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Abstract

In this paper | examine the syntax-semantics of the Romeyka infinitive, still to be found in an endangered Greek variety
uninterruptedly spoken in the historical region of Pontus, Turkey. It is shown that the infinitive is found: (a) as a complement to negated
past tense modals; (b) in before-clauses; (c) in counterfactuals. My proposal is that the Romeyka infinitive is licensed as a NPI. Itis argued
that antiveridicalidity (in the sense of Giannakidou, 1998 et seq.) licenses the infinitive and therefore explains the unavailability of the
Romeyka infinitive in other nonveridical contexts such as: (i) questions, (ii) nonveridical conditionals, (iii) present and imperfect tense
negated modals. The analysis set out here (i) proposes a new type of NPI, namely an infinitive; (ii) reinforces the disengagement between
morphological negation and antiveridicality; (iii) highlights parallels with Romance polarity subjunctives, which, like the infinitive, also
share a T-C dependency; the latter may have rendered the Romeyka infinitive diachronically more prone to developing a neg-
dependency too (Sitaridou, 2014).
© 2014 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Survival against all odds: the Romeyka infinitive

The present article constitutes a first attempt at analysing complementation strategies in Pontic Greek (but cf. also
Drettas, 1997; Mackridge, 1987, 1995), an understudied syntactic area of Pontic Greek and a relatively under-explored
area in the study of Greek dialects in general (but cf. Nicholas, 2001; Ralli, 2007). Drawing data from two different varieties
of Pontic Greek, namely Northern Pontic Greek (NPG) and Romeyka, the latter a Greek variety on which little is known
(but cf. Parcharidis, 1880; Deffner, 1878; Dawkins, 1937; Mackridge, 1995, 1996; Sitaridou, 2013, 2014), we focus on the
Romeyka infinitive.

Romeyka is still spoken in north-eastern Turkey, in the area traditionally known as Pontus (Sitaridou, 2013), and
displays a plethora of archaic features — the piéce de resistance being the infinitive. Consider (1) where the infinitive
surfaces as a complement to a negated past tense modal-:
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(1 UtS eporesa mairepsini.’ (Romeyka)
not can.PP.1SG cook.INFIN
‘| could not cook.’

As is well-known, neither Standard Modern Greek (SMG) (presumably as a result of Balkan Sprachbund, see Joseph,
1983) nor NPG have an infinitive, as shown in (2):

(2) a. 0den boresa na kimiBo. (SMG)
not can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.PNP.1SG
‘I could not sleep.’
b. K" eporesa na kimume.? (NPG)
not can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.1SG
‘I could not sleep.’

Instead both SMG and NPG employ finite complementation (cf. Roussou, 2009 and references therein); in particular,
SMG uses ofi-, pu- and na- complements which roughly correspond to declarative (3), factive (4) and subjunctive
complements (5):

(3) Nomizo oti o Bodoris majirevi  kala. (SMG)
think.1SG that the theodore.NOM cook.3SG well
‘| think that Theodore cooks well.’

(4) Lipame pu o  Bodoris den majirevi  kala. (SMG)
regret.1SG COMP the theodore.NOM not cook.3SG well
‘I'm sorry to say that Theodore doesn’t cook well.’

(5) O Bodoris bori na majirevi kala. (SMG)
the theodore.NOM may.3SG PRT.SUBJ cook.INP.3SG well
‘John may cook well.’

It is considered, trivially, that subjunctive complements replaced infinitives (Joseph, 1983:49-55). According to
Giannakidou (1998, 2009), na-complements are found with: (i) nonveridical predicates (6), that is, predicates whose truth
value is unknown or as yet undefined (Giannakidou, 2009:1889), whereas (ii) perception, emotive, epistemic, verbs of
saying and knowing may take a na-complement under certain conditions (cf. Roussou, 2007):

(6) Nonveridical predicates (see Giannakidou, 1998, 2009)
a. Volitionals: Belo ‘| want, elpizo ‘| hope’, skopevo ‘I plan’
b. Directives: diatazo ‘I order’, simvulevo ‘| advise’, protino ‘| suggest’
c. Modals: (invariant) prepi ‘must’, bori ‘may’
d. Permissives: epitrepo ‘I allow’, apayorevo ‘| forbid’

Curiously, the Romeyka infinitive is not found in all nonveridical contexts in (6), in which na-clauses are found in SMG -
consider the contexts of positive past tense modals in (7a), negated present tense modal in (7b), and modals in questions
in (7c), all of which do not allow an infinitive:

(7) a. “eporesa tSimiBini. (Romeyka)
can.PP.1SG sleep.INFIN
‘| was able to sleep.’

1 Abbreviations: ACC, accusative; COMP, complementiser; EPP, Extended Projection Principle; ENUN, enunciative; GEN, genitive; IMPER,
imperative; INFIN, infinitive; INP, imperfective non-past; IP, past imperfect; m-negation, morphological negation; NEG, negator; neg-agreement,
negative agreement; NOC, non-obligatory control; NOM, nominative; NPG, Northern Pontic Greek; NPI, negative polarity item; OC, obligatory
control; OPT, optative; PL, plural; PNP, perfective non-past; PP, past perfect; PRT, particle; ROf, Romeyka of Of; SG, singular; SMG, Standard
Modern Greek; SUBJ, subjunctive; FUT, Future.

2 In the Romeyka and NPG glosses na-complements are not marked with either INP or PNP since the distinction does not hold.
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b. *tSi poro tSimiBini. (Romeyka)
not can.1SG sleep.INFIN
‘| can’'t sleep.’

c. “eporeses tSimiBini? (Romeyka)

can.PP.2SG sleep.INFIN
‘Were you able to sleep?’

Rather, in Romeyka, the infinitive only surfaces when a nonveridical past tense predicate is negated, as shown in (1). In
fact, what seems to be at work is not morphological negation, but antiveridicality (8) instead since: (i) a negated present
tense modal (7b) does not imply not p_ in sharp contrast to a negated past tense modal.

(8) A nonveridical operator F is antiveridical iff Fp entails not p in some
model: iff M(x) N p =@, i.e. all worlds are non-p.
(Giannakidou, 1997 et seq.)

Additionally, (ii) the infinitive is also found in two more antiveridical contexts, namely before-clauses (9a) and
counterfactuals (9b):

9 a Prin spudzisini  so mandrin, tSi pao. (Romeyka)
before clean.INFIN at.the barn not go.1SG
‘I am not leaving before | clean the barn.’
b. As iSen porpatesini sa rasia! (Romeyka)
PRT.OPT have.PP.3SG walk.INFIN to.the mountains
‘S/he should have taken a walk in the mountains.’

In this paper, it is claimed that: (i) the Romeyka infinitive behaves like a negative polarity item (NPI) which, however, is
not licensed by morphological negation but antiveridicality: the implication that not p_; (ii) therefore, we identify a new NPI-
type. This property fundamentally places the Romeyka infinitive on a par with German brauchen ‘need’, SMG xriazete
‘need’ (in its impersonal variant only, see Giannakidou, 1997), English need (latridou and Zeijlstra, 2012), and Dutch
hoeven ‘need’ (Van der Wouden, 1994; Giannakidou, 1998:370); (iii) this analysis in essence aligns the Romeyka
infinitive with the Romance polarity subjunctive. More broadly, the polarity path of the Romeyka infinitive postulated here
suggests an interaction between negation, modality, and polarity that is worth raising awareness about.

The article is presented as follows. Section 2.1 introduces the verbal and negation systems found in Romeyka. Section 2.2
outlines the morphological makeup of the Romeyka infinitive. Section 3 presents the five patterns of complementation in
Romeyka. Sections 4.1-4.3 examine the Romeyka infinitive in negated past tense modals and volitionals, before-clauses and
counterfactuals, respectively. In section 4.4 we put forward the proposal that the Romeyka infinitive is licensed in the same way
as a NPI. In section 5 we discuss the interaction between negation, modality, and polarity. Section 6 compares Romance
polarity subjunctives to the Romeyka infinitive. Finally, we conclude our findings in section 7.

2. Background information on Romeyka

The data in this article derive from two sources: (i) NPG data, collected in Northern Greece (from the same group of
speakers as the ones in Michelioudakis and Sitaridou, 2012; Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014); and (ii) Romeyka which is an
umbrella term for three sub-varieties, namely those in the historical region of Of, Tonya and Siirmene provinces. In this
article, we focus on the first of these and, therefore, when we use the term ‘Romeyka’ we essentially refer to Romeyka of
Of (ROf). The ROf data result from fieldwork carried out in Caykara, Turkey during the course of three fieldtrips (2009,
2010, 2012) to the village of ‘Anasta’. The methodology used entailed oral interviews based on structured questionnaires,
but also spontaneous and semi-spontaneous data collection. The speakers are all female and aged from 41 to 70 years
old (see Sitaridou, 2013 for a discussion on the methodology).

2.1. Notes on the verbal and negation systems of Romeyka

Since very little is known on Romeyka, it is important to present some properties which are pertinent to the discussion
on the infinitive and the complementation strategies more generally. First, let us consider the verbal paradigm in Romeyka
and contrast it with the verbal system in SMG:

(@) There is no morphologically distinct future tense, unlike SMG where 6a is used; Romeyka uses na instead (and so
does NPG);
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(b) The SMG perfect/aorist distinction does not hold in Romeyka;

(c) There are four moods: indicative (trois ‘you eat’) and imperative ( fa, ‘eat!’) which are morphologically marked on the
verb; subjunctive (na troyo, ‘| should eat’) and optative (as troyo, ‘let me eat’) which are marked by the particles na
and as, respectively; the situation mirrors that found in SMG;

(d) SMG verbs inflect for both tense and aspect (see Lekakou and Nilsen, 2008), as shown in (10). In sharp contrast in
Romeyka (and NPG), aspectual distinctions between perfective and imperfective are only maintained in the past
tense of the indicative, but not in the subjunctive hence (10b) is ungrammatical in Romeyka:

(10) a. troo (INP) b. fao (PNP) (SMG)
eat.IMPNONPAST.1SG eat.PERFNONPAST.1SG
‘I am eating.’ dependent form ‘1 eat (habitually).’
C. etroya (IP) d. efaya (PP)
eat.IMPPAST.1SG eat.PERFPAST.1SG
‘| was eating.’ ‘| ate.’

(e) The only participle is the passive -menos, also found in SMG;
(f)  There is no gerund in Romeyka, unlike SMG.

Second, let us consider negators. Romeyka negators are significant to our discussion because of: (i) the analysis of the
Romeyka infinitive as an NPI; (ii) the considerable amount of cross-dialectal variation and the allomorphy they present in
Romeyka. SMG preserves a binary negator distinction whose roots are found in Classical Greek. Currently, the division of
labour is between the negators de(n) and mi(n) (see Willmott, 2013; Chatzopoulou, 2012:249). Broadly, imperatives,
subjunctives (embedded and otherwise), and optatives are negated with min, while other sentential negation is performed
by den. A binary distinction between negators is also maintained in NPG where the equivalent form of the de(n) negator is
k. However, ROf presents a four-way distinction between negators, namely (i) ut$, the equivalent form of the de(n)
negator — see Table 1 for the considerable allomorphy; (i) min in imperatives and wishes; (iii) xe in subjunctives and (iv)
mut$ in counterfactuals. Clearly, further consideration of this topic is needed and we leave the discussion for future work
(but see Chatzopoulou and Sitaridou, 2014).

Table 1

Negation allomorphy in Romeyka matrix indicative clauses.

Preceding word ending in Negator Following word starting with
a/-C uts V-

-V t§ V-

-V tsi C-

-C u C-

(4] utsi C-

2.2. The morphology of the Romeyka infinitive

Let us now consider the morphological formation of the Romeyka infinitive which is shown in Table 2.

Table 2

The productive nature of the Romeyka infinitive.

Present (1st person) Past tense (1st person) Infinitive
tSimume ‘I sleep’ etSimeba tSimethini
almeyo ‘I milk’ almeksa almeksini
xtizo ‘I build’ extisa xtisini
kofto ‘I cut’ ekopsa kopsini
Berizo ‘I harvest’ eBerisa Berisini
porpato ‘I walk’ eporpatesa porpatesini
leyo ‘I say’ ipa ipene
ilazo ‘I bark’ ilaksa ilaksini
pino ‘I drink’ epia pieni
troyo ‘Il eat’ efaa fanini
alevrume ‘I am covered in flour’ alevroba alevroBini
trexo ‘I run’ etreksa treksini

diyo ‘I give’ edosa dosini
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Table 2 (Continued)
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Present (1st person) Past tense (1st person) Infinitive
steko ‘| stand’ estaba stalini
mabizo ‘| teach’ emabisa mabesini
sindiSeno ‘| talk, discuss’ esindiSena sinditSesini
vrisko ‘I find’ evrika evrini
fitrono ‘I grow’ efitrosa fitrosini
fevo ‘I run away’ efia fieni
kovalo ‘I carry’ ekovalesa kuvalesini
mairevo ‘I cook’ emairepsa mairepsini
ayapo ‘| love’ ayapesa ayapesini
elepo ‘I see’ ida idene
no(j)izo ‘I feel’ enoisa noisini
xlime ‘I warm up’ exleBa xleBini
kloskume ‘I turn’ eklosta klostini
anizo ‘1 open’ anisa anisini
dakno ‘| bite’ edaksa daksini
luxkome ‘I bathe’ eluxka luxtini
deno ‘| tie’ edesa desini

As Table 2 shows, morphologically, the Romeyka infinitive consists of the aorist stem followed by the infinitival ending
-ini (or -ine/-in for very few speakers) which is the same for both the active and the passive voice (Sitaridou, 2014:35).
To demonstrate beyond any doubt that the verbal form in -ini is indeed the infinitive and, therefore, invariable in not
bearing any agreement features, consider (11) where we observe obligatory control (OC), whereby the matrix subject

controls the subject of the embedded verb - the latter remaining unchanged in form:

(11) a. uts eporesa tSimiBini (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG sleep.INFIN
b. ut§ eporeses tSimiBini
not can.PP.2SG sleep.INFIN
c. ut§ eporesen tSimiBini
not can.PP.3SG sleep.INFIN
d. utS eporesame tSimiBini
not can.PP.1PL sleep.INFIN
e. ut§ eporesate tSimiBini
not can.PP.2PL sleep.INFIN
f. ut§ eporesane  tSimiBini
not can.PP.3PL sleep.INFIN

‘I'You/He/She/lt/We/They could not sleep.’

Moreover, the infinitive also participates in the formation of a complex predicate. Morphologically, this form resembles
a ‘past perfect’ form since it comprises the verb ‘have’ in the past tense declinable, followed by the infinitive. However, this
‘past perfect’ form containing the infinitive only functions as a counterfactual, as presented in Table 3:

Table 3

Complex infinitival predicate in Romeyka conditionals.

Types of conditionals Protasis Apodosis

Nonveridical

Possible a. na + present na + present (=future)
b. an + present

Irrealis a. n' + imperfect n’ + imperfect
b. an + imperfect

Antiveridical (counterfactual)

[

. n/n + ixa ‘| had’ + infinitive
. an + ixa ‘l had’ + infinitive

n’ + imperfect
ixa ‘l had’ + infinitive

As we can see from Table 3, the form had + infinitive is found exclusively as a counterfactual in both the protasis and
apodosis. This context is very important, as we shall see in section 4.3, because: (i) it is one of the three contexts in which
we find the Romeyka infinitive; and (ii) it is antiveridical.
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3. Patterns of complementation in Romeyka from a micro-/nano-comparative perspective

The aim of this section is to outline all patterns in the syntax of complementation in Romeyka without, however, offering
a detailed account of every strategy. It will be shown that the investigation of the complementation strategies in Romeyka
from a micro-(in correlation to SMG)/nano-(in correlation to NPG) comparative perspective (a la mode of Michelioudakis
and Sitaridou, 2012) reveals five main strategies: (i) na-clauses; (ii) bare infinitives; (iii) null complementisers; (iv)
embedded imperatives; and (v) infinitive nominalisations. In examining these complementation patterns in Romeyka the
distribution of the Romeyka infinitive starts to emerge.

3.1. na-clauses in Romeyka

SMG makes extensive use of na-clauses. In contrast, in Romeyka, they have a more restricted distribution. First, in
Romeyka, na-clauses are encountered as complements to negated present tense modals such as u poro ‘I can’'t’ (12a)
and ile ‘must’ — a loanword from Turkish which functions as an invariant modal (12b):

(12) a. U poro n almeyo. (RO)
not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ milk.1SG
‘| cannot milk (the cows).’
b. lle na porpato/porpatis/porpati. (RO)
must PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG/walk.2SG/walk.3SG
‘Ilyou/s/hefit must walk.’

The same pattern is observed in both SMG (13a) and NPG (13c) for which the pattern is, of course, not restricted to
negated present tense modals, but extends to positive modals as well (13b-d):

(13) a. den boresa na kimiBo. (SMG)
not can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.PNP.1SG
‘I couldn’t sleep.’

b.  Prepi na kimiBo. (SMG)
must PRT.SUBJ sleep.PNP.1SG
‘I must sleep.’

C. K" eporesa na kimume. (NPG)

not can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.1SG
‘| couldn’t sleep.’
d. Prep n’ almeyo. (NPG)
must PRT.SUBJ milk.1SG
‘I must milk (the cows).’

Second, in Romeyka, na-clauses are selected by a volitional, such as 8elo ‘l want’, on the non-controlled interpretation
(14a), and t$i Belo ‘1 don’'t want’ and ut$ ebelna ‘| wasn’t wanting’ on the controlled interpretation (14b and c) only when
negated. Importantly, Belo ‘| want’ and eBelna ‘| was wanting’ on the positive controlled interpretation (14d and e) do not:

(14) a. Esi Belis eyo xe® na troyo. (RO)

you.NOM want.2SG I.INOM not PRT.SUBJ eat.1SG
‘You don’'t want me to eat.’

b. TSi Belo na porpato. (ROf)
not want.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘I don’t want to walk’

C. Uts eBelna n emaireva. (ROf)
not want.IP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.IP.1SG
‘| didn’t want to cook’

d. *Pola eBelna (n) etroya; ama u  poro na troyo. (ROf)
very wantIP.1SG (PRT.SUBJ) eat.lP.1SG but not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.1SG
‘| wanted to eat a lot but | can’t’

3 Moreover, a further difference is noted between SMG and Romeyka where xe in (14)a is located higher than na in (17)e where the negation is
found between na and the verb (see also Chatzopoulou and Sitaridou, 2014).
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e. *Belo na porpato. (ROf)
want.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘I want to walk.’

In fact, in Romeyka, in contexts such as (14d and e), another volitional verb surfaces, namely ayapo ‘I love/like’. For the
latter, the only available type of complement is a na-clause, which surfaces regardless of the presence of negation and the
control properties. This is demonstrated in (15a and b) where there is both negation and control and in (15¢c and d) where
there is non-obligatory control (NOC):

(15) a. UtS ayapo na payo sa rasia. (ROf)

not love.1SG PRT.SUBJ go0.1SG to.the mountains.ACC
‘| don't like to go in the mountains.’

b. UtS ayapena n emaireva. (ROf)
not love.IP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.IP.1SG
‘| wasn’'t fond of cooking.’

c. To pedi=m aso xorion ayapo na pai. (ROf)
the child=my from.the village want.1SG PRT.SUBJ go0.3SG
‘| want my child to leave the village.’

d. Ayapo na tSimaste. (ROf)
love.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.2PL
‘| want you to sleep.’

Turning to NPG, we observe a pattern similar to that in Romeyka:

(16) a. Ayapo na troo. (NPG)
love.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.1SG
‘| like eating.’
b.  *Belo na troo. (NPG)
want.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.1SG
‘I want to eat.’
C. Ki  Belo na troo. (NPG)

not want.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.1SG
‘I don’t want to eat.’

d. Ki  Belo na troi i nifae = m; (NPG)
not want.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.3SG the daughter-in-law = my;
yurzula na troi!

poison.NOM PRT.SUBJ eat.3SG
‘I don’t want my daughter-in-law to eat — she should eat poison!’

However, in SMG, volitionals, namely 6elo ‘I want' and mu aresi ‘I like’, behave alike in only allowing a na-clause
irrespective of: (i) whether there is negation or not (17b/c); and (ii) the control properties (17a-d) (see also section 4.1). On
the other hand, ayapo ‘I love’ with a na-complement is not productively used in SMG (17eff). Instead, ayapo takes a
deverbal NP as its complement (179g):

(17) a. Belo na troo (oli tin ora). (SMG)
want.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.INP.1SG (all the time)
‘| like eating (all the time).’

b. Mu aresi na troo. (SMG)
I.GEN like.3SG PRT.SUBJ eat.INP.1SG
‘I like to eat.’

c. den OBelise na fai. (SMG)

not want.PP.3SG PRT.SUBJ eat.PNP.3SG
‘He didn’'t want to eat.’
d. Esi Belis eyo na min troo. (SMG)
you.NOM want.2SG I.NOM PRT.SUBJ not eat.INP.1SG
‘You don’'t want me to eat.’
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e. *Ayapo na troo. (SMG)
love.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.INP.1SG
‘| like eating.’

f. O Janis ayapa na majirevi me tis ores. (SMG)

the John.NOM love.3SG PRT.SUBJ cook.INP.3SG with the hours
‘John loves to cook all the time.’
g. Ayapao to perpatima. (SMG)
love.1SG the walking
‘l love walking.’

Third, in Romeyka, na-clauses are found as complements to causatives, as in (18):

(18) a. Efikane =sas na skaftete ta xorafae = suna. (ROf)
let.PP.3PL =you PRT.SUBJ dig.3PL the fields = his
‘They let you dig his fields.’
b. I dzandarmades uts’ efikane na skaftete ta xorafee. (ROf)
the policemen.NOM not let.PP.3PL PRT.SUBJ dig.2PL the fields.ACC
‘The policemen didn't let you dig the fields.’

On a par with Romeyka, na-clauses are found as complements to causatives in both SMG (19a) and NPG (19b):

(19) a. I astinomiki den sas afisan na skapsete ta xorafia sas. (SMG)
the policemen.NOM not you let.PP.3PL PRT.SUBJ dig.PNP.2PL the fields.ACC your
‘The policemen didn't let you dig the fields.’
b. I mana=m k' efeke =sas na skaftete ta xorafee. (NPG)
the mother.my not let.PP.3SG =you PRT.SUBJ dig.2PL the fields.ACC
‘My mother didn’t let you dig the fields.’

Fourth, in Romeyka, na-clauses appear as complements to mental perception verbs such as enespala ‘| forgot’ (20a) -
interestingly, the corresponding antonym is only rendered periphrastically, namely erte so tSefali= m ‘it came to mind’,
which also selects a na-clause (20b).

(20) a. Enespala na leyo ti mami ta xaberee. (RO)
forget.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ say.1SG the grandmother. ACC the news.ACC
‘| forgot to tell the news to the grandmother.’
b. Erte SO tSefali=m na leyo = se do epike. (RO)
come.PP.3SG to.the head =my PRT.SUBJ tel.1SG=you what do.PP.3SG
‘It came to mind to tell you what he did.’

The same na-clause pattern with mental perception verbs obtains in SMG (21a), where we also observe: (i) a pu-strategy
(21b); and (ii) a positive expression Bimiika ‘| remembered’ (21c) — cf. (20b).

(21) a. Ksexasa na po ta nea sti jaja. (SMG)

forget.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ say.PNP.1SG the news.ACC to.the grandmother.ACC
‘| forgot to tell the news to grandmother.’

b. Ksexasa pu ipa ta nea sti jaja. (SMG)
forget.PP.1SG COMP say.PP.1SG the news.ACC to.the grandmother.ACC
‘| forgot to tell the news to grandmother.’

C. BimiBika na po sti  jaja ta nea. (SMG)
remember.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ say.PNP.1SG the grandmother.ACC the news.ACC
‘I remembered to tell the news to grandmother.’

NPG (22) shares properties with ROf in that: (i) no pu-strategy is found, as in (22c); and (ii) na surfaces with positive
periphrastic mental perception verbs (22d), which is the equivalent of (20b) (cf. (21c)):
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(22) Enespala na leo sin jajan ta xaparee. (NPG)

forget.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ say.1SG to.the grandmother.ACC the news.ACC

‘| forgot to tell the news to grandmother.’

b. EnBimeba na leo sin jaja ta xaparee. (NPG)
remember.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ say.1SG to.the grandmother ACC the news.ACC
‘I remembered to tell the news to grandmother.’

c. *EnBimeBa pu ipa sin jajan ta xaparee. (NPG)
remember.PP.1SG COMP say.PP.1SG to.the grandmother. ACC the news.ACC
‘I remembered to tell the news to grandmother.’

d. Endoken SO num na leo sin jaja ta xaparee. (NPG)
come.PP.1SG to mind PRT.SUBJ say.1SG to.the grandmother ACC the news.ACC
‘Il remembered to tell the news to grandmother.’

Fifth, in Romeyka, na-clauses appear as complements to emotive verbs, as shown in (23):

(23) Exara na mairevo. (ROf)
be-happy.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG
‘I was happy | had cooked.’

This is the same as what we find in SMG (24a) and NPG (24b), although we note that in Romeyka: (i) there is no pu-
strategy in contrast with SMG (24c); and (ii) there is no do-strategy, unlike NPG (24d):

(24) a. Xerome na majirevo. (SMG)

be-happy.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.INP.1SG
‘I am happy to cook.’

b. Exara na mairevo. (NPG)
be-happy.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG
‘| was happy | had cooked.’

c. Xarika pu majirepsa. (SMG)
be-happy.PP.1SG COMP cooked.1SG
‘I was happy | had cooked.’

d. Exara do erBen 0 pedas. (NPG)
be-happy.PP.1SG COMP come.PP.3SG the boy.NOM
‘| was happy that the boy came.’

To sum up, in Romeyka, na-clauses are selected by nonveridical predicates such as negated present tense modals
and volitionals, as well as by causatives, mental perception and emotive verbs.

3.2. Infinitives in Romeyka

As we have already seen in the introduction, infinitives appear as complements to negated past tense modals (cf. also
Mackridge, 1995:158 for a similar observation):

(25) a. UtS eporesa tSimiBini. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG sleep.INFIN
‘| could not sleep.’
b.  *Eporesa tSimiBini. (ROf)
can.PP.1SG sleep.INFIN

Second, in Romeyka, infinitives appear as complements to the negated past tense volitional uts ebelesa ‘I didn’t want’
(26a and b):

(26) a. UtS eBelesa mairepsini. (ROf)
not want.PP.1SG cook.INFIN
‘| didn’t want to cook.’
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*EBelesa mairepsini. (ROf)
want.PP.1SG cook.INFIN
‘I wanted to cook.’

To sum up, the Romeyka infinitive surfaces in a subset of nonveridical predicates, namely negated past tense modals
and volitionals.

3.3. Null complementisers in Romeyka

Null complementisers employed as a complementation strategy, although very scarce in SMG, are extremely
productive in Romeyka. First, null complementisers are selected by perception verbs, as shown in (27):

(27)

Eyo

ekusa o tSopanon ton arko endoke. (ROf)

I.LNOM hear.PP.1SG the shepherd.NOM the wolf. ACC kil.PP.3SG
‘| heard that the shepherd killed the wolf.’

In comparison, perception predicates select either na- or oti-complements in SMG:

(28)

a.

Eyo akusa ton tsopano na skotoni ton liko. (SMG)
I hear.PP.1SG the shepherd. ACC PRT.SUBJ Kkil.INP.3SG the wolf. ACC

‘| heard the shepherd killing the wolf.’

Eyo akusa oti o tsopanos skotose ton liko. (SMG)
I hear.PP.1SG that the shepherd.NOM kil.PP.3SG the wolf. ACC

‘| heard that the shepherd killed the wolf.’

In NPG we observe that both the Romeyka (29a) and SMG strategies (29b) are available:

(29)

a.

Eksa o tSopanon endoke ki  eBeken =ka ton likon. (NPG)
hear.PP.1SG the shepherd.NOM knock.PP.3SG and put.PP.3SG =there the wolf. ACC

‘| heard that the shepherd knocked the wolf down and placed him there.’

Eksa oti o tSopanon endoke ki  eBeken=ka ton likon. (NPG)
hear.PP.1SG that the shepherd.NOM knock.PP.3SG and put.PP.3SG = there the wolf. ACC

‘| heard that the shepherd knocked the wolf down and placed him there.’

Second, in Romeyka, null complementisers are selected by some emotive verbs such as efovefa ‘| feared’ (30a).
Crucially, as we have already seen, this strategy does not extend to all emotive verbs, for instance, exara ‘l was glad’ in
(23) - repeated here for convenience as (30b):

(30)

a.

Efoveba xanis ton para=s. (ROf)
fear.PP.1SG lose.2SG the money.ACC = your

‘| feared you may lose your money.’

Exara na mairevo. (ROf)
be-happy.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG

‘| was happy | had cooked.’

On this occasion, NPG aligns with Romeyka in allowing null complementisers, as shown in (31):

(31)

Aets

opos epikes efoeba exases ta parades. (NPG)

this-way as do.PP.2SG fear.PP.1SG lose.PP.2SG the money.ACC
‘From the way you acted, | feared you had lost the money.’

However, these predicates select either pu- or oti-complements in SMG (32):

(32)

a.

Xarika pu majirepsa. (SMG)
be-happy.PP.1SG COMP cook.PP.1SG
‘| was happy that | cooked.’
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b. Fovame oti/pos/pu xanis ta xrimata su  askopa. (SMG)
fear.1SG COMP lose.2SG the money your aimlessly
‘| fear that you are wasting your money.’

Third, in Romeyka, null complementisers are selected by epistemic predicates (33):

(33) a. Baro xastas en. (ROf)
think.1SG sick be.3SG
‘| think s/he is sick.’
b.  Eyriko adakes pola kleftes ine. (ROf)
believe.1SG here very thieves are.3PL
‘| believe that the people here are real thieves.’

NPG exhibits the same pattern as that attested in Romeyka, as shown in (34):

(34) a. EBaro amon pola kleftants e$ adaka oloera. (NPG)
believe.1SG like  many thieves have.3SG here everywhere
‘| believe that the people everywhere around here are real thieves.’
b.  EBaro to tSimidi=s pola koft! (NPG)
believe.1SG the mind =your very cut.3SG
‘| think your mind is very sharp!

However, the same class of predicates in SMG select oti-complements, as shown in (35):

(35) Nomizo oti i an@ropi edo ine poli kleftes. (SMG)
believe.1SG that the people.NOM here are.3PL very thieves
‘| believe that the people here are real thieves.’

Fourth, in Romeyka, null complementisers are selected by verbs of saying (36) — note that the na in (36b and c)
functions as a future particle, not as a complementiser:

(36) a. Tin patsi=m ipa epero = se yalemi. (ROf)

the daughter ACC=my tel.PP.1SG take.1SG =you pencil.ACC
‘| told my daughter that | would buy her a pencil’

b. Tin patsi=m ipa =tin na pero = tin ena yalemi. (ROf)
the daughter ACC =my tel.PP.1SG-her PRT.FUT take.1SG=her a pencil. ACC
‘| told my daughter that | will buy her a pencil.’

C. O Mehmetis ipe ta vyardelee (n) epero = sas yalemi. (ROf)
the Mehmet say.PP.3SG the kids.ACC (PRT.FUT) take.1SG =you pencil.ACC
‘Mehmet said to the kids that he would buy them a pencil.’

NPG behaves on a par with Romeyka, as shown in (37):

(37) a. O Kostikas ipen sa pedia =t Ba pero = sas molivia. (NPG)
the kostas.NOM tell.PP.1SG to.the children =his PRT.FUT take.1SG =you pencils.ACC
‘Kostas told his children that he would buy them pencils.’
b. O Kostikas ipen sa pedia =t epera = sas molivia. (NPG)
the Kostas.NOM tell.PP.1SG to.the children =his take.PP.1SG =you pencils.ACC
‘Kostas told his children that he bought them pencils.’

As before, these predicates select oti-complements in SMG:
(38) a. Ipa stin  Kori mu oti ©Ba tis ayoraso ena molivi. (SMG)

tel.LPP.1SG to.the daughter my that PRT.FUT her buy.PNP.1SG a pencil. ACC
‘| told my daughter that | will buy her a pen.’
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b. *lpa stin  Kori mu na tis ayoraso ena molivi. (SMG)
tel.PP.1SG to.the daughter my PRT.SUBJ her buy.PNP.1SG a pencil. ACC
‘| told my daughter that | will buy her a pen.’

To sum up: (i) in Romeyka there is omission not only of ofi, the ‘high ranking’ complementiser (in the sense of Rizzi,
1997), but also of na, the ‘low ranking’ one (cf. Roussou, 2000) which is never omitted in SMG; (ii) although na-
complements may alternate with ofi-complements in SMG, in Romeyka such an alternation does not exist since these
indicative complements are rendered with a null complementiser; (iii) NPG seems to share affinities with both Romeyka
and SMG; and (iv) Romeyka (but also NPG) seems to have shifted indexicals (‘monsters’ according to Schlenker, 2003),
for instance sas ‘you’ in (37), whose existence may be typologically linked to the availability of embedded imperatives, as
we will show immediately next.

3.4. Embedded imperatives in Romeyka

Romeyka seems to allow for embedded imperatives which are rare cross-linguistically (but cf. Sadock and Zwicky,
1985; Palmer, 1986; Han, 1998; Platzack and Rosengren, 1998). Consider the embedded imperatives under verbs of
saying in Romeyka:

(39) a. Ti nifi=m ipa almekson. (ROf)

the daughter-in-law = my tellPP.1SG milk.IMPER.2SG
‘| told my daughter-in-law to milk (the cows).’

b. Tin patsi=m ipa pison xapsia na troyume. (ROf)
the daughter=my tellPP.1SG make.IMPER.2SG whitebait.ACC PRT.SUBJ eat.2PL
‘| told my daughter to fry whitebait to eat.’

c. Ta vyardela ipa pola yriyora elate. (ROf)
the children tellPP.1SG very fast come.IMPER.2PL
‘| told the children to come at once.’

However, on the basis of (39) we cannot exclude that these embedded imperatives are any different from indirect
speech - consider SMG (40) which is the equivalent of Romeyka (39c):

(40) Ipa sta pedia elate ke vlepume apo ki ke pera. (SMG)
telLPP.1SG to.the kids.ACC come.IMPER.2PL and see.1PL from here and after
‘| told them to come and we shall take it from there.’

Romeyka also allows embedded imperatives in (41), along with NPG in (43), which however SMG in (42) does not
allow:

41) O Alis esenan yrapson ipen.* (RO)
the Alis.NOM you write.IMPER.2SG tell.PP.3S
‘Alis ordered you to write.’

(42) *O Janis se dietakse yrapse. (SMG)
the John.NOM you order.PP.3SG write.IMPER.2SG
‘Jannis ordered you to write.’
(adapted from Han, 2000)

(43) I ParBena esenan ipen almekson. (NPG)
the ParBena.NOM you tel.PP.3SG milk.IMPER.2SG
‘Parthena ordered you to milk (the cows).’

4 Romeyka does not have a separate verb for the verb ‘to order — they use ‘to say’. Also, there seems to be variation among speakers with
regards to the ordering of the of the imperative verb and the matrix one.
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Although the issue awaits further investigation, on the strength of (41) and given the ungrammaticality of its SMG
equivalent in (42), we conclude that Romeyka allows for embedded imperatives.

3.5. Nominalisations in Romeyka

Romeyka employs two types of nominalisation strategies: nominalised infinitives and deverbal nouns - the latter are
also found in both SMG and NPG.

Let us start by establishing that the Romeyka infinitive is distinct from deverbal nouns. In order to do so, we consider the
verbal properties of the Romeyka infinitive. First, the Romeyka infinitive root derives from the aorist stem and it can also
bear the passive voice marker -6-. Moreover, the Romeyka infinitive may have a distinct nominative subject — in other
words, it can admit a personal infinitive (see Sitaridou, 2014 for the inflected and personal infinitives in different varieties of
Romeyka; Sitaridou, 2000, 2006, 2007a,b, 2009, for the Romance personal infinitive), as shown in (44):

(44)  Prin  Oosini ton paran Aise eyo = pa tSi  pao. (ROf)
before give.INFIN the money.ACC Aise.NOM I.NOM =PRT not go.1SG
‘Il am not leaving before Aise gives back the money.’

Additionally, the Romeyka infinitive can take either a predicate (45a) or a DP (45b) as a complement:

(45) a. UtS eporesa ayapisini  almeksini. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG love.INFIN milk.INFIN
‘| couldn’t bring myself to liking milking the cows.’
b. UtS eporesa evrini ta za. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG find.INFIN the animals.ACC
‘| couldn’t find the animals.’

Furthermore, the Romeyka infinitive may be modified by adverbs (46):

(46)  UtS eporesa tSimiBini ayliyora. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG sleep.INFIN early
‘I did not manage to sleep early.’

Finally, the Romeyka infinitive can be co-ordinated (47):

(47) UtS eporesa tSimiBini tSe ton ipnon xortasini. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG sleep.INFIN and the sleep.ACC sate.INFIN
‘I did not manage to sleep and have enough of sleep.’

Having established that the infinitive is distinct from deverbal nouns, let us now discuss the nominalisation of the
infinitive. First, in Romeyka, nominalised infinitive forms occur as complements to aspectuals such as epiturepsa ‘|
finished’ (48a), whereas another aspectual such as epaslaepsa ‘| started’ selects a deverbal noun introduced by the
preposition so ‘to the’, as in (48b):

(48) a. To tSimiBin=emunebe epiturepsa. (ROf)
the sleep.INFIN = our.its finish.PP.1SG
‘| finished sleeping (=1 woke up).’
b.  Epaslaepsa pola so dipsasimo. (ROf)
start.PP.1SG lot to.the drinking
‘| started to get very thirsty.’

It is worth noting here that in Romeyka the nominalised infinitive form is used with a complex possessive, -(e)munefe,
which seems to be a necessary condition for this use of the infinitive (cf. NPG forms -(e)mun ‘our’ eBe ‘its’ in Papadopoulos
(1955:59); this complex possessive could well be a calque from Turkish, for instance oku-ma-sin-i ‘read-vn-3sg.poss-
acc’).

Unsurprisingly, this strategy is absent from SMG and NPG given that they do not have an infinitive in the first place;
instead, we find either na-clauses (49a—-d) or deverbal nouns (49b-e).
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(49) Stamatisa na dipsao poli.
stop.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ get-thirsty.INP.1SG very
‘| stopped getting very thirsty.’
b. Stamatisa to  majirema.
finish.PP.1SG the cooking
‘| finished cooking.’
c. *Stamatisa to na kimame.
finish.PP.1SG the PRT.SUBJ sleep.INP.1SG
‘| finished sleeping.’(=‘1 woke up’)
d. Erxinesa na dipso pola.
started.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ get-thirsty.1SG lot
‘| started to get very thirsty.’
e. Epesosa to  maireman.
finish.PP.1SG the cooking
‘| finished cooking.’

131

(SMG)

(SMG)

(SMG)

(NPG)

(NPG)

Second, in Romeyka, infinitive nominalisation may occur as a complement to verbs of mental perception, such as
enespala ‘| forgot’ (50a). Itis important to note that na-clauses are not excluded from this context as we have seen in (20a)
—repeated here for convenience as (50b). However, the two complementation strategies are not equivalent; the difference

being that nominalised infinitives are selected on the subject control interpretation (50a):

(50) a. To tSimiBin=emunebe enespala.
the sleep.INFIN = our.its forget.PP.1SG
‘| forgot to sleep.’
b. Enespala na leyo ti - mami ta xaberee.
forget.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ say.1SG the grandmother. ACC the news.ACC
‘| forgot to tell the news to grandmother.’

As before, this strategy is absent from SMG (51a) and NPG (51b) which only allow for na-clauses:

(51) a. Ksexasa na kimifo!
forget.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.PNP.1SG
‘| forgot to sleep!
b. Mose enespala na kimume!
PRT.ENUN forget.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ sleep.1SG
‘| forgot to sleep!

(ROf)

(ROf)

(SMG)

(NPG)

Third, in Romeyka, deverbal nouns occur as complements to volitionals, such as 8elo ‘l want’ on the NOC interpretation

(52a) - in this context no infinitive nominalisation obtains, as shown in (52b):

(52) a. To pedi=m to panimon aso xorion Belo.
the kid=my the going from.the village want.1SG
b. *To pedi=m to pan(inij) aso xorion Belo.

the kid=my the go.INFIN from.the village want.1SG
‘I want my kid to leave the village.’

As before, the only strategy available in SMG (53a) and NPG (53b) are na-clauses:

(53) a. To pedi mu Belo na fiji apo
the kid my want.1SG PRT.SUBJ go.PNP.3SG from
to xorio.
the village

‘I want my kid to leave the village.’

b. To pedi=m 6Belo na skute fev aso xorion.

the kid=my want.1SG PRT.SUBJ get-up.3SG leave.3SG from.the village
‘I want my kid to get up and leave the village.’

(RO)

(ROf)

(SMG)

(NPG)
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To sum up: (i) Romeyka employs nominalisation of infinitive forms; (ii) in Romeyka the nominalised infinitive form is
used with a possessive, which seems to be a necessary condition for the use of the nominalised infinitive; (i) in Romeyka,
deverbal nouns are also found in contexts where SMG would exclude them (e.g., volitionals); (iv) although nominalisation
of na-clauses as the subject of impersonal expressions is very frequent in SMG, in Romeyka no nominalisation of na-
clauses is ever permitted.

4. The Romeyka infinitive as a negative polarity item

In this section we present our proposal according to which the Romeyka infinitive is an NPI.

4.1. Negated past tense modals and volitionals

As we have already seen in section 3.2, the Romeyka infinitive appears as a complement to a negated past tense
modal verb, as shown in (54):

(54) a. UtS eporesa almeksini. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG milk.INFIN
‘| couldn’t milk (the cows).’
b. Ta yandzia=m ponun, ut§ eporesa porpatesini tSe pan sa stalia. (ROf)
the legs =my hurt.3PL not can.PP.1SG walk.INFIN and go.INFIN to.the stables
‘My legs are hurting; | couldn’t walk and go to the stables.’

Itis crucial to clarify that the infinitive here is not optional since a subjunctive version with nais impossible (55a) and that
without negation, the infinitive, and therefore the sentence, becomes ungrammatical (55b). This restriction shows a typical
NPI, an issue we return to in section 5.2.

)

(55) a. *Uts eporesa n almeyo. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ milk.1SG
‘I could not milk (the cows).’
b.  *Eporesa almeksini. (ROf)
can.PP.1SG milk.INFIN
‘| was able to milk (the cows).’

Despite negation, if the interpretation is future then the infinitive is banned (56):

(56) a. Sapalee tSi poro na porpato  tSe pao sa stalia. (ROf)
tomorrow not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG and go.1SG to.the stables
‘Tommorow | cannot walk in order to get to the stables.’
b. *Sapalee tSi poro porpatesini. (ROf)
tomorrow not can.1SG walk.INFIN
‘I cannot walk tomorrow.’

Ungrammaticality also arises with negated present tense modals where a na-clause is again the only option:

(57) a. Panda tsi porume na plekume. Exume eteron dulia. (ROf)
always not can.3PL PRT.SUBJ knit.3PL have.3PL other job.ACC
‘We cannot knit all the time. We have other things to do as well.’

b. *TSi poro pleksini. (ROf)
not can.1SG knit.INFIN
‘I cannot knit.’

Likewise, when the negated modal verb is in imperfect tense, thus providing a habitual/generic reading, grammaticality
only derives from the surfacing of a na-clause (note here a possible consecutio temporum):

(58) a. UtS eporena n emaireva. (ROf)
not can.lP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.IP.1SG
‘| could not cook.’
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b. *Uts eporena mairepsini. (ROf)
not can.IP.1SG cook.INFIN
‘I could not cook.’

Therefore, for future, present and imperfective negated modals na-complements are the only option. Although this
aligns Romeyka with SMG (59), the latter distinguishes between perfective nonpasts (59a) and imperfective nonpasts
(59b), as we have seen in section 2.1:

59) a. den boro na armekso. (SMG)
not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ milk.PNP.1SG
‘I cannot milk.’
b. den boro na armeyo. (SMG)
not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ milk.INP.1SG
‘I cannot milk.’

Crucially, such an alternation between the perfective nonpast (59a) and the imperfective nonpast (59b) is not found in
Romeyka. So, at this point one could argue that the Romeyka infinitive behaves like a perfective nonpast. Proof that the
Romeyka infinitive does not behave in the same way as the perfective nonpast in SMG stems from the lack of alternations
between (60a) and (60b) — only the latter is grammatical:

(60) a. *UtsS eporesa na porpato. (RO)
not can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘| cannot walk.’
b. UtS eporesa porpatesini. (ROf)
not can.PP.1SG walk.INFIN
‘| cannot walk.’

Additionally, as we have already seen in section 3.2, infinitives are not found solely with negated ability modality, but
also with negated past tense volitionals (26). Similarly, the Romeyka infinitive does not surface with negated present tense
(61a) or negated imperfect tense voiltionals (61b) since these select na-clauses:

61 a. U 6elo na porpato. (ROf)
not want.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘I do not want to walk.’
b. UtS eBel(e)na n eftao dulias. (ROf)
not want.IP.1SG PRT.SUBJ do.1SG tasks
‘| didn’t want to work.’

Importantly, the infinitive does not obtain with any other negated volitional, such as ut$ ayapesa ‘I didn’'t love/like’ (62a),
which, interestingly, selects a subjunctive (62b):

(62) a. *Uts ayapesa mairepsini. (ROf)
not love.PP.1SG cook.INFIN
‘[ didn’t want to cook.’
b. UtS ayapesa na mairevo. (RO)
not love.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG
‘[ didn’t want to cook.’

Unlike negated ability, negated volition by itself does not entail not p; for instance, from I didn’t want to cook, one cannot
infer | didn’t cook as the continuation, whereas but I did is fine. If the hypothesis of the paper is correct, namely that the
infinitive is licensed by antiveridicality, then a continuation like ama epsesa ‘but | cooked’ should not be accepted thus
(63a) should be ungrammatical:

(63) a. *Uts eBelesa psesin fain ama epsesa. (RO)
not want.PP.1SG cook.INF food but cook.PP.1SG
‘| didn’t want to cook food, but | did.’
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b. UtS ethelna n epsena fain ama epsesa. (ROf)
not wantIP.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.IP.1SG food but cook.PP.1SG
‘| didn’'t want to cook but | cooked (in the end).’

The prediction is borne out (with (63b) being the only acceptable option featuring an imperfect), thus indicating that it is the
infinitive itself, to a certain extent, which triggers the counterfactuality in the environment. Again, NPIs have similar effects
in the context (Giannakidou, 2007 et seq.). In (64), the NPIs trigger a negativity in that there was no expectation of getting
any tickets:

(64) I’'m glad we got any tickets at all!

Still there are two puzzling issues: First, why different classes of nonveridical predicates behave differently vis-a-vis infinitive
selection whilst the prediction is that they should behave uniformly in selecting an infinitive. As we have seenin sections 3.1 and
3.2, whilst some nonveridical predicates (e.g., modals) select an infinitive, others (e.g., directives) select a na-clause. The
explanation is that, historically, infinitive loss in Greek progresses from more biclausal domains to more monoclausal ones
with just one T-category (for restructuring/clause-union/monoclausality phenomena cf. Aissen and Perimutter, 1983;
Rizzi, 1976; Wurmbrand, 2001; Roussou, 2009; Sitaridou, 2002). Thus the infinitive as complement in Romeyka is now
selected only by modals which is the stage last found in Medieval Greek (cf. Mackridge, 1987; Sitaridou, 2014).°

Second, let us consider why there are different selectional requirements by members of the same class of nonveridical
predicates; in particular, the selectional difference between ayapo ‘I like’ and 6elo ‘| want’. Despite both being volitionals
the former selects a na-clause, whereas the latter selects an infinitive — consider Table 4 which summarises the pattern:

Table 4

Selectional properties of volitional predicates in Romeyka.

Contexts Belo ‘I want’ ayapo ‘I love’

Tense NEG Obligatory control na-clause Infinitive na-clause Infinitive
Present * Ok * * Ok *
Present * * Ok * Ok *
Present Ok Ok * * Ok *
Present Ok * Ok * Ok *
Past * Ok * * Ok *
Past * * * * Ok *
Past Ok Ok * Ok Ok *
Past Ok * Ok * Ok *

The explanation to be pursued is along the lines of Rizzi (1982), according to which volitionals in Romance do not
necessarily all fall in the class of restructuring verbs (cf. also Cinque, 2004; Cardinaletti and Shlonksy, 2004; Wurmbrand,
2001). Essentially, the claim is that restructuring in Romeyka is a lexical property that is assigned arbitrarily to certain
verbs: while Belo ‘I want’ is a restructuring verb, ayapo ‘I love’ is not; this correctly predicts that the former will select an
infinitive while the latter selects a na-clause.® A parallel can be drawn with Old Neapolitan where the verb vulére ‘to want’,
which is the prototypical volitional verb, is consistently excluded from an inflected infinitive construction. On the other
hand, desiderare ‘to desire’ is a volitional verb from a semantic point of view, but, from a syntactic point of view, behaves
like a control verb (unlike vulére) and, therefore, allows for an inflected infinitive (Sitaridou, 2002:296).

Further evidence as to why Belo ‘| want’ is modal-like in Romeyka derives from impersonal uses of feli ‘must’ in SMG:

(65) Beli na peraso ki apo ton jatro. (SMG)
want PRT.SUBJ go.PNP.1SG and from the physician
‘[ also need to go to the doctor.’

Therefore, Belo ‘| want’ is modal-like in Romeyka and, therefore, selects an infinitive, whereas ayapo ‘l love’ is not, and,
for this reason, selects a na-clause. In section 5.1 we will also see that 6elo ‘| want’ behaves like a modal in another way,
namely by not having a positive expression.

5 This change must have happened in Romeyka prior to the reanalysis of the infinitive as an NPI (see Sitaridou, 2014).
® Restructuring tests such as the clitic climbing test cannot be performed because Romeyka has strict enclisis.
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However, the Romeyka infinitive is not merely selected by nonveridical predicates; but is, in fact, licensed as a
negative polarity item in the contexts in which it is selected (see section 4.4). Nevertheless, as one reviewer points out,
NPIs are not strictly speaking selected and therefore this property may bring the Romeyka infinitive out of line from the
rest of the NPlIs. Still however, NPIs are not entirely optional either, as shown by the contrast between some, any, a and
one in (66):

(66) | went to the bookstore this morning, but | didn’t buy any books.

| went to the bookstore this morning, but | didn’t buy some books.
| went to the bookstore this morning, but | didn’t buy a book.

| went to the bookstore this morning, but | didn’t buy one book.

apop

For the logical form ‘it is not the case that there is an x such that x is a book and | bought x’, (66a) is natural, whereas
(66b-d) are more marked. Therefore, in NPI-contexts, there is blocking or markedness of other forms, and though the NPI
is not selected, nor is it completely optional. Since (66a) is the unmarked option, it is preferred. Likewise with NPIs of the
MUST type (hoeven/brauchen/need), as in (67):

(67) a. You must NOT go there. (only wide scope must)
b. You need not go there. (only narrow scope must)

In the unmarked case in (67a) moeten/mussen/must scope above negation; however, if we have a negative sentence and
must must take narrow scope, we have to use the NPI need, so, there is no optionality here at all.

4.2. prin (‘before’)-clauses
The Romeyka infinitive also appears in a prin ‘before’-adjunct, as shown in (68):

(68) Prin pisini fain, prin spudzisini  so mandrin, tSi pao. (ROf)
before make.INFIN food before clean.INFIN at.the barn not go.1SG
‘I am not leaving before | cook and clean the barn.’

The prin ‘before’-clause (68) is especially striking because it is a continuation of the ‘prin cum Aorist infinitive’ construction
of Classical Greek (Sitaridou, 2014). Crucially, the infinitive does not occur with other prepositions, for instance os ‘until’
(see Giannakidou, 2002), as a na-clause is obtained instead:

(69) Os na ‘rte o Mehmetis na permeno =se. (ROf)
untii PRT.SUBJ come.3SG the Mehmet.NOM PRT.FUT wait.1SG = you
‘I'll wait for you until Mehmet comes.’

The English temporal connective ‘before’, and likewise SMG prin, are considered in the literature as antiveridical
(see Giannakidou, 1998; Giannakidou and Zwarts, 1999 for prin; see Beaver and Condoravdi, 2003; Krifka, 2010 for
before):

(70) a. Mozart died before he finished the Requiem.
b. If Mozart had not died when he in fact did, he might/would have finished the Requiem.
(Beaver and Condoravdi, 2003:12)

Therefore, the occurrence of the Romeyka infinitive in prin clauses appears to be sensitive to antiveridicality. A question to
pose at this stage is whether the infinitive can appear under any other antiveridical elements such as abiyon ‘without’ - the
prediction being that it should be able to. Consider (71):

(71) a. ABiyon tSalisema, parades tSi porume na fteeme. (ROf)
without work money not can.1PL PRT.SUBJ make.1PL
‘We cannot make any money without working.’
b. *ABiyon na tSalisevo, parades tSi porume na fteeme. (ROf)

without PRT.SUBJ work.1SG money.ACC not can.1PL PRT.SUBJ make.1PL
‘We cannot make any money without working.’
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The prediction is not borne out since in this context we find a deverbal noun; however, this may well be selectional. Strong
counterevidence to the Romeyka infinitive being licensed by antiveridicality would have occurred if a na-clause was found
in (71b) — crucially, this is not the case.”

4.3. Counterfactuals
Another context in which an infinitive is found is in wishes and exclamatives, as shown in (72):

(72) a. As iSen porpatesini sa rasia! (ROf)
PRT.OPT have.PP.3SG walk.INFIN to.the mountains
‘S/He should have walked in the mountains.’
b. Na ixame panini xtisini to spit o) parxar! (ROf)
PRT.SUBJ have.PP.3PL go.INFIN build.INFIN the house in.the pastures
‘| wish we had gone to build the house in the highland pastures.’

Crucially, the examples in (72): (i) are all counterfactual optatives; (ii) show that the infinitive is a complement of ‘have’.
Consistent with what we have observed for wishes and exclamatives is the use of the infinitive in conditionals in (73):

(73) a. N’ ixa mairepsini, n’ etroyame. (ROf)
PRT.SUBJ have.PP.1SG cook.INFIN PRT.SUBJ eat.IP.1PL
‘If | had cooked we would have eaten.’
b. An ixa mairepsini, ixame fanini. (ROf)
PRT have.PP.1SG cook.INFIN have.PP.1PL eat.INFIN
‘If | had cooked we would have eaten.’

In (73), we observe that | had + infinitive surfaces in counterfactuals in both the protasis — headed by either na or an -
as well as in the apodosis of counterfactual conditionals. These environments aside, the complex infinitival predicate is
never attested. Crucially, all these environments which express the counterfactual are also antiveridical, given the general
reasoning schema of counterfactuals in (74) (see Lewis, 1973; Stalnaker, 1968; Ernst, 2009):

(74)  If P, (then) Q implicates ~P

However, both (72) and (73) show the infinitive as a complement of the verb ‘have’. In other words antiveridicality does
not merely license the infinitive but also requires the verb ‘have’ which prompts the question why this is the case. Could it
be, therefore, that the infinitive here functions as a participle? Given that there is no active participle in Romeyka, it is
possible that the use of the infinitive may be simply incidental or selectional. Although clearly selectional at some point in
the diachrony, contemporaneously, it is licensed by antiveridicality. This question is linked to a broader question, namely
why is it that the pluperfect, systematically, is the vehicle of counterfactuality in many languages. As a reviewer points out
the use of perfect, and, therefore, have, for counterfactuals may be due to the fact that we need an additional layer of tense
(cf. Ippolito, 2003) to create a ‘remote’ counterfactual tense. Furthermore, there is a need for a locus for the AGR features.
If the infinitive surfaced without the have-support, there would be PRO in both the protasis and apodosis which would
leave the EPP unchecked, and, in turn, cause the derivation to crash.

4.4. Antiveridicality as a licensor, not morphological negation

Consider Table 5 which summarises the distribution of the infinitive:

Table 5

Summary of the licensing contexts for the Romeyka infinitive.

Contexts Antiveridical

Prin ‘before’ Ok

Negated past modals Ok

Counterfactual Optatives Ok
Conditionals Ok

"In fact, a few speakers, when asked about ‘without’ clauses, produced a prin-clause instead.
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On the basis of these findings, we put forward the proposal that the Romeyka infinitive is a negative polarity item —
given the definition of a polarity item by Giannakidou (2001) in (75):

(75) A linguistic expression a is a polarity item if:
(i) The distribution of a is limited by sensitivity to some semantic property g of the context of appearance;
and
(i)  ais (non)veridicality, or a subproperty thereof: {veridicality, nonveridicality, antiveridicality, modality,
intensionality, extensionality, episodicity, downward entailingness}.

Moreover, the licensor of the NPI-infinitive is not the specification of a negative morpheme, but antiveridicality, namely
the implication that not p. Prin clauses, counterfactual conditionals, and counterfactual optatives are all antiveridical, but
do not contain negation. Therefore, there is evidence that NPI licensing is not neg-agreement, and that negation and
antiveridicality are not the same thing - rather the former is morphological exponence of the latter.

Having answered the licensor question (in the sense of Ladusaw, 1996), we can now understand why the Romeyka
infinitive cannot be licensed by nonveridicals such as negated present or imperfect tense modals. Consider (76):

(76) a. O Mehmetis utS eporese almeksini (# but in the end he did). (ROf)

the Mehmet.NOM not can.PP.3SG milk.INF
‘Mehmet {could not/was unable to} milk the cows’ (# but in the end he did).

b. O Memetis ut§ eporne n’ almeje (but in the end he did). (RO)
the Mehmet.NOM not can.lP.3SG PRT.SUBJ milk.IP.3SG
‘Mehmet {could not/was unable to} escape’ (but in the end he did).

C. O Memetis tSi  pori n’ almeji sa paxta (but tomorrow he may succeed). (ROf)
the Mehmet.NOM not can.3SG PRT.SUBJ milk.3SG to.the morning
‘Mehmet cannot milk the cows in the morning’ (but tomorrow he may succeed).
(adapted from Giannakidou and Staraki, 2010)

In (76a), where we have a negated past tense modal, the entailment that ‘he didn’t milk the cows’ is part of the assertion
of (76a) and therefore, the entailment is strongly antiveridical. On the other hand, no such entailment is part of either (76b),
where we have a negated imperfect modal, or (76c), where we have a negated present tense modal, since they can both
be compatible with a situation of the type ‘but in the end/tomorrow he did/may succeed’. In other words, although all
examples under (76) are nonveridical, the only strongly antiveridical one is (76a) where there is a negated past tense
modal. Itis precisely this context and this context alone in which the Romeyka infinitive can be licensed, thus suggesting
that antiveridicality, and not mere nonveridicality, is the licensor.

To support this claim further, consider evidence from the conditionals (see Table 3). If all conditionals, including non-
counterfactual ones, contain negation in either clause, should we not expect NPIs to appear in nonveridical conditionals
(implying uncertainty that p)? Here however we argue that the correct prediction for the licensing of the infinitive is, in fact,
an antiveridical environment, such as the one that only antiveridical conditionals (counterfactual) provide. Thus, in present
wishes, which constitute a nonveridical (‘in the end | may go’) but not an antiveridical environment infinitives cannot
surface (77b); we observe a na-clause (77a) instead:

(r7) a. InSalah  na pao! (ROf)
hopefully PRT.SUBJ go.1SG
‘| wish | went.’
b. *InSalah  paninil (ROf)
hopefully go.INFIN
‘| wish | went.’

Additionally, questions which are also nonveridical do not license an infinitive in Romeyka either. Consider (78):
(78) a. Eporeses t§ emairepses? (ROf)
can.PP.2SG and cook.PP.2SG
‘Were you able to cook’?
b. *Eporeses mairepsini? (ROf)
can.PP.2SG cook.INFIN
‘Were you able to cook?’



138 I. Sitaridou/Lingua 148 (2014) 118-146

As before, the claim is that questions, albeit nonveridical, do not license the infinitive because the necessary condition,
namely antiveridicality, is not met. Therefore, our proposal is that the Romeyka infinitive is an NPI and as a result, the
nonveridical contexts in (76b and c), (77) and (78)) cannot license it. A consequence of such an analysis would be that the
Romeyka infinitive, by virtue of being an NPI, could not allow for its own negation. Consider (79):

(79)  *UtS ebelesa® tS§i  mairepsini. (ROf)
not want.PP.1SG not cook.INFIN
‘| didn’t want not to cook.’

The prediction is indeed borne out because the infinitive is an NPI and, therefore, it cannot license its own embedded
negation. Crucially, in Italian, in the same type of restructuring context, the infinitive can license its own negation (cf. (80b)
and (80c), which is the exact equivalent of (79)):

(80) a. Non ho voluto mangiare. (Italian)

not have.1SG want.PART eat.INFIN
‘| didn’'t want to eat.’

b. Ho voluto non mangiare. (Italian)
have.1SG want.PART not eat.INFIN
‘I wanted not to eat.’

C. Non ho voluto non mangiare. (Italian)
not have.1SG want.PART not eat.INFIN
‘I didn’'t want not to eat.’

However, some allowances have to be made since the Romeyka infinitive does not have the same broad distribution
as the SMG NPI kanenas ‘no one’ (see Giannakidou, 1998:93). This should not be surprising given that (i) ‘the process on
NPI creation and use must be seen as a dynamic one, as patterns do not remain stable over time, and distributions of the
same NPI classes are synchronically rarely completely identical across languages. Nonveridicality is thus a predictor of
where NPI could occur, but it is not a rigid precondition that NPIs must occur in all nonveridical environments.’
(Giannakidou, 2011:1076); and (ii) the Romeyka infinitive, due to its categorical status, namely nonfinite, cannot
generalise as an NPI in contexts where no other EPP-probe is available, see for instance the apodosis of counterfactuals
where ‘have’ needs to be present or there will be no locus for finiteness features.

5. The interaction between modality and negation in Romeyka

We have seen ample evidence that the Romeyka infinitive is a NPI. However, it could be argued that the requirement of
antiveridicality for the licensing of the Romeyka infinitive is symptomatic of some particularities of Romeyka, namely: (a)
the existence of poro as a negated modal meaning ‘Il cannot’ — in sharp contrast to SMG in which boro can only mean ‘|
can’ — which, itself, can be argued to be an NPI; (b) the unavailability of the ‘positive’ expression of modal verbs which
would, therefore, also exclude the possibility for an infinitive to surface. In this section, we shall discuss how greatly
negation, modality and polarity are intertwined in Romeyka.

5.1. In Romeyka poro is ‘I cannot’!

In SMG, as well as in NPG, boro/poro ‘I can’ can only express positive modality (81):

(81) a. Boro na perpatiso. (SMG)
can.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.PNP.1SG
‘| can walk.’
b. Poro na porpato. (NPG)
can.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘| can walk.’

8 We need to negate the matrix verb too otherwise ungrammaticality automatically ensues (see section 5.2) and the test would be
nonapplicable.
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In Romeyka, however, poro can only mean ‘I cannot’. To prove this claim, consider (82):

(82) U poro n almeyo, u poro na (ROf)
not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ milk.1SG not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ
tSalisevo, u  poro na trexo, so xorafi u  poro
work.1SG not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ run.1SG to.the field not can.1SG
na payo; ejerasa, epemina, poro.

PRT.SUBJ go.1SG grew-old.PP.1SG worn-out.PP.1SG cannot.1SG
‘| cannot milk (the cows), | cannot work, | cannot run, | cannot go to the fields; | have grown old; | am worn out;
| can’'t (cope) anymore.’

Curious as it may be, in Romeyka utsi/tsi/u poro (NEG can.1SG) equals poro (cannot.1SG), both meaning ‘I can’t’. On the
basis of (82), we conclude that poro ‘| cannot’ appears: (a) when the infinitival complement of the negated modal can be
left out; and (b) when the preceding word ends in a vowel (see Sitaridou, 2014 for a historical explanation whereby poro ‘|
cannot’ develops out of Medieval Greek aporo ‘| cannot’ through aphaeresis). Albeit rare, cross-linguistically a parallelism
can be drawn: (i) between can~can’t in Northern New Jersey (Labov, 2007:356); (ii) between Romeyka poro and
American English squat — the latter being considered to be associated with a null form of any (see Postal, 2004). If the
same holds for poro ‘Il cannot’, namely association with a null negator, then it can be construed that poro ‘I cannot’ is, in
fact, an NPl itself which would explain why the infinitive cannot surface. Further evidence for such an analysis comes from
the position of the preverbal element in (83a): monaxesa ‘alone’ is always in first position and this is the only acceptable
order since poro, when negative, cannot be sentence-initial or sentence-final.

(83) a. Monaxesa poro na payo. (ROf)
alone cannot.1SG PRT.SUBJ go0.1SG
‘l cannot go on my own.’
a’.  *Poro na payo monaxesa. (RO)

cannot.1SG PRT.SUBJ go.1SG alone
‘l cannot go on my own.’
a’. *Monaxesa na payo poro. (ROS)
alone PRT.SUBJ go.1SG cannot.1SG
‘l cannot go on my own.’

A similar pattern ensues with panda ‘always’ in (84):

(84) a. Panda porume na plekume. (ROf)
always cannot.1PL PRT.SUBJ knit.1PL
‘We cannot always knit.’
a’.  *Porume na plekume panda. (RO)
cannot.1PL PRT.SUBJ knit.1PL always
‘We cannot always knit.’
a’. *Panda na plekume porume. (ROf)
always PRT.SUBJ knit.1PL cannot.1PL
‘We cannot always knit.’

Compare now Romeyka (83) and (84) to SMG (85):

(85) a. Ute o Janis i0e kanenan. (SMG)
neither the John.NOM see.PP.3SG no-one
‘John didn’t see anyone either.’
b. *lée kanenan ute o Janis. (SMG)
see.PP.3SG no-one neither the john.NOM
‘John didn’'t see anyone either.’

This is reminiscent of the analysis proposed in Giannakidou (2007) where the movement of NPI ute ‘even’ to the preverbal
position licenses a null negation. Ute, itself, licenses the NPI kanenan ‘no one’ in (85a), whereas, when the latter appears
above ute ‘even’, its licensing cannot obtain (85b) (see also den Dikken, 2002).
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5.2. Unavailability of positive expression for modal verbs

In Romeyka, the positive expression of ability modals is not grammatically expressed:

(86) a. *Eporo na porpato.
can.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘l can walk.’
b. *Eporesa porpatesini.
can.PP.1SG walk.INFIN
‘| could walk.’

Unlike what we find in SMG (87) and NPG (88):

(87) a. Boro na perpatiso.
can.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.PNP.1SG
‘| can walk.’
b. Boresa na perpatiso.
can.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.PNP.1SG
‘| could walk.’
(88) a. Poro na porpato.
can.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘| can walk.’
b. Eporesa na porpato.
could.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
‘| could walk.’

Instead, Romeyka uses present tense to convey abilitative or deontic modality, as shown in (89):

(89) a. -T§" eporis na porpatis?
not can.2SG PRT.SUBJ walk.2SG
‘Can’t you walk?’

b. —Porpato.
walk.1SG
‘| can (walk).’

c. Eporeses t§" eporpateses?
can.PP.2SG and walk.PP.2SG
‘Were you able to walk’?

d. Eporpatesa.
walk.PP.1SG
‘| was able to walk.’

(ROf)

(ROf)

(SMG)

(SMG)

(NPG)

(NPG)

(ROf)

(ROf)

(ROf)

(ROf)

Although the Romeyka behaviour with regard to the positive expression of modality is prima facie odd, (89) shows
that the so-called present is really a null modal plus present. This suggests that the imperfective stem, on the
basis of which the present tense is formed in both SMG and Romeyka, implies modality (cf. Giannakidou, 2014).
A possible extension of this analysis could be that aspect in general is the locus of modality. This seems to gain
support from the fact that the same happens with perfective aspect, on the basis of which the past tense is
morphologically formed. Notice that perpatisa ‘| walked’ does imply | was able to walk, so maybe ability modality is
indeed an inference in these cases, from the use of aspect. A similar pattern is demonstrated in English with the

modal ‘need’:

(90) a. John need not come.
b. *John need come.
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Asymmetry with regard to the overt realisation of modals between English (91a) and French (91b) is also well-known:

91) a. Speak louder, | can't hear you. (English)
b. Parle plus haut, je ne t entends pas. (French)
speak.IMPER.2SG more high | not you hear.1SG not
‘Speak louder, | can’t hear you.’

A similar pattern as that displayed in French above is also found in SMG with general ability modals:

(92) To pedi metrai mexri to deka. (SMG)
the child count.3SG until the ten
‘The child can count up to ten.’

Interestingly, in Romeyka the only cases where there is an overt realisation of non-negated modals are shown in (93):

93) a. Oson eporis,  mairepson. (ROf)

as-much can.2SG cook.IMPER.2SG
‘As long as you can, cook!

b. An eporo, mairevo. (ROf)
if can.1SG cook.1SG
‘If I can, | cook.’

C. Eporis  tSe mairevis? (ROf)
can.2SG and cook.2SG
‘Can you cook?’

d. Eporeses t8 erBes? (ROf)
can.PP.2SG and come.PP.2SG
‘Were you able to come?’

e. *Eporeses erBini? (ROf)
can.PP.2SG come.INFIN
‘Were you able to come?’

It follows that the only positive expression of modal eporo ‘| can’ is attested: (i) in relatives as a head without a complement
(93a); in nonveridical conditionals as a head without a complement (93b); in questions (93a) and (93d). Importantly, in
none of the above contexts and infinitive is possible (93e) because these are all nonveridical contexts and the infinitive
requires antiveridicality.

Another modal verb, namely Belo ‘| want’ (94), behaves like ‘can’ in not having an overt realisation:

(94) a. Oti erotas, erota. (ROf)
whatever ask.2SG ask.IMPER.2SG
‘Whatever you want to ask, ask!
b. Do kraz? Na troi, epinase. (ROf)
why scream.3SG PRT.SUBJ eat.3SG got-hungry.PP.3SG
‘Why is it screaming? It wants to eat, it is hungry.’

Native speakers of Romeyka consistently rate the positive expression of OC 6elo ‘| want’ as very unacceptable (95a/c/e),
and consistently produce utterances with ayapo ('l like, | want’) instead (95b/d/f):

(95) a. ???0elo na mairevo. (RO)
want.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG
‘| want to cook.’
b. Ayapo na mairevo. (ROf)
love.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG
‘| love to cook.’
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C. ???Pola eBelna etroya; ama u  poro na troyo. (ROf)
very want.IP.1SG eatIP.1SG but not can.1SG PRT.SUBJ eat.1SG
‘| wanted to eat a lot but | can’t’

d. Pola ayapena n etroya. (ROf)
very love.lP.1SG PRT.SUBJ eatlP.1SG
‘| would love to eat.’

e. ??7?0pse ebelesa n espudzizna. (ROf)
yesterday want.PP.1SG PRT.SUBJ clean.IP.1SG
‘Yesterday | wanted to clean.’

f. Opse ayapena n espudzizna. (ROf)
yesterday want.IP.1SG PRT.SUBJ clean.IP.1SG
‘Yesterday | wanted to clean.’

This is in contrast to what we find in SMG:

(96) a. O ti Belis na rotisis, rota. (SMG)
whatever want.2SG PRT.SUBJ ask.PNP.2SG ask.IMPER.2SG
‘Ask whatever you like.’
b. Jati skuzi? el na fai, pinase. (SMG)
why moo0.3SG want.3SG PRT.SUBJ eat.PNP.3SG be.hungry.PP.3SG
‘Why is it mooing? It (=cow) wants to eat, it is hungry.’

As shown to be the case with ‘can’, Belo ‘| want’ is positively expressed in contexts similar to the ones attested for eporo
‘| can’ (cf. (93)):

(97) Ka0ais oti Bel, eftei. (ROf)
everyone whatever want.3SG do.3SG
‘Whatever everyone wants, he does.’

Overall, in Romeyka, modality is grammatically expressed, as shown in Table 6, although the issue clearly awaits
further investigation:

Table 6
Expression of modality in Romeyka.

Types of SMG Romeyka

modality
m-expression Examples in Romeyka
Deontic prepi  as (98) As mairevo, i pebera=m mi Kruj = me.
+ present PRT.OPT cook.1SG  the mother-in-mi kruj=me. not hit.3SG = me
tense ‘| should cook so that my mother-in-law does not hit me.’
na (99) Na mairevo.
+ present PRT.SUBJ  cook.1SG
tense ‘I must cook.” (but may also convey futurity depending on the context)
lle + na (100) lle na porpato.
+ present must PRT.SUBJ walk.1SG
tense ‘I must walk.’
exo ‘I have’ (101) Exo maireman.
+ deverbal have.1SG cooking
noun ‘| have cooking to do.’
boro  present (102)  Mairevo.
tense cook.1SG
‘| can cook.’
poro (103) Poro na mairevo.
(NEG) cannot.1SG PRT.SUBJ cook.1SG
‘| cannot cook.’
Epistemic bori  ja...ja (104) Aise ja mairevi ja u mairevi.

(disjunction) Aise or cook.3SG  or not cook.3SG
‘Aise may cook.’
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Although we may conclude, from the discussion in this section, that infinitives cannot be selected by positive modals
simply because the latter are mostly derived through context, when they are realised, for instance in questions, no
infinitive is selected. Hence, we can safely conclude that the infinitive is sensitive to the presence of the antiveridicality (for
changes in the diachrony of Romeyka which rendered the grammatical expression of positive modality impossible, and
which, in turn, may have led to the reanalysis of the infinitive as an NPI, see Sitaridou, 2014).

6. Romance polarity subjunctives: a typological parallel to Romeyka infinitives

It is well-known that in the Romance languages the subjunctive mood is mainly selected by volitional and directive
predicates, as exemplified by French in (105), where obviation effects also typically obtain:

(105) a. *Je veux que tu pars. (French)
I want1SG that you go.2SG
b. Je veux que tu partes. (French)

I  want.1SG that you go.SUBJ.2SG
‘| want you to go.’

However, there is another type of subjunctive which is not lexically selected and which Stowell (1993), Kempchinsky
(1986), Quer (1998), Giannakidou (2014), Sitaridou (2007b) call a polarity subjunctive, thatis, a subjunctive licensed by an
operator. First, consider (106) where a negated matrix epistemic licenses a polarity subjunctive in Portuguese (and
likewise in Spanish):

(106) a. *Creio que estejamos todos de acordo. (Portuguese)
think.1SG that be.SUBJ.1PL all in accord
‘| think that we all agree.’
b. N&o creio que estejamos todos de acordo. (Portuguese)
not think.1SG that be.SUBJ.1PL all in accord

‘| don't think that we all agree.’
(Sitaridou, 2007b:207)

Second, consider a non-canonical “triggering” of the subjunctive, in Spanish restrictive relatives (Quer, 1998) triggered
by the non-specificity of una secretaria ‘any secretary’ (107):

(107) a. Busco a una secretaria que sabe francés. (Spanish)
search.1SG DOM a secretary that know.3SG French.
‘I am looking for a secretary that knows French.’
b. Busco una secretaria que sepa francés. (Spanish)
search.1SG a secretary that know.SUBJ.3SG French.
‘I am looking for any secretary that knows French.’

All the above are non-canonical cases where the subjunctive appears to be triggered as a negative polarity item.
Interestingly even SMG, which does not have a Romance-like subjunctive, seems to exhibit subjunctive polarity (108b-d)
similar to the Romance polarity subjunctive (see Giannakidou, 1995), albeit far more limited since the indicative is not
ruled out (108c)-cf. (106a):

(108) a. Nomizo oti 6a eroi. (SMG)

think.1SG that PRT.FUT come.PNP.3SG
‘| think s/he will come.’

b. *Nomizo na eroi. (SMG)
think.1SG PRT.SUBJ come.PNP.3SG
‘l think s/he will come.’

c. den nomizo oti Ba erbi. (SMG)
not think.1SG that PRT.FUT come.PNP.3SG
‘I don’t think s/he will come.

d. den nomizo na erbi. (SMG)
not think.1SG PRT.SUBJ come.PNP.3SG
‘I don’t think s/he will come.
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The Romance polarity subjunctive facts demonstrate that a dependent form, namely a subjunctive enters into a
dependency relation with an neg operator. In that sense, the Romeyka infinitive is no typological hapax since it can
be aligned with the Romance polarity subjunctive facts in Romance.

Furthermore, in the same way “that subjunctive may be essentially seen as an epiphenomenon derived from syntactic
and/or semantic selection by the main predicate and that as such it does not allow us to identify subjunctive clauses as one
class” (Quer, 2001:00), the infinitive also seems to be such a case by virtue of the fact that it is nonfinite and needs to enter
into a T-C dependency for control (see Landau, 2004) and therefore cannot be one class either. In both the case of the
Romeyka infinitive and Romance polarity subjunctive, the neg-dependency seems to have ‘encroached’ on the existing T-
to-C dependency. We leave this issue open to future research.

7. Conclusion

In this article it was shown that the Romeyka infinitive surfaces (i) as a complement to matrix negated past tense
modals; (ii) prin ‘before’-clauses and (iii) counterfactuals. It was argued that the Romeyka infinitive is licensed as an NPI.
Antiveridicality as the licensor is what explains the unavailability of the Romeyka infinitive in other nonveridical contexts
such as: (i) questions, (ii) wishes expressing the potential, (iii) nonveridical conditionals and (iv) present and imperfect
tense negated modals.

More broadly, the polarity path of the Romeyka infinitive postulated here can be used as a window to study the relation
between negation and modality: (a) typologically, we have a new type of infinitive, an NPI infinitive, that survives in a
variety of Greek, a language family known not to have infinitives; (b) the category “NPI-infinitive” is new, and worth
exploring contrastively within the family of Romance polarity subjunctives; (c) from the perspective of polarity, the category
NPl-infinitive enriches the category of ‘modal’ NPIs, which are less known cross-linguistically and are not as well
understood. At the same time, unlike other modal NPIs (brauchen, hoeven) the NPI-infinitive of Romeyka is more
restricted in distribution, behaving like a strict NPI in accordance with what we observe in Greek generally, i.e. robust
cases of strict NPlIs (e.g. NPl-even, negative concord NPIs, minimizers, etc., discussed in the cited Giannakidou’s work).
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