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LHepilnyn

2770 apbpo ovto eCeTdlovUE OPIGUEVO, LOPPOGVVTOKTIKG, KOL CHUOTIOKG XOPOKTHPIOTIKG,
TV COUTANPOUOTIKDV TPOTACEWY TOV EIGAYOVTOL UE TOV dOVOETUO KAl Emionuaivovue
T HOPPOLOYIKY ECOPTNON TV EV AOY®W TPOTATEDY OTTO TO PHUA. THS DIEEPAVD TPOTATHCG,
n omolo ekoniaverar péow TS VIOKAOOPIoUEVNS/  EALELUOTIKNG  pHUOTIKNG
Hoppoloyias. Xtn ovvéyeia, eletalovue v artioo Yl TV 0TOLo TO. PHUATO, TO. OTOLO
EMLEYOVY (G GOUTANPOUC. KOL-TIPOTAOELS ATOTEAODY DTOTOVOAO EKEIVOV TOV ETIAEYOVY
VO-GOUTANPOUOTIKES TPOTATELS. AElYvovue OTL TO KOl EIGAYEL TPOTATELS TV OTOLWY TO
wepigyouevo mpovmotibetan, Oewpeitar OeOOUEVO, YEYOVOS TOV EPUNVEDEL TH UN
OVVOTOTHTO.  ETIAOYNG TWV  KOl-OUUTANPOUOTIKOV —am0  pHUOTO  ECOPTHONG  UE
ovykekpiuéves onuaoies. Télog, mpoteivovue Ot UEPOS THS KOTAVOUNG KOl THS
OVVTOKTIKNG OUUTEPLPOPAS TWV GOVOEGUMY OTUTOGC, VO, TOV, KO, TPOKDTTEL OO ODO
XOPOKTHPLOTIKG, TOVG. THV EALEIUATIKN 1] 11] HOPPOLOYIQ KO TH OHUATIO, THS TPOITOOeonS
7OV EMPAILOVY 1] Un OTIS TPOTATEIS TIG OTOLES EIGAYOVV.

Aée1g-KAe1010.: KO-oOUTANPOUOTO, EAELUOTIKNY LoppoLoyia, cDVIeouol, Tpobrobean
1 Introduction

The Greek complementation system has been thoroughly described and analyzed in a
number of works (Ingria 1981, Kakouriotis 1982, Varlokosta 1994, Roussou 1994,
2006, among others). Quite prominent in these works is the description of embedded
(traditionally termed volitional) na-clauses. Those clauses seem to be both
morphologically and syntactically dependent on the matrix verb at certain instances
(though by no means always). Taking this into account, a large number of papers
discusses the morphosyntactic restrictions on the predicate of na-clauses (cf.
Philippaki-Warburton and Veloudis 1984, latridou 1993, Moser 1997, 2007, Roussou
2006, 2009) and/or the issue of non-finiteness/control (Terzi 1992, latridou 1993,
Efthimiou 1997, Philippaki-Warburton and Catsimali 1998, Varlokosta 1994,
Spyropoulos 2007, Roussou 2009, Spyropoulos and Philippaki-Warburton 2010,
among many others) that often arises in the relevant contexts.

This article discusses some morphosyntactic properties of complement clauses
introduced by the complementizer ke (koz) (‘and’) in Greek, such as the bracketed ones
in (1-2), which make them quite similar to na-clauses in certain respects.

(1) Apywoe Kl £TpeYE.
started.3sg  and ran.3sg
‘He started running.’
(2) Oa uébw Kot Oa LAY EPEV .

FUT  learn.lsg and FUT cook.lsg
‘I will learn to cook.’

614



The existence of subordinate ke-clauses has been noted in the literature (Tzartzanos
1946, Householder et al. 1964, Mackridge 1987, Roussou 2006, Spyropoulos 2007,
among others), but these structures have not been discussed systematically, with the
exceptions of Kazazis (1965), Canakis (1995), Delveroudi (1995), and Kotzoglou
(2018).

In this paper we present the main morphosyntactic properties of complement ke-
clauses and we discuss their special semantic import, noting that they give rise to a
strong presuppositional reading. Then, we attempt a preliminary categorization of the
complementizers introducing Greek complement clauses by including ke into the group
of oti, na, and pu.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses the properties of ke as a
subordinator that distinguish it from its function as a coordinator. Section 3 lays out the
morphological limitations imposed on the predicate of ke-complements. In section 4 we
explore the issue of obligatory coreference (control) between the subject of the ke-
clause and a matrix argument. Section 5 explores the similarities between ke-clauses
and factive pu- clauses and argues that the former give rise to a presuppositional reading
quite similar to the latter (cf. Nikiforidou to appear). Finally, section 6 offers a brief
comparison of some complementizers introducing complement clauses in Greek.

2 Differences subordinating ke from paratactic ke

The main differences between the subordinator ke and other instances of ke (most
importantly, though not exclusively, its paratactic use) have been discussed in Canakis
(1995), Delveroudi (1995) and Kotzoglou (2018). Let us review some of them.

First of all, to the extent that the clauses conjoined by paratactic ke are not
temporally (or causally) sequential, their order may be reversed (Delveroudi 1995):

(3a) H Mopia oayopace €éva omitt kot M Zooia
the Maria  bought a house and the Sophia
TPE  TPOUYMYT).
got promotion
‘Maria bought a house Sophia got a promotion.’

(3b) H XZopio mpe mpoaywyn Kot N Mopia ayopoce
the Sophia got  promotion and the Maria bought
éva  omitt
a house
‘Sophia got a promotion and Maria bought a house.’

This is not the case in ke-complements, where inversion leads to ungrammaticality
(cf. (4b) and (5b)):

(4a) O Nixoc dpyoe Kol ETPEYE.

the Nick started and ran
‘Nick started running.’

(4b) *O Nikog £tpeye Kol GpyLoE.
the Nick ran and started
‘Nick started running.’

(5a) H  E)évn Eéper KOl  KOALUTAEL
the Eleni knows and swims
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‘Eleni knows how to swim.’

(5a) *H EAévn xohvumder ko E€pet.
the Eleni swims and knows
‘Eleni knows how to swim.’

What is more, true conjoined structures disallow wh-subextraction from just one
of the conjuncts (6a) (due to some version of Ross’s 1967 Coordinate Structure
Constraint) and permit it only across the board (6b).

(6a) *Tv [ayopoaceg eonuepida] ot  [poyeipeweg 1;
what bought.2sg newspaper and cooked.2sg
‘What did you buy a newspaper and cook?’

(6b) T [ayopaces 1]  xou  [poayeipeyec 1];
what bought.2sg and cooked.2sg
‘What did you buy and cook?’

On the contrary, ke-complements allow wh-extraction from the ke-clause (at least,
argument extraction, see section 5):

(7a) T néepeg [Kon TPOYOLOOVGES ;

what  knew.2sg and were.singing.2sg
‘What did you know how to sing?’

(7b) T B apyicer [kou  Oa Hog Aéet ;
what FUT start.3sg and  FUT wus.gen tell.3sg

‘What will he start telling us?’

Which are parallel to the (also grammatical):

Ba) T néepeg [va TPOyOLdag ;
what  knew.2sg NA sing.2sg
‘What did you know how to sing?’

8b) Ti B apyicer  [va Mag Aéet ;
what FUT start.3sg NA  us.gen  tell.3sg

‘What will he start telling us?’

The status of the ke-clause as an argument of the superordinate verb can be
evidenced by the fact that, once the ke-clause is present, the matrix verb may not
accommodate yet another complement (both the sentences that follow are
ungrammatical with the intended meaning, whereby the second verb is the clausal
complement to the first):

(9a) *'HE&epeg ™ Mapia Kol YOPEVEC.
knew.2sg the Maria and danced.2sg
“You knew Maria and (you knew) how to dance’

(9b) *Apyilovpe T0 oy viot Kot KAadpe.
are.starting. 1pl the game and cry.lpl

‘We are starting the game and (we are starting) crying.’

Finally, as we will see later on, complement ke-clauses are usually (necessarily,
with most matrix verbs) controlled by some matrix argument (usually, subject). This is
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not the case in normal coordination, where each of the conjuncts is syntactically
independent (in other words, the first conjunct may not impose control requirements on
the second —such relations are to be found only in subordination).

(10) ZEépape  wor  yphoope. [ *éypopec. /| Fyphoove.
knew.lpl and were.writing.1pl *2sg *3pl
‘We knew how to write.’

Having established that in ke-complement clauses ke functions as a subordinator
rather than a coordinator, let us turn to the morphosyntactic properties of the verb in ke-
complements.

3  Core morphological properties of ke-complements

Similarly to some instances of volitional na-clauses (and unlike ofi- and pu-
complement clauses), ke-complement clauses may not manifest the full matrix of
Tense-Aspect-Mood morphological exponents in any given situation. Their
morphological marking rather depends to a great extent on (a) the category of the matrix
verb and (b) on the morphological specification of the matrix verb.

ke-complement clauses may appear as complements to a subgroup of na-licensing
verbs. What is more, the verbs licensing ke-complements cannot be grouped in a single
category, as pointed out by Kazazis (1965:104). However, in most instances ke-clauses
are complements of: aspectual verbs (apyilw, exiva), verbs of knowing/learning (&pw
(know), uoBaivaw (learn)), verbs of perception (flérnw (see), axovw (hear)), and a small
residue of other verbs (such as uzopw (can), koropipvew (manage to), OéAw (want)).

In any case, what seems to be quite interesting is the fact that the verb of ke-
complements seems to be underspecified or partially specified for a number of
grammatical categories, in some of which it copies the relevant values of the matrix
verb.

3.1 Mood

ke-clauses stand out in that they invariably copy the mood specification of the matrix
verb. So, in (11a) the embedded clause must surface in subjunctive, in tandem with the
matrix subjunctive. In a similar fashion, the matrix indicative in (11b) forces the
presence of an indicative in the embedded clause, and the same applies with the
imperative in (11c).

(11a) Na Eépete [kor  [*mAékete / va mAékete  / mAéyte]].
SUBJ know.2pl and  knit.ind.2pl  SUBJ knit.2pl knit.imp.2pl
“You should know how to knit.’

(11b) Zog dcovca [kow  [epyocactav /  *vo épyecte /
you.Acc heard.ind.1sg and arrived.ind.2pl ~ SUBJ arrive.2pl
*ehate]].

arrive.imp.2pl
‘I heard you arriving.’

(11c) Mmopéote [kon  [*kepdil/oete /| *va kepdicete  /
be.able.imp.2pl and win.ind.2pl SUBJ win.2pl
Kepdiote]].
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win.imp.2pl
‘Be able to win!’

In other words, ke-clauses seem to be the only embedded clauses underspecified
for mood in Greek.

3.2 Tense
Moreover, ke-clauses copy the exact tense specification of the superordinate clause,
either in the indicative (12a-c) or in the subjunctive (13):

(12a)  Apyileg [kon  [tpéyewg /  *étpexeg / *Ba tpéyerc]].
start.pres.2sg and  run.pres.2sg run.past.2sg FUT run.pres.2sg
“You start running.’

(12b) Apyoec [kow  [*tpéyelg / étpeyeg / *Qo Tpéyec]].
start.past.2sg and  run.pres.2sg run.past.2sg FUT run.pres.2sg
“You started running.’

(12b) Oa apyicelg [k [*tpéyerg /  *étpexeg /' Oa tpéyeis]].
FUT start.2sg and  run.pres.2sg run.past.2sg FUT run.pres.2sg
“You will start running.’

(13)  Noa apyioeig [kor  [vo Tpéyelg / *va étpeyeg 1.
SUBJ start.Pres.2sg and SUBJ run.Pres.2sg SUBJ run.Past.2sg
“You should start running.’

However, it is not always the case that embedded T(ense) copies the morphology
of matrix T. In rare but manifested occasions, the predicate of the ke-clause copies the
semantic/pragmatic value of T from the matrix verb.

(14a) Apyoa Kot £Tpoyn Ta navroa.
start.past.1sg  and eat.past.1sg the  everything
‘I started eating everything.’

(14b) Apywoa Kol TPOO o navroa.
start.past.1sg  and eat.res.lsg the  everything

‘I’ve started eating everything.’

Both (14a) and (14b) are possible, but in the latter ‘arxisa’ is meant to include the
present tense and, given that aspectuals denote a single event together with the verbs in
their embedded clause, the single event is situated in the present.

Finally, with certain ‘other verbs’ (non- aspectuals/verbs of cognition/perception
verbs) no strict Tense dependency obtains:

(15) DOpoviica Kot B €xovpe €LVOIKN petoyeipion.
arranged.1sg  and ~ FUT have.lpl favourable treatment
‘I arranged for us to have a favourable treatment.’

3.3 Aspect

As far as the morphological manifestation of aspect is concerned, we observe a split:
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A) ke-complements of aspectual verbs and verbs of cognition are necessarily
marked [-Perf]:

(16a)  Apyileg [kor  [tpéyelg / *tpéerg]].
start.imperf.pres.2sg and run.imperf.pres.2sg run.perf.pres.2sg
“You start running. ’

(16b)  Apyoec/apyileg [kor  [étpeyed/ *étpetec]].

start.perf./imperf.past.2sg and run.imperf.past.2sg run.perf.past.2sg
“You started running. ’

(16c) Oa apyilec/Ba apyioeig [kor  [Ba tpéxers/ *Qo Tpeerc]].
FUT start.perf./imperf.2sg and FUTrun.imperf.2sg FUT run.perf.2sg
“You will start running. ’

B) ke-complements of other Vs allow for either aspectual specification:

(17)  Mmnodpeoa [kor  [étpeya/ étpecal].
were.able.to.perf.2sg and run.imperf.past.1sg run.perf.past.1sg
‘I was able/managed to run. ’

3.4 Agreement
When it comes to subject-verb agreement in ke-clauses, we observe yet another split:

A) ke-complements of aspectuals and cognition verbs exhibit obligatory control by
the subject of the matrix. So, in that case, embedded Agr copies the corresponding
information of matrix Agr:

(18) O H\dlog Eexivnoe [kow  [étpeye /  *étpexa/ Frpéyape]].
the  Ilias started.3sg and ran.3sg  ran.lsg  ran.lpl
‘Ilias started running.’

B) ke-complements of perception Vs have either uncontrolled subjects (in case the
embedded clause is the sole argument of the matrix) (19) or object-controlled subjects
(20).

(19) Eida Kol QOyaVE.
saw.lsg and left.3pl
‘I saw that they left.’
(20) Axovca OV [TavAo [Kon [rapamovidtay /
heard.1sg  the Pavlos and was.complaining.3sg

*Tapomoviopovy / *napomoviopactav]].
was.complaining.1sg was.complaining.1 pl
‘I heard Pavlos complain.’

C) ke-complements of other object control verbs (diardlw (order), mélw
(press), avoykalw (force), diodokw (teach), etc.) carry on their subcategorization frame
(familiar from na-complements) to ke-complementation. So, they appear with
controlled subjects in their object control guise or, with uncontrolled subjects, in case
they are the sole arguments of the matrix verb.
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21) O Aoyorydg oétaée TOUG  GTPOTUDTEG
the captain ordered.lsg the soldiers
[kor  [ovykevipdbnkav /  *ovykevipoOnkate]].
and were.gathered.3pl  were.gathered.2pl

D) ke-complements of other verbs are not obligatorily controlled and, hence, there
is no restriction on the morphological makeup of their Agr head.

22) O Agwvidog KATAPEPE [kon énece
the  Leonidas managed.3sg and fell.3sg
! mieon TOL

the  blood.pressure his
‘Leonidas managed so that his blood tension dropped.’

4 Core syntactic properties of ke-complements

Most of the syntactic properties of ke-complements stem from their morphological
makeup, discussed above. We will focus here on the correlation between obligatory
control and impoverished/underspecified verbal morphology.

As we saw in the previous section: (a) Some kinds of matrix verbs require subject-
(aspectuals, cognition Vs) or object- (perception Vs in their ditransitive guise) control,
while others (such as umopa, xaropépvew) do not; (b) Some kinds of matrix verbs
impose more severe restrictions to the morphological makeup of the predicate of the
ke-clause, while others do not. This differing behavior to a large extent coincides with
the control relation, as can be evidenced in the table below:

Controlled subject < > No control

Aspectual Cognitive Dir. Indir. Object
Perception Perception control

Mood SAME AS SAME AS SAME AS SAME AS SAME AS SAME AS
MATRIX MATRIX MATRIX MATRIX MATRIX MATRIX

Tense SAME AS SAME AS SAME AS FREE FREE FREE
MATRIX MATRIX MATRIX

Aspect IMPERF IMPERF IMPERF FREE FREE FREE

Agreement SAME AS SAME AS CONTROLLED FREE CONTROLLED FREE
MATRIX MATRIX BY OBJ BY OBJ

(CONTRBYS) (CONTRBYS)

Table 1 | The verbal continuum from (subject) control to no control

This is reminiscent of a pattern observed in na-clauses. As observed by
Spyropoulos (2007:163) ‘[the] control pattern coincides to a great extent with the
temporal properties of subjunctive complements as described above. Thus, Independent
Subjunctives exhibit no control, Dependent Subjunctives partial control, and Anaphoric
Subjunctives exhaustive control.” Verbs that exhibit exhaustive control according to
Spyropoulos (2007) are aspectuals (apyilw, ekiva) and verbs such as Epw, noabaivo,
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which are also morphologically dependent and subcategorize for control complements
even in ke-clauses, as we saw. Verbs which give rise to partial or to no control in
Spyropoulos’ (2007) account also impose more laxed morphological requirements in
ke-complementation as well (katapépvew, metoyaivw).

So, the morphosyntactic pattern in na- and ke-complement clauses seem to work
in a parallel fashion. Impoverishment in verbal morphology of the embedded clause
brings about the requirement for syntactic dependency. This impoverishment seems to
be caused by the same groups of verbs in both ke- and na-complements. The difference
between ke- and na-clauses seems to be the exact manifestation of impoverishment:
specific tense and aspect selection in the case of na-clauses, totally anaphoric mood and
tense and probable aspectual and agreement restrictions in the case of ke-complements.

This neat account, however, leaves a crucial aspect of the distribution of ke-
complements unaccounted for. As we have already noted, ke-clauses are selected by a
subset of the verbs that select na-complement clauses. We explore reason for this
behavior, and the main semantic difference between the two types of clause, in the
section that follows.

5 On an important semantic nuance

As regards the interpretation of ke-complement clauses, native speakers will agree that
by using them the speaker presupposes the truth of the complement clause, in a sense
somewhat similar to the one proposed for factive complements by Kiparsky and
Kiparsky (1971). In this sense, (24) is contradictory, since a presupposition cannot be
refuted, whereas (23) is not:

(23) 'Hé&epa va  ypho momuota, OAAG dev  €ypaga.
knew.lsg NA write.1sg poems but NEG wrote.lsg
‘I knew how to write poems, but I did’t write any.’

(24) #HEepa  xor  Eypaga momuota, OAAG dev  €ypaga.

knew.lsg and was.writing.1sg poems but NEG wrote.lsg
‘I knew how to write poems, but I did’t write any.’

The fact that ke-clauses presuppose the validity/truth of the event denoted in the
embedded clause might be the reason why they are incompatible (in the indicative
mood) with verbs that denote the discontinuation of an action, as this creates a
contradiction (the matrix denotes that the action is not carried out, while the embedded
asserts its validity):

(25a) *Zropdmoo Kot tov  éotedva  yoptlihiki].
stopped.1sg and his sent.lsg pocket money
‘I stopped sending him pocket money.’

(25b) *Oa Ty [kor Oa pAdw].
FUT cease.lsg and FUT speak.1lsg

‘I will cease speaking’

Note that the same verbs freely accommodate the corresponding na-complements,
as these are not presuppositional:

(26a) Zrtapdtnoo [va Tov otélve  yoptlidiky].
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stopped.1sg  NA his send.lsg pocket money
‘I stopped sending him pocket money.’
(26b) Oa Ty [vo pdo].
FUT cease.1sg NA speak.lsg
‘I will cease speaking’

This incompatibility might explain why a number of predicates selecting for na-
clauses do not subcategorize for ke-complements. Consider the following contrasts, in
which the (b) ke-examples might be ruled out due to the incompatibility of the lexical
meaning of the matrix verb (which denotes a non-fulfilled action, such as forgetting
(27b), failing (28b), or even one that was just possible but not necessarily realized
(29b)) with the presupposition that the embedded clause holds true:

(27a) OuundnKa [va offow T0  QOg.
remembered.1sg. NA turn.off.1sg ~ the light
[k éofnoa to fos].

and turned.off.1sg the light
‘I remembered to turn off the light.’

(27b) Eéyaca [va offow T0  QOg.
forgot. Isg. NA turn.off.1sg ~ the light
*[kow  éoPnoa to fos].

and turned.off.1sg the light
‘I forgot to turn off the light.’

(28a) Kartdapepa [va TEPAC® 610 TOVETIGTNLLO].
succeeded.1sg  NA pass.lsg at.the university
*kon TéEPUGA 610 TOVETIGTNLLO].
and passed.lsg at.the university
‘I succeeded in getting into the university.’
(28b) Amétuya [va TEPAC® 610 TOVETIGTNILLO].
failed.1sg NA pass.lsg at.the university
[kon TéEPUGA 610 TOVETIGTNLLO].
and passed.l1sg at.the university

‘I failed to get into the university.’

(29a) 'Etvye [va yvopico  éva KOAO Touotl).
happened  NA meet.Isg a good fellow
[Kon yvopioo  éva KOAO Touol).
and met.1sg a good fellow
‘It so happened that I met a good fellow.’
(29b) 'Hrtov mbavd  [va yvopico  éva KOAO Touotl).
was.possible NA meet.1sg a good fellow
*kon yvopioo  éva KOAO Touotl).
and met.1sg a good fellow

‘It was possible that I would meet a good fellow.’

So, it might be possible to exclude a large number of na-selecting verbs (Seyvaw
(forget), amotvyyavw (fail), eArilw (hope), oxomedw (intend to), areila (threaten), etc.)
on the basis of their semantics, as being incompatible with the presuppositional reading
of the ke-complement clause.
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Kiparsky and Kiparsky’s (1971) main test for factivity employs matrix negation.
It is suggested that matrix negation may not affect the truth conditions of an embedded
factive clause, while it does affect the truth conditions of non-factive complements. In
other words, factive clauses remain valid even in the scope of matrix negation, while
non-factive ones do not.

(30a) Agv gina [oT1 0 Nikog Epuye].
NEG said.lsg that the Nick left.3sg
‘I did not say that Nick left.’
(does NOT presuppose that Nick left)
(30b) Agv Avmonko [mov 0 Nikog épuye].
NEG felt.sorry.1sg that the Nick left.3sg
‘I did feel sorry that Nick left.’
(DOES presuppose that Nick left)

This test, once used with aspectuals and cognitive verbs such as ksero-/mafeno,
gives a surprising result. Unlike matrix negation in corresponding na-complements
(which applies also to the embedded (31a)), and matrix negation in pu-factives (which
leaves the embedded V unaffected (31b)), matrix negation in sentences with ke-
complements yields a deviant expression (31c):

(31a) Aev apyca [va TPEY®].
NEG started.1sg NA  run.lsg
‘I did not start running.’

(31b) Ae HETOVIOVD  [mov  TPEY®].
NEG regretl.sg that run.lsg
‘I don’t regret running.

(3lc) *Aev dpyoa [kt Etpeyal.
NEG started.1sg and ran.lsg
‘I did not start running.

(31c) may only be interpreted with focus on ‘dpyica’ as: ‘I was running, I just
didn’t START (at that point) doing it.”, which is a different meaning altogether than the
intended one.

The same awkwardness surfaces with other matrix verbs as well. So, (32) may only
have the idiosyncratic interpretation ‘I ran despite my will’, in which, crucially, the
embedded clause remains true/a fact.

(32) *Aev nbBera [kt étpeyal.
NEG wanted.1sg and ran.lsg
‘I did not want to run.’
(only to be understood as ‘I ran despite my will.
> presupposes ‘I ran’)

The same applies to other predicates selecting ke-complements. They may not be
negated, possibly due to the fact that, by negating the matrix verb, once in the indicative,
this verb becomes incompatible with the presuppositional import of the embedded
clause, in a similar way with the lexically incompatible verbs in the examples (25)-(29):

(33) (*Aev) dapyoa/Eexivnoa/mBera/Katdpepvo/pnopovoa/snedinka/Epodo
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NEG  started/began/wanted/succeeded in/could/intented in/learned
[Kon ayopalo moAAG  PiAial.

and bought many books.

‘I did not start/begin/want/manage/was able/intended to/learned to buy/
buying many books.’

Yet another well-known property of factive complements is the fact that they
constitute islands to adjunct extraction, while permitting argument extraction (i.e. they
are weak islands, in the terminology of Rizzi 1991). This is a well-known property of
factive pu-complements (cf. Roussou 1994, Varlokosta 1994).

(34a)

(34b)

M HETOVIOOEG  [mOL ayopdoope 1];

what regretted.2sg that bought.1pl

‘What did you regret that we bought?’

*T1ote petéviooeg  [mov ayopdcape tnAedpaon i;
when regretted.2sg that bought.1pl television

‘When did you regret that we bought a television?’
(with an embedded reading of pote)

Unsurprisingly, ke-complements, just like factive pu-clauses, are transparent to
argument extraction (cf. (7a), repeated here as (35a)), but block adjunct extraction

(35b):

(35a)

(35b)

T1 néepeg [Kor  Tpayovdovceg ;

what knew.2sg and  were.singing.2sg

‘What did you know how to sing?’

*T1ote néepeg [Kor  Tpayovdovoeg ™ Aebvn) 1;
when knew.2sg that were.singing.2sg the  Internationale

‘When did you know how to sing the Internationale?’
(with an embedded reading of pote)

The exact same effect can be seen with other kinds of matrix verbs as well (all
judgements assuming an embedded reading of the fronted wh-phrases):

(36a)

(36b)

(37a)

(37b)

Me loeg Toug gpyateg [va  ykpepilouv
with what saw.2sg the workers NA demolish.3pl
TO omitt 1];

the  house

‘What did you see the painters demolishing the house with?’
*Me Tt eloeg Toug epyateg [kor  ykpéulov
with what saw.2sg the workers and demolished.3pl
TO omitt 1];

the  house

‘What did you see the painters demolishing the house with?’

Hog  M&epeg [V pirég wohké  1;
how knew.2sg NA speak.2sg Italian
‘How did you know to speak Italian?’

*Mog Méepeg [Kow phovoeg woMkd  1;

how knew.2sg and were.speaking.2sg Italian
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‘How did you know to speak Italian?’

To summarize, in this section we argued that both na and ke may introduce
complements whose verb is morphologically impoverished, but their crucial semantic
difference is that the latter marks the truth of clause as given. We have mainly used the
tests in Kiparsky and Kiparsky’s (1971) so as to elucidate the fact that the na- vs ke-
distinction has a morphosyntactic basis, but it is not crucial for our purposes at this
stage to commit ourselves to the exact nature of the semantic nuance (i.e. whether it is
factivity, presuppositionality, subjective construal or none of the above). It might be
the case that Nikiforidou’s (to appear) proposal of the feature “discourse-active” in her
discussion of (o)pu also applies here.

6 Conclusions: On the common properties of subordinate Cs (in complement
clauses)

If the above discussion is on the right track, a neat pattern arises concerning the four
complementizers introducing complement clauses (setting aside for the moment the
complementizers introducing interrogatives and clauses of fear) in Greek, namely
oti/pos, na, pu, and ke. These Cs form the following pairs:

e oti/pos and pu introduce complement clauses that are morphologically independent
in any case (they may exhibit the full array of morphosyntactic markings
independently of the matrix verb, no matter what the matrix verb is).

e oti/pos and na introduce complement clauses without imposing the requirement
that the content of these clauses is presupposed to be true.

e pu and ke introduce complements whose truth is presupposed rather than asserted
(n.b. to the extent that the semantics of presupposition is contributed by the C —
Roussou (2006) convincingly argues that factivity may also be contributed by the
lexical semantics of the matrix predicate).

e na and ke introduce complement clauses whose verbal morphology may be
impoverished/underspecified and, as a consequence, their subject may be
controlled by a matrix argument.

So, if we divide Greek complementizers introducing object complement clauses
into categories (setting aside the complementizers introducing indirect questions and
clauses of fear) with respect to the morphosyntactic feature (+/- morphologically
dependent) and the semantic feature (+/- ‘presuppositional’, in the sense discussed
above), we obtain the following pattern:

Non-presupposed (Potentially) presupposed

Morphosyntactically oti- pu-
independent pos-
(Potentially) Morphosyntactically na- ke-
dependent

Table 2 | Morphological dependence, presupposition and Greek complementizers
This four-way divide opens up the possibility that these complementizers are

manifestations of a single C head with parametric choices leading to its different
instantiations. Of course, this is just a first approximation to a complex matter.
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Finally, setting aside for the moment the bold attempt at a generalization made
above, let us summarize some of the secondary implications of our study of ke-clauses
for the morphosyntactic architecture of Greek:

a) ke-complement clauses are the only Greek embedded clauses underspecified
for mood and, as a consequence, they are the only ones that may be marked
even as [+Imperative].

b) ke-complement clauses may be obligatorily (and exhaustively) controlled by
an argument of the matrix clause (with some predicates) no matter in what
mood they surface and, as a consequence, constitute a strong argument against
defining control as stemming from subjunctives (or untensed subjunctives).

c) ke-complement clauses, when compared with corresponding na-clauses that
exhibit similar control properties, offer an argument for the lexical primacy of
control.

d) ke-complement clauses constitute an argument for the fact that featural
deficiency (which is a necessary but not sufficient condition for control) might
be manifested in different ways even within the same language.
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