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Lepiinyn

H mopovdoa uelétn eletaler tic Aertovpyies twv OEIKTIKOV OVOUOTIKOYV PPATEDV GE
IITOTPOTWTN AVOPOPa. o€ opyiky Béan otnv allniovyio, aliomoimvrag ta Epyoieio e
Avaloong Zovouidiag. Ao v avaloon mpokOTTEL OTI 01 OEIKTIKES OVOUOTIKES PPOTELS
OTOTELOVY  TPOYUATOLOYIKG, OGHUOOEUEVES TPOKTIKEG OVAPOPAS OE TPOTWTO OV
XPNOILOTOLO0VTOL YIO. TV ETIAVGH TPOPANUOTOV O GYECH UE THY TOVTOTOINCH TOD
OVOPEPOUEVOD TPOCOTOV 1 TV TPAYUATOTOINGY alloloynoewy yopw amo avto. Xty
TPATH TEPITTWON TO, OEIKTIKG, YPHOLULOTOIODVTIOL AVOYVOPLOTIKG, ONAQON KOAODY TOV/THY
TOPOANTTI/TIPIO. VO, OVAYVWPIOEL TO OVOPEPOUEVO TPOCOTO UE PAan THY ELOIKN Yvaon
OV  HoIpAlETOl  HE TOV/TNV OoMIANTH/Tpla. 2T OgDTEPN TEPITTWON TO. OEIKTIKG.
APNOUOTOLODVTOL AL10A0YIKG, ONA0ON OElyvovYy THY avvoucBnuotiky torofétnon tov/tng
OUIANTH/TPLOS ATEVOVTI GTO TPOTOTO OVOPOPOS.

AéCeig-KkAe1016: ovapopa. o€ TPOTWTO, OPYIKN AVOPOPQ, OEIKTIKES OVOUOTIKES PPACELS,
ovayvapioTikn ypnoy, covoioOnuotixn/olloloyikn ypnon, Avaiven LZovouiliog

1 Introduction

This paper examines the interactional functions of demonstrative noun phrases in initial
third person singular reference in Greek conversation, using the tools of Conversation
Analysis. The argument in a nutshell is the following. Demonstrative noun phrases are
marked practices for initial reference to third person that give rise to special inferences
and are mobilized as practices for carrying out specific actions, such as resolving
trouble in person recognition, and delivering assessments. The structural and semantic-
pragmatic aspects of demonstrative noun phrases are presented in section 2. Section 3
explains data and methods. The analysis is in Section 4 and summarizing remarks are
found in Section 5.

2 The structural and semantic-pragmatic profile of demonstrative noun
phrases

Demonstrative noun phrases consist of noun phrases (henceforth NPs), which are
preceded or (less often) followed by the deictic pronouns or nominal demonstratives
(Dixon 2010) avtog/avti/ovté  (this.M.NOM.SG/this.F.NOM.SG/this.N.NOM.SG) or
exelvoglexeivn/exeivo  (that. M.NOM.SG/that.F.NOM.SG/that.N.NOM.SG).! In  Greek,
demonstrative and definite article co-occur in the NP. Demonstrative NPs are marked

* 1 am indebted to Christos Tzitzilis for intellectually stimulating discussions on the topic of this paper.

Many thanks go to Tasos Tsangalidis for useful comments and the ICGL14 participants for questions
and feedback.

! Demonstrative NPs fall into the category of polydefinite NPs (see Lekakou and Szendréi 2011).
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for definiteness, that is, they code referents of assumed familiarity or knownness (see
e.g. Ariel 1988, 1990; Bolinger 1977; Chafe 1976, 1994; Gundel, Hedberg and
Zacharski 1993; Heim 1983; Lyons 1999; Prince 1992) and identifiability (Birner and
Ward 1998).

Moreover, demonstrative NPs are associated with various pragmatic uses,
analysed in depth by Diessel (1999) and summarized by Levinson (2004) in Figure 1:

Deictic Exophoric
Gestural
Contrastive
Non-contrastive
Symbolic
Transposed
Discourse deictic
Non-deictic Anaphoric

Anaphoric
Cataphoric
Empathetic
\
\ Recognitional

Figure 1 | The distinct use of demonstratives (after Levinson 2004)

Demonstratives can be used deictically, that is, to point to person in the immediate
speech situation. Non-deictic use of demonstratives can be anaphoric, recognitional or
empathetic. More specifically, in anaphoric use, demonstratives are co-referential with
a prior noun or NP; in recognitional use, demonstratives introduce a referent for the
first time and invite the addressee to identify the referent by drawing on “specific,
‘personalized’ knowledge that is assumed to be shared by the communicating parties
due to a common interactional history or to supposedly shared experiences”
(Himmelmann 1996: 233); and in empathetic use, demonstratives introduce a referent
for the first time and indicate the speaker’s stance/attitude toward the referent, such as
emotional or psychological distance/proximity between speaker and referent, insult,
surprise or affection (Naruoka 2006, see also Lakoff 1974 and Lyons 1977). This study
targets non-deictic recognitional and empathetic uses of demonstrative NPs in third
person reference in Greek.

3 Data and methods

Conversation analytic research has shown that person reference is an interactional
achievement (see e.g. Fox 1987, 1996; Enfield and Stivers 2007; Enfield 2013). The
selection of appropriate reference forms is shaped by social and interactional factors,
such as interlocutors’ social relationship and ‘common ground’ or mutual knowledge
(Clark and Marshall 1981), the social action being performed, as well as reference
position, which can be locally initial (first mention of referent) or subsequent (second
mention of referent, etc.) (Schegloff 1996). Third person singular reference forms are
pragmatically unmarked or marked? depending on whether they are interpreted by
hearers as referring to a person and doing nothing more (‘referring simpliciter’,
Schegloff 1996: 440) or they show speaker’s effort to accomplish something more than

2 Pragmatic markedness is understood in terms of locally defined contextual expectations and social
situational usage (Stivers, Enfield and Levinson 2007: 9).
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simply referring and invite the addressee to infer this ‘special something’. In English
conversation, default reference forms in initial reference position include names, kin
terms or descriptive NPs (Sacks and Schegloff 1979; Stivers 2007). These forms are
organized around two general preference structures, described by Sacks and Schegloff
(1979) as follows: (a) a preference for recipient design, that is, the use of recognitionals,
and (b) a preference for minimization, that is, the use of a single reference form. If the
two principles are in conflict, speakers prefer recognition to minimization. Speakers
may opt for marked forms or alternative recognitionals in initial reference position
although unmarked forms are available (known to participants). Alternative
recognitionals include forms such as addressee-associated reference forms (e.g. your
sister), speaker-associated reference forms (e.g. my baby) or demonstrative-prefaced
descriptions (e.g. that next-door neighbor) that dissociate referent from both speaker
and addressee (Stivers 2007). These forms give rise to special inferences that fit the
action being performed.

This study builds on prior conversation analytic research on person reference in
talk-in-interaction to analyse a specific practice deployed by Greek speakers for initial
third person singular recognitional reference, that is, the use of demonstrative NPs. Data
come from 40 everyday audio-recorded informal conversations among friends and
relatives from the Corpus of Spoken Greek (Institute of Modern Greek Studies).? In
coding instances of initial recognitional reference to third person I used the following
criteria: 1) the first mention of the referent was coded; ii) if recognition was not achieved
and the first mention failed, the second mention of the referent was coded as well; iii)
cases were coded whereby a referent was introduced at an earlier point in the talk, lost
its previous activeness and was introduced again in a totally different context. I
collected 594 instances. In this collection, the following recognitional forms were
identified:

Recognitional forms N
Names
e.g. 1 EAAn (DEF.F.NOM.SG Elli(F).NOM.SG) 505 (85%)
o Lavvng (DEF.M.NOM.SG Yannis(M).NOM.SG)
Kin terms

e.g.  uavo, pov (DEF.F.ACC.SG mother(F).ACC.SG) 55 (9.3%)
7 Beio. (DEF.F.NOM.SG aunt(F).NOM.SG)
Descriptive NPs

e.g. wov ofuopyo (DEF.M.ACC.SG mayor(M).ACC.SG) 18 (3%)
T/ ovYKaToIKO (ov (DEF.F.ACC.SG roommate(F).ACC.SG my)
Demonstrative NPs

e.g. vt n Koddipon (this.F.NOM.SG DEF.F.NOM.SG Kalliroi(F).NOM.SG) 16 (2.7%)
exeivo 10 Paoo (that.M.ACC.SG DEF.M.ACC.SG Russian(M).ACC.SG)

Total 594 (100%)
Table 1 | Initial recognitional third person singular reference in Greek conversation

The category ‘names’ includes first names, last names, nicknames, first and last
name combinations, title plus name, and names embedded in complex NPs. Names are
the most common forms (85% of the collection) and are preferred over other forms of
recognitional reference (for the same pattern in English and other languages see Enfield
and Stivers 2007).

The use of names as unmarked recognitional forms is illustrated with (1):

3 See Pavlidou (2016: 41-59) for a description of the features of the corpus; more information is available
at http://corpus-ins.lit.auth.gr/corpus/
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Example (1)*

1> Aleka (0 XTopatng B "pOet:?
DEF.M.NOM.SG  Stamatis(M).NOM.SG FUT come.3SG.PFV
‘Is Stamatis coming?’

2 (0.6)

3 Anna M Eine: 611 0o mepdoet apyoTepa.
‘He said that he is coming later.’

4 Aleka Qpaia.
‘Good.’

In line 1, Aleka uses a polar interrogative to request information about an absent
third party. Reference is achieved via the NP o Ztaudrng (‘Stamatis’) that consists of a
male name plus definite article. In line 3, Anna displays no problem with recognizing
the referent and delivers the information in question. In line 4, Aleka closes down the
sequence. As Heritage (2007: 256) observes, “sequences in which person reference is
accomplished ordinarily run off without any overt claim or demonstration of
recognition from recipients”. In this example, referent recognition is tacitly managed
as Anna responds to Aleka’s question and advances sequence progressivity.

What happens when Greek speakers deviate from this norm and use
demonstrative NPs in initial position? This question is addressed in the next section.

4 Analysis

Demonstrative NPs in initial position are used as practices for resolving trouble in
person recognition (section 4.1), and delivering assessments (section 4.2). As the
analysis shows, the first function pairs with the recognitional use of demonstratives,
whereas the second function pairs with the empathetic use of demonstratives.

4.1 Resolving trouble in person recognition

Speakers use demonstrative NPs when they encounter difficulties in the achievement
of person recognition, that is, when the recognition and minimization preferences are
in conflict. The preference for minimization is relaxed and speakers deploy
demonstrative NPs as “try-markers” that “mark the reference as a “try” to achieve
recognition with that reference form” (Schegloff 2007: 238) and are designed to elicit
confirmation or disconfirmation of recognition from the recipient (Sacks and Schegloff
1979; Schegloff 1996). This use is visible in examples (2) and (3).

Example (2)

1 Areti X0eg o Bpadv Egg motog e mpe TNAEPwVO?=
‘Do you know who called me last night?’

2 Yannis =°Tlotog.
‘“Who?’

* Conversations have been fully transcribed according to standard conversation analytic conventions
(Jefferson 2004; http://corpus-ins.lit.auth.gr/corpus/about/symbols.html).
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3 Areti O Xpnotog o Nikov (o115) TpElg  dpa 10 Ppd:dv.=

(MOTSE....cceeeeecieeeeeeeeee e
‘Christos Nikou called me at three o’clock at night.’
4 Yannis = >°TTowog €iv’ 0 Xpnotog o Nikov.< =
................................. )
‘Who is Christos Nikou?’
5>  Areti =0: Moirog pov  avtog
DEF.M.NOM.SG  friend(M).NOM.SG my this.M.NOM.SG
6 aml: mov: giyape Pyer T TPOAALES VIO KOPE?=
“This friend of mine with whom we went out for coffee the other
day?’
7 Yannis =>T1M0eke?<
‘What did he want?’
8 (0.6)
9 Areti M1 kb:vo. oo gioat Aéet. EEm gloan? Aéw OyL. KOYd: pLo.

((laughing....
‘He wanted to ask me how I am. He said, where are you? Are
you out? I said, no. I am sleeping.’
10 KoL 670 EVIOUETOED Trowdpovva.

‘Anyway I was sleeping.’

In (2), after a pre-announcement sequence in lines 1-2, Areti delivers a news
announcement in line 3. She refers to the person who called her last night via the NP o
Xpnotog o Nikov (‘DEF.M.NOM.SG Christos(M).NOM.SG DEF.M.NOM.SG Nikou’), namely,
she uses a preferred recognitional reference form (combination of names), assuming
that her recipient already knows the referent. Yannis fails to recognize the referent and
initiates a repair sequence to resolve trouble in line 4. Areti delivers the repair at lines
5-6. She offers an alternative recognitional reference form with rising intonation that
consists of a descriptor o: MTgilog wov (‘DEF.M.NOM.SG friend(M).NOM.SG my’)
followed by the demonstrative avtog (‘this.M.NOM.SG’) and a clause (and. mov: eiyoue
Pyer tig mpodlieg yio kopé ‘with whom we went out for coffee the other day’). The
demonstrative NP is a try-marked form designed to resolve trouble with person
recognition, namely it ‘guides’ the recipient to identify and recognize the referent
successfully by accessing shared knowledge about the referent. The demonstrative NP
implies ‘you (recipient) know the referent’ from previous experience. In this example,
the demonstrative avzdg functions as a recognitional demonstrative.

In (3), Dimitra informs her co-participants that some shops in Thessaloniki sell
music discs (lines 1-2), and that she knows one of the shop owners (line 12).

Example (3)

1 Dimitra > OecG0A0VIKT TAVTOGS VIApPYoLVVE Kava Tpio poryalid
‘Anyway, in Thessaloniki there are one or three stores’

2 070 KEVTPO, TOV TOVAAVE BvOMo. ((she clears her throat))

((noise))

‘in the city centre, that sell disks’

3 (1.2)

4 Alekos Kot kavovprovg?
‘Do they sell new ones as well?’

5 (0.8)

29



6 Dimitra Kot kavovplove.
‘New ones as well.’

7 (0.5)
8 Adriani *Not.
‘Yes.’
((noise starts))
9 ()
10 Zina? *Not.
‘Yes.’
11 (0.8)
12 Dimitra Kt o0 évag givar: yvootdg *pov.=
‘And I know one of the owners.’
13 Alekos =I1ov &iv’ avtd pe?
‘Hey where are these stores?’
14 (1.2)
15 Dimitra E, 1o éva to €yet 0: pihog pog eiing pov:, (L) g Zova:c,

((noise ends))
‘Eh, one of the owners is a friend of my friend, (.) Soula,’
16 - a. avT) n EavOud,,
PART  this.F.NOM.SG = DEF.F.NOM.SG  blond.F.NOM.SG

‘Ah. This blond;’

17 OV £YE15 YVOPIOoEL >6TO QESTIPAA
‘That you met at the film festival,’
18 Kivnuatoypaleov, n Zov]io,< an’ to [Kapéva]=
‘Soula, from Kamena’
19 Alekos [FA vai ]
‘Ahyes.’
20 Adriani [Connnen. )=
21 Dimitra =[Bovpira,<]
‘Vourla,’
22 Adriani =[(Cerrerreennns | IR I )]
23 Dimitra [.h E o] @iroc g, o Bardavin:c, () Téxet
“h Eh her friend, Valandis, (.) has’
24 payoli pue oo,

‘a store that sells discs.’

In line 13, Alekos requests information about the exact location of these shops.
Instead of providing the information in question, Dimitra refers to the owner’s identity
in line 15. She refers to a third person via the non-recognitional form o gpitog piog piing
Hov: (‘DEF.M.NOM.SG friend(M).NOM.SG one.F.GEN.SG friend(F).GEN.SG my’) and uses
the recognitional form t5¢ 2ovia:¢ (‘DEF.F.GEN.SG Soula(F).GEN.SG’) to refer to her
girlfriend. Vowel prolongation indicates speaker’s hesitancy and anticipation of
recipient’s trouble with person recognition. The (possible) failure to secure recognition
occasions an incidental sequence (Schegloff 2007: 241), in which the speaker uses a
try-marked form to achieve recognition. In line 16, Dimitra uses the particle a to display
a shift in her orientation toward the information at issue and in the next turn
constructional units (lines 16-18) she uses an alternative recognitional form which
consists of the descriptor # avéid (‘DEF.F.NOM.SG blond.F.NOM.SG’) preceded by the
recognitional demonstrative avz (‘this.F.NOM.SG”) and followed by the clause zov &yeig
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ywaopioel >ato peatifol kivnuatoypagpov (‘that you met at the film festival’). In line 19
Alekos delivers a brief claim of recognition, and Dimitra continues her telling.

In sum, demonstrative NPs in initial position are shown to be pragmatically marked
reference forms. When the default form fails to achieve person recognition, speakers
opt for the marked form, the demonstrative NP. In deploying demonstrative NPs as try-
markers speakers refer to third person and invite recipients to draw on specific common
knowledge about the referent in order to achieve person recognition.

4.2 First position assessments
Demonstrative NPs are also found in first assessments whereby the assessable is a third

person known to participants that is not present in the here and the now of the talk-in-
interaction, as shown in examples (4) and (5).

Example (4)
1 (2.4)
((there is noise during the gap))
2 -  Stathis Ki avt n KaAipon
and this.F.NOM.SG DEF.F.NOM.SG  Kalliroi(F).NOM.SG
‘And this Kalliroi’
3 noAD doPactepd modi etvar pe mandi pov.
‘is a very studious kid.’
4 Linos Awfal’ [éva ]
‘She reads a’
5 Stathis [AwBa]oe o [cerido  oe dekamévie pEPEC.]
‘She read one page in fifteen days.’
6 Linos [6oBdl’ éva, IovApay €06 TEPQ, |
‘She reads a book, an author named Pullman, over here,’
7 é&vav” MmovApoav. TTovdpoav.
‘Pullman. Pullman.’
8 Roza Tt ’vou avtd. oo dafal’ ?=

‘What’s that? What is she reading?’

In the talk preceding extract (4), a sequence has come to closure in which
participants refer to books that their friends and relatives read. After a gap in line 1,
Stathis initiates a new sequence in lines 2-3, using the conjunction xaz (‘and’), which
functions as a “skip-connecting” device that indicates a link between the speaker’s
current turn and some prior turn (Sacks 1992: 349). Stathis refers to Kalliroi via the
demonstrative NP avtij n KaAlipon (‘this.F.NOM.SG DEF.F.NOM.SG Kalliroi(F).NOM.SG").
Kalliroi was mentioned for the first time some 450 lines before, that is, the referent is
textually accessible but has lost its previous activeness and is introduced again in a
totally different context. The speaker delivers a negative assessment about Kalliroi’s
reading skills. The irony is disclosed in Stathis’ next turn in line 5 (4idface pio oeriva
oe oexormévte uépeg ‘She read one page in fifteen days.’). The demonstrative NP
expresses the speaker’s stance toward the referent and, thus, “assists with the
implementation of the action” (Stivers 2007: 85). In this example, the demonstrative
avty functions as an empathetic demonstrative.

In (5), two couples, Vasilis and Natasa, and Yannis and Polykseni, talk about the
problems they encountered in their neighbourhood due to bad weather. They made
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repeated calls to the coordination centre run by the municipality asking for help but the
municipality employees were not effective (lines 1-11).

Example (5)
1 Vasilis [E: mpate [ ™Aépm]]vo otn::v" yrkowvotnta? 6to OMpo?
‘Eh did you call the community? The municipality?’
2 Natasa [((giggle))]
3 Vasilis TL 560G gimave?
‘What did they tell you?’
4 (1.1)
((there is noise during the gap))
5 Yannis Nou. BéBaa.
‘Yes. Of course.’
6 (0.8)
7 Yannis [<IToAAég popélc.> =
((in a laughing tone))
‘Many times.’
8 Vasilis [(Tu:?) ]
‘What?’
9 Vasilis = >TToAA[£¢ °(popég).<]
‘Many times.’
10 Yannis [>(AMG kavévag)<] dev NEepeg mov Ba tv: va
((in a laughing tone...............cccccooveveecvannnnn..
‘(But no one) you didn’t know where to- nobody knew’
11 o0V TEL TimoTa.
....................... )
‘what to tell you.’
12 Vasilis To 130 [rapatmpnoape (ki epeic).]
‘(We also) noticed the same thing.’
13 Yannis [Eixav éva «xévipo ov]vtovicpov::, (.)
‘They had a coordination centre,’
14 Vasilis *Oépa cuvtovi[opol® Kot amodlopyd]voons.=
‘They had a problem of coordination and disorder.’
15 Polykseni [[Howo ovvtovicouo:.]
‘There was no coordination.’
16 Polykseni =Agv glyav cuvtoviopd Kafdriov.
‘There was lack of coordination.’
17 ndoeg eopég mpe o [dvvng, kan dev” yklEpav molog,=
“Yannis called them so many times, and they didn’t know who,’
18 > Yannis ="Avti[:° 1 aepipontn  <Mopiva.>|
this.F.NOM.SG DEF.F.NOM.SG  notorious.F.NOM.SG Marina(F).NOM.SG
“This notorious Marina.’
19 Polykseni [mov BpilokeTot. oe molo Opopo.] .hh
‘Where they are. In what street. .hh’
20 Vasilis H: yvoot| Mapiva.=
‘The well-known Marina.’
21 Yannis =H yvoot| Mapiva.=
‘The well-known Marina.’
((laughing...................... )
22 Vasilis Sl (TP [ )]
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23 Polykseni [H Mapi]va givor n: ypappatéag tov onpap[yov?]
‘Is Marina the mayor’s secretary?’

24 Vasilis [ Olx.
‘No.’

25 [[etvon ui]o vdAinAog, n] onoia mp- m- €::

‘She is an employee, who- eh::’
26 Polykseni [>°Tov dnuapyov?<]
‘of the mayor?’

27 Natasa [FO oL elvar:]
‘No no. She is’
28 Vasilis TPOQOVOG [ em]PopTioTNKE Y10 KATOEG DPES
‘Who apparently was responsible for some hours’
29 Natasa [°(N:ou.)]
‘Yes.’
30 Vasilis va eEumnpetel: [Tovg mToAlTES. eUAC,. |
‘for serving citizens. Us.’
31 Yannis [ val.)]
‘ves’
32 (0.7)
33 Vasilis AALG: 0 amocuVTOVIGHOG NTavE: <ELYAWMTTOG.>
‘But the lack of coordination was evident.’
34 Polykseni >Nat, vat vor.<

‘Yes, yes yes.’

In lines 12 and 14, Vasilis reports that there was lack of coordination and disorder,
and in lines 15-17, Polykseni confirms the assertion. In line 18, Yannis delivers an
assessment. His turn consists of the elliptical construction avz 1 mepifonty Mopiva
(“this.F.NOM.SG DEF.F.NOM.SG notorious.F.NOM.SG Marina(F).NOM.SG’) in which he
introduces a third person via an empathetic demonstrative followed by a descriptor. The
referent is associated with the events described in prior turns, and, thus, is inferentially
accessible. Yannis’ turn gives rise to special inferences. In line 20, Vasilis confirms his
understanding of inferred meanings, by repeating the name and describing the person
as well-known with emphasis (H: yvwary Mapiva. ‘The well-known Marina.”). In line
21, Yannis confirms Vasilis’ understanding by repeating Vasilis’ prior saying (H
wwoth Mapiva. ‘The well-known Marina.”), while laughing. Participants’ turns in lines
20-21 display their shared stance toward the third person being referred to. Yet, all
participants do not share this knowledge. In line 23, Polykseni initiates a repair
sequence about Marina’s identity. Vasilis delivers the repair (lines 24-25) and provides
an account for the negative assessment, making the inferences invoked in the prior turns
explicit (lines 28, 30, 33): Marina was a municipality employee who was responsible
for helping citizens but was not effective at her job.

In sum, the analysis shows that demonstrative NPs in initial position in first
assessments are marked reference forms, as they display speaker’s stance toward a third
person and position the referent in shared cognitive and emotional space between
interlocutors. The empathetic use of demonstratives gives rise to special inferences,
which are exploited by speakers in carrying out assessments.
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5 Concluding remarks

The analysis shows that speakers use demonstrative NPs in initial position to resolve
trouble in person recognition and make assessments about third parties. In these cases
demonstrative NPs are interpreted as doing more than simply referring: they invoke and
foreground participants’ shared knowledge about the referent, express speaker’s stance
toward the referent, and, thus, fit the action being performed. Future research will shed
light on the full functional potential of demonstrative NPs in Greek conversation
(deictic and anaphoric uses) as well as other aspects of third person reference
organization in Greek conversation, which remain an under-examined area in Greek
Linguistics.
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