, the existence of syntactic expletives is in
principle consistent with the FIP and the syntax-meaning mapping that it
postulates. The compatibility of semantic expletives with the same principle,
on the other hand, is underexplored. Let us return to expletive plural in Greek

mass nouns for the sake of discussion, repeating example (7) for convenience.

(11) Epesan nera sto kefali mu.
fell.3pL water.PL on.the head mine
‘Water fell on my head.’

(Tsoulas 2009: 131, ex. (1))

Importantly, the expletive category in this case is the bound plural morpheme
-a, which arguably cannot have a syntactic associate in the same way as
expletive there, for instance. Tsiakmakis and Espinal (2022; see also
Tsiakmakis et al. 2023) propose that, in a way parallel to syntactic expletives,
semantic expletives always have a semantic associate. The first goal of the
present thesis is to test this hypothesis and address the research question in (i)
by uncovering the relationship between the existence of semantically
expletive categories and the FIP.

Successfully pursuing this goal is expected to inform also the answer to
the second general research question raised by the existence of expletive
categories in natural languages, that happens to coincide with the title of this

chapter and can be formulated in the following way:

(i) What is or can be an expletive category?



Looking for a definition of expletiveness may seem trivial at first, but one
soon discovers that it is not. In this preliminary discussion, expletives have
been implicitly defined as categories that are void of meaning or encode some
redundant meaning. Crucially, this turns out to be a necessary but not
sufficient condition for expletiveness.

Let us start with the absence of meaning. The English copular verb be
and the indefinite article a(n), both instances of functional categories, are
excellent candidates for realizing forms that lack meaning. This is
demonstrated by the fact that the interpretation of the sentence in (12a) can
be represented simply as predicating of Nefeli the property of being a linguist
(12b).

(12)a. Nefeli is a linguist.
b. linguist(Nefeli)

Intriguingly, though, neither the copula nor the indefinite article have been
considered as expletive to my knowledge. This suggests that the (alleged)
absence of meaning is not enough to identify an expletive category.

Moving on to the encoding of redundant meaning, this is not a safe
criterion for delineating expletiveness either. Number and gender agreement
marking on an Italian adjective (13) or number agreement marking on a
Spanish verb (14) are instances of redundant functional categories par

excellence; yet nobody has used the term expletive to describe them.

(13) 1la ragazza bionda Italian
the.SG.FEM  girl.SG.FEM  blonde.SG.FEM
‘the blond girl’

(14) Los nifos cantan. Spanish
the.PL boy.PL sing.PL

“The boys sing.’

In example (13), the marking of both singular number and feminine gender

on the adjective bionda is pleonastic, given that the same information is
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already encoded in la ragazza. As for (14), the plural number marked on the
verb cantan is encoded also by the subject DP /os nirios. Especially the latter
case is strikingly parallel to the Greek expletive plural example in (11).
However, no category present in (14) is considered as related to expletiveness
in any way.

The situation above suggests either that the term expletive has been used
sloppily by linguists or that a precise definition of expletiveness still eludes
us. This marks the second major goal of the present thesis, which aims to
address the research question in (ii) by identifying the characteristic
properties of expletive categories and predicting what can and what cannot be

expletive.

1.2 Finding the appropriate theoretical tools

Having determined the main research questions to be addressed, it is now time
to seek the most adequate way to approach them. The expletiveness puzzle
was earlier shown to reside in the very link between linguistic form and
meaning. Consequently, it is only accessible via a modeling of natural
language grammar such that syntax and interpretation are assumed to be in
contact with each other. This assumption opens two major possibilities: this
contact is symmetrical and the two linguistic levels allow a back-and-forth
information exchange, or the contact is asymmetrical and there is only one
dominant level that feeds the other.

In order to make a choice between the two possibilities above, one needs
to consider whether a complementary phenomenon to expletiveness exists in
natural languages. Expletive categories have so far been described as
instances of form that do not have a substantial interpretative import; they
either encode a redundant meaning or they lack meaning altogether. But do
natural languages also display the opposite, namely instances of meaning that
are not realized by a corresponding form? The null subjects of English
imperatives (15) or the elided constituents (16) in ellipsis-licensing

environments may come to mind as an answer to this question.



(15) Tell me what expletiveness is!

(16) Nefeli can tell me what expletiveness is, and Cristina can too.

It is evident to any speaker of English that the subject of the imperative verb
tell in (15) is you, that is the addressee, and that what Cristina is capable of
doing in (16) is telling me what expletiveness is. It is also evident that both
examples involve meanings that are not coupled with overt linguistic forms.
Despite appearances, null arguments and elided material do not
instantiate a reverse case of expletiveness for two main reasons. Firstly, such
formless meanings occur under well-defined structural, semantic, or
pragmatic conditions —see Merchant (2018) for a recent overview of the
literature on ellipsis, Zanuttini (2008) on English imperative subjects, and
Haider (2019) for a rich discussion on null subjects across languages. As
already shown, this is not the case when it comes to expletiveness. Secondly,

and most tellingly, these meanings are only optionally formless:

(15")  You tell me what expletiveness is!

(16") Nefeli can tell me what expletiveness is, and Cristina can tell me what

expletiveness is too.

Expletive categories, on the other hand, are not necessarily optional (Espinal

to appear), as suggested by the ungrammaticality of the examples below.

(17)  *Rains.

(18) *Arrived a man.

The existence of expletiveness as a linguistic phenomenon that roughly
involves linguistic forms without meaning, considered against the apparent
absence of a mirror-case phenomenon, supports a conceptualization of
grammar according to which the relationship between form —or syntax to be

precise— and interpretation is asymmetrical in such a way that the objects
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created by the former are fed into the latter. In light of this, the research
presented in this thesis is developed within the set of fundamental hypotheses
regarding language commonly known as the Minimalist Program (Chomsky
1995). Concretely, an architecture of grammar that can be represented by the

inverted Y schema below is assumed.’

Lexicon

Syntax

PF LF

[Articulatory-Perceptual system] [Conceptual-Intentional system]

Figure 1. The Y-model of grammar (Chomsky 1995)

In this model, syntax is regarded as the core level of language that feeds the
two externalization systems, namely the Articulatory-Perceptual system and
the Conceptual-Intentional system, via the two interface levels, that is the
Phonetic Form (PF) and the Logical Form (LF) respectively. Since this thesis
instantiates an investigation of expletiveness, it will be mostly concerned with
the LF area in the schema above.

The question that is raised next is what kind of meaning syntax can
encode and consequently feed into the LF-interface within the very abstract
grammatical model demonstrated in Figure 1. Let us set the simple English

sentence in (19) as the point of departure in the pursuit of an answer.

(19) Itrained in Thessaloniki yesterday.

3 On the appropriateness of the Y-model for the study of interface phenomena, see also
Irurtzun (2009).



Syntactically speaking, example (19) involves the weather-verb rain in the
past tense with the DP if in its subject position, the PP modifier in
Thessaloniki, and the adverbial modifier yesterday. In view of the
Compositionality principle (Frege 1906; Partee 2004), the sentence is
interpreted as being true in a state of affairs such that rain has fallen in the
city of Thessaloniki on the day before the utterance of (19). In this sense, the
syntax of the sentence in (19) contains information that is necessary for the
speaker to compute its truth conditions. Notice, however, that (19) involves
also the expletive subject iz, which seemed to have zero impact on this
computation. If syntax encodes truth-conditional meaning through non-
expletive categories, could it encode other types of meaning through expletive
categories?

Rizzi, already in 1997, argues independently of expletiveness that the
syntactic structure of a clause bears interpretation-related information richer
than truth-conditional meaning. Specifically, he proposes that the highest
structural layers of a sentence —what is commonly referred to as the left
periphery— encode among other things illocutionary force (Austin 1962;
Searle 1969), that is information about whether the speaker makes an
assertion, asks a question, gives an order or does something else by means of
their utterance. Intriguingly, this aspect of syntax turns out to be particularly
relevant for the study of expletive categories, some of which have been
claimed to encode discourse or speech act-related meaning (Hinzelin &

Kaiser 2007; Greco et al. 2017; Tsiakmakis & Espinal 2022).*

(20) Ello esta lloviendo. Dominican Spanish
it is raining
‘It 1s raining!’

(Hinzelin & Kaiser 2007: 177, ex. (a))

(21) N6  khong co ma. Viethamese

NO NEG exist ghost

4 See also Partee and Borschev (2008) for the claim that a functional category such as Case
may encode information related to the speaker’s perspectival center, motivated on Russian
examples featuring the so-called genitive of negation.
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‘There are no ghosts.” (speaking of a certain place/time)

(Greco et al. 2017: 78, ex. (14a))

According to Hinzelin and Kaiser (2007), ello in (20) is an expletive pronoun
that is interpreted as a pragmatic marker. Something similar is proposed by
Greco et al. (2017) for no in (21), which is analyzed as an expletive encoding
speaker-related meaning. Importantly, for the idea that syntax includes
information relevant to utterance-level interpretation to take the form of a
well-defined theory, one needs to have a clear view on how the different types
of utterances or speech acts are interpreted.

Interestingly, Cohen and Krifka (2011, 2014) and Krifka in a series of
works (2015, 2017, 2019, 2021a, 2021b) develop a contemporary framework
with this specific aim. With the vast literature on speech acts in mind (Austin
1962; Searle 1969; Bach & Harnish 1979; Szabolcsi 1982; Speas & Tenny
2003; Beyssade & Marandin 2006; Farkas & Bruce 2010; MacFarlane 2011;
Wiltschko 2017, Geurts 2019, among many others), the authors’ general
proposal is that speech acts be treated as functions that operate on the
commitments of the speaker and the addressee. The set of the consistent
interlocutors’ public commitments constitute a commitment state. A current
commitment state together with all its possible, that is consistent or non-
redundant, continuations form a commitment space. According to Cohen and
Krifka (2014) and Krifka (2015; 2017; 2021a), speech acts modify
commitment states and/or restrict commitment spaces.

But let us see what exactly the above means starting from assertions.
Assertive speech acts are often considered to convey (i) the speaker’s belief
that the expressed proposition is true, and (ii) the speaker’s desire that the
addressee also adopts this belief (Bach & Harnish 1979). Kritka (2019,
2021b) observes that both of these interpretative components can be derived
if we follow MacFarlane (2011) —building on Searle (1969), among others—
in taking the speaker’s public commitment to the truth of the expressed
proposition and their consequent liability to social penalties in case this
proposition turns out to be false as the main content of an assertion. Let us

take an example.
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(22) Nefeli bought a new car.

If John utters (22), he will commit publicly to the proposition corresponding
to Nefeli bought a new car being true. If Nefeli does not have a new car, John
will be socially sanctioned; he will be considered a liar and possibly lose
general credibility. Since John being part of a community knows the
consequences of a false assertion, he is expected to assert (22) only in the case
that he believes it to be true. In other words, John’s belief that the expressed
proposition is true is an implicature derived from the fact that he is willing to
commit publicly to it (Krifka 2021b). If John believes in the truth of the
asserted proposition, then there is good reason for the addressee to believe in
it too.’

Building on Peirce (1994), Krifka (2019, 2021b) proceeds to claim that,
apart from the public commitment, assertions involve also a private
component regarding the truth of the asserted proposition, which he dubs as
judgment. The importance of this distinction is revealed when comparing (22)

to (23) below.

(23) Ibelieve that Nefeli bought a new car.

In this latter case, John —our speaker— commits publicly not to Nefeli having
bought a new car but merely to holding the private belief that this is the case.
Notice that the chances of John getting social sanctions after uttering (23) are
much slimmer regardless of whether Nefeli is still driving her old car,
especially given the fact that confirming whether somebody is lying about
believing something is extremely difficult.

In view of all the above, within the commitment-based semantics
framework developed by Cohen and Krifka (2014) and Krifka (2019, 2021b),
assertions are considered to update the commitment state of the interlocutors
(or the information state according to Kritka 2021b) with the speaker’s public

commitment to their private judgment that the expressed proposition is true.

> Krifka’s (2019, 2021b) commitment is a social act and is therefore different from the
epistemic commitment found in Wiltschko (2017) and Giannakidou and Mari (2021), among
others.
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Once this commitment is undertaken, the addressee can share the
commitment and admit the expressed proposition in the common ground
(roughly understood as in Stalnaker (2002)) or simply acknowledge the
speaker’s commitment but refuse to share it; in that case, the asserted
proposition is not included in the common ground (Krifka 2021b).

With a clear idea about how assertions are interpreted, that is how they
affect the speaker and addressee’s commitments, it is now time to move to

questions.

(24)  Did Nefeli buy a new car?

By uttering the canonical question (Farkas 2020) in (24), John does not
undertake any public commitment. Instead, he asks the addressee to commit
publicly to the truth of the proposition corresponding to Nefeli bought a new
car. Therefore, Krifka (2015, 2017, 2021a) claims that questions bring about
no update or modification of the speaker and addressee’s commitment state.
However, they constrain the commitment space, that is the possible
continuations of the conversation. Following Kriftka (2015, 2017, 2021a),
John’s question (24) restricts the possible ways in which the interlocutors’
interaction can unfold to only two: either the addressee agrees to undertake
the commitment proposed by the speaker or he/she rejects the offered
commitment. The addressee is most likely to respond with an assertion so the
way the commitment space will develop from that point on has already been
described. Considering the above, questions can be regarded as the mirror
speech act type to assertions: the speaker does not commit to a private
judgment regarding the truth of the expressed proposition but asks the
addressee to undertake this commitment.

The commitment-based framework of Cohen and Krifka (2011, 2014)
and Krifka (2015, 2017, 2019, 2021a, 2021b) offers an insightful answer to
how the two main speech act types, namely assertions and questions, are
interpreted. Getting back to where we started though, is it feasible that all this
information is encoded in syntax? Krifka (2021b), continuing a long tradition
of speech act syntactization analyses (Ross 1970, Schreiber 1972; Speas &
Tenny 2003; Wiltschko 2017, among others), answers the question positively.
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Concretely, he proposes that the left periphery of the sentence involves three
distinct speech act-related projections: “a judgement phrase, representing
subjective epistemic and evidential attitudes; a commitment phrase,
representing the social commitment related to assertions; and an act phrase,
representing the relation to the common ground of the conversation” (Krifka
2021b: 1). Let us see how each of these projections is syntactically motivated.

Starting from the Judgment Phrase (JP), which encodes the speaker’s
private judgment, its syntactic substance is based on the existence of adverbs

such as certainly.

(25) Nefeli certainly bought a new car.

The adverb certainly arguably does not modify the public act of commitment.
If Nefeli still only has her old car, the speaker, John, will be sanctioned in the
same way no matter whether he utters (25) or its counterpart in (22) that lacks
this modifier. What certainly adds to the utterance is the inference that John
is extremely sure as to the truth of his private judgment. On these grounds,
Krifka (2021b) proposes the projection of JP, which syntactically hosts a null
operator J- in its head and adverbs like certainly in its specifier, and
semantically introduces a judge j who evaluates the truth of the proposition
denoted by the CP.

Intriguingly, there are other adverbs, like #ruly for example, that target

the public commitment component of an assertion.

(26)  Nefeli truly bought a new car.

Here the speaker does not intensify his private judgment but highlights the
fact that he commits, in front of everyone, to the truth of this judgment.
Consequently, by uttering (26) John is in for heavy sanctions if he is caught
lying. Krifka (2021b) takes adverbs like #ruly as evidence for the existence of
Commitment Phrase (ComP), which is projected by a covert operator ~ and
whose specifier is filled by truly-type adverbs. As regards its semantics,
ComP ensures that the judge j introduced by JP commits publicly to the truth

of the expressed proposition.
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Finally, phrases that signal a rhetorical relation between a new utterance
and the previous discourse are Krifka’s (2021b) motivation for postulating

the syntactic projection of a Speech Act Phrase (ActP).

(27) By the way, Nefeli bought a new car.

The introductory phrase by the way in (27) does not interact either with the
speaker’s private judgment regarding the truth of Nefeli having bought a new
car or with the public commitment to this judgment. Instead, it indicates that
the utterance represented by (27) conveys something only peripherally related
to the previous discussion. Therefore, by the way merges syntactically in the
specifier of ActP, which is projected by an ASSERT operator in the case of
assertions and a REQUEST operator in the case of questions (Krifka 2021a,
2021b). The semantic contribution of ActP is that it fixes the identity of the
judge and the committer and ultimately derives the difference between
assertions and questions (Krifka 2021b) —and possibly other speech act
types.®

All the above can be summed up in the claim that the abstract syntactic
representation of assertions is as in (28a), which is adopted from Krifka
(2021Db), and that of questions is as in (28b), which is consistent with the main
insights in Krifka (2015, 2017, 2021a). Lower case p stands for the expressed

proposition.

(28)a. [Actp [Act ASSERT] [comp [com F] [ip [1J-] [cp [tp p]11]]
b. [Actp [Act REQUEST] [comP [com F] [ip [1 J-] [cp [Tp p1]11]

A last comment is in order before concluding this section. It has to do with
how minimal(ist) the postulation of three distinct speech act syntactic layers
is. There are two reasons why one should not worry about the potential
incompatibility of Minimalism (Chomsky 1995) with the semantics and

concretely commitment-based speech act syntactization framework by Krifka

® See Speas and Tenny (2003) for additional syntactic motivation for ActP, and Miyagawa
(2022) for more evidence in support of postulating ActP and ComP.
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(2021Db). First, Minimalism is not a framework; it is a program. This means
that it consists in a set of fundamental hypotheses regarding the nature of
language and its knowledge that allows considerable freedom of
implementation when it comes to the analysis of specific phenomena. Second,
the Minimalist Program is mostly concerned with the mechanics of the
operations that take place in syntax. Krifka’s framework on the other hand,
which will be used in this thesis, makes minimalistically default assumptions
regarding the creation of syntactic objects, and focuses on what the LF-

interface actually reads off these syntactic objects.

1.3 An overview of the data

Investigating expletiveness as a syntax-interpretation interface phenomenon
across languages is a project that inevitably exceeds the limits of a single
thesis. Therefore, the scope of the present study had to be delimited in such a
way that best served its purpose. A first decision in this direction was to focus
on semantically expletive categories and exclude syntactically expletive ones.
This was based on the consideration that one of the two major research
questions to be addressed concerns the relationship between expletiveness
and Chomsky’s (1986) FIP. Since syntactic expletives have been reconciled
with this principle from the very beginning (Chomsky 1981, 1986), it was the
study of semantic expletives that promised to shed new light on the syntax-
interpretation mapping.

The second research question, namely the pursuit of a definition of
expletiveness, motivated the second restriction on the scope of the study.
Concretely, Modern Greek (henceforth Greek) was set as the major object
language. The reason for that was that the linguistic literature has postulated
the existence of (semantically) expletive categories across the structural
domains of Greek: the nominal domain (Tsoulas 2009; Lekakou & Szendréi
2012), the verbal domain (Alexiadou et al. 2015; Oikonomou & Alexiadou
2022), and the sentential domain of the clause (Chatzopoulou 2018). This fact
indicated this specific language as a research area allowing a thorough yet

homogeneous study of expletiveness.

16



It is opportune at this point that we get briefly acquainted with the exact
expletive categories the investigation of which will form the main body of

this thesis. Let us start with a look at the following minimal pair:

(29)a. To kitrino podhilato klapike.
the  yellow bike was.stolen
b. To kitrino to podhilato klapike.
the  yellowthe  bike was.stolen

“The yellow bike was stolen.’

Examples (29a) and (29b) receive the same interpretation, as suggested by the
fact that only one English translation is provided. Their sole difference is that
the subject of (29a) has the form of a standard definite DP, while the subject-
DP of (29b) displays an additional definite article; it is a polydefinite DP in
Kolliakou’s (1995, 2004) terminology. Definite determiners are traditionally
considered to contribute independent iota operators (Sharvy 1980; Partee
1986). This is clearly not the case in (29b), though, where the DP to kitrino
to podhilato features two definite articles but refers to only one unique and
contextually salient yellow bike. Since the definite determiners of Greek
polydefinite DPs do not get their standard iota-introducing interpretation, they
have been treated as expletive (Lekakou & Szendréi 2012) and are, therefore,
a great candidate for the present research.

Staying within the nominal domain, Greek mass nouns with plural
morphology (Tsoulas 2006, 2009; Alexiadou 2011; Kouneli 2019; Erbach

2019), firstly mentioned in the introductory section, are also included in this

study.
(30)a. Trexi nero apo ti skepi.
run.SG water.SG from the  roof
b. Trexunnera apo ti skepi.
run.PL water.PL from the  roof

‘There is water coming from the roof.’
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The members of this minimal pair, too, are interpreted in the same way and
differ only in one respect: the mass noun for ‘water’ is morphologically
singular in (30a) but morphologically plural in (30b) —the verb simply agrees
with the subject in both cases. Tsoulas (2006, 2009) observes that plural
morphology on nera ‘waters’ in (30b) does not give rise to a
unit/measurement- or a brand-reading, as would happen in the corresponding
examples from English. It does not need to add cumulativity either; being a
mass noun, nero ‘water’ is already cumulative (Link 1983; Krifka 1989).
Therefore, plural morphology on mass-denoting Greek nouns has been
characterized as expletive (Tsoulas 2006).

A third expletiveness specimen to be studied comes from Greek

anticausatives, that display contrasts like the following:

(31)a. To kastro gremise.
the  castle crumbled
b. To kastro gremistike.
the  castle crumbled.NACT
“The castle fell.’

The examples in (31) feature a minimal pair whose members are interpreted
in the same way and differ only in their morphological marking; gremise
‘crumbled’ (31a) is morphologically unmarked with respect to voice, while
its counterpart in (31b), gremistike ‘crumbled’, bears non-active
morphological marking. Alexiadou et al. (2015) take non-active voice
morphology as evidence for the syntactic projection of a non-active VoiceP.
Following Kratzer (1996), the category of Voice is responsible for the
introduction of the external argument: an agent, a causer, or a holder.
However, (31b) exemplifies an anticausative construal and therefore lacks an
external argument, by definition (Levin 1993; Levin & Rappaport Hovav
1995, 2005). Since the VoiceP projected in (31b) does not make the expected
interpretative contribution to the semantic derivation of the clause, it has been
argued to be an expletive category in the verbal domain of Greek (Alexiadou

et al. 2015; Oikonomou & Alexiadou 2022).
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The last category to be considered, namely expletive negation, was
alluded to earlier with reference to Catalan and French and shows that
expletives can even scope over whole TPs. Instances of it are found also in

Greek (Chatzopoulou 2018):

(32)a. Fovame oti irthe i Danai.
I.fear that came the Danai

‘I fear that Danai came.’
b. Fovame min irthe 1 Danai.
I.fear not came the Danai

‘I fear that Danai may have come.’

The examples above are not exactly equivalent interpretation-wise.
Nevertheless, they both convey the speaker’s fear towards Danai’s coming.
This is particularly interesting in the case of (32b), which features the Greek
sentential negative marker min (Holton et al. 1997). In its standard uses, min
is interpreted as introducing an operator that reverses the truth conditions of
the sentence it appears in. However, this is evidently not the case of (32b).
Here min is not interpreted as canonical negation and is therefore considered
as an expletive negative marker.

Crucially, Greek has a second negative marker which is in
complementary distribution with min, that is dhen (Holton et al. 1997;
although see Lekakou to appear). Dhen has also been claimed to have non-

negative uses (Espinal 1997; Romero & Han 2004).

(33)a. Posi fitites perasan apo afta ta
how.many  students passed from these the
thrania!
desks

b. Posi fitites dhen perasan apo  afta
how.many  students not  passed from the
ta thrania!
the  desks

‘A lot of students have sat on these desks!’
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The pair above exemplifies two exclamations (Michaelis 2001) which are
minimally different in that (33b) involves the negative marker dhen, but (33a)
does not. The unique English translation given suggests that the two sentences
are interpreted in the same way and, consequently, dhen in (33b) does not
reverse the truth conditions of the expressed proposition in the way a standard
negative marker would. Its non-negative interpretation makes dhen an

expletiveness candidate and leads to its inclusion in the present study.

1.4 Methodology

The investigation of the allegedly expletive Greek functional categories
presented in the previous section, namely the determiners of polydefinite DPs,
the plural number of mass nouns, the voice of anticausatives, and the non-
negative uses of min and dhen, is organized in five individual studies. The
methodology followed is similar across these studies and basically combines
or, better said, intertwines a theoretical and an empirical part. Concretely,
each study consists of (i) the description of the grammatical phenomenon
under investigation, (ii) a critical review of the literature on the topic, (iii) an
experimental study that tests the claims made in the literature against the
native speakers’ actual intuitions, (iv) an empirically motivated formal
analysis of the phenomenon under investigation, and (v) a concluding
discussion about what the study can add to our understanding of
expletiveness.

Parts (1), (i1) and (v) are self-explanatory, and the framework in which
part (iv) is developed was extensively described and motivated in Section 1.2.
So let us elaborate on part (iii), to which no prior reference has been made.
The expletiveness-related phenomena that form the core of this thesis have
been studied before in the literature and one can usually find several
alternative theoretical accounts for each. The vast majority of these accounts
has been based on the researchers’ introspective judgments. Crucially,
though, the different researchers’ judgments and, consequently, theoretical
proposals often do not coincide in their essence, thus leading to unresolved

debates. Disentangling these debates and taking a motivated stance regarding
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the distribution and interpretation of the expletive categories under
consideration required the introduction of an experimental part in each of the
individual studies, with the main aim of getting quantitative evidence of the
native speakers’ linguistic intuitions.

But what exactly is the content of this experimental part? This thesis
includes 8 acceptability judgment tasks, 1 elicitation task, 1 interpretation task
and 1 forced-choice task (Matthewson 2004; Ionin & Zyzik 2014; Schiitze &
Sprouse 2014; Juzek 2016; Schiitze 2016, among others). All the experiments
were approved by the FEthics Committee on Animal and Human
Experimentation of the Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona —protocol
number CEEAH-4442. The details concerning the design, the construction of
materials, the procedure, and the statistical analysis of the results are given in
the corresponding section of each chapter. At this point, it is worth simply
mentioning that the experiments were designed in accordance with
Matthewson’s (2004) general instructions on carrying out semantic
fieldwork.

Specifically, all the experiments were based on the collection of
judgments, which is considered a sound methodological practice. Moreover,
they mostly employed contexts in order to trace subtle interpretative
asymmetries. Since it could not be taken for granted that the native Greek
participants were fluent also in a second language that could ideally be used
as a meta-language, both the stimuli and the contexts were presented in Greek.
It was ensured, though, that the tested material did not appear in the context.
The instructions for each experimental task were also phrased in Greek to
make sure that participants understood them correctly. The responses of non-
cooperative or inadequate participants were excluded from the statistical

analyses in all cases.

1.5 The structure of the thesis

The ordering of the five individual studies that make up the body of the thesis
reflects a gradual transition from prototypical expletiveness candidates to

dubious ones. In other words, the categories that according to the existing
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literature are most likely to have zero interpretative import come first. The
investigation of the categories for which previous research has convincingly
identified some (non-truthconditional) content follows.

Concretely, the study of expletiveness starts in Chapter 2 with the
expletive voice of Greek anticausatives. This phenomenon differs from those
studied in the following chapters in that it is considered as lexical (Alexiadou
et al. 2015), not syntactic. The main research hypothesis in this chapter is that
non-active voice morphology on Greek anticausative verbs does not affect the
truth conditions of the sentence that these verbs occur in (pace Alexiadou et
al. 2015; Oikonomou & Alexiadou 2022). This hypothesis is supported by the
results of two experimental tasks indicating that (i) native Greek speakers
usually have a clear verb-specific preference as regards morphological voice
marking in anticausatives, and (ii) this preference is not affected by contextual
information. A third experimental finding with intriguing theoretical
implications suggests that the expletive voice of Greek anticausative verbs
occurs always in syntactic environments that encode cause-related
information.

Chapter 3 takes a leap from the verbal to the nominal domain and focuses
on the expletive determiners of Greek polydefinite DPs. This chapter
primarily tests the hypothesis that polydefiniteness is a structure instantiating
restrictive nominal modification (Alexiadou & Wilder 1998; Lekakou &
Szendréi 2012; Alexiadou 2014). The results of the experimental study
carried out confirm the native speakers’ preference for restrictively
interpreted modifiers as parts of polydefinite DPs, but they also show that
grammar does not reject non-restrictively modified polydefinites. This is
considered as evidence that restrictiveness is not encoded either in the syntax
or the semantics of the additional determiners of Greek polydefinite DPs
(pace Kolliakou 1995, 2004). Further experimental findings suggest that the
Greek expletive polydefinite determiners may encode register information
(Manolessou 2000) and at times develop an expressive meaning.

The expletive plural of Greek mass nouns is investigated in Chapter 4.
The research hypothesis addressed in this chapter is inspired on Erbach
(2019), according to whom the emergence of plural morphology on a mass-

denoting nominal is licensed by context. This hypothesis is specified further
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by identifying the speaker’s dissatisfaction with the described situation as the
contextual aspect that triggers expletive mass plurals. Experimental evidence
from both language comprehension and production in support of the
dissatisfaction-hypothesis is obtained. In light of such results, the expletive
number of Greek mass plurals appears to not alter the internal structure of the
denoted substance (cf. Borer 2005) but, in a way similar to polydefinite
determiners, carry some expressive content.

Chapter 5 is devoted to the study of expletive instances of the Greek
negative marker min. In the linguistic literature, non-negative min has been
claimed to convey positive epistemic bias or absence of bias (Makri 2013),
but also negative bias (Giannakidou & Mari 2019). An experimental study
consisting of three tasks is designed in order to shed light on this apparently
contradictory situation. Its results offer evidence in support of a uniform
analysis of expletive min as encoding positive speaker bias. Thus, expletive
min 1s shown to have developed not an expressive meaning component but an
epistemic one.

The study of Greek expletive negation is resumed in Chapter 6 that
focuses on the second negative marker, namely dhen. Specifically, this
chapter tests the hypothesis that dhen also has expletive uses, which is
motivated in the literature mostly by extending insights from languages other
than Greek (Espinal 1997; Romero & Han 2004). A careful examination of
the suspicious uses of dhen together with an experimental study targeting a
subset of these uses fail to get evidence for the existence of a non-negative
dhen. Although provisionally found to not relate strictly to expletiveness, the
study of dhen opens the possibility that the canonical interpretation of a
linguistic category may sometimes be simply masked by peripheral factors.

Chapter 7 concludes the present thesis. It combines the local insights
contributed by the previous content chapters in order to answer the two broad
research questions set in the beginning, that is illuminate the relationship
between semantic expletiveness and the FIP and provide a definition of
expletiveness. As regards the former, the existence of semantic expletives is
found to be consistent with the FIP, in accordance with the hypothesis
advanced in Tsiakmakis and Espinal (2022). Concerning the latter, expletive

categories can have an interpretative import computed beyond core grammar,

23



at the level where syntax interfaces with speech acts. In light of this, if
expletiveness is absolutely defined as form without meaning, then its very

existence in the grammar of natural languages is doubtful.
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2 Expletiveness in the verbal domain: Greek

anticausatives and expletive voice’

2.1 Introduction

Schifer (2008) is the first to motivate substantially the claim that the
functional category of voice has expletive instances. Specifically, he studies
verbs that enter what is known as the causative alternation, that is verbs with
an intransitive variant describing a change of state and a transitive variant
conveying that somebody causes this change of state; the former, exemplified
by (la), is dubbed as anticausative, while the latter, exemplified by (1b), is
labeled as causative (Levin 1993; Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995, 2005;
Rappaport Hovav 2014, among others).

(1) a. The window broke. Anticausative

b. Fivos broke the window. Causative

As shown in (1), in languages like English, the same verb form is used
for both the anticausative and the causative construal, what is sometimes
referred to as lability (Kulikov & Lavidas 2017). However, there are
languages where one of the two variants is distinctively marked (see

Haspelmath 1993, 2016, for crosslinguistic data).

(2) a. Se rompid la ventana. Spanish
SE broke.3SG the  window

‘The window broke.’

7 This chapter is a re-elaboration of the study published as Tsiakmakis et al. (2023).
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b. Juan rompid la ventana.
Juan broke.38G the  window

‘Juan broke the window.’

The Spanish anticausative in (2a) differs from its causative counterpart in (2b)
in that it contains se. Schifer (2008) takes se in (2a) to be merged in the
syntactic position where external arguments are canonically generated and,
thus, to indicate the syntactic projection of a VoiceP.® However, since the
anticausative window-breaking event above does not involve a semantic
external argument, se is not assigned a thematic role and therefore, Schéfer
argues, the head projecting this VoiceP is semantically expletive.

As stated in the introduction, the present thesis aims to uncover the very
essence of expletiveness and determine its status in grammar. Pursuing this
goal, the study presented in this chapter approaches the expletive voice
hypothesis via a language that offers more direct evidence than Spanish for
the presence of voice in anticausatives, namely Greek, and proceeds in two
steps: First, it seeks to confirm that Greek anticausative voice makes a good
expletiveness candidate. Second, it attempts to identify the interpretative and
syntactic reflexes of this instance of expletiveness.

The chapter is organized as follows: Section 2.2 consists in an overview
of the status of voice in the Greek verbal system, with special emphasis on
anticausatives. The previous literature on the role and interpretation of voice
in Greek anticausatives is summarized in Section 2.3. Section 2.4 presents an
experimental study on the distribution and meaning of voice in Greek
anticausative verbs. The empirical and theoretical consequences of this
experimental study for Greek anticausatives and expletive voice are exposed

and discussed in Section 2.5. Section 2.6 concludes the chapter.

8 See Labelle (2008) for the view that the French equivalent of se realizes the head of VoiceP.
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2.2 Voice in the grammar of Greek

Verbs in Modern Greek are morphologically marked for tense, aspect, mood,
voice, and agreement in number and person with the subject (Triantafyllidis
1941; Tsopanakis 1994; Holton et al. 1997, among others). As regards
specifically voice, it has two possible values: active and non-active.’
Traditional grammars of Greek (Triantafyllidis 1941; Klairis & Babiniotis
1999) consider this dual voice distinction as purely morphological: active
voice includes the set of verbs that, in the first person singular of the present
tense of the indicative mood, end in -o (3), while non-active voice comprises

the set of verbs that end in -me (4).

3) Plen-o to amaksi.
wash-NPAST.NPERF.NIMP.ACT.1SG  the car

‘I am washing the car.’

4) Kima-me.
Sleep—NPAST.NPERF.NIMP.NACT. 1sG

‘I am sleeping’

However, subsequent research has shown that voice morphology has
consequences for syntax. Specifically, in accordance with Kratzer’s (1996)
insight, active voice marking appears in transitive (5) or unergative structures

(6), that is in structures that involve a syntactic external argument.

(5) O Fivos evapse to spiti.
the  Fivos painted.ACT!® the  house

‘Fivos painted the house.’

9 Non-active voice is sometimes also referred to as passive, middle or mediopassive. In this
thesis, the term non-active is chosen as the most appropriate, considering that it does not
relate, directly or indirectly, to interpretation.

19 From this point onwards, only the morphological distinctions relevant to our discussion are
glossed.
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(6) 0 Fivos tilefonise.
the Fivos called. ACT

‘Fivos called.’

In the above cases, active voice morphology is considered as the realization
of an active VoiceP!' that introduces the external argument in its specifier
(Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 2004; Tsimpli 2006; Alexiadou et al. 2015).

Interestingly, active voice emerges also in Greek verbs that form part of

construals lacking an external argument, i.e., unaccusative structures:

(7) I triantafilia  anthise.
the rose-bush bloomed.ACT

‘The rose-bush bloomed.’

This empirical point, in conjunction with the fact that Greek disposes of no
morphology realizing exclusively active voice (see Ralli 2005, for the details
of the morphological decomposition of Greek verbal forms),'? led to the idea
that active voice marking may signal not only the projection of an active
VoiceP, but also the absence of such a projection altogether (Tsimpli 2006;
Alexiadou et al. 2015).

As for non-active voice morphology, this is easily mapped onto specific
morphemes (Ralli 2005) and, therefore, it is unambiguously considered as the
instantiation of a non-active VoiceP that does not project a specifier (Embick
1998, 2004). Consequently, non-active VoiceP appears in intransitive

structures that involve no syntactic external argument (Alexiadou et al. 2015).

(8) a. O Fivos xtenistike.
the Fivos combed.NACT

‘Fivos combed himself.’

11 While voice with a lowercase v is used for the respective morphological category, Voice
with a capital 7 is used to make reference to its syntactic counterpart.

12 The idea that active voice in Greek is realized by a null morpheme is compatible with the
data but not standardly endorsed.
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b. O Fivos xtenistike apo  epagelmatia komotria.
the  Fivos combed.NACT from professional hairdresser

‘Fivos was combed by a professional hairdresser.’

Notice that the examples above involve not a syntactic but a semantic external
argument —namely an agent— which is existentially bound by the non-active
Voice head (Doron 2003; Alexiadou & Doron 2012; Alexiadou et al. 2015)"?
and, in the case of the reflexive in (8a), happens to coincide with the theme
argument of the verb (Spathas et al. 2015).'4

With a schematic overview of the Greek voice system in place, it is now
time to move to the specific group of verbs to be investigated, that is the
anticausative variants of those Greek verbs that enter the causative alternation
(Theophanopoulou-Kontou 2000; Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 2004;
Tsimpli 2006, among others). Anticausative verbs are, by definition (Levin
1993; Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995, 2005), syntactically intransitive, as
they do not involve any syntactic external argument. Considering what has
been said regarding the distribution of active and non-active voice
morphology so far, anticausatives are then expected to feature either active or

non-active voice marking. The examples that follow confirm that this is the

case.
9) I varka vuliakse mesopelagha.

the  boat sank.ACT mid-sea

‘The boat sank in the middle of the sea.’
(10) O keros veltiothike simandika.

the  weather improved.NACT significantly

13 For complementary proposals on the function of non-active voice as theta-role attraction
or absorption, see Manzini and Roussou (2000) and Tsimpli (2006), respectively.
14 1t is worth noting that Greek is one of the languages that have so-called deponent verbs
(Triantafyllidis 1941; Holton et al. 1997), that is verbs with non-active voice morphological
marking but transitive syntax:
@) o Fivos iperaspistike ton filo tu.

the Fivos defended.NACT the friend his

‘Fivos defended his friend.’
For a discussion on how the existence of deponents is compatible with the view that non-
active Voice lacks a specifier, see Grestenberger (2018) and Alexiadou (2019a).
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‘The weather improved significantly.’

In fact, Alexiadou et al. (2015), building on previous work (Alexiadou &
Anagnostopoulou 1999, 2004), report that Greek anticausative verbs can be
divided into three distinct classes. Class A is characterized morphologically
by the presence of non-active voice marking and syntactically by the
projection of a non-active VoiceP (11). Class B is identified by the presence
of active voice morphology on the verb and the absence of a VoiceP in syntax
(12). Lastly, Class C is characterized by the optionality of non-active voice
marking on the verb and, consequently, the optionality of the projection of a

non-active VoiceP (13).1

ar) 1 fimi  dhiadhothike ghrighora. Class A
the  rumor spread.NACT quickly
“The rumor spread quickly.’

(12) 1 porta eklise ksafnika. Class B

the  door closed.ACT abruptly

“The door closed abruptly.’

(13) To frurio gremistike/ gremise. Class C
the fortress crumbled.NACT crumbled.ACT

‘The fortress crumbled.’

Comparing dhiadhothike with eklise and gremistike with gremise, it is
evident that the two verbs on the one hand, and the two variants of the same
verb on the other, differ morphologically (non-active vs. active voice

marking) and, by hypothesis (Alexiadou et al. 2015), syntactically (projection

15 Alexiadou et al. (2015: 88) provide the following examples for each class:

Class A: komatiazo ‘tear’, miono ‘decrease’, eksafanizo ‘diminish’, veltiono ‘improve’,
diplasiazo ‘double’, singendrono ‘gather’, dhiadhidho ‘spread rumors’, vithizo ‘sink’

Class B: asprizo ‘whiten’, kokinizo ‘redden’, vuliazo ‘sink’, katharizo ‘clean’, strogilevo
‘round’, klino ‘close’, anigo ‘open’, plateno ‘widen

Class C: zarono ‘wrinkle’, tsalakono ‘crumple’, zesteno ‘heat’, skizo ‘tear’, erimono ‘desert’,
madao ‘pluck’, lerono ‘dirty’, gremizo ‘collapse’

Haspelmath (1993, 2016) shows that the existence of morphologically distinct classes of
anticausatives within the same language is common from a typological perspective.
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vs. non-projection of a non-active VoiceP). But do they have different
semantics? All the three verb forms describe anticausative events. However,
two of them arguably contain Voice (dhiadhothike, gremistike). The question
that is at the heart of the study presented in this chapter is in what way exactly
anticausative Voice affects the meaning composition of sentences like (11-
13).

2.3 Interpreting anticausative Voice: setting the debate

Given the empirical landscape of Greek anticausatives described in the
previous section, there are two ways to pursue identifying the meaning
contribution of anticausative voice. The first one is to contrast verbs
belonging to Class A with verbs belonging to Class B: the non-actively
marked form of a verb X vs. the actively marked form of a verb Y. The second
possibility is to contrast the different variants of a Class C verb: the non-
actively marked form of a verb Z vs. the actively marked form of the same
verb Z. Most of the linguists interested in the topic have opted for the latter
alternative, possibly because it relies on the comparison of truly minimal
pairs.

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999, 2004) report judgments
according to which the aspectual adverb endelos ‘completely’ is incompatible
with an actively marked Class C anticausative, but fine with a non-actively

marked Class C anticausative, as in (14) below.

(14)a. To xamospito  gremise (*endelos).
the  old.house crumbled.ACT completely
b. To xamospito  gremistike (endelos).
the  old.house crumbled.NACT completely

“The old house (completely) crumbled.’

Abstracting over the reported asymmetry, the authors suggest that
anticausatives of Class C that bear active voice morphology unambiguously

convey partial change of state —this is why endelos is out in (14a). On the
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contrary, Class C anticausatives with non-active voice morphology may
describe either a partial or a complete change of state.

Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1999, 2004) offer a concrete answer to
whether and how the active and the non-active variant of a Class C verb differ
in interpretation. However, their intuitions are contradicted by other native
speakers. Moreover, it is theoretically surprising that the partial vs. complete
change distinction is associated with voice, which has been mostly related to
the external argument (Kratzer 1996). It needs to be noted, though, that this
was not a concern for the authors at that moment, since they located the
difference between actively and non-actively marked anticausatives not only
to VoiceP, but also to the existence of a result component in the structure of
the latter (Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou 2004: 131-135). But even if the
hesitations above are dismissed, it cannot be maintained that this proposal
covers the interpretative contribution of voice in Greek anticausatives. As the
same authors observe in subsequent work (Alexiadou et al. 2015), the
infelicity of endelos ‘completely’ does not carry on to anticausatives of Class

B:

(15) To aleksiptoto  anikse endelos.
the  parachute opened.ACT  completely

‘The parachute opened completely.’

The compatibility of the actively marked anticausative anikse ‘opened’ with
endelos, for example, suggests that the distinction between partial and
complete change of state cannot be mapped onto the active vs. non-active
voice morphology distinction, when all three classes of Greek anticausatives
are considered.

Lavidas et al. (2012) present a corpus study on the voice morphology of
verbs belonging to what has been labeled here as Classes B and C in the
diachrony of Greek. They find a general tendency for extending active voice
marking to anticausative verbs, at the cost of its morphological counterpart,
that is non-active voice marking. In order to explain this result, Lavidas et al.
postulate that active voice morphology is generalized across one-argument

structures, possibly in analogy with unergative constructions. Non-active
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voice, on the other hand, is restricted to signaling merely argument-absorption
(see Tsimpli 2006). Under the prism of such a hypothesis, the authors suggest
that non-actively marked Class C anticausatives differ from their actively
marked counterparts in that the former involve an implicit (syntactically
absorbed) argument that needs to be activated in the parsing. The claim is not
made more specific. Any attempt to elaborate on it by using examples is
dismissed as precarious.

The hypothesis put forth by Lavidas et al. (2012) is at first sight
consistent with the literature on voice. Non-active voice in anticausatives is
argued to be interpreted in the same way as in the other construals it appears
in (e.g., passives), namely as absorbing (syntactically suppressing) an
argument. Crucially, though, the idea that the difference between actively and
non-actively marked anticausatives is the activation, or lack thereof, of an
implicit argument does not receive sufficient empirical support. Specifically,
Lavidas and colleagues tested the frequency of active and non-active verb
forms, the voice morphology in anticausative construals, the animacy of the
subject and the frequency of transitive uses of the studied verbs. None of these
factors seems to have served for tracing activated or deactivated implicit
arguments in anticausative event descriptions. Furthermore, Lavidas et al.
(2012) left what is here dubbed as Class A of anticausatives outside their
study. Therefore, their claim is not straightforwardly extended to all instances
of non-active voice morphology in Greek anticausatives.

A proposal similar to the previous one in spirit, but independently
founded both empirically and theoretically, is made by Oikonomou (2014),

who builds on acceptability data as the following:

(16)a. To ftero tu aftokinitu mu  “tsalakose/
the  fender of.the car mine crumpled.ACT
tsalakothike.'6
crumpled.NACT

‘The fender of my car crumpled.’

16 Oikonomou (2014) uses the question mark ? to signal infelicity in this example. For the
sake of uniformity, ? is here replaced by the # symbol.
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b. I fusta mu  tsalakose/ tsalakothike.
the  skirt mine crumpled.ACT crumpled.NACT
‘My skirt crumpled.’
(Oikonomou 2014: 45, exs. (84a, b))

The author claims that Class C verbs with active voice marking are
infelicitous when the described change of state is initiated (violently) by an
external entity, as happens in the event of a car fender crumpling (16a); they
are perfectly fine when the described event involves no such external initiator
(16b). Non-actively marked anticausatives, on the other hand, are appropriate
for both event types.

In order to derive the asymmetry she reports, Oikonomou (2014) assumes
that the syntactic voice-related head that is realized as non-active voice
morphology in Greek anticausatives introduces an unspecified semantic
external argument; concretely, it binds it existentially. Note that she takes
anticausative voice to be interpreted as standard non-active voice, thus
coinciding with Lavidas et al. (2012) in essence, but not in the details of the
mechanics of meaning composition. In Oikonomou’s view, the non-active
voice of tsalakothike ‘crumpled’ introduces the external force that brought
about the crumpling of the car fender in (16a). In (16b), where no external
force is required, voice introduces an event —recall that the introduced
argument is by hypothesis unspecified— which is identified with the causing
event itself, i.e., the crumpling of the skirt. As regards the active anticausative
tsalakose ‘crumpled’, it is appropriate in (16b) because no additional
argument needs to enter the semantic derivation for the skirt to crumple. The
same verb form is not appropriate for the event described in (16a), because a
crumpled car fender requires a violent external initiator that, due to the lack
of a voice projection, has no way to enter the semantic derivation.

Oikonomou (2014) offers a straightforward answer to what the
interpretation of anticausative voice is: non-active voice marking signals the
existence of a semantic external argument causing the change of state, while
active voice marking conveys the absence of such an argument. Note,
however, that this proposal is built around something very close to the internal

vs. external causation distinction (Levin & Rappaport Hovav 1995), the
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grammatical relevance of which has been questioned (Rappaport Hovav
2020). Most importantly, Oikonomou’s (2014) main idea is not sufficiently
motivated on an empirical basis, as was the case also with its predecessors.

Alexiadou et al. (2015) offer a substantially different alternative to the
issue under discussion, namely the meaning contribution of voice in Greek
anticausative verbs. Noticing the —mostly empirical- shortcomings of the
attempts to establish a voice morphology/syntax-semantics mapping, they
build on Schéfer (2008, 2017) and Wood (2014, 2015) and propose that Greek
non-actively marked anticausatives feature an expletive non-active Voice
head that is interpreted as introducing an identity function over events. Under
such a hypothesis, anticausatives with active and non-active voice marking
are predicted to be semantically equivalent, as regards their event structure.
The emergence of active or non-active morphological marking on a verb is
ultimately attributed to information carried by the verbal root (see also
Oikonomou & Alexiadou 2022).

The expletiveness hypothesis put forth by Alexiadou et al. (2015) appears
to have the broadest empirical coverage; it predicts random alternation
between active and non-active morphology in the set of verbs that can be
interpreted as anticausative. On the other hand, it raises acquisition issues.
The expletiveness of voice would mean that children acquiring Greek need to
learn separately the voice morphology that combines with each verb as part
of the respective lexical entry. Arguing in favor of such a view is legitimate,
as long as one shows that other, more economical alternatives are not
empirically confirmed, a task that, to my knowledge, has not yet been
undertaken by linguists working on the topic.!”

Summing up the literature on the interpretation of voice in anticausatives
in Greek, the partial vs. complete change of state distinction (Alexiadou &
Anagnostopoulou 1999, 2004) is dismissed as irrelevant, since it was refuted
by the very authors that introduced it in the first place (Alexiadou et al. 2015).

One is then left with two opposing insights: (i) the idea that non-active voice

17 In the literature on anticausatives inspired on languages other than Greek, a tight relation
is often established between anticausativity and reflexivity (Kallulli 2006; Labelle 2008;
Koontz-Garboden 2009, to name a few). This has not been included in the main discussion
as the alleged kinship between reflexives and anticausatives has not been proposed for the
case of Greek.
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correlates with the existence of an (implicit) external cause of the described
change (Lavidas et al. 2012; Oikonomou 2014), and (ii) the view that non-
active voice in anticausatives is expletive and, therefore, does not affect the
structure of the described event (Alexiadou et al. 2015). Given that, as was
stated earlier, neither line of analysis has been sufficiently motivated, the
debate can be settled only by presenting robust empirical evidence in either
direction. This was exactly the main goal of the experimental study presented

in detail in the following section.

2.4 In search of linguistic evidence: the experimental study

An experimental study was carried out in order to address from a strongly
empirical angle the following broad research question: What is the
interpretation of voice in Greek anticausative verbs? The expletive voice
hypothesis, according to which anticausatives with non-active voice marking
feature an expletive non-active VoiceP and, therefore, have a similar event
structure as their actively marked counterparts (Alexiadou et al. 2015), was
adopted as the main working hypothesis.

The experimental study was designed as a two-stage process. First, a
simple acceptability judgment task containing sentences built around
anticausative verbs was conducted. Then, the very same sentences were tested
by means of another acceptability judgment and interpretation task. This time
the test-sentences were embedded under a contextual setting in order to
further check whether the acceptability and interpretation of anticausative
verbs are determined by voice morphology, by contextual information, by
both or neither of these factors. The two experiments are presented in detail

below.

2.4.1 Experiment 1: The distribution of voice in Greek anticausatives

As mentioned in Section 2.3, most of the attempts to ascribe certain meaning

to the voice morphology of Greek anticausatives built on alleged contrasts
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between the active and the non-active variant of Class C verbs. This suggested
Class C as the most appropriate field from which to draw evidence in support
of the opposing view, namely that both anticausative variants receive a similar
interpretation (Alexiadou et al. 2015).

Specifically, the main goal of Experiment 1 was to put to test the very
existence of Class C in the grammar of Greek. If speakers accept equally the
active and the non-active morphological variant of the tested anticausatives,
Class C has the same status as Classes A and B in the grammar of native
Greek speakers, and one needs to keep digging in order to check whether
voice morphology correlates with interpretation in the ways suggested by
Lavidas et al. (2012) and Oikonomou (2014), for example. Alternatively, if
speakers tend to systematically associate a subset of Class C verbs with active
voice marking and a different subset with non-active voice marking, then a
grammatical description of Greek anticausatives could make do with only two
morphological classes; one characterized by active voice marking (Class B)
and one characterized by non-active voice marking (Class A). Note that in the
latter case one still needs to check whether the two classes of anticausatives
receive a different interpretation. However, the existing analyses in support
of this view will have already lost significantly in credibility.

Under the rationale above, Experiment 1 contrasted directly the active
and non-active variants of the same Class C anticausative verbs, asking
participants to rate the acceptability of both verb forms. The experiment was

administered via the Alchemer platform.

Participants
With the help of various social media platforms, 90 native speakers of Greek
(44 male, 44 female, 2 other; mean age 28.91 years, SD = 3.99) were

recruited. They all completed Experiment 1 voluntarily.

Materials

The materials used for Experiment 1 were built around 10 anticausative verbs
reported to behave as members of so-called Class C, that is as admitting both
active and non-active voice morphology in anticausative construals: rayizo
‘crack’, madhao ‘pluck’, zarono ‘wrinkle’, erimono ‘desert’, zesteno ‘heat’,

lerono ‘sully’, dhialio ‘disperse’, gremizo ‘crumble’, tsalakono ‘crumple’,
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skizo ‘tear’. All verbs appeared in both morphological variants, leading the
set of critical experimental items to a total of 20. Two minimal pairs that
formed part of the experiment are given below along with their English

translations for expository purposes.!®

(17)a. To palio spiti tis yayas gremise.
the old house the.GEN grandma crumbled.ACT
b. To palio spiti tis yayas gremistike.
the old house the.GEN grandma crumbled.NACT

‘Grandma’s old house crumbled.’

(18)a. To metopo tu Zarose.
the  forehead his  wrinkled.ACT
b. To metopo tu zarothike.
the  forehead his wrinkled.NACT
‘His forehead wrinkled.’

In order to confirm the participants’ competence to evaluate voice
morphology independently of the specific research question addressed by
Experiment 1 concerning the anticausative Class C, the set of critical items
was complemented with an equal number of control items. These were again
sentences built around anticausative verbs which, however, display only one
morphological variant. Concretely, the set of controls involved 10 Class A
anticausatives with obligatory non-active voice marking (metavalome
‘change’, vithizome ‘sink’, anatrepome ‘turn over’, peristrefome ‘rotate’,
mionome ‘diminish’, epidhinonome ‘deteriorate’, veltionome ‘improve’,
anaptisome ‘grow’, trelenome ‘go crazy’, ekrighnime ‘explode’) and 10 Class
B anticausatives that were necessarily marked as active (alazo ‘change’,
vuliazo ‘sink’, anapodhoyirizo ‘turn over’, yirizo ‘rotate’, lighostevo

‘diminish’, xiroterevo ‘deteriorate’, kaliterevo ‘improve’, meghalono ‘grow’,

18 The list of materials used for Experiment 1, together with sociolinguistic information on
the participants, can be found here:
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsy2.2023.1068058/full#supplementary-
material.
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salevo ‘go crazy’, skao ‘explode’). The attentive reader notices that each
Class B verb chosen had a synonym in the group of Class A anticausatives.
This was a conscious move that aimed at maintaining a parallel design across
the critical and control conditions. There follow two control minimal pairs

from the item list, translated into English.

(19)a. To karavi vithistike. Class A
the ship  sank.NACT
b. To karavi vuliakse. Class B
the  ship sank.ACT
“The ship sank.’

(20)a. O triferos vlastos anaptixthike. Class A
the  tender stem  grew.NACT
b. O triferos vlastos meghalose. Class B
the  tender stem  grew.ACT

‘The young stem grew.’

Participants were given the following instructions: “In what follows, you
will be presented with a set of sentences. Each sentence is followed by a scale.
We ask you to use this scale to rate how good each sentence is in your opinion
(left extreme = bad, right extreme = good).”

All participants rated the complete set of experimental items, thus
providing 40 ratings each. The reported results were based on the statistical

analysis of a total of 3,600 responses (90 participants % 40 ratings).

Procedure

Participants used their personal computer or smart device to complete
Experiment 1. The main task started only after they had read the instructions
and answered a questionnaire regarding their sociolinguistic background. In
this experiment, participants were asked to read a set of sentences in the
absence of any context and use a scale to report how good or bad they found

each one of them.
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The experimental items were randomized. An example of what

participants saw on their screens is given below, translated into English.

21) 1 vomva eskase.

the  bomb exploded.ACT

‘The bomb exploded.’
kaki s | 1 ] i
‘bad’ ‘good’

The median duration of the experiment was 6' 93".

The exposition and discussion of the results of Experiment 1 is deferred
until after the detailed presentation of Experiment 2, that instantiated the

second stage of the study described in this section.

2.4.2 Experiment 2: The interpretation of voice in Greek
anticausatives

The second experiment was similar to Experiment 1 in three main respects:
(1) it aimed at getting evidence in support of the working hypothesis that
Greek non-actively marked anticausatives project an expletive non-active
VoiceP (Alexiadou et al. 2015), (i1) it was based on an acceptability judgment
task, and (ii1) it contrasted the active and non-active anticausative variant of
Class C verbs. Crucially, the two experiments differed in that Experiment 2
embedded the test-sentences in a contextual setting. Specifically, the latter
was designed to not only obtain judgments related to the acceptability of the
Class C morphological variants, but also to test whether the acceptability and
interpretation of Class C anticausatives are sensitive to contextual
information.

Considering that there are infinite aspects of the contextual setting that
could affect the speakers’ preference for active or non-active morphological
marking and its interpretation, and bearing in mind the literature summarized

in Section 2.3, the presence vs. absence of a (violent) external initiator for the
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described change of state (Lavidas et al. 2012; Oikonomou 2014) was
identified as a most appropriate suspect.

To be specific, Experiment 2 addressed a two-tier question. On a first
level, it attempted to test whether the contextually imposed (non-)salience of
an external initiator interacted with the acceptability of active or non-active
voice morphology. Two possibilities lay ahead: First, speakers may map
systematically the two different types of morphological marking (active vs.
non-active) to the two different contextual conditions; the overt cause
condition, when the external initiator is salient, and the non-overt cause
condition, when it is not. This would suggest that voice morphology actually
has interpretative consequences. Note that, if Lavidas et al. (2012) and
Oikonomou (2014) are in the right path, it is non-active voice morphology
that will be associated with overt cause contexts. Alternatively, the speakers’
preference for the active or the non-active Class C variant will not be affected
by the salience of the external initiator. In that case, the preference pattern
obtained from Experiment 2 is expected to replicate the one obtained from
Experiment 1. Notice that, under such findings, a voice morphology-
interpretation mapping will remain unmotivated.

On a second level, Experiment 2 pried directly into the meaning of Class
C anticausatives. Concretely it investigated whether the speakers’
interpretation of anticausative event descriptions as involving a specific cause
or not depends mostly on the voice morphology of the verb or on the existing
contextual information. Given the design of the experiment, there were again
two possibilities: Speakers may rely on morphology and attribute a cause
interpretation to non-actively marked anticausatives but a no-cause
interpretation to their actively marked counterparts. This result would indicate
some truth-conditional effect of voice morphology on Greek anticausative
verbs (pace Lavidas et al. 2012; Oikonomou 2014). Alternatively, Greek
speakers may systematically link overt cause contexts to cause interpretations
and non-overt cause contexts to no-cause interpretations, regardless of voice
morphology. This would be regarded as evidence in favor of the expletiveness
approach to anticausative voice (Alexiadou et al. 2015).

Targeting the double goal exposed above, Experiment 2 contrasted

actively and non-actively marked Class C anticausatives against two types of
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contextual settings (overt cause vs. non-overt cause) and two kinds of
interpretations (cause vs. no-cause). This time participants were asked to read
a set of sentences and, given the context that preceded each one of them,
provide judgments on their naturalness and interpretation. This experiment

was also administered via Alchemer.

Participants
Experiment 2 was completed by 76 volunteers (20 male, 55 female, 1 other;
mean age 29.91 years, SD = 5.69), all native speakers of Greek, recruited via

different social media platforms.

Materials

The critical items of Experiment 1 were used also for Experiment 2. However,
this second experiment further involved context. Consequently, each of the
20 test-sentences appeared embedded under an overt cause context and a non-
overt cause context, leading to a sum of 40 critical items for Experiment 2.
Example (22) that follows shows how example (17) from Experiment 1 was

modified for the purposes of the second experiment.

(22)a. Overt cause context — Active voice morphology
[Auntie called to tell us about the earthquake at the village this
morning. They shook a lot.]
To  palio spiti tis yayas gremise.
the old  house the.GEN grandma crumbled.ACT
‘Grandma’s old house crumbled.’
b. Non-overt cause context — Active voice morphology
[I went back to the village after a long time. We should have made
repairs all these years.]
To palio spiti tis yayas gremise.
the old house the.GEN grandma crumbled.ACT

‘Grandma’s old house crumbled.’

19 The set of experimental items and sociolinguistic information regarding the participants of
Experiment 2 can be accessed at
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1068058/full#supplementary-
material.
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c. Overt cause context — Non-active voice morphology
[Auntie called to tell us about the earthquake at the village this
morning. They shook a lot.]
To palio spiti tis yayas gremistike.
the old  house the.GEN grandma crumbled.NACT
‘Grandma’s old house crumbled.’

d. Non-overt cause context — Non-active voice morphology
[T went back to the village after a long time. We should have made
repairs all these years.]
To palio spiti tis yayas gremistike.
the old house the.GEN grandma crumbled.NACT

‘Grandma’s old house crumbled.’

The contextual setting of (22a, c¢) introduces explicitly an external
initiator of the crumbling of the house, namely the earthquake. This is not the
case for the context of (22b, d), which does not specify such an external
initiator —some different type of cause may still be accommodated in this case.
This is the way the distinction between overt cause and non-overt cause
contexts was understood and incorporated into the experimental design.
Recall that, under the expletiveness hypothesis of anticausative voice
(Alexiadou et al. 2015), no significant difference in acceptability was
foreseen between (22a) and (22b) on the one hand, and (22¢) and (22d) on the
other.

Experiment 2 was meant as a complementation of the first experiment.
In order to make sure that the results of the two acceptability tasks are
comparable, the set of control items of Experiment 1 was used also for
Experiment 2, each item embedded under an overt cause context and a non-
overt cause context, so as to have a design parallel to the criticals. Example
(23) demonstrates how (19) from Experiment 1 was adapted for the purposes

of this second experiment.

(23)a. Overt cause context — Active voice morphology
[Everybody knew that it was a well-made ship. Unfortunately, though,

the storm it faced that night was too heavy.]
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To karavi vuliakse.
the  ship sank.ACT
“The ship sank.’
b. Non-overt cause context — Active voice morphology
[The pirates stole the cargo and abducted the crew. They left “Argo”
empty and unmanned. ]
To karavi vuliakse.
the ship  sank.ACT
“The ship sank.’
c. Overt cause context — Non-active voice morphology
[Everybody knew that it was a well-made ship. Unfortunately, though,
the storm it faced that night was too heavy.]
To karavi vithistike.
the  ship sank.NACT
“The ship sank.’
d. Non-overt cause context — Non-active voice morphology
[The pirates stole the cargo and abducted the crew. They left “Argo”
empty and unmanned. ]
To karavi vithistike.
the  ship sank.NACT
“The ship sank.’

Experiment 2 addressed not only the acceptability of anticausatives with
active and non-active voice morphological marking, but also their meaning.
Therefore, each experimental item was followed by two possible
interpretations: one according to which the described change of state was due
to a specific cause and one that explicitly denied the existence of a specific
cause for the same change. Note that, if anticausative voice is indeed expletive
(Alexiadou et al. 2015), speakers will base their interpretation not on
morphology, but on contextual information. Consequently, they will match
overt cause contexts with cause interpretations and non-overt cause contexts
with no-cause interpretations.

The following instructions were given to participants: “In what follows

you will read a set of small texts. Each text consists of the description of a
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situation followed by an utterance. First, we ask you to rate how natural each
utterance is with respect to the situation using a scale (left edge = totally
unnatural, right edge = absolutely natural). Second, we ask you to use a
similar scale to rate how salient each of the two provided interpretations of
the utterance is, always in relation to the situation (left edge = impossible,
right edge = extremely possible).” The reader notices that, while Experiment
1 elicited participants’ judgments in terms of good and bad, Experiment 2
asked them to characterize the test-sentences as natural or unnatural. It was
the presence of situational contexts in the latter that designated naturalness as
a more appropriate term. Crucially, both experiments tested the speakers’
grammatical preference for active or non-active voice morphology on Greek
anticausatives, which is here dubbed simply as acceptability, comprising both
“goodness” and naturalness judgments.

Experiment 2 included the 40 experimental items used for the first
experiment, each embedded under two different contexts. This brought the
total of experimental materials to 80. Considering that a lengthy task would
discourage participants, two versions of Experiment 2 were created by
splitting the items in half; each version included 20 critical items (5 Class C
verbs % 4 conditions) + 20 control items (5 control synonym pairs % 4
conditions). All participants rated the set of items producing 3 ratings each:
one naturalness rating and two salience ratings related to the two
interpretations given. The results reported for Experiment 2 are based on the

statistical analysis of 9,120 responses (76 participants x (40 x 3) ratings).

Procedure

The procedure followed for Experiment 2 was similar to the one described
for Experiment 1 in that participants used their personal device and started
the main task only after they read the instructions and answered the same
sociolinguistic questionnaire. For each experimental item, participants were
presented with a context, a test sentence and two possible interpretations.
They were instructed to rate the naturalness of the test-sentence and the
salience of the two interpretations, always bearing in mind the respective

context.
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The critical and control items were randomized. There follows an
example of what participants of Experiment 2 saw on their screens, translated

into English:

(24)[Thousands of protestors gathered this morning at Aristotelous square.

After some minutes, a terrible storm broke out.]

To plithos dhialithike.

the  crowd dispersed.NACT

“The crowd dispersed.’
Rate how natural the utterance is in relation to the situation.
katholu fisiko m— —— apolita fisiko
‘totally unnatural’ ‘absolutely natural’
Rate how salient each interpretation of the utterance is in relation to the
situation.
a. A storm was the cause of what happened.
katholu pithani m—— ck scretika pithani
‘impossible’ ‘extremely possible’
b. There was no specific cause for what happened.

katholu pithani m— —— ck scretika pithani

‘impossible’ ‘extremely possible’

The median duration of the experiment was 18' 84".

2.4.3 Results of Experiments 1 and 2: evidence obtained

Due to the comparable design of the two experiments —testing the same active
and non-active anticausative pairs of the same 10 alleged Class C verbs in the
absence and in the presence of context—, the results are reported in a single
section, divided into two parts. First, the acceptability judgments obtained via
Experiments 1 and 2 are analyzed, which have been combined into a single
database. The possible effect of Voice (active, non-active) is analyzed across
every specific item as well as the occurrence of each item in the different

contextual conditions. This analysis is run separately on control and critical
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items. Second comes the analysis of the saliency of the two possible
interpretations that have been provided in Experiment 2, as reported by the
participants.

Concerning the statistical analyses, a series of beta mixed-effects
ANOVAs were performed using the glmmTMB package in R. To fulfill the
requirements of a beta distribution, the 0-100 response values obtained (see,
e.g., (21)) were first divided by 100 (to obtain a 0-1 distribution), and then the
two ends were replaced by very close values (0.0000001 for 0, and 0.9999999
for 1). The omnibus test results are reported, which are complemented with
Sequential Bonferroni-corrected pairwise contrasts (obtained using the
emmeans package) and Cohen’s d as a measure of effect size. In each reported
model, the chosen random effects’ structure was the most complex structure

providing no model convergence problems.

2.4.3.1 Acceptability results

243.1.1 Acceptability results for control items

Figure 1 displays the results of the perceived acceptability ratings among the
control items of Experiments 1 and 2. As can be seen, there is a preference
for non-active voice items, a sort of preference for items presented without a
context, and, among the items that did involve a context, a preference for
those with an overt cause one. In general, control items received mean
acceptability ratings higher than 70%, indicating that the participants were

indeed capable of providing judgments on Greek voice morphology.

47



. active non-active

100

= T

84.09

Perceived acceptability (+95% CI)

81.18
73.98
no context overt cause non-overt cause
(Exp. 1) context context
(Exp. 2) (Exp. 2)

Figure 1. Acceptability results of control items in Experiments 1 and 2 (Tsiakmakis et al.

2023: 8, Figure 1)

A beta mixed-effects model was performed for the acceptability responses for
control items of Experiments 1 and 2. The fixed factors were Voice (i.e.,
active, non-active), Context (i.e., no context, overt cause context, non-overt
cause context) and their paired interaction. The random effects’ structure
included a random intercept for Subject plus a random slope for Context by
Item.

The omnibus test results showed a significant main effect for both Voice,
2’(1) = 11.676, p = .001, and Context, y*(2) = 10.152, p = .006, but no
significant interaction. The main effect of Voice relates to an overall greater
acceptability of items presented with non-active morphology (d =0.177, p =
.001). The main effect of Context indicates lower acceptability rates for items
presented with a non-overt cause context, compared to those presented with
no context at all (d=0.696, p =.016), and those presented with an overt cause
context (d = 0.381, p =.039), with no significant difference between the latter
two (d=0.315, p=.561).
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2.4.3.1.2 Acceptability results for critical items

Figure 2 displays the results of the perceived acceptability ratings among the
critical items of Experiments 1 and 2. As can be seen, the acceptability
obtained does not vary much across the different context conditions, even
though a generalizable preference for non-active voice forms over active ones
seems to occur. Nevertheless, the statistical results below indicate that this
preference for non-active voice items is just an artifact caused by the specific
verbs selected for the experimental tasks. Specifically, six out of the ten verbs
tested display a preference for non-active voice forms, three of the tested
verbs display a preference for active voice forms, and one can take either the

active or the non-active voice morphology (see Table 1 below).
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71.16
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no context overt cause non-overt cause
(Exp. 1) context context
(Exp. 2) (Exp. 2)

Figure 2. Acceptability results of critical items in Experiments 1 and 2 (Tsiakmakis et al.
2023: 9, Figure 2)

A beta mixed-effects model was performed for the acceptability responses for
critical items of Experiments 1 and 2. Again, the fixed factors were Voice
(i.e., active, non-active), Context (i.e., no context, overt cause context, non-
overt cause context) and their paired interaction. The random effects’
structure included a random intercept for Subject plus a random slope for

Voice by Item.
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The omnibus test results showed significant results for Context, y*(2) =
14.501, p = .001, and for the paired interaction Voice x Context, y’(1) =
40.473, p < .001. However, no significant main effect was found for Voice,
2’(1)=1.447, p = 229 (which is in line with the hypothesis that the effect of
Voice is verb-specific). The main effect of Context indicates higher
acceptability rates for items presented with an overt cause context, compared
to those presented with no context at all (d = 0.605, p = .015), and those
presented with a non-overt cause context (d = 0.564, p = .014), with no
significant difference between the latter (d = 0.041, p = 1.000).

The interaction Voice x Context can be interpreted as such that different
preferences for Context conditions are found when exploring active or non-
active morphology. On the one hand, when active morphology is used, items
without a context receive lower acceptability ratings, compared to those with
overt cause contexts (d = 0.939, p <.001) and with non-overt cause contexts
(d =0.714, p = .007), with no significant difference between the latter (d =
0.224, p = .620). On the other hand, when non-active morphology is used,
items accompanied with a non-overt cause context receive lower acceptability
ratings, compared to those with overt cause contexts (d = 0.572, p =.003) and
those presented without a context (d = 0.493, p = .021), with no significant
difference between the latter (d = 0.079, p = 1.000).

An additional statistical model was run over the acceptability of critical
items, including Voice (active, non-active), Context (no context, overt cause
context, non-overt cause context), the specific Item, and all their possible
interactions as fixed factors. The model included a random slope for Voice
by Subject. In this analysis, the focus was on the potential effect of Voice
within every specific item and every contextual condition in which each item
had been presented.

All main effects and interactions were found to be significant. The ones
of interest here are, first, the paired interaction Voice x Item, 5°(9) = 123.220,
p <.001, and, second, the triple interaction Voice x Context x Item, y°(18) =
75.480, p <.001. The pairwise contrasts associated with the paired interaction
Voice x Item are summarized in Table 1: while active voice morphology is
preferred for rayizo ‘crack’, madhao ‘pluck’, and zarono ‘wrinkle’, non-

active voice is preferred for gremizo ‘crumble’, tsalakono ‘crumple’, dhialio
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‘disperse’, zesteno ‘heat’, lerono ‘sully’, and skizo ‘tear’, and no significant

preference is found for erimono ‘desert’.

Table 1. Mean (and standard deviation) values for the reported acceptability of each specific
critical item across active and non-active voice morphology in both Experiment 1 and 2

(Tsiakmakis et al. 2023: 9, Table 2). The last two columns indicate the results of the pairwise

contrasts associated with the significant interaction Voice x Item.

Mean (SD) acceptability reported | Pairwise contrasts
Item Active voice | Non-active voice | Cohen’s d p
rayizo ‘crack’ 83.56 (23.23) 20.84 (28.75) 4.046 | <.001
gremizo | ‘crumble’ | 26.70 (32.76) 88.24 (18.94) -3.489 | <.001
tsalakono | ‘crumple’ | 27.02 (32.56) 87.07 (20.36) -3.936 | <.001
erimono | ‘desert’ 81.73 (25.94) 76.88 (29.97) 0.286 283
dhialio ‘disperse’ | 32.06 (36.01) 87.42 (20.38) -3.227 | <.001
zesteno ‘heat’ 55.16 (36.83) 77.73 (24.95) —-1.116 | <.001
madhao | ‘pluck’ 64.90 (34.49) 29.89 (32.60) 2.593 | <.001
lerono ‘sully’ 30.88 (33.46) 79.70 (29.02) -3.021 | <.001
skizo ‘tear’ 21.48 (29.77) 87.04 (18.84) -3.953 | <.001
zarono ‘wrinkle’ | 74.65 (30.42) 38.08 (34.81) 2.465 | <.001

Regarding the effect of Voice in the triple interaction Voice x Context x
Item, it is statistically relevant only for two verbs, i.e., erimono ‘desert’ and
zesteno ‘heat’. In these cases, Voice plays a role in the reported acceptability
only when no contextual information is provided (i.e., only in Experiment 1),
but not when there is an overt or a non-overt cause context. Specifically,
erimono shows a significant preference for active voice (d = 0.720, p = .026),
and zesteno displays a significant preference for non-active voice morphology

(d=-2.631, p<.001).

2.4.3.2 Interpretation results

Figure 3 illustrates how salient the participants consider the two possible

interpretations offered in Experiment 2. While the first row depicts the
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reported saliency of a cause interpretation for items presented with an overt
cause context (left) and a non-overt cause context (right), the second row
shows the reported saliency of a no-cause interpretation in the same types of
contexts. Overt cause contexts favor a cause interpretation and disfavor a no-
cause interpretation; non-overt cause contexts disfavor a cause interpretation,

while being unclear as regards no-cause interpretations.
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Figure 3. Reported saliency of the two possible interpretations offered in Experiment 2:
cause and no-cause interpretations (by rows), for items presented with an overt cause context
or a non-overt cause context (by columns), across Item Type and Voice (Tsiakmakis et al

2023: 10, Figure 3)

A statistical model was run taking the reported saliency of the specific
interpretation as the dependent variable. It included as fixed factors Voice
(active, non-active), Context (overt cause context, non-overt cause context),

Interpretation (cause interpretation, no-cause interpretation), and Item Type
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(critical, control). The random effects’ structure included a random slope for
both Context and Interpretation by Subject, plus a random intercept for Item.

Four fixed effects were found to be significant, i.e., two main effects and
two interactions. The significant main effects were Context, °(1) = 67.789, p
<.001, and Interpretation, y°(1) = 54.487, p < .001, though they are better
explained by looking at their paired interaction, which was also found to be
significant, y°(1) = 2185.895, p < .001. The paired interaction Context x
Interpretation can be explained in two complementary ways. First, cause
interpretations are rated higher in overt cause contexts than in non-overt cause
contexts (d = 4.161, p < .001), and no-cause interpretations are considered
more salient in non-overt cause contexts than in overt cause contexts (d = —
2.127, p <.001). Alternatively, for overt cause contexts, cause interpretations
receive higher ratings than no-cause interpretations (d = 4.340, p < .001),
whereas for non-overt cause contexts, no-cause interpretations receive higher
ratings than cause interpretations (d = 1.947, p < .001). Lastly, the other
interaction found to be significant was the triple interaction Context X
Interpretation x Item Type, x°(1) = 8.352, p = .004, which can be related to
the fact that, in assigning a cause interpretation to a non-overt cause context,
control items obtained higher ratings than critical items (d = 0.290, p = .013).
No significant effect of Voice was found whatsoever.

Since it was also interesting to know whether there is a significant
difference between the two less preferred interpretations (i.e., cause
interpretation of non-overt cause contexts vs. no-cause interpretation of overt
cause contexts) and between the two preferred ones (i.e., cause interpretation
of overt cause contexts vs. no-cause interpretation of non-overt cause
contexts), an additional statistical model was run in which the combination of
Context and Interpretation was modeled as a single variable with four levels
(i.e., the four panels in Figure 3). The results indicate no significant
differences between the two less preferred interpretations (d = 0.178, p =
483), and significantly greater values for the cause interpretation of overt

cause contexts compared to the no-cause interpretation of non-overt cause
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contexts (d = 1.888, p < .001). The rest of the effects described above were

found intact.?°

2.5 Interpreting anticausative voice: settling the debate

Let us now take stock of the results of the experimental study and consider
their empirical and theoretical consequences. Experiment 1 tested the active
and the non-active morphological variant of 10 anticausative verbs allegedly
belonging to Class C (as defined by Alexiadou et al. 2015). Interestingly, the
verbs that formed part of this first task were found to behave either as
members of Class A (gremizo ‘crumble’, tsalakono ‘crumple’, dhialio
‘disperse’, zesteno ‘heat’, lerono ‘sully’, skizo ‘tear’) or as members of Class
B (rayizo ‘crack’, erimono ‘desert’, madhao ‘pluck’, zarono ‘wrinkle’). In
other words, participants linked systematically non-active voice morphology
to a subset of the tested verbs and active voice morphology to the
complementary subset, thus suggesting that Class C is not productive (cf.
Alexiadou et al. 2015). Importantly, the results of Experiment 1 further
showed that morphological class membership is not categorical as regards
Greek anticausative verbs; the verb gremizo ‘crumble’ for example displayed
more prototypical Class A behavior than the verb zesteno ‘heat’ (see Table
1).

Experiment 2 tested the same morphological voice distinction as
Experiment 1 (active vs. non-active voice) against two types of contextual
settings (overt cause vs. non-overt cause). Intriguingly, the results obtained
from the first experiment were reproduced, with the exception of those related
to erimono ‘desert’ and zesteno ‘heat’, for which the significant preference
for non-active and active voice, respectively, disappeared. Such findings
indicate that the morphological marking of Greek anticausatives is not

sensitive to the (contextually induced) salience or non-salience of an external

20 Four separate one-sample t-tests were performed to the four different combinations of
Context x Interpretation (values transformed to a 0-1 scale, u = 0.5). The category of data
pertaining to the non-overt cause context x no cause interpretation condition shows a bimodal
distribution, with a set of responses close to 0 and another set close to 100, which however
cannot be explained by means of the variable Voice.
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initiator (cf. Lavidas et al. 2012; Oikonomou 2014). Moreover, by replicating
the preference pattern obtained from the first experiment, Experiment 2
provided additional evidence against the productivity of the so-called
anticausative Class C. %!

The second experimental task tested the active vs. non-active voice
distinction not only against two different types of contexts, but also against
two different types of interpretation (cause vs. no-cause). The results related
to the latter turned out to be 