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1 Introduction

1.1 Greek Polydefinites: The Data

The term polydefinite (Kolliakou, 1995), when applied specifically to Greek data, refers to a
structure characteristic of definite DPs with one adjectival modifier, either in prenominal (1c)
or in postnominal position (1d), and two articles (one preceding the noun and one preceding the
adjective). This possibility introduces a contrast with postnominal adjectives in simple definite
DPs, which are ungrammatical (1b).!

(1) a. To ksilino trapezi espase.
the wooden table  broke

b. *To trapezi ksilino espaste.
the table wooden broke

c. To ksilino to trapezi espase.
the wooden the table broke

d. To trapezi to ksilino espase.
the table the wooden broke
‘The wooden table broke.’

It should be noted that Greek polydefinites can display stacking of articled modifiers (2a, b, ¢),
which is probably limited only by parsing restrictions, or partial spreading of the definite
determiner along a multiply modified DP (Alexiadou, 2014). In this last case, the restriction
that all postnominal adjectives are accompanied by their own article still applies (2d, e).?

(2) a. To trapezi to palio to ksilino espase.
the table the old the wooden broke
‘The old wooden table broke.’

b. To palio to ksilino to trapezi espase.
the old the wooden the table  broke
‘The old wooden table broke.’

It has been argued that (1c) and (1d) differ with respect to information packaging (Kolliakou, 1995; Campos &
Stavrou, 2004; Alexiadou, 2014, a.0.). Given that Greek allows for both in-situ focusing (Agouraki, 1990) and
focus-movement (Tsimpli, 1995), the alleged asymmetry between the two examples needs to be further
investigated. For the purposes of the present paper, we assume that (1d) displays the basic constituent order of the
polydefinite DP, and that (1¢) is derived from (1d) via focus-movement, following Campos & Stavrou (2004).

2 Throughout the paper, we use the * symbol to notate ungrammaticality according to traditional grammars, and
the # symbol to mark unacceptability according to native speakers’ intuitions. The ? symbol is used to indicate
gradient phenomena. On the topics of what (un)acceptability and (un)grammaticality are, and how they relate to
one another and to interpretation see a special issue in Frontiers in Psychology (Tubau et al. 2019-20).
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c.’To trapezi to palio to kafe to ksilino espase.
the table the old the brown the wooden broke
‘The old brown wooden table broke.’

d. To palio trapezi to ksilino espase.
the old table the wooden broke
‘The old wooden table broke.’

e.*To palio to trapeziksilino espase.
the old the table wooden broke
‘The old wooden table broke.’

Lastly, polydefiniteness can arise in full proper name DPs. In this case, both the first name
and the last name are accompanied by their own definite determiner (3b, c)

(3) a. O Yanis Papadhopulos ine to kenurghio afendiko.
the Yanis Papadopulos  is the new boss
b. O Yanis o Papadhopulos ine to kenurghio afendiko.
the Yanis the Papadopulos is the new boss
c. O Papadhopulos o Yanis ine to kenurghio afendiko.
the Papadopulos the Yanis is the new boss
“Yanis Papadopulos is the new boss.’

1.2 Background

In traditional grammars of Modern Greek, polydefiniteness is considered as a stylistic variant
ofthe unmarked Article - Adjective - Noun construction and is related to emphasis (Tzartzanos,
1945; Tsopanakis, 1994; Holton et al., 1997). Under this view, the differ- ence between (4a)
and (4b) below is predicted to be that, in the (b) version, the polydefinite structure is considered
as a syntactic strategy to convey the contrastive meaning that it was the red table, and not the
green one for example, that broke.

(4) a. To kokino trapezi espase.
the red table broke
‘The red table broke.’

b. To trapezi to kokino espase.

the table the red  broke
‘The red table broke (and not some other table).’

Chatzisavvidis & Chatzisavvidou (2014) further comment that postnominal adjectives in Greek
are indicative of a certain register, but they do not make the statement any more specific. Fi-
nally, Mackridge (1985) points out that full proper name DPs appear as polydefinites in collo-
quial speech.

(5) a. O Kostas o Karamanlis exi pandrefti tin proti mu ksadherfi.
the Kostas the Karamanlis has married the first mine cousin
‘Kostas Karamanlis is married to my first cousin.’

b. O Kostas (*o) Karamanlis dhietelese prothipurghos tis  Eladhas to
the Kostas the Karamanlis was prime.minister of.the Greece the
dhiastima 2004-2009.
period 2004-2009
‘Kostas Karamanlis was the prime minister of Greece during the period 2004-2009.”

The discourse information components of (5b) make it most characteristically non-colloquial
and, thus, a bad host for polydefinite proper name DPs.?

3 Greek proper names are obligatorily preceded by the definite article. It is the presence of an additional article
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Generative studies on Greek polydefiniteness also acknowledge an emphatic effect in the
phenomenon (Alexiadou & Wilder, 1998; Campos & Stavrou, 2004). A couple of them further
mention that polydefinite DPs are restricted to informal communication events (Manolessou,
2000; Panagiotidis & Marinis, 2011), generalizing Mackridge’s insight to polydefinite common
noun DPs. Thus, example (6) is expected to be uttered directed from a carpenter to their
apprentice, but it would not be appropriate for, let’s say, a Do-It-Yourself instruction booklet
(considerations of grammatical person left aside).

(6) Tora pernis to ksilo to makri ke to kolas sti  vasi pu  vidhoses prin.
now you.take the wood thelong andit glue at.thebase compL you.screwed before
‘Now you take the long piece of wood and you glue it on the base you screwed in before.’

However, generative studies of polydefiniteness are mostly interested in its formal properties.
The literature on the topic can be divided into two lines of analysis. Some linguists claim that
polydefiniteness is subject to a restrictive adjective constraint: only adjectives that can be
interpreted restrictively make good candidates for polydefinite DPs (Alexiadou & Wilder,
1998; Lekakou & Szendréi 2007, 2012; Alexiadou, 2014). Accordingly, (7b, c¢) are considered
ungrammatical.

(7) a. O feromenos dhrastis dhrapetefse.
the alleged  thief broke.out

b.*O dhrastis o feromenos dhrapetefse.
the thief the alleged  broke.out

c.*O feromenos o dhrastis dhrapetefse.
the alleged  the thief  broke.out
‘The alleged thief broke out.’

The restrictiveness constraint seems to be so strong that it can even disambiguate otherwise
ambiguous cases. In this sense note that whereas (8a) is ambiguous, (8b, c) cannot be associated
with a reading according to which the adjective is a predicate of a dancing event.

(8) a. O oreos xoreftis paretithike.
the nice dancer quit
‘The dancer {who is beautiful, who dances beautifully} quit.’

b. O xoreftis o oreos paretithike.
the dancer the nice quit

c. O oreos o xoreftis paretithike.
the nice the dancer quit
‘The dancer who is beautiful quit.’

On the other hand, there are researchers who doubt the strength of the grammatical
restrictiveness constraint (Panagiotidis & Marinis, 2011). The latter accept polydefinite DPs
involving non-restrictive adjectives, as those illustrated below (9b, c; 10b, ¢).*

(9) a. O proin dhimarxos paraponethike.
the former mayor complained

b. O dhimarxos o prion paraponethike.
the mayor the former complained

that is responsible for the reduced acceptability of (5b). Notice also:
(1) O Karamanlis (*o) Kostas dhietelese prothipurghos tis  Eladhas to dhiastima 2004-2009.

the Karamanlis the Kostas was prime.minister of.the Greece the period 2004-2009

‘Kostas Karamanlis was the prime minister of Greece during the period 2004-2009.’
4 In the present paper, we use the term restrictive with the meaning of intersective and restrictive. This stems from
Kolliakou’s (2004: 273) polydefiniteness constraint, the first attempt to formally describe what we here call the
restrictiveness constraint.
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c. O proin o dhimarxos paraponethike.
the former the mayor complained
‘The former mayor complained.’

(10) a. I  omadhiki katadhiki tus dhisarestise.
the collective sentence them dissatisfied

b. I omadhiki I katadhiki tus  dhisarestise.
the collective the sentence them dissatisfied

c. I katadhiki I  omadhiki tus dhisarestise.
the sentence the collectivethem dissatisfied
‘The collective sentence dissatisfied them.’

The debate caused by linguists’ conflicting judgments on what constitutes a good or bad poly-
definiteness candidate calls for an answer. To our knowledge, there is no experimental evidence
supporting any of the two main lines of argumentation. This gap has been one of the primary
motives for the study presented in this article.

1.3 Research Questions

This study builds heavily on the previous literature on Greek polydefinites. Our main goal is to
provide evidence-based answers, confirming or disproving what has already been said regard-
ing the grammatical and the functional/communicational aspect of the phenomenon. In order to
keep confounds to the minimum, we only tested polydefinite DPs modified by a single adjective
that strictly displayed the Article - Noun - Article - Adjective order.

In the previous subsection, we saw that polydefiniteness has been related to emphasis, re-
strictive modification and informality of register. It should be noted, however, that the emphatic
reading is associated with postnominal occurrences of Greek adjectives in general, not only
within the limits of a polydefinite.> Given this, we narrow our focus to the other two properties
ascribed to the type of DPs under study, and set the following two research questions:

Question Q1. Are Greek polydefinites subject to a restrictive-adjective constraint?
Question Q2. Are Greek polydefinites subject to an informal-register constraint?

This study is, to our knowledge, the first to address these questions based on linguistic evidence.
It uses speakers’ judgments on the acceptability (namely, the naturalness) of utterances
containing polydefinite DPs as informative of the speakers’ grammatical knowledge of the
conditions that regulate the use of polydefinites in Greek. Direct elicitation is considered an
indispensable methodological tool (Matthewson, 2004) to give us information about the
structure, meaning and use of polydefinites. Therefore, this research aims to investigate whether
native Greek speakers have a strong preference for restrictive adjectives over non-restrictive
ones as parts of polydefinite DPs. It also seeks to confirm that polydefinites are strongly
dispreferred by native speakers in formal conversational events and are, most usually, licit in

5 In Section 1.1, it was noted that Greek simple definite DPs only display the Article - Adjective - Noun order.
However, in indefinite nominal expressions the adjective can either precede (2a) or follow the noun (2b). In the
latter case, it is emphatically interpreted.
(2) a. Forese enakokino ghileko ke vgike sti  ghiorti.

he.wore onered  vest and went.out at.the party

‘He wore a red vest and went to the party.’

b. Forese ena ghileko kokino ke vgike sti  ghiorti.

he.wore one vest  red and went.out at.the party

‘He wore a RED vest and went to the party.’
It is worth mentioning that, to account for the constituent ordering asymmetries between simple definite and in-
definite nominal expressions, Alexiadou (2014: 109) treats examples like (2b) as cases of indefiniteness spreading
and analyzes such constructions as partially (derivationally) parallel to polydefinite DPs.
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informal contexts.

The rest of the article is organized as follows: Section 2 presents the experimental study we
carried out in order to test native speakers’ judgments on polydefiniteness in Greek. Section 3
includes a discussion of the results of the study and offers an analysis of polydefinites at the
syntax-semantics interface. Section 4 concludes the paper.

2 The Experimental Study

In order to answer the questions posed in the previous section, we carried out two acceptability
judgment tasks (Ionin & Zyzik, 2014), that targeted Question 1 and Question 2 respectively.
The experiments are described in detail below.®

2.1 Experiment 1

Experiment 1 was designed to target Question 1: Are polydefinites subject to a restrictive-ad-
jective constraint? We added the syntactic position of the DP, namely subject versus object, as
an extra factor that we suspected might affect the acceptability of polydefiniteness.

2.1.1 Method

Experiment 1 was an acceptability judgment task. Participants were presented with a number
of small texts, each of which consisted of a context sentence and a test sentence. We asked
participants to rate the naturalness of the test sentence as a follow-up to its respective context.
The survey was administered via SurveyGizmo and the participants were recruited via
Facebook and other social media platforms.

2.1.2 Participants

A total of 97 participants (40 male, 57 female; mean age 29.21 years, SD = 7.78), all native
speakers of Greek, took part in Experiment 1.

2.1.3 Materials

For the materials of Experiment 1, we used five restrictive adjectives and five non-restrictive
adjectives. Each adjective appeared as part of both a subject and an object DP. This alternation
was accompanied by more general changes in the sentence, that guaranteed coherence. Lastly,
each test DP appeared both in the monodefiniteness and the polydefiniteness condition. This
combination of the Restrictiveness condition (Restrictive, Non-restrictive) with the Order
(Subject, Object) and Definiteness (Monodefinite, Polydefinite) conditions generated a total of
40 experimental items (see the Appendix for the full list of items).

The following instructions were given to participants: “For the present study, we ask you to
read 40 small spoken speech fragments, each of which is divided into two parts. At the end of
every fragment, a scale from 0 to 100 will appear on your screen. We ask you to use that scale
to rate how natural the second fragment sounds to you as a follow-up to the first one (0 = not
natural at all, 100 = absolutely natural).”

All participants rated all of the items, producing 40 ratings each. A total of 3,880 responses
(97 participants x 40 test items) were statistically analyzed.
2.1.4 Procedure

Participants completed Experiment 1 using their own computers. After reading the instructions,
they had to fill in a brief sociolinguistic questionnaire (date of birth, gender, level of education,

6 This study was carried out following the regulations of the UAB’s Ethics Committee on Animal and Human
Experimentation under the approved experimental protocol CEEAH — 4442.
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place of residence during childhood, current place of residence, affiliation with linguistics or
philological studies, competence level in Greek and knowledge of other languages—see the
Appendix). Once this questionnaire was completed, a reminder appeared that participants had
to rate all of the items. After that, the task started. Different randomized versions of the 40
experimental items were generated and shown to participants. Each item consisted of a context,
which appearedin square brackets, the test sentence and a rating scale. Two experimental items,
translated into English, are given below.

(11) [Maria has two sons.] The son the old plays football.

(12) [People are in shock.] The president the former asked for new elections.

50
totally unnatural * totally natural

The average duration of the full experiment was 13 minutes 23 seconds.

2.1.5 Results

Figure 1 shows the results to Experiment 1 as a function of Definiteness (Monodefinite,
Polydefinite), Restrictiveness (Restrictive, Non-restrictive), and Order (Subject, Object). Each
bar represents the mean acceptability rating, which is also displayed numerically, and error bars
display the confidence interval at 95%. In addition, a set of dotted-contour violin plots show
the underlying distribution of the data and the location of the median value.

The two levels of Definiteness are distinguished in the two subplots, which show that
responses to monodefinite conditions received higher ratings overall. Restrictiveness conditions
are shown in the abscissa (x axis), showing that restrictive uses are preferred to non-restrictive
ones, especially with polydefinite constructions. Finally, the difference concerning Order
appears with different bar colors, showing that DPs in subject position would somehow be
preferred over those appearing in object position, especially in combination with restrictive
adjectives. All in all, the violin distributions show a great agreement among responses when
rating monodefinite constructions, while a large variability is found when rating polydefinites,
especially in the restrictive condition.

A linear mixed-effects regression was run using the g/lmmTMB package in R. Model
selection was performed by comparing different random-effects structures (that included
multiple possibilities of random slopes for Subject and a random intercept for Item), and further
comparing successful models using the performance package. Finally, the significance of fixed
effects was obtained by applying likelihood-ratio tests using the car package, which are further
described by applying pairwise contrasts and Cohen’s d effect sizes using the emmeans
package.

The model for Experiment 1 included Definiteness (Monodefinite, Polydefinite),
Restrictiveness (Restrictive, Non-restrictive), Order (Subject, Object), and all their possible
interactions as fixed effects. In the random-effects structure, the model displaying the best fit
included a random slope for both Definiteness and Restrictiveness nested by Subject, plus a
random intercept for Item.

The three main effects (Definiteness, Restrictiveness, Order) and two paired interactions
(Definiteness x Restrictiveness, Order x Restrictiveness) were found to be significant. The main
effect of Definiteness, y’(1) = 210.763, p < .001, indicates that monodefinite structures were
preferred over polydefinite structures (d = 1.93, p <.001). The main effect of Restrictiveness,
1°(1)=9.890, p = .002, shows that restrictive uses were preferred over non-restrictive ones (d =
0.44, p =.002). The main effect of Order, y°(1) = 24.904, p <.001, indicates that DPs in subject
position were preferred over DPs in object position (d = 0.16, p <.001).

The interaction Definiteness x Restrictiveness, y°(1) = 155.967, p < .001, can be read as
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such that the preference for restrictive vs. non-restrictive uses was found to be significant for
polydefinite structures (d = 0.84, p < .001), but not for monodefinite structures (d = 0.04, p =
.795). At the same time, the preference for monodefinite structures over polydefinite ones is
found to be greater for non-restrictive adjectives (d = 2.33) than for restrictive ones (d = 1.53),
although still significant in both cases (both p <.001).

The interaction Order x Restrictiveness, y’(1) = 18.637, p < .001, can be read as such that
the preference for DPs in subject vs. object position was found to be significant in restrictive
contexts (d = 0.30, p < .001), but not in non-restrictive contexts (d = 0.02, p = .634). At the
same time, the preference for restrictive contexts over non-restrictive ones is found to be greater
when analyzing DPs in subject position (d = 0.58, p < .001) than in object position (d = 0.30,
p =.036).

All in all, the results of Experiment 1 describe a main effect of Definiteness overall, with
monodefinites being more accepted than polydefinites, and smaller overall effects for
Restrictiveness and Order, which are further understood by looking at the significant
interactions. Restrictiveness would thus play a secondary role, being active especially in
polydefinite constructions. Finally, a preference for DPs in subject position over those in object
position would correlate with the presence of restrictive adjectives (independently of using
monodefinite or polydefinite constructions), but not with the presence of non-restrictive
adjectives.

2.2  Experiment 2

Experiment 2 aimed at gathering information concerning Question 2, namely whether Greek
polydefinites are exclusively informal-register structural variants. We further introduced the type
of the noun of the polydefinite DP as an extra factor that could affect acceptability: half of the
test DPs contained proper names and the other half involved common nouns.

2.2.1 Method

Experiment 2 was an acceptability judgment task as well. We presented participants with a
number of small texts that had exactly the same structure as the ones used for Experiment 1
(see Section 2.1.1). This second experiment was also administered through SurveyGizmo and
the participants were recruited via Facebook and other social media platforms.

2.2.2 Participants

A total of 99 native speakers of Greek (34 male, 65 female; mean age 28.99 years, SD = 9.62)
participated in Experiment 2.

2.2.3 Materials

For Experiment 2, we used five proper names and five common nouns. Each noun appeared in
a DP embedded in one formal and one informal context. We controlled for the (in)formality of the
context by manipulating grammatical person and the scholarly versus folksy origin of the
vocabulary (Fliatouras & Anastasiadi-Simeonidou, 2019). Finally, each test DP appeared both in
its monodefinite and its polydefinite form. The combinations of the Definiteness condition
(Monodefinite, Polydefinite) with the Formality (Formal, Informal) and Properness (Common,
Proper) conditions gave rise to a total of 40 experimental items (see the Appendix).

The instructions given to participants were the same as the ones given for Experiment 1
(see Section 2.1.3). All participants rated all the items, producing 40 ratings each. A total of
3,960 responses (99 participants x 40 test items) were statistically analyzed.

2.2.4 Procedure

The procedure of Experiment 2 was identical to the one of Experiment 1 and the test items were
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presented to the participants in the same way (see Section 2.1.4). Two experimental items,
translated into English, are given below.

(13) [I am very close to high rank politicians.] The Kostas the Simitis is married to my first
cousin.

(14) [Intoday’s show we will talk about important politicians.] The Kostas the Simitis changed
the history of Greece.”

50
totally unnatural CE e totally natural

The average duration of the full experiment was 14 minutes 3 seconds.

2.2.5 Results

Figure 2 shows the results to Experiment2 as a function of Definiteness (Monodefinite,
Polydefinite), Fomality (Formal, Informal), and Properness (Common noun, Proper name). The
two levels of Definiteness appear in the left and right subplots respectively, showing again that
monodefinite conditions received higher ratings overall. Formality conditions are shown in the
abscissa (x axis), showing that monodefinites are better evaluated in formal contexts than in
informal ones, while the opposite result is obtained regarding polydefinites, suggesting a
preference for informal contexts. The difference concerning Properness appears with different
bar colors, showing that monodefinites are better evaluated when involving common nouns,
while the opposite holds for polydefinites, showing a preference for proper names. Finally, the
violin distributions show again a great agreement among responses when rating monodefinite
constructions, while a large variability is found when rating any kind of polydefinites.

Monodefinite Polydefinite
100 goeeeeeeee R R e L e :

.....

Mean Acceptability Rating (x95% CI)

40 8219 056 79.66 3 :
i o o 74.03 : . ‘ I
¥ L g : : : U 65.34
i 57.11 B0.77 60.01 e
20 % '
, BN
Formal Informal Formal Informal

Common Proper
Figure 2. Experiment 2 Results: Definiteness x Formality X Properness

7 Example (13) involves a polydefinite DP embedded in an informal context and example (14) involves the same
polydefinite DP in a formal context. If the register asymmetry is not clear enough in the English translations, see
the Appendix.
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A linear mixed-effects regression was run for Experiment 2 results, using the same analytical
procedures described for Experiment 1 (Section 2.1.5).

The model for Experiment 2 included Definiteness (Monodefinite, Polydefinite), Formality
(Formal, Informal), Properness (Common, Proper), and all their possible interactions as fixed
effects. In the random-effects structure, the model displaying the best fit included a random
slope for both Definiteness and Formality nested by Subject, plus a crossed random slope for
Properness by Subject, plus a random intercept for Item.

One main effect (Definiteness) and two paired interactions (Definiteness x Formality,
Definiteness x Properness) were found to be significant. As in Experiment 1, the main effect of
Definiteness, y°(1) = 57.111, p < .001, indicates that monodefinite structures were preferred
over polydefinite structures (d = 0.78, p <.001).

The interaction Definiteness x Formality, y°(1) = 30.658, p <.001, can be read as such that
monodefinite structures are judged better in formal contexts than in informal ones (d = 0.19,
p < .001), and that polydefinite structures display the opposite behavior, being preferred in
informal contexts than in formal ones (d = 0.16, p = .002). At the same time, the preference for
monodefinite structures over polydefinite ones is found to be greater in formal contexts (d =
0.96, p <.001) than in informal ones (d = 0.60, p <.001).

The interaction Definiteness x Properness, y°(1) = 29.717, p < .001, indicates that the
preference for monodefinites over polydefinites is greater when using common nouns (d = 0.95,
p < .001) than when using proper names (d = 0.61, p < .001). If we focus on monodefinites,
common nouns tend to be more accepted than proper names (d = 0.15, p = .140), whereas with
polydefinites, proper names tend to be more accepted than common nouns (d = 0.19, p = .068);
nevertheless, these differences of Properness, although they display opposite trends for each
level of Definiteness, have not been found to be significant.

All in all, the results of Experiment 2 describe, again, a main effect of Definiteness overall,
with monodefinites being more accepted than polydefinites. Moreover, whereas monodefinites
are evaluated better when appearing in formal contexts, polydefinites are preferred in informal
contexts. Finally, the results from the interaction between Definiteness and Properness would
indicate a trend to prefer polydefinite structures with proper nouns.

3 Discussion

The results of these experimental studies are, generally speaking, in accordance with the
previous literature on the topic. First, the robust preference for monodefinite structures over
polydefinite ones that was found in both experiments was expected, given that polydefiniteness
is underrepresented in Greek grammars and is traditionally/prescriptively considered as a
marginal phenomenon. Second, the confirmation of the restrictive-adjective constraint to which
polydefinites are subject came as an argument favoring the multiply expressed thesis that
polydefiniteness is related to restrictive modification. Third, the insight of Mackridge (1985)
about the colloquial status of polydefinite proper name DPs, generalized to all polydefinite DPs
in Manolessou (2000), also found empirical support in our study.

The question that needs to be addressed next is exactly how the answers we obtained to
questions Q1 and Q2 can be translated into information on the speakers’ linguistic competence
regarding Greek polydefiniteness. Although the adequacy of acceptability tasks for settling
issues of grammaticality is still debated (Sprouse, 2007), we take our results to be indicative of
certain generalizations. To begin with, restrictively modified polydefinites received a mean
acceptability rating of around 50%. This indicates that, no matter how substandard a structure
it is considered, polydefiniteness is indeed part of the native Greek speakers’ grammar.
Moreover, restrictively modified polydefinites were rated significantly higher than their non-
restrictively modified counterparts. This suggests that polydefiniteness is represented in most
speakers’ grammar as a restrictive modification structural variant. In the present paper, we make
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no claim about the grammatical status of polydefinites including non-restrictive adjectives.®

Lastly, a significant difference was found between polydefinites embedded in informal contexts
and polydefinites embedded in formal ones. However, this difference was not as robust as the
one involving (non-)restrictiveness. We interpret this finding as evidence that, while the
restrictiveness constraint corresponds to a grammatical property of Greek polydefiniteness, the
informal-register constraint is a felicity condition regulating the correct use of utterances
including polydefinite DPs. The analysis of polydefiniteness we provide in this last section is
meant to illustrate this insight.

Before we move on, we remind the reader that our results further revealed some unexpected
interactions. Subjects were judged better than objects, restrictively modified subjects received
significantly higher rankings than restrictively modified objects, and proper names showed a
tendency to be realized as polydefinite DPs. However interesting, these findings will not be
discussed any further, because they are not directly associated with our research questions Q1
and Q2 and, thus, lie beyond the scope of the present paper.

3.1 Syntactic Analysis: The Restrictive-Adjective Constraint

In Experiment 1, polydefinite DPs involving restrictive modifiers received a mean acceptability
rating of about 50%, while their non-restrictively modified equivalents were on average rated
close to 30%. This was interpreted as a confirmation of the restrictive-adjective constraint,
repeated several times in the literature on polydefiniteness (Kolliakou, 1995; Alexiadou &
Wilder, 1998; Campos & Stavrou, 2004; Lekakou & Szendr6i, 2012). In what follows, two of
the most influential analyses of polydefiniteness as a restrictive modification structure are
critically presented.’ The discussion leads to the formulation of a third alternative which, we
argue, does not face the theoretical shortcomings of its predecessors.

3.1.1 Polydefinites as Appositions

Let us start with the first alternative. Lekakou & Szendrdi (2012) analyze Greek polydefinites
as a case of apposition involving nominal ellipsis. For the polydefinite DP fo trapezi to ksilino,
lit. the table the wooden, from example (1d), they would propose a structure like the following:

Structure 1. Polydefinites as Appositions

DefP
T
Def DP1,2
| i S
@ DP1 DP2
s NN
D NP D NP

| | | AN
to trapezi to AP N
I |

ksilino @

In their view, every polydefinite DP embeds two lower DPs which enter a sisterhood relation
and project the higher DP through referential role identification (a la Higginbotham, 1985).

8 Previous studies have shown that even structures considered ungrammatical can receive an interpretation and are
thus informative on speakers’ grammar (Wellwood et al., 2018; Etxeberria et al., 2018, a. 0.). We are currently
running more experiments in order to gain deeper insight into cases of non-restrictively modified polydefinites in
Greek, the existence of which has until now been speculatively considered as instantiation of a different kind of
polydefiniteness (Lekakou & Szendrdi, 2012) or as the result of interdialectal variation (Alexiadou, 2014).

% This part is not meant to provide an exhaustive list of the polydefiniteness analyses put forth in the literature so
far. The two accounts presented were chosen on the basis that they fare pretty well with the Greek data. For an
overview of the ways in which Greek polydefinites differ from polydefinites of the German, Hebrew or Albanian
type, see Alexiadou (2014). See Wintner (2000) for a special reference to definiteness in Hebrew.
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Semantically, this translates into set intersection. The authors further stipulate that for referential
role identification to apply, the input of the process should be different from the output (Lekakou &
Szendroi, 2012: 19). In our case, this restriction means that the two sister DPs cannot be co-extensive.
This is how the restrictive-adjective constraint, to which polydefinites are subject, is accounted
for; the set denoted by DP2 restricts the set denoted by DP1. As for the multiple Ds, they are all
claimed to be expletive in the sense that they have zero semantic import. It is the higher
functional head, namely Definiteness Phrase, that according to Lekakou & Szendrdi gives rise
to the “definite” interpretation of the complex DP.

Nominal ellipsis accounts are indeed elegant and derive the restrictive-adjective constraint,
which we found to be one of the basic properties of polydefiniteness. Another asset they have
is that they get the different constituent orderings found in polydefinites for free, since the
different DPs are combined through something that could be described as headless merge.
However, they also face some theoretical problems. First, the restrictive interpretation of the
adjective comes about as a stipulation. This stipulation seems quite motivated, since it builds
on widely accepted insights on nominal ellipsis in Greek (Giannakidou & Stavrou, 1999). But,
if introducing ellipsis into the account is another stipulation triggered by the need to derive the
restrictiveness constraint, then circularity threatens to make the argumentation collapse.
Second, the supporters of apposition-like analyses end up obliged to assume a lot of empty
(nominal) structure, even for simple definite DPs. Furthermore, the part that they take to be
elided can never be overtly realized. This is problematic, unless further stipulations are adopted.
These three remarks lead us to the suggestion that, in lack of more compelling evidence, ellipsis-
based analyses of Greek polydefinites do not turn out to be fully explanatory. We believe that
those accounts that postulate a restrictive relative clause substructure capture the relevant aspect
of the phenomenon in a more straightforward way.

3.1.2 Polydefinites as Reduced Restrictive Relative Clauses (Alexiadou, 2014)

Alexiadou, in her 2014 monograph, gives one of the most recent and complete analyses of
polydefiniteness. Building on Alexiadou & Wilder (1998), she takes the order Article - Adjective
- Article - Noun as the basic one for a polydefinite DP and derives it in the way displayed in
Structure 2. Structure 3 displays the reverse order which, in her analysis, is obtained by IP
movement to the Specifier of the highest DP.

Structure 2. Polydefinites as Kaynean Relative Clauses  Structure 3. Inverted Polydefinites

DP2 DP2

—_— —TT—
D cP to trapezi o
I _.____..--""-u...___‘_\_
to ksilino c D CP
c IP to ksilino C
— e
to trapez I' C P
A T
| AP '
| RPN
|

Alexiadou views polydefiniteness as a case of indirect modification (Sproat & Shih, 1988) and
she, therefore, thinks that polydefinite DPs should be analyzed as involving reduced restrictive
relative clauses (Kayne, 1994; Cinque, 2010). However well founded though, her account faces
some serious problems. Firstly, the multiple movements she proposes, also illustrated in the
structures above, are theoretically costly and do not appear to be well motivated (see also
Panagiotidis & Marinis, 2011). Moreover, the suggestion that D receives a whole CP as a
complement, although independently argued for in the literature (Kayne, 1994), seems somehow
counter-intuitive in the case of polydefiniteness. A modified account of polydefinites as reduced
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relative clauses is provided in Section 3.1.3.

3.1.3 Resumption and Reduced Restrictive Relative Clauses

We adopt the idea that Greek polydefinites consist of one definite DP and, at least, one reduced
(tenseless) restrictive relative clause, and take the basic order to be Article - Noun - Article -
Adjective (see also Giusti, 2015).'® Our major point of departure from previous analyses is the
claim that relative clauses of the polydefiniteness type display obligatory resumption. What
appears to be an adjectival article is, in our view, a resumptive pronoun generated in an argument
position of the embedded relative structure.!' The examples in (15) illustrate the parallelism
between full restrictive relatives and polydefinites as reduced relative clauses.

(15) a. to trapezi pu  ine ksilino

the table COMP is wooden

‘the table that is wooden’

b. to trapezi to ksilino

the table the wooden

‘the wooden table’
In standard restrictive relatives, resumption applies whenever the ¢-features of the argument of
the embedded relative clause are not recoverable (Alexopoulou, 2006). This cannot be the case
for polydefinites, as the @-features of the only argument of the reduced relative are all visible on
the predicate (adjectives in Greek display number, gender and case marking). We claim that the
feature that is not recoverable in the polydefinite relative clause structure and triggers
resumption is definiteness. Here, we take definiteness as a formal feature, without committing
to a single interpretation unifying the set of its occurrences, in the spirit of Lyons (1999).

Drawing a parallel between resumed full restrictive relatives and polydefiniteness, we
adjust Alexopoulou’s (2006) analysis of restrictives to polydefinites. The embedded relative of
polydefinite DPs is introduced by a null relative C that has a null relative operator in its
specifier. Being null, the operator cannot satisfy any of the Complementizer’s agreeing features.
Therefore, C enters an Agree relation with the clitic that is merged in an argument position of
the embedded predication. It has already been independently argued for that Greek relative Cs
bear nominal features, namely ¢-features and definiteness (Roussou, 1994).

Ifthe clitic agreeing with the relative C were indefinite, it would consist merely of ¢-features
and the derivation would converge even with zero realization of the clitic, since all the features
targeted by C would be recoverable from the predicate. !> However, in the case of polydefinites,
the clitic bears a positively valued interpretable definiteness feature [Def] too, that it has adopted
via coindexation with the highest D. This feature is also targeted by C, but it is not recoverable
from the embedded predicate because Greek adjectives are not morphologically marked for
definiteness. Therefore, resumption applies as a last resort strategy and a non-null clitic
emerges. This non-null clitic is morphophonologically identical to the definite article because
the two linguistic objects have the same featural make-up: {[Def], [Number], [Case], [Gender]}.
Besides, this parallelism was noted for Greek as early as Anagnostopoulou (1994). In Structure
4 that follows we demonstrate our proposal for the derivation of the polydefinite DP fo trapezi
to ksilino.

19 As Giusti (2015) notes, in the place of the adjective there can also appear a participle. For the purposes of the
present paper, we do not treat these two cases as separate.

' See Giusti (2015) for the suggestion that the adjectival article of Greek polydefinites is the equivalent of PRO.
12 This is the analysis we would suggest for Alexiadou’s indefiniteness spreading (See Footnote 5). It is worth
noting that indefinite clitics in Greek have been independently argued to have zero realization (Panagiotidis, 2002).
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Structure 4. Polydefinites as Resumed Reduced Restrictive Relative Clauses

DP
.—F"'-——F——-‘_\-‘-“—‘-
D NP
| — T—
to NP CP

|
trapezi RelOp C’

c PredP
T —

DP Pred’
| T
to Pred AP
|
ksilino

Our analysis can also account for polydefinite DPs that display more than one articled modifiers
or a constituent order different than the one we took as basic in the present section (see
Section 1.1). In the first case, we claim that multiple CP-adjunction takes place. In Structure 5,
we schematically represent the derivation of the DP to trapezi to ksilino to kenurghio, lit. the
table the wooden the new.

Structure 5. Multiply Modified Polydefinites

DP
—l—'—'___'-_—_'_-‘_-_‘_‘_‘_‘_‘_'_‘—-—n_
D NP
| _———_______-____________‘_——————__
to NP CP
T — T
NP CP RelOp cC
| T
trapezi RelOp c C PredP
ﬁ T
C PredP DP Pred'
- I I
DP Pred' to Pred AP
I - |
to Pred AP kenurghio
[
ksilino

As for the reverse constituent order, we assume a left periphery of the highest DP elaborate
enough to host a Focus projection (Aboh et al., 2010). We derive inverted polydefinites via CP-
movement to the specifier of a DProc, triggered by a strong [Foc*] feature on Droc’. An example
of focus-movement is given in Structure 6.3

13 See also Campos & Stavrou (2004).
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Structure 6. Inverted Polydefinites

DPFDE
CP (D
A
to ksilino Dg,. DP
f““"‘-—.
D NP
| .-.'-.-.-..-‘--“‘-.
to NP =P
| ——
trapezi RelOp c
C  PredP
—
to Pred'
T
Pred AP
I
ksilino

The present structural proposal, just like its predecessors, predicts that Greek polydefinites are
subject to the restrictive-adjective constraint. However, it also has some significant
advantages over the existing analyses on the topic. First, it solves the polydefiniteness puzzle
implementing a structure that has already been suggested for other phenomena, to which
polydefiniteness bears noticeable similarities (namely restrictive relative clauses). Second, it
readily accounts for the obligatory identity of reference of the two or more articles that appear
in a polydefinite DP via a standard relative clause configuration, without resorting to nominal
ellipsis or introducing further stipulations. Specifically, being analyzed as resumptive clitics
the adjectival articles of Greek polydefinites are similar to traces of the relativized head. The
prenominal article fixes the reference of the whole DP and referentially binds the clitics,
which are interpreted as bound anaphoras. Finally, by implementing a resumption mechanism,
our analysis brings polydefiniteness close to (certain analyses of) Clitic Doubling, the parallel
to which has already been stressed in the literature (Tsakali, 2008).*

In this section we have presented a detailed proposal about how a Greek polydefinite DP is
syntactically derived. Our analysis is based on what could be described as definiteness
spreading within a restrictive modification construction. However, restrictive modifiers are not
exclusive to polydefiniteness in Greek. Adjectives that are parts of simple definite DPs can also
be restrictively interpreted. This alone suggests that the restrictive-adjective constraint is not all
there is behind polydefiniteness. In the following section we probe deeper into the interpretation
of polydefinites and attempt to derive what we take to be their identifying property: the
informal-register constraint.

3.2 Semantic-Pragmatic Analysis: The Informal-Register Constraint

The results of Experiment 2 empirically confirmed the idea which is present in the literature,
although somehow understated, that polydefiniteness usually arises in informal conversational
events (Manolessou, 2000). We take this finding as crucial for distinguishing polydefinite DPs
from their monodefinite counterparts and sketch an analysis that is meant to account for the
property the former show.

In contrast with what we saw regarding the restrictiveness constraint, we know of no
previous attempts to formally capture the informal-register constraint of Greek polydefinites.
This could be explained if this constraint is interpreted as merely suggesting that polydefinite
DPs are the lower register equivalents of monodefinites. However, this would predict a much

14 Another advantage of our proposal is that it predicts the so-called indefiniteness spreading, which is indeed
found in Greek, as was mentioned above.
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wider distribution of the former than attested in everyday conversations and implied by the
acceptability scores we obtained. Therefore, we prefer a different take on the matter.

As already mentioned, we consider the obtained preference for polydefinites in informal
contexts over polydefinites in formal contexts as the result of a felicity condition that regulates
the use of Greek polydefiniteness. Bearing in mind this and the syntactic derivation we
proposed in Section 3.1.3, we suggest that the informality constraint be related to the CP-layer
of the polydefinite reduced relative clause.'’

Specifically, we propose that polydefinite DPs convey familiarity of the speaker, in the
sense of Christophersen (1939), not only with the DP-referent—this is also conveyed by simple
definites —, but also with the addressee. Put in more technical terms, our idea is that the presence
of a polydefinite DP in an utterance reveals the performance of two speech acts: an assertive
speech act (in the case of declarative sentences) and an additional, expressive speech act
through which the speaker expresses their social / emotional proximity / familiarity with the
addressee. The locus of the assertion is a first splitted CP whereas the expressive act is tied to
a second splitted CP projected by the null Complementizer introducing the reduced restrictive
relative clause.'®

In order to flesh out the details of our speculative analysis of Greek polydefinites as triggers of
expressive speech acts, we use a Commitment-Oriented Semantics framework, as the one
developed in Cohen & Kritka (2011) andKrifka (2017, 2019a), and assume a highest sentential
left periphery that consists of at least three layers: a Speech Act Phrase (ActP), that is related to
the type of the performed act, a Commitment Phrase (ComP), that instantiates the public
commitment of a speech participant to the truth of a proposition, and a Judgment Phrase (JP),
that corresponds to a private judgment about the truth of that proposition. Let us illustrate our
proposal using example (1d), repeated here as (16) for ease of reference.

(16) To trapezi to ksilino espase.
the table the wooden broke
‘The wooden table broke.’

If Si is the speaker and S; is the addressee, then the speech act effect of the utterance of (16)
can be represented as (17). Note that here we only show the structure of the two relevant CPs,
for ease of exposition.

(17) [ace[act ASSERT][comp [com F]S1[sp [1J-]S1 [1p to trapezi to ksilino espasei]S1,S2]]] &
[acte[act EXPRESS][comp [com F]S1[p [; INFER: FAM]S2 [rp te—trapezi—to—ksHine
espase;|S1,S2]]]

Put into words, (17) means that the utterance of (16) triggers the performance of a double speech
act (cf Krifka, 2019b). One is an assertion through which the speaker publicly commits to the
truth of his/her own private judgment that the wooden table broke and, if the addressee does not
object, this proposition is added to the speaker and hearer’s Common Ground (Krifka, 2019a).
The other act is an expressive speech act by which the speaker publicly commits to the existence
of enough evidence for the addressee to infer that the speaker is familiar with him/her when

15 We acknowledge that the results of Experiment 2 are not enough to sufficiently motivate the analysis presented
here. At this point, our account of the informal-register constraint is a speculative solution to the polydefiniteness
puzzle, which is however further supported by work in progress.
16 See Beaver (2020) for the idea that a relative CP can be the locus of speech acts. Relating polydefiniteness to
expressivity brings back the issue of the apposition-like analyses of the phenomenon, since appositions in general
(Potts, 2004) and Greek appositions in particular (Chatzikyriakidis, 2015) have been linked to expressivity as well.
A detailed discussion would take us too far afield. For the purposes of the present paper, suffice it to say that the
expressivity of such appositions does not stem from the spreading of the determiner but from the semantics of the
modifying predicate.
(3) o dhimarxosi apati

the mayor  the fraud

‘that fraud of a mayor’
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uttering (16). In this second case, the addressee cannot impede the incorporation of the speaker
to addressee familiarity in the Common Ground. He/She can only react and ask to reestablish
the social/emotional relationship between the interlocutors.

If our analysis is on the right track, then Greek polydefinites are similar to their
monodefinite counterparts in that both instantiate restrictive modification constructions. They
differ at the level of interpretation of the whole utterance in that only the former additionally
trigger a speech act expressing the speaker’s familiarity with the addressee.

4 Conclusions

The study presented in this article is, to our knowledge, the first one to offer quantitative data
regarding the distribution and interpretation of polydefiniteness in Modern Greek. Using two
acceptability judgment tasks, we confirmed that Greek polydefinites are subject to a restrictive-
adjective constraint and an informal-register constraint. To account for the first, we adopted a
reduced restrictive relative clause analysis that is similar in spirit to the proposal by Alexiadou
(2014), but it introduces the novelty of combining a relative clause substructure with the
requirement that [Def] features on the highest D, C and the lowest D must match in value. To
explain the second, we suggested that polydefinite DPs be analyzed as triggers of an expressive
speech act, through which the speaker expresses their emotional or social proximity to the
addressee.

Turning back to the contrast between the monodefinite fo ksilino trapezi and the
polydefinites fo ksilino to trapezi and to trapezi to ksilino (1a, c, d), we conclude that—despite
the overall preference for monodefinites—polydefinites introduce a resumed restrictive relative
clause that is absent in monodefinites, and furthermore that polydefinites are used when the
addressee is expected to infer a familiarity relationship with the speaker. Although further
research is needed to solidify this claim, we suspect that it is this latter constraint that clearly
distinguishes polydefinite DPs from their monodefinite counterparts at the level of
interpretation.
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Appendix

A.
1)
2)
3)

4)

5)
6)

7)
8)

B.
B.1

D)
2)
3)
4)
5)
B2
6)

7)

8)
9)

10)

B3

Sociolinguistic Questionnaire, with English Translation

Hpepounvia yévvnong Date of birth

dvro (dvdpac, yovaike) Gender (male, female)

Exnaidevon (mpwtofddiua, odevtepofdduia, tpirofdduia, KATOXOC HETOMTUYIOKOD TITAOL, KOTOXOG
dwaxtopucov tithov) Education (primary school, high school, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, PhD
degree)

Témog dopoving Katd To peyaddtepo Lépog g mandikng nitkiog Place of residence during the major part of
childhood

Toémog povung katoikiog Place of permanent residence

Eioat amoé@ottoc-n 1 @o1tnTG-Tplo. YAwocoAoyiag 1 oxetikol Tunpotog; (vat, oxt) Are you a graduate or
undergraduate student of linguistics or other relevant discipline? (yes, no)

Eivar n eMAnviki 1 untpikn cov yAdooa; (vat, 6xt) Is Greek your native language? (yes, no)

Inuelooe GAAes YADOOES TOL KATEYELS O tKovomomTikd enimedo List other languages in which you are
proficient

Materials used in Experiment 1, with English Translations
Restrictive adjective—Monodefinite DP—Subject

H Maoapia éxet 600 yrovg. O peydrog yiog mailet modOGQUPO My yEANATUCEL.

Maria has two sons. The old son plays football professionally.

O Tidpyog ayopace tpoyhig dvo kavovpywa Tpanélia. To pakpoctevo tpoamélt Emace OAn v Tpanelopio.
George bought two new tables the day before yesterday. The long table covered the whole dining room.

H Kovortavrtiva €xet técoepig yateg oto omitt. H xovipn ydta cuvéyelo Tpdetl To gaynTto TV VTOAOIT®V.
Konstantina has four cats at home. The fat cat is always eating the food of the others.

3g aVTN TV TOAVKOTOKIO, £YOVLLE TOVG XEPOTEPOVG YeiToveS. O evoyANnTikOg Tammohs £KOVE TAM TOPATOVO.
In this block of flats we have the worst neighbors. The annoying old man complained again.

Emutéhovg tedeimwoe k1 avt 1 e€€taon! To tehevtaio epdHa SVCKOAEYE TOVG TEPIGTOTEPOVG,.

Finally, the exam is over! The last question troubled most of the students.

Restrictive adjective—Polydefinite DP—Subject

H Maoapia £xet 600 yrovg. O Y106 0 peydrog nailel Tod6GQAPO eTOyyEALATIKE.

Maria has two sons. The son the old plays football professionally.

O Twpyog ayopace mpoyBéc dvo kawvovpyla tpomélia. To tpamélt to pokpdotevo €mace OAn TNV
tpameCopiol.

George bought two new tables the day before yesterday. The table the long covered the whole dining room.
H Kovortavtiva €xel téooepig yateg oto omitt. H ydrta 1 xovipr cuvéyeto Tp®EL T0 poyntd TV DITOAOITWV.
Konstantina has four cats at home. The cat the fat is always eating the food of the others.

Xg 0uTY| TNV TOAVKATOIKIN £XOVLE TOVG YELPOTEPOVG YeiTOVES. O TAMTOVG 0 EVOYANTIKOG £KOVE TOAL TOPATOVOL.
In this block of flats we have the worst neighbors. The old man the annoying complained again.

Emutéhovg tedeimoe ki avut 1 e&étaon! To epdTnpa 10 TeEAEVTAI0 SUOKOAEYE TOVG TEPIGTOTEPOVG.

Finally, the exam is over! The question the last troubled most of the students.

Restrictive adjective—Monodefinite DP—Object

(11) O T'dvvng métace kATt kKOKaAa oTov Kado. O GKOAOG NG YEITOVIAG OmOLaVGE W10iTEP TO UEYAAN KOKOAQ.

John threw some bones at the bin. The dog of the neighborhood enjoyed especially the big bones.

(12) Ta moudid potpdotniay o EMmAa omd 10 TaALd ontitt TS yaylds. H Xoeio mpe ToV HoKPOGTEVO KOVATE.

The kids shared the furniture from grandma’s old house. Sofia took the long sofa.

(13) H Kiwxn amopdoioe va paléyetl to yelmvidtika. Qotdco, 1 kpn KpAtnoee T xovipn KovEpTta yloti kpuwve.

Kiki decided to pack the winter clothes. However, her daughter kept the thick blanket because she was cold.

(14) Eyo dev &yo mpdfinpa pe ta éviopa. Kot Mapio oxotdver poévo ta evoyntikd {odero.

I have no problem with insects. And Maria only kills the annoying bugs.
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(15) To yAvko Ba €Byaive Téleto. Opwg o Tdoog Eéyaoe va mpocBéaet To TedevTaio VAIKO.
The dessert would be perfect. But Tasos forgot to add the last ingredient.

B4 Restrictive adjective—Polydefinite DP—Object

(16) O I'dvyng métaée kit koKkoha otov kado. O oKOAOG NG YEITOVIAS amdOAOVGE 1O10{TEPA TO KOKAAQ T LEYAAQ.
John threw some bones at the bin. The dog of the neighborhood enjoyed especially the bones the big.

(17) Ta mordird popdotnkoy ta Emmia and 10 ToAd ottt TS Yioyds. H Xoeia mpe Tov Kavomé Tov HakpdGTEVO.
The kids shared the furniture from grandma’s old house. Sofia took the sofa the long.

(18) H Kk amopdocioe va poléyet o xelpovidtika. Qotdco, n Likpn Kpdtnoe v KovPépta tn yovrpn yuoti
KpO®VE.
Kiki decided to pack the winter clothes. However, her daughter kept the blanket the thick because she was
cold.

(19) Eyo dev &yo mpdfinua pe ta éviopo. Kot Mapio oxotdver pdvo ta {odeio to evoyintucd.
I have no problem with insects. And Maria only kills the bugs the annoying.

(20) To yAvko Ba £Ryaive Téleto. Opmg o Taoog E&yace va TpocBEcel To VAIKO TO TELELTAIO.
The dessert would be perfect. But Tasos forgot to add the ingredient the last.

B5 Non-restrictive adjective—Monodefinite DP—Subject

(21) Axovoeg yo ) Anoteia mov £yive xBeg oty Tpdmela; O @epodUEVOG ANOTIG TPUVHATICE £VOAV TEPACTIKO.
Did you hear about the bank robbery that happened yesterday? The alleged thief injured a passer-by.

(22) X0eg myope pe v Kartepiva va 6odpe Eva kovovpylo viokipavtép yio m Néo Zniavdio. To poysutikd
tomio Eetpéhavay Tovg Oeatés.
Yesterday, we went with Katerina to watch a documentary about New Zealand. The magical scenery amazed
the audience.

(23) APaca yio v dyplo doropovia 6to Mapobdot kot pov onkdbnke n tpiya! O vrotBépevog dpdotng
YPNOLOTTOINCE KOVIYETIKO OTTAO.
I read about the wild murder in Marousi and my hair stood on end! The supposed murderer used a hunting
gun.

(24) O Kdotog pov éleye tig mpodAdeg yio. t dtatpir] Tov. H eAAnvikn emavactact GALAEE TO TOATIKO GKNVIKO
og Oha Ta BaAkdvia.
Kostas was telling me about his dissertation the other day. The Greek revolution changed the political scenery
in the whole Balkan area.

(25) O «kbopog eivar oe katdotaon ocok! O mpomv mpwbumovpyds {ftnoe emovoAnmTkég ekAoyég yoti
vroyialetat vobeia.
People are in shock. The former prime minister asked for the repetition of the elections because he suspects
fraud.

B6 Non-restrictive adjective—Polydefinite DP—Subject

(26) Axovoeg yo ) Anoteia mov £yve xBeg oty Tpdmela; O ANoTNG 0 PEPOUEVOG TPOVUATICE EVOAV TEPAGTIKO.
Did you hear about the bank robbery that happened yesterday? The thief the alleged injured a passer-by.

(27) X0eg myape pe v Katepiva vo dodpe éva kavodpylo viokipavtép yio ™ Néa Zniavdia. Ta tomio to
poyevtikd Eetpéhavay Toug Oeatés.
Yesterday, we went with Katerina to watch a documentary about New Zealand. The scenery the magical
amazed the audience.

(28) AdBaca yo v aypra dolopovia oto Mapovot kot pov onkdbnke n tpixa! O dpdotng o vrotBEEVOG
YPNOHLOTOINGE KUVIYETIKO OTTAO.
I read about the wild murder in Marousi and my hair stood on end! The murderer the supposed used a hunting
gun.

(29) O Kdotog pov éheye tic mpodddeg yio tn dwatpPr) tov. H emavdotaon n eAAnvikn dAla&e to moMTiKOd
OKNVIKO Gg OAat To. BaAkdvia.
Kostas was telling me about his dissertation the other day. The revolution the Greek changed the political
scenery in the whole Balkan area.
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(30) O kbopog elvar og Katdotaon cok! O mpwBvumovpyds o mpdNV {NTNoe emMOVAANTTIKEG EKAOYEG Yot
vroy1aletor vobeia.
People are in shock! The prime minister the former asked for the repetition of the elections because he
suspects fraud.

B7 Non-restrictive adjective—Monodefinite DP—Object

(31) X0Beg oto otabud Eyve yopds! Evtuxdg o oeklovupttdg Emace ypryopa To epopevo tapasio.
Yesterday at the station there was chaos. Fortunately, the security guy caught the alleged trouble-maker
rapidly.

(32) @Oyape 6Xot TOAD mepPavol amd to BEatpo. O adepPog LoV OKNVOBETNGE Qyoya TN LOYEVLTIKT TAPAGTACT).
We all left the theater very proud. My brother directed perfectly the magical play.

(33) Edd xan éva ypdvo piddiel cuvéyela Yo To Yapo g 261000, KavEVOS eV £)EL d€L TOV VRTOTIOEEVO YOUTPO.
She has been talking about her wedding for a year. However, nobody has seen the supposed groom.

(34) To nBo6 Twv EAAvev oy ma todd avePacuévo. O cuyypapEag Teptypapel Tovnyupukd TNV EAANVIKY Vikn
oTN Kayn Tov aKoAoHONCE.
The spirit of the Greeks was now quite high. The author describes festively the Greek win at the battle that
followed.

(35) AMho éva tomwd okdvoaro Npbe oto eoc. Mo peydin etalpeion SmPodOKOVGE GLGTNUATIKA TOV TPMONV
dnpapyo.
Another local scandal came to light. A big company systematically bribed the former mayor.

B8 Non-restrictive adjective—Polydefinite DP—Object

(36) X0eg 610 6TOOUO Eyve Youdc! Evtuydg o oekloupitds mace ypriyopa tov tapa&ic 1o pEPOUEVO.
Yesterday at the station there was chaos! Fortunately, the security guy caught the trouble-maker the alleged
rapidly.

(37) @Oyape 6ot moAd meprpavol and 10 BEatpo. O adepPdc pov oknvobémoe dyoya TV Tapdotacn
LOYEVTIKT).
We all left the theater very proud. My brother directed perfectly the play the magical.

(38) Edd kot évo xpovo LILGEL GUVEYELX Y10, TO YA TNG. £20TOG0, KavEVaG Ogv EXEL €L TO YOUTPO TOV LITOTIOEEVO.
She has been talking about her wedding for a year. However, nobody has seen the groom the supposed.

(39) To NOwd tov EXMvev ftav ma moAd avePfacpévo. O cuyypagéas Teptypa@sl Toavnyupkd ™ vikn v
EAMMVIKY o1 HéyM TTov aKoAovOncE.
The spirit of the Greeks was now quite high. The author describes festively the win the Greek at the battle
that followed.

(40) AA\o éva tomikd okdvoaro Npbe oto emg. Mia peyddn etoipeio SmPodoKOVCE GLGTNUATIKA TOV dNULAPYO
TOV TPOMV.
Another local scandal came to light. A big company systematically bribed the mayor the former.

C. Materials used in Experiment 2, with English Translations
C1 Formal context—Monodefinite DP—Proper name

(1) Zm onpepwn exmopnr Ba pdnoovpe yro 'EAANVES TOMTIKOUG TOL EMNPEACAV CNUOVTIKG TNV eEmTEPIKN
molrtikn g xopas. O Kdotog Inpitg tapoydpnoe o eEapetiki cuvEVTEDEN GTOV GUVAIEAPO LLOG.
In today’s broadcast we will talk about Greek politicians that affected significantly the international policy of
the country. The Kostas Simitis gave a great interview to our colleague.

(2) To cvykekpiévo Pifiio givar n Proypaeior Tov ‘EAANva pabnupotikod mov cuvoédnke pe tov Atvotd. O
Kaovetavtivog Kapabeodwpng dtakpifnie yio to £pyo 100 6€ TOyKOGLUIO EMmedO.
This particular book is the biography of the Greek mathematician that was associated with Einstein. The
Konstantinos Karatheodoris was distinguished for his work at an international level.

(3) Ot dnuociedoelg g TAPoVoG EPELVNTIKNG OULASAS APOPOVY YUVAIKES TOL LETAMHONGAV GTHV TOATIKY Ond
EEvoug pog avtn ympovg. H Avdio Kovidpdov anotédese 10 mo TpdspaTo TopadELyLd TOVG.
The publications of the present research group are about women that switched to politics from totally different
domains. The Lidia Koniordou was their last example.
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(4) Topaxaid moAd Ypiwte T0 dvopud cag ot Aiota Kot Oa eldonombeite poAg £pbet 1 oepd cag. Zopemva pe
Tov Tivaka, propel Topa va mepdost 1 Mapia [aradomoviov.
Please, write your name on the list and you will be notified when it is your turn. According to the board, the
Maria Papadopoulou can now come in.

(5) Zoag o gina Kot TPONYOVUEVOGS, KOPLE. AVTH TNV EPATNOT UIOPEL va TNV amavTnoet povo o I'dpyog lodvvov,
7OV €tvot 0 TPOIGTAUEVOS LOV.
Sir, I told you before. This question can only be answered by the George loannou, who is my manager.

C2 Formal context—Polydefinite DP—Proper name

(6) Zn onpepwn exmounn Bo pinoovpe yro. EAANVES TOMTIKOUG TTOV EMNPEAGOV CNUAVTIKG TNV eEmTEPIKN
moMtikn g xdpas. O Kdotog o Enuitng mopoaydpnoe o eEatpetikn cuvEVTEDEN 6TO GLVASEAPO LLOG.
In today’s broadcast we will talk about Greek politicians that affected significantly the international policy of
the country. The Kostas the Simitis gave a great interview to our colleague.

(7) To ovykekpiévo Pifiio givar n Proypapio Tov EAANva pabnupotikod mov cuvoédnke pe tov Atvotdwy. O
Kaovetavtivog o Kapabeodwpnic dokpifnie yio to £pyo Tov 0€ ToyKOGHLO EXINEDO.
This particular book is the biography of the Greek mathematician that was associated with Einstein. The
Konstantinos the Karatheodoris was distinguished for his work at an international level.

(8) Ot dnuociedoelg g TapoVog EPELVNTIKNG OULASAS APOPOVY YUVOIKES TOL LETAMNONGOV GTHV TOALTIKY Ond
E&voug mpog avtn ympovs. H Avdia n Koviopdov amotédese to mo mpdoeato mapdderypd tovg.
The publications of the present research group are about women that switched to politics from totally different
domains. The Lidia the Koniordou was their last example.

(9) TopakaAid moAd Ypayte T0 dvopd cag ot Aioto kot Oa eldonombeite pohig £pbet 1 oepd cag. Zopemvo. pe
TOV Tivako, propel tdpa vo tepdost 1 Mapia 1 IToradomodrov.
Please, write your name on the list and you will be notified when it is your turn. According to the board, the
Maria the Papadopoulou can now come in.

(10) Zag to elma. Kot TPONYOLUEVMG, KOPLE. AVTH TNV €pATNON UTopel vo v amaviinosl povo o I'idpyog o
Iodvvov, mov elvar o mpoictduevog pov.
Sir, I told you before. This question can only be answered by the George the loannou, who is my manager.

C3 Formal context—Monodefinite DP—Common noun

(11) Ayavoxtiopévol SnAdVOLV Ot TOAMTES e TIC VEEG PoporoYIKES petappuBpicelc. To peydlo omitt dev amoteiet
mo dveon aAAd ducPdotayto Bapoc.

The citizens are fed up with the new tax legislation. The big house is no longer a comfort but an unbearable
burden.

(12) Kainuépa, Ba 10era va cag avaeipm to e&ng. Ayopaca Hols x0ec and 1o Katdotnud cog VO GTPOUATA.
To ppd otpopa givor eBappévo kat popilet doynpa.

Good morning, I would like to make a complaint. I bought two mattresses from your store yesterday. The
small mattress is worn and smells bad.

(13) Zoppova pe 1g cwldpeveg Tnyés, Ta 600 aydipata eEopaviotnray HeTd TV TEevTain eppOAla cOppaln.
To ypvcod dyoipa amokoAvEOnKe Eova 600 adVES 0pyOTEPQ, GE OLOPOPETIKN NTELPO.

According to the sources available, the two statues disappeared after the last civil war. The golden statue
appeared again two centuries later, in a different continent.

(14) Kvpia AreEavdpov, cag cuvioTd Tayopéva vious 2 pe 3 popég v nuépa. To kpvo vepd Ba katamoiepnost
OTOTEAECLOTIKG TIG LVOAYIEG OO,

Madame Aleksandrou, I advise you to have cold showers two to three times a day. The cold water will help
with your muscle pains.

(15) To mep1Bddhov TGS KaAALEPYELNG EIVOL AVTO TTOV SIOUOPPDVEL TO, OPYUVOANTTIKG, YAPAKTNPLGTIKG TOV pL{100.
To apopatikd pdlt opeilet avty ™V B10TNTO TNV 1O0HTEPT] GVGTACT TOV VAESAPOVS TNG TEPLOYNG
KOAMEPYELOG.

The environment of the plantation is what defines the characteristics of the rice. The aromatic rice owes this
property to the special composition of the soil.
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C4 Formal context—Polydefinite DP—Common noun

(16) AyavaxTticpévol dnAdvouv ot ToAiteg pe TG véeg QopoAoyikég petappubuicels. To omitt To peydio dev
amotelel ma dveon oAAG duoPdotayto Bapoc.

The citizens are fed up with the new tax legislation, the house the big is no longer a comfort but an unbearable
burden.

(17) Kainuépa, Ba 10era va. cag avaeépm to e&ng. Ayopaca polg x0ec and 10 Katdotd 6og dV0 CTPMOUTA.
To otpdpa To pikpo givar eOappévo kat popilel doympo.

Good morning, I would like to make a complaint. I bought two mattresses from your store yesterday. The
mattress the small is worn and smells bad.

(18) Zoppova pe 1 cwldpeveg Tnyég, Ta 6v0 aydipata egopaviotnray HeTd TV TeevTaia eppOila cOppaln.
To dyaipo to ¥pod amokaAdEONnKe Eava dV0 adveS apyoTEPQ, GE SLAPOPETIKT NTELPO.

According to the sources available, the two statues disappeared after the last civil war. The statue the golden
appeared again two centuries later, in a different continent.

(19) Kvpla AreEdvdpov, cag cuviotd mayopéva viovg 2 pe 3 eopég v nuépa. To vepd to kpvo Oa
KOTOTOAEUNOEL AMOTEAEGLLATIKA TIG LVOAYIEG GOC.

Madame Aleksandrou, I advise you to have cold showers two to three times a day. The water the cold will
help with your muscle pains.

(20) To mep1fdrhov TG KAAALEPYELNG EIVOL AVTO TOV SIAUOPPADVEL TO, OPYUVOANTTIKE, YOPAKTNPIGTIKA TOV pu{100.
To pOlL T0 apopoTKd oPeilel avTA TNV WBIOTNTO GTNV WOIWITEPT) GVGTACT] TOV VAEGAPOVS TNG TEPLOYNS
KaAMEPYELOG.

The environment of the plantation is what defines the characteristics of the rice. The rice the aromatic owes
this property to the special composition of the soil.

C5 Informal context—Monodefinite DP—Proper name

(21) "Exy® mold otevég oyéoelg pe nyetikd otedéyn g mpany kopépvnone. O Kootag Inuitng €xet mavrpevtel
™V TPOT Lo EadEpen.

I am pretty close to leading figures of the previous government. The Kostas Simitis is married to my first
cousin.

(22) 'Hpovv exel 6tov ot ‘EAlnveg xoafnyntéc tov amépputtav Eava kot avd kot Tov mepuppovovoay. O
Kovetavtivog Kapabeodwpnc mépace mdpa moid dOoKola péypt va avayvoplotei ) a&io tov.

I was there when the Greek mathematicians rejected him again and again and disdained him. The
Konstantinos Karatheodoris had a really hard time until his value was acknowledged.

(23) Zpepa &xo ™ yopd vo @AoEevd GTO GTOLVTIO pio EAPETIKA TAAOVTOVYO NBOTO0 aAAd Kot TOAD oTevn
¢iAn. H Avdia Kovidpdov givar o avBpmmog mov Ba amavticel 10 ameATIGHEVO TNAEQ®VO OTIC 2 TO YOPALLATO,
otav Kamotog TN ypetaleToL.

Today I have the pleasure to host at the studio a very talented actress but also good friend. The Lidia
Koniordou is the person that will answer the desperate phone call at 2 am, when somebody needs her.

(24) Kard dev pmopeic vo. @avTacTEic ol GUVAVINGO. 6TO dpOL0. AKOV®M KOOl va. PE POVALEL, Yupva®m Kot
PAénw ) Mapia [Toradomodrov amd to oyoleio.
You can’t imagine who I ran into in the street. I hear someone calling me, I turn and I see the Maria
Papadopoulou from school.

(25) "Eha Niko, pmopeig va eléy&eig Aiyo kdtt mov 0éhm; O Tidpyog Imdvvov pbe onpepa oto ypapeio;
Hey Nikos, can you check something? Has the George loannou come to the office today?

C6 Informal context—Polydefinite DP—Proper name

(26) 'Exm molv o1eviég oYEoELS Pe MYeTKG oTedéym g Tpdnv kuBépvnong. O Kootag o Xnuitng €xet mavtpevtel
NV TPOT Lo EadEPeN.
I am pretty close to leading figures of the previous government. The Kostas the Simitis is married to my first
cousin.

(27) 'Hpovv exel 6tov ot 'EAinveg xoBnyntéc tov amépputtav Eavd ko Eavd kot tov mepuppovodoav. O
Kovotavtivog o Kapabeodwpng népace mhpo molh duckora péypt va avayvoptotel n agio Tov.
I was there when the Greek mathematicians rejected him again and again and disdained him. The
Konstantinos the Karatheodoris had a really hard time until his value was acknowledged.
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(28) Zpepa &xm ™ yopd vo @A0EEVD GTO GTOLVTIO pio eEAPETIKA TOAOVTOVYO NBOTO0 aAAd Kot TOAD oTevn
oi\n. H Avdia n Kovidpdov eivar o avBpmmog mov Ba amaviioel 6To aneAmiopévo TMAEQ®VO oTIS 2 Ta
YOPpApaTa, OTAV KATO0G TN YPELlETOL.

Today I have the pleasure to host at the studio a very talented actress but also good friend. The Lidia the
Koniordou is the person that will answer the desperate phone call at 2 am, when somebody needs her.

(29) Kahd dev pmopeic vo, @avtacTeic ol GUVAVINGA 6TO dpOU0. AKOV® KOOl va. Pe QOVALEL, Yupva® Kot
PAénw ) Mapia v [aradomovlov and 1o cyoreio.
You can’t imagine who I ran into in the street. I hear someone calling me, I turn and see the Maria the
Papadopoulou from school.

(30) "Eha Niko, pmopeig va eAéy&eig Alyo katt mov 0éhm; O T'idpyog o Imdvvov pbe onpepa oto ypapeio;
Hey Nikos, can you check something? Has the George the loannou come to the office today?

C7 Informal context—Monodefinite DP—Common noun

(31) Kovpdotnke ndpa modd yio va etoyidost ) pelovéta yia toug appafaves. To peydho omitt etvor pmeddg va
10 KoBopicels.
She worked long hours to prepare the maisonette for the engagement. The big house is difficult to clean.

(32) @ike, aydpaca xbeg 600 cTpdpOTO 0md aVTO TO poryall Ko gipon moAd dvoapestuévoc. To pkpd oTpdua
gtvat oho@avepa ypNGILOTOMLEVO.
Mate, I bought two mattresses from that store yesterday and I am very disappointed. The small mattress is
definitely used.

(33) Avto fTav o peydro pog KOATO, To LeyoldTepo pLowpi tov aidva. To xpucd dyaipa Ba widoet mepiocdTepa
amd Ola 6oa £xovpe KAEWEL G TOPA poli.
This was our biggest robbery! The golden statue will make us more money than everything else that we have
stolen so far combined.

(34) Pe 10 éyovpe mel yidieg @opéc. Metd and kdbe mpomovnon OBa kavelg éva kpvo umavio. To kpvo vepd
mpolapPavel moocipata, Tpn&itata Kot GAAA TETo SLGAPESTO.
We have said that a million times. After every training you will have a cold shower. The cold water prevents
cramps, swollen ankles and other unpleasant things.

(35) 'Eha, elpon oto covmep papket. Iloo polt mpénet va mapw; To apopotikd poll sivarl mo axpd and 1o
KOVOVIKO.
Hey, I am at the market. Which rice should I take? The aromatic rice is more expensive than the normal one.

C8 Informal context—Polydefinite DP—Common noun

(36) Kovpdotnke ndpa moAd yio va gtondost  pelovéra yuo toug appapaves. To omitt to peyddo givar pmeldg
va 1o kabapioelc.
She worked long hours to prepare the maisonette for the engagement. The house the big is difficult to clean.

(37) @ike, ayopaca xBeg dVo otpdpata amd avtd to poyali kot eipot oAl dSvocapeotuévoc. To oTpdpa To pikpd
glvat oOAOQAvVEPX YPNCLOTOMLEVO.
Mate, I bought two mattresses from that store yesterday and I am very disappointed. The mattress the small
is definitely used.

(38) Avtd Ntav to peydlo pag KOATO, TO UEYOAVTEPO PPl Tov aidva. To dyaApa to ¥pvcd Oo mdost
TEPLOGOTEPO. Ad OA OGH EYOVUE KAEWEL G Tdpa pali.
This was our biggest robbery! The statue the golden will make us more money than everything else that we
have stolen so far combined.

(39) Pe ta éyovpue mel yilec popéc. Metd amd kébe mpomdvnon Ba kdvelg Eva kpvo pmavio. To vepd t0 KpvO
mpolapPavel mooipato, Tpnéipata kot GALa TEToo SLGAPEST.
We have said that a million times. After every training you will have a cold shower. The water the cold
prevents cramps, swollen legs and other unpleasant things.

(40) "EAa, gipon oto covmep papket. [loo pult npémetl va mapw; To pull to apmpatikd ivol To akpio ond to
KOVOVIKO.
Hey, I am at the market. Which rice should I take? The rice the aromatic is more expensive than the normal
one.
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