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Introduction: This study examines the organization of information structure in Romeyka,
the only surviving variety of Asia Minor Greek still spoken in present-day Anatolia,
Turkey. Given its historical isolation from Modern Greek and its prolonged contact
with Turkish, Romeyka presents a unique linguistic environment for analyzing the
structural roles of [focus] and [topic].

Methods: Using empirical data, we investigate how [focus] and [topic] are
realized in Romeyka. We analyze their structural positioning within the left
periphery and examine their association with an ex situ realization.

Results: Our findings indicate that [focus] and [topic] function as independent
structural notions in Romeyka. Both elements are consistently positioned in
the left periphery, suggesting a systematic approach to information structuring
distinct from Modern Greek.

Discussion: The observed patterns provide evidence of a reorganization of
information structure in Romeyka, likely influenced by its long-term linguistic
isolation and contact with Turkish. Comparisons with Pontic Greek highlight both
similarities and differences, offering insights into the potential contact-induced
changes in Romeyka's grammar.

KEYWORDS

focus, topic, word order, information structure, OV/VO alternation, headedness,
Romeyka, Pontic Greek, Standard Modern Greek

1 Introduction

In this article, we investigate, in turn, two aspects of the grammar of Romeyka', an
endangered Asia Minor Greek variety, namely, its word order and information structure.
Romeyka is notable for being the only Asia Minor Greek variety still spoken in the Black Sea
region of Turkey and as such has attracted significant theoretical interest in recent years,
regarding infinitives and complementation, wh-formation, double-object constructions,
negation, etc. (see Sitaridou, 2013, 2014a, 2014b, 2015, 2017a, 2017b, 2021, 2022, 2023a, 2023b,
2023¢; Michelioudakis and Sitaridou, 2013, 2016, 2020, inter alia). However, neither Romeyka’s
underlying word order nor the organisation of its information structure has previously been
subject to discussion in either descriptive or formal terms.

Specifically, we make two contributions: (i) we provide evidence that Romeyka has underlying
head-initial word order in the verbal domain, that is, verb-object (VO), with the verb raising to
T and (ii) we argue for a clausal architecture in Romeyka whereby [topic] and [focus] both
constitute autonomous structural notions, realised as projections in the clausal left periphery, and
hosting ex situ topicalised and focussed constituents, respectively. This study also has a

1 Throughout the article, we use the term "Romeyka” to refer to the Greek variety, which is spoken in
Turkey's Black Sea today, whereas we use the term "Pontic Greek” to refer to the Pontic Greek variety

which is spoken in Greece today. For glossonymy, see Sitaridou (2023a, 2023b) and references therein.
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micro-comparative element, as throughout we compare Romeyka with
its cognate variety, namely, Pontic Greek (PG) (see Sitaridou and Kaltsa,
2014); we also compare Romeyka with Standard Modern Greek (SMG)
and Turkish. This is relevant in view of Romeyka’s socio-historical profile:
being spoken in Turkey, Romeyka has for centuries developed in semi-
isolation from other Greek varieties, in contact with Turkish instead (see
Neocleous, 2022; Neocleous and Sitaridou, 2022; Sitaridou, 2013, 2015).

Previous research has established that Romeyka exhibits both
frequent VO and OV order in matrix declarative clauses (see
Neocleous, 2020; Neocleous and Sitaridou, 2022; Sitaridou, 2014b;
and also Michelioudakis and Sitaridou, 2012, 2013, 2016, 2020;
Sitaridou, 2013, 2014a, 2014b, 2015, 2017a, 2017b, 2021, 2022, in
prep; Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014 for word order in Pontic Greek).
Specifically, three permutations of subject (S), verb (V), and object
(O) are found in such clauses: SVO (see (1)a), SOV (see (1)b), and
OSV (see (1)c), but not V-initial and S-final word orders, namely,
VSO (see (2)a), VOS (see (2)b), or OVS (see (2)c) —in contrast to
SMG. Subordinate declarative clauses, on the other hand, only
permit SOV and OSV when finite (see (3)a-(3)b), though they are
obligatorily (S§)VO when the embedded verb is non-finite (see (4)).

(1) Matrix declarative clauses:

a. SVO clause:
o dohtdris epiren tin aisé.
the.NOM doctor.NOM marry.PST.3SG the. ACC Ayse. ACC
“The doctor married Ayse’
(S01; 140102_00080; 01:25)

b. SOV clause:
o dohtdris tin ai$é epiren.
the.NOM doctor.NOM the. ACC Ayse.ACC marry.PST.3SG
“The doctor married Ayse’
(S01; 140102_0008; 01:41)

c. OSV clause:
tin ai$¢ o dohtoris epiren.
the.ACC Ayse.ACC the NOM doctorNOM marry.PST.3SG
“The doctor married Ayse’
(S01; 140102_0008; 01:33)

(2) Not-attested matrix declarative clauses:

a. VSO clause:
?epiren o dohtdris tin aisé.
marry.PST.3SG the.NOM doctorNOM the. ACC Ayse. ACC
“The doctor married Ayse’

b. VOS clause:
?epiren tin ai$é o dohtoris.
marry.PST.3SG the.ACC Ayse.ACC the.NOM doctor.NOM
“The doctor married Ayse’

c. OVS clause:
?tin ai$é epiren o dohtoris.
the.ACC Ayse.ACC marry.PST.3SG the.NOM doctor.NOM
“The doctor married Ayse’

(3) Finite subordinate declarative clauses:
a. SOV clause:
o mohal:imis ipen, i jylsén aténan ut$
the.NOM teacherNOM say.PST.3SG the NOM Giilsen.
NOM she.ACC NEG
ayapa.
love.3SG
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“The teacher said that Giilsen doesn'’t like her’
(S02; 812_0065; 05:06)
b. OSV clause:
o mohal:imis ipen, aténan i jylsén ut$
the.NOM teacherNOM say.PST.3SG she.ACC the.
NOM Giilsen.NOM NEG
ayapa.
love.3SG
“The teacher said that Giilsen doesn’t like her’
(S02; 812_0065; 05:01)

(4) Non-finite subordinate declarative clauses:
(S)VO clause:
na mut§ iya $ita spundzisini t ospitin,
PRT.MOD NEG have IPFV.1SG clean.INF the.
ACC house.ACC
n épezes me ta ydmate.
PRT.MOD play.IPFV.2SG with the. ACC s0il. ACC
‘If I hadn't just cleaned the house, you would have played with
the soil’
(S01; 812_0123; 03:32)

This is like Pontic Greek, in that it also exhibits variation between VO
and OV orders. Sitaridou and Kaltsa (2014) argue that this belies an
underlying order of VO, with OV orders derived from the discourse-driven
fronting of objects. Specifically, they argue that Pontic GreeK's information
structure is organised as in (5), with a dedicated landing-site for information
focus (IFocP), as well as a higher Contrast projection hosting contrastive
topics and foci (ContrastP) and realised by a pa-particle, plus up to two
dedicated topic positions (TopP).

(5) Pontic Greek:
TopicP ... ContrastP ... (TopicP) ... IFocP ... TP
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 23)

In what follows, we will claim that, although Romeyka’s information
structure has several properties in common with Pontic Greek, it
nonetheless differs from both PG and SMG. On the one hand, we argue
Romeyka too has underlying VO order with the verb raising to T°,
deriving OV from discourse operations; and that, like Pontic Greek but
unlike SMG, both focus and topichood are associated with ex situ
realisations in the left periphery. However, in contrast to Pontic Greek but
interestingly parallel to Turkish—the majority and major contact language,
we conclude that Romeyka has only a single designated focus projection,
regardless of the semantic type of focus (information or contrastive); as
well as a single designated topic position, regardless of the semantic type
of topic (aboutness or contrastive).

The article is structured as follows. §2 addresses methodological issues.
§3 considers diagnostics for Romeykas underlying word order; before a
detailed investigation of the distribution of topics and foci, respectively, in
Romeyka is presented in §4, offering comparisons with Pontic Greek, SMG,
and Turkish as relevant. Drawing on this, §5 then provides a clausal
architecture for Romeykas left periphery. The article concludes in §6.

2 Methodology of data collection

Romeyka is spoken in three enclaves in Turkey’s Black Sea region:
Caykara, Siirmene, and Tonya (see Deffner, 1878; Mackridge, 1987,
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1999; Sitaridou, 2013, 2015, 2023a, 2023b, 2023c, 2024; Ozkan, 2013;
Parcharidis, 1880; Saglam, 2017; Schreiber and Sitaridou, 2017).

The results reported here were obtained from three corpora
consisting of data collected in a remote part of the Caykara region;
specifically, in a village which we refer to as Anasta’ to preserve its
anonymity and that of the informants (following Sitaridou, 2013: p. 104).
In this study, we use data from two speakers: S01 and S02. Both speakers
are female: SO1 was in her 40s and S02 in her 70s when interviewed in
2015; the eldest has Romeyka L1 and Turkish L2, and the other one is a
more balanced bilingual. In particular, these corpora comprise:

a. 34 examples (from S01) from a corpus consisting of data collected
by Dr Nicolaos Neocleous during a field trip in the village of Anasta,
Caykara, Black Sea, Turkey in July 2015, under the guidance,
mentoring and supervision of Prof Ioanna Sitaridou who made all
arrangements for this field trip and who was there in person for the
entire duration, comprising 18 files and amounting to 02:51:43.

b. 17 examples (from SO1 and S02) from a corpus consisting of
audio recordings collected during fieldwork by Prof Ioanna
Sitaridou in the village of ‘Anasta, Caykara, Black Sea, Turkey in
2012 and 2014, comprising 43 files and amounting to 11:06:11.

.1 example (from SO1) from a corpus consisting of audio

(o]

recordings collected by Prof Ioanna Sitaridou during a field trip
in the village of ‘Anasta, Caykara, Black Sea, Turkey in July 2015,
comprising 51 files and amounting to 08:25:14.

Throughout this study, we draw on data from all three corpora.”
Importantly, the two females are the same in all corpora—first
interviewed by Prof. Sitaridou in 2009—so the present corpus
consistently describes the grammar of these two speakers. Finally,
we also draw data and comparisons on both Romeyka and Pontic
Greek—Romeykas closest cognate—from a body of previously
published studies (see Michelioudakis and Sitaridou, 2012, 2013, 20165
Sitaridou, 2013, 2014a, 2014b, 2015, 2017a, 2017b, 2021, 2022, in prep;
Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014; Neocleous and Sitaridou, 2022) Crucially,
the same grammar has been consistently described by Sitaridou in all
her works and collaborations.

The data collection involved oral interviews based on structured
questionnaires as well as (semi-)spontaneous data. The data were audio
recorded. The audio recordings were transcribed in the International
Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) and annotated for the purposes of the study.

3 Diagnosing underlying word order:
oV O?VO? 7 yine

We focus first on the underlying word order in the verbal
domain—that is, whether Romeyka is underlyingly head-initial (VO)
or head-final (OV)—before addressing verb placement. Given the
availability of both VO and OV orders in matrix clauses attested above
(see (1)-(3)), the question of underlying word order is clearly

2 See also Neocleous (2020) which is using the same corpora as the ones
detailed here. It is duly noted that his PhD Supervisor, Prof loanna Sitaridou,
has generously shared her corpus with him, for the exclusive purpose of writing

up his thesis and the co-publication of any papers deriving from the thesis.
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TABLE 1 Subject agreement paradigm in Romeyka.

Person Singular number | Plural number
Ist léy-o léy-umen

2nd 1¢j-is 1¢j-ete

3rd 1¢j-i 1éy-un(e)

non-trivial. In what follows, we apply several tests to distinguish the
relevant possibilities.

A first source of evidence, which forms the basis for several tests,
is the word order which surfaces in “pragmatically unmarked”
contexts. These are contexts which afford no single constituent a
special discourse-oriented interpretation such as topic or focus; such
contexts are thus informative because, in principle, they control for
discourse-driven movement operations and thus may better reflect
the underived, underlying order. One test for pragmatically
unmarked order involves ‘all-focus’ questions, exemplified by ‘What
happened?’ Since these typically involve a context in which all the
information expressed in the answer constitutes new information,
no single constituent has a special discourse-oriented
interpretation—all are equally focussed. Thus, the answer is
‘pragmatically unmarked’ (Biiring, 2009; van der Wal, 2016).
Importantly, this test yields VO order as pragmatically unmarked in
Romeyka (see (6)), just as it does for SMG, a language trivially

analysed as underlyingly VO (see (7)).

(6) Romeyka:

a. Question: do ejéndo?
what.NOM happen.PST.3SG
‘What happened?’

b. Answer:
o mustafds epeleepsen to yorafin.
the. NOM Mustafas. NOM put.fertiliser. PST.3SG the.
ACC field. ACC
‘Mustafas put fertiliser on the field’
(S01; 150703_0040; 02:16)

(7) Modern Greek:

a. Question:
‘What happened?’

b. Answer:
éspase ti laba o janis.
break.PST.3SG the.ACC lamp.ACC the NOM Yanis. NOM
“Yanis broke the lamp’
Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou

Further evidence that Romeyka’s underived word order is VO
comes from the behaviour of non-finite subordinate clauses. As
above, such clauses are obligatorily VO (see (4)); that is, the
matrix clause auxiliary verb must precede the non-finite
embedded verb, which must precede the object of the embedded
clause, yielding Aux-V-O, as in (8). Given that only VO is licit in
this context it is plausible to assume that VO is the syntactically
unmarked, i.e., basic word order; that is, Romeyka is underlyingly
VO. Crucially, in Cappadocian, we find the opposite pattern,
namely Aux-O-V orders (see Neocleous and Sitaridou, 2022).
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(8) Romeyka:

n iyame panini ytisini t ospit

PRT.MOD have.PST.3PL go.INF build.INF the.

ACC house.ACC

so paryar!

in.the. ACC pasture.ACC

‘T wish we had gone to build the house in the highland pastures!’

(Sitaridou, 2014b: p. 136)

A second question more indirectly related to word order, is the
position in which the verb surfaces. We present evidence that it
surfaces in T° at least in matrix declarative clauses; that is, Romeyka
exhibits V°-to-T" raising. In this way, Romeyka patterns with SMG,
which is standardly held to exhibit verb-raising.

To start with, Romeyka exhibits two typological traits which at
least frequently correlate with V°-to-T° raising; this is evidence, albeit
only suggestive, in favour of a raising analysis. On the one hand,
Romeyka shows rich person and number agreement; this is consistent
with the Rich Agreement Hypothesis (see Pollock, 1989; Roberts,
1993; Vikner, 1995, 1997), the generalisation that V°-to-T° raising
correlates with and according to the RAH is conditioned by, rich
subject agreement on the finite verb. For example, Romeyka has
distinct verbal forms for all persons, and singular and plural numbers
with no suppletion, at least in most tense-voice combinations. Table 1
shows the present active declension of léyo ‘T say’.

However, the RAH has been disputed: empirically, on the grounds
that even poorly inflected languages have been claimed to exhibit V°-
to-T° movement; and theoretically, because contemporary post-
syntactic insertion models of morphology dilute its ability to influence
syntax, and thus rule out rich morphology directly conditioning
syntactic movement (though see Koeneman and Zeijlstra, 2014 for a
rebuttal). Nonetheless, since a(n imperfect) correlation holds, this
evidence is still suggestive. It is also informative that Romeyka has high
tense synthesis, since on Biberauer and Roberts” (2010) alternative
account, it is tense synthesis which correlates with verb-raising instead;
again, suggesting evidence for verb-raising in Romeyka.

The same is true of the second typological trait, pro-drop, whereby
a clause contains no overt subject (see (9)).

(9) Romeyka:
opsé yars ipe tes.
yesterday now say.PST.3SG she.ACC
“Yesterday she immediately told her’
(S01; 0120713192027; 01:36)

Several accounts of pro-drop postulate an indirect relationship
with VO-to-T. Alexiadou and Anagnostopoulou (1998), for example,
propose that verb movement to T is sufficient to identify T%s formal
features, voiding the requirement that a subject occupy [Spec,TP]
(the Extended Projection Principle of Chomsky, 1982), so permitting
pro-drop. Approaches of this sort are problematic in view of recent
theoretical developments: as Holmberg (2005) points out, if verb-
raising is enough to value T%s phi-features, then these must be base-
generated as valued either on V° or T°—unexpected if semantically
uninterpretable features are always base-generated as unvalued as in
Chomsky (2001). Nonetheless, to the extent that there is again an
empirical correlation between verb-raising and pro-drop, this is again
suggestive evidence that Romeyka has verb-raising.

A more robust argument for V°-to-T° raising comes from
placement facts. Consider the additive particle dZe ‘also. dz(e) is like
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Modern Greek ce ‘also’: it is a focal associate operator which surfaces
only in a base-generated position as a sister to its associate; we take
this position to be [Spec, vP], following Chatzikyriakidis et al” (2015)
analysis of ce. Crucially, as example (10) shows, finite verbs precede
dz(e)—providing strong evidence that the verb must raise out of vP,
i.e., to T and thus past dz(e).

(10) Romeyka:
Context:
efteemen viitiron. ta tsupaditikee t alévree yavurévumen. Oénumen
dZe neron. Oénumen dze dlas. evrdzumen to neron.
“We add butter, we fry the flour in the butter, we also put water,
we also put salt, we boil the water”
0énumen dze dlas.
put.1PL PRT salt. ACC
‘We also put salt’
(S01; 150703_0041; 05:09)

Thus, we conclude that Romeyka does exhibit V°-to-T° movement;
and, on the strength of the evidence above, that it has underlying VO
word order.

4 Information structure: distribution
of topics and foci in Romeyka

We currently turn to the second goal of this article: to probe the
organisation of information structure in Romeyka. This will explain,
among other things, the existence of those other pragmatically
marked, OV word orders. In this section, we consider, in turn, the
distributions of topics and then foci in Romeyka, comparing this in
each case with Romeyka’s cognate variety, Pontic Greek. This evidence
forms the basis for our proposal for the architecture of the left
periphery in Romeyka, discussed in §5.

4.1 Topics

We begin with topics, concentrating specifically on topics of
two kinds: aboutness topics and contrastive topics. Aboutness
topics are identified in the literature as the constituent which
represents the theme of the predication, i.e., what the sentence is
about (see Frascarelli and Hinterholzl, 2007). A contrastive topic,
on the other hand, is the sort of interpretation favoured for a
constituent in a context where the hearer answers a question
differing from the one being asked; that is, the constituent
contrasts with some contextually salient alternative (see Biiring,
2003, 2009).

Romeyka employs four syntactic strategies to convey topics in
discourse. First, a constituent may be realised ex situ. Specifically,
it may be left-dislocated, appearing preverbally and interpreted
either as an aboutness (11) or a contrastive topic (12). This is
unlike SMG, for example, which largely restricts left dislocation to
contrastive constituents (see §5 below but see Gryllia, 2008 for a
different view).

(11) Romeyka:
a. Question: tin ai$én ts epiren?
the.ACC Ayse.ACC who.NOM marry.PST.3SG
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‘Who married Ayse?’
b. Answer:
[tin ai$én],, o mohalimis epiren.
the.ACC Ayse.ACC the.NOM teacherNOM marry.PST.3SG
“The teacher married Ayse’
(S01; 140102_0008; 01:10)

(12) Romeyka:
a. Context: to pont"6lin alis epiren,
the.ACC trousers.ACC Alis.NOM buy.PST.3SG
to kaza¢in o mehmétis epiren.
the. ACC sweater. ACC the.NOM Mehmetis.
NOM buy.PST.3SG
‘Alis bought the trousers and Mehmetis bought the sweater’
b. Question: to pont"6lin ts epiren
the.ACC trousers.ACC who.NOM buy.PST.3SG
tSe to kazdgin ts epiren?
and the.ACC sweater. ACC who.NOM buy.PST.3SG
‘Who bought the trousers and who the sweater?’
c. Answer:
[to ponth(’)lin]C,ToP alis epiren,
the.ACC trousers.ACC Alis. NOM buy.PST.3SG
ama [to kazdgin]cr, o mehmétis epiren.
but the. ACC sweater. ACC the NOM Mehmetis.
NOM buy.PST.3SG
‘Alis bought the trousers, but Mehmetis bought the sweater.
(S01; 150702_0014; 05:10)

Second, an aboutness topic —but not a contrastive topic (see (13)
b)— may be yielded through clitic left dislocation (CILD) with the
only clitic attested in Romeyka (see Sitaridou, 2017b), i.e., @ ‘him/her/
it/themy’ (see (13)a):

(13) Romeyka:

a.ombron [ta patsidee] s g
in.the.past the. ACC girls.ACC
s okMil:in t§ epdliyan .
to school ACC NEG send.IPFV.3PL them
‘In the past, they did not send the girls to school’
(S01; 150702_0019; 03:23)

b. 2ombrén [ta patside]c rop
in.the.past the.ACC girls.ACC,
s okMil:in t§ epdliyan ee.
to school ACC NEG send.IPFV.3PL them
‘In the past, they did not send the girls to school’

Interestingly, although CILD also occurs in SMG, it does not have
the same pragmatic import as in Romeyka. While in SMG a left-
dislocated constituent is interpreted as a topic if and only if it is
ClLD%d (see (14)a), otherwise being interpreted as a focus (see (14)
b), in Romeyka a left-dislocated constituent (even if it is a definite DP)
can be interpreted as a topic even if it is not CILDed (see a CILDed
topic in (15)a and a non-ClLD¥ed one in (15)b. CILD¥d topics in
Romeyka cannot be C-Top (see (15)c):

(14) Modern Greek:

a. [to jani]y,, ton sinadisa xBes.
the.ACC Yanis.ACC he. ACC meet.PST.1SG yesterday
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‘T met Yanis yesterday’
b. [to jani]p. (*ton) sinadisa yOes.
the.ACC Yanis.ACC he. ACC meet.PST.1SG yesterday
‘It is Yanis that I met yesterday’
(Tsimpli, 1995: p. 179)

(15) Romeyka:

a. [ta patates], g, ziménum e.
the.ACC potatoes.ACC knead.1PL them
‘We knead the potatoes’
(S01: 150702_0019; 05:52)

b. Context:
tréyum ata. efteem e me ta patdtes. me ta jeralmasice. kaOarizum
. ta jeralmasice kuzardévum ce.
“We eat them. We make them with potatoes. With potatoes.
We peel and slice the potatoes”
[ta patates]r,, zimonum.
the.ACC potatoes.ACC knead.1PL
‘We knead the potatoes’
(S01: 150702_0019; 06:25)

c. [ta patates]cr, ziménum z.
the.ACC potatoes ACC knead.1PL them
‘We knead the potatoes’

The third strategy is the use of a topic particle, i.e., pa(l). This
assigns contrastive (but not aboutness—see (16)b) topichood to the
constituent with which it is associated (see (16)a):

(16) Romeyka:

a.ey6 [ton phard pallcr, Ofyo se.
I the. ACC money.ACC PRT give.1SG you.ACC
‘I give you the money’
(S01; 0120713192027; 01:49)

b. ?ey6 [ton phard pal],r, Ofyo se.
I the. ACC money.ACC PRT give.1SG you.ACC
‘I give you the money’

Fourth, given information may appear postverbally, but only if
non-contrastive (see (17)):

(17) Romeyka:

a. Question:
Pios epiren tin aisén?
who.NOM marry.PST.3SG the.ACC Ayse. ACC
‘Who married Ayse?’

b. Answer:
o dohtdris epiren tin ai$én.
the NOM doctorNOM marry.PST.3SG the. ACC Ayse. ACC
“The doctor married Ayse’
(S01; 140102_0008; 01:25)

In sum, then, contrastive topics in Romeyka must be realised ex
situ in preverbal position though they may also be marked with the
pa(l) topic particle; non-contrastive given information, like aboutness
topics, may also be realised ex situ, though can also be encoded in situ
or with CILD.

This is similar in important respects to Pontic Greek. Pontic Greek
has two main strategies for conveying old information, both of which
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have parallels in Romeyka: (a) CILD and (b) usage of a particle, pa
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 6). CILD is exemplified by (18)a-b.
Interestingly, Pontic Greek and Romeyka also both show the same
prohibition on clitic doubling with right dislocation, not found in
SMG (Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 6); compare Pontic Greek (18)c-d
with Romeyka (19)b.

(18) Pontic Greek:

a.tin elean edek aten to jitonan.
the.ACC olive.ACC give.PST.1SG her the.
ACC neighbour.ACC
‘I gave the olive to the neighbour’

b. ?ton jitonan edek aton din elean.
the.ACC neighbour.ACC give.PST.1SG he.ACC the.
ACC olive.ACC

c. *edek aten to jitonan din elean.
give. PST.1SG her the.ACC neighbour.ACC the.
ACC olive.ACC

d. *edek aton to jitonan din elean.
give. PST.1SG he.ACCthe.ACC neighbour.ACC the.
ACC olive.ACC
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 6 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 278)

(19) Romeyka:

a.ta patates ziménum e.
the.ACC potatoes.ACC knead.1PL them
‘We knead the potatoes’
(S01: 150702_0019; 05:52)

b.ziménum e ta patites. knead.
1PL them the.ACC potatoes. ACC
‘We knead the potatoes’

The pa-particle, on the other hand, attaches at the right edge of a
(contrastively) topicalised constituent. The pa-marked constituent
must also be realised ex situ in preverbal position as tin adelfi s pa
‘your sister’ is in (20). This is again like Romeyka, which we have
shown permits ex situ topics, as (21) again attests.

(20) Pontic Greek:
tin adelfi s pa m eayliyoris.
the.ACC sister. ACC you.POSS PRT NEG forget.2SG
‘As for your sister, don’t rush (into marrying her)’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 8 apud Melanofrydis, 2001: p. 13)

(21) Romeyka:
ey6 ton p"ard pal diyo se.
I the. ACC money.ACC PRT give.1SG you.ACC
‘I give you the money’
(S01;0120713192027; 01:49)

However, Pontic GreeK’s pa and Romeyka’s pa(l) are not exactly
analogous. As discussed at length by Sitaridou and Kaltsa (2014), pa
functions as a contrastive particle in Pontic Greek, realising the head
of a ContrastP projection in the left periphery. Romeykas pa(l),
conversely, does not seem to encode contrast, being more rigidly
associated with topichood (instead of contrast). Rather, pa(l) seems to
reflect the stage prior to the one we find in Pontic Greek, where
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grammaticalisation of contrast into the particle has not occurred;
Pharasiot and Rumeic Greek also seem to instantiate this stage (see
Agouraki, 2010; Dawkins, 1916; Kisilier, 2007). Given this, we might
consider Romeyka’s pa(l)-phrases to instantiate the head of a dedicated
TopP instead, rather than ContrastP.

4.2 Information foci

We currently turn to the distribution of focussed constituents,
starting with information focus. Focus can be defined as the part of the
sentence which is not presupposed (Jackendoff, 1972; Chomsky, 1972).
The information focus constitutes the assertion of an utterance, i.e., its
non-presupposed content, without any further restrictions; it simply
asserts the membership of an individual in a set (see Gundel, 1998).

The most widely accepted test for focussed constituents is to use
wh-questions and their answers (Beaver and Clark, 2008; Krifka, 2007;
Lambrecht, 1994; Rooth, 1992; van der Wal, 2016, i.a.). A wh-question
always yields new information, relating to the wh-questioned
constituent; accordingly, if focus is defined as the new (ie,
non-presupposed) information in a sentence, then it follows that the
phrase that replaces the wh-constituent is focussed.

We apply this test to Romeyka in (22) and (23). These examples
clearly demonstrate that Romeyka forces information-focussed
constituents to appear preverbally; the focussed objects yavits
‘pudding’ and pol:d chitdpe ‘many books both appear ex situ,
immediately left adjacent to the verb. Indeed, the infelicity of (22)c
and (23)c, with the focussed constituents in postverbal position,
suggests that the preverbal realisation is obligatory.

(22) Romeyka:

a. Question:
alis doyna éfaen?
Alis.NOM what.ACC eat.PST.3SG?
‘What did Alis eat?’

Answers:

b. alis [yavits] g, éfaen.
Alis.NOM pudding.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘Alis ate a pudding’
(S01; 150703_0040; 07:14)

c. #alis éfaen [yavits]ipoc.
Alis.NOM eat.PST.3SG pudding. ACC
‘Alis ate a pudding’

(23) Romeyka:

a. Question:
do eytjepsen?
what. ACC read.PST.3SG
‘What did s/he read?’

Answers:

b. [pol:d cMTApae] s extjepsen.
many.ACC books.ACC read.PST.3SG
‘S/He read many books’

(S01; 812_0059; 00:10)

c. #eyujepsen [pol:a ciTApee], o
read.PST.3SG many.ACC books.ACC
‘S/He read many books’
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This is unlike SMG, in which information focus has traditionally
been said to occur only postverbally, as (24) and (25) suggest.

(24) Modern Greek:

a. Question: ti éfaje o joryos?
what. ACC eat.PST.3SG the NOM George. NOM
‘What did George eat?’

b. Answer:
o joryos éfaje [tin kobdsta]; re.
the.NOM Geroge.NOM eat.PST.3SG the.ACC stewed-
fruit. ACC
‘George ate the stewed fruits’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 12)

(25) Modern Greek:

a. Question: ti djavase?
what. ACC read.PST.3SG
‘What did s/he read?’

Answers:

b. djavase [pola vivlia]; .
read. PST.3SG many. ACC books.ACC
‘S/He read many books’

c.?[pola vivlial; . Ojavase.
many.ACC books.ACC read.PST.3SG
‘S/He read many books’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 12)

This difference attenuates if we consider Gryllia’s (2008) findings,
which show—based on experimental tests—that preverbal objects are
neither necessarily exhaustive nor exclusively contrastive in SMG;
such that information focus can be preverbal. For example, the
focussed direct object is interpreted as a new information focus both
when occurring in OV order, and in VO order in (26)c and (26)b,
respectively.

(26) Modern Greek:

a. Question:
ti yarise metaksi dlon
what. ACC give.PST.3SG among others.GEN
o janis stin ilektra?
the.NOM Yanis.NOM to.the.ACC Ilektra. ACC
‘Among other things, what did Yanis give to Ilektra?’

Answers:

b. yarise [éna vivlio].p, stin iléktra.
give.PST.3SG a.ACC book.ACC to.the.ACC Ilektra.ACC
‘He gave a book to Ilektra’

c. [éna vivlio]i g, ydrise stin iléktra.
a.ACC book.ACC give.PST.3SG to.
the.ACC Ilektra. ACC
‘He gave a book to Ilektra’

(Gryllia, 2008: p. 21)

Nevertheless, the fact that SMG may in fact allow both options
does not alter the parametric difference with Romeyka, where the
preverbal position is the only option. This is particularly clear in the
following judgement made by a Romeyka speaker in (27).

(27) Romeyka:
a. Question:
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anda erotd se alis doyna éfaen
if ask.1SG you.ACC Alis.NOM what. ACC eat.PST.3SG
esi 1¢jis me, o alis éfaen mila
youNOM say.2SG L.ACC the NOM Alis NOM eat.
PST.3SG apples.ACC
joksa, alis mila éfaen?
or Alis.NOM apples.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘If T ask you, what did Alis eat, what do you say to me? Alis ate
apples, or Alis apples ate?’
b. Answer:
kal:ion, alis [mila].p,. éfaen.
better Alis.NOM apples.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘Alis ate apples, sounds better’
(S01; 812_0055; 03:09)

By contrast, Pontic Greek does pattern with Romeyka:
information-focussed constituents in Pontic Greek also occur
preverbally as demonstrated by fo yosaf ‘the stewed fruit’ in (28) and
pola vivlia ‘many books’ in (29) below.

(28) Pontic Greek:

a. Question:
o jorikas do efaen?
the NOM Yorikas.NOM what.ACC eat.PST.3SG?
‘What did Yorikas eat?’

Answers:

b. (o jorikas) [to yoSaf]; g, efaen.
the NOM Yorikas.NOM the.ACC stewed.fruit.
ACC eat.PST.3SG
“Yorikas ate stewed fruit’

[}

.#0 jorikas efaen [do yoSafl; .

the NOM Yorikas.NOM eat.PST.3SG the.ACC stewed.
fruit. ACC

“Yorikas ate stewed fruit’

(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 12)

(29) Pontic Greek:

a. Question: do edevasen?
what read.PST.3SG?
‘What did he read?’

Answers:

b. pola vivlia edevasen.
many.ACC books.ACC read.PST.3SG
‘He read many books’

[}

. #edevasen pola vivlia.
read.PST.3SG many.ACC books.ACC
‘He read many books’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 12)

This suggests information focus in Romeyka may be consistent
with the conclusion reached in recent research on its Pontic Greek
counterpart, namely, that it appears in the left periphery (see
Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014). For example, in both Romeyka and
Pontic Greek any focussed phrase—no matter the phrase type—
appears before the verb: direct object (NP) (see (30) from Romeyka
and (31) from Pontic Greek), direct object (DP) (see (32) from
Romeyka and (33) from Pontic Greek), indirect object (beneficiary)
(DP) (see (34) from Romeyka and (35) from Pontic Greek),
predicative (adjective) (see (36) from Romeyka and (37) from Pontic

frontiersin.org


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2025.1337962
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org

Neocleous and Sitaridou

Greek), adverbial (NP) (see (38) from Romeyka and (39) from Pontic
Greek), and existential constructions (see (40) from Romeyka and
(41) from Pontic Greek):

(30) Romeyka:

Direct object (NP) is focussed:

a. Question:
alis doyna éfaen?
Alis.NOM what.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘What did Alis eat?’

b. Answer:
alis [yavitsin], g, éfaen.
Alis.NOM pudding.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘Alis ate a pudding’
(S01; 150703_0040; 07:14)

(31) Pontic Greek:
Direct object (NP) is focussed:
a. Question:
do efaes?
what. ACC eat.PST.2SG
‘What did you eat?’
b. Answer:
[yavits].ro. efaa.
pudding. ACC eat.PST.1SG
‘T ate pudding’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 13 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 280)

(32) Romeyka:

Direct object (DP) is focussed:

a. Question:
i ai$é tinan epiren?
the.NOM Ayse. NOM who.ACC marry.PST.3SG
‘Who did Ayse marry?’

b. Answer:
i ai$é [ton dohtérin];p,. epiren.
the NOM Ayse. NOM the.ACC doctor.ACC marry.PST.3SG
‘Ayse married the doctor’
(S01; 140102_0008; 01:37)

(33) Pontic Greek:

Direct object (DP) is focussed:

a. Question:
do eplises?
what. ACC wash.PST.2SG
‘What did you wash?’

b. Answer:
[ta podarae m] g, eplisa.
the. ACC feet. ACC I.POSS wash.PST.1SG
‘T washed my feet!
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 13 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 280)

(34) Romeyka:
Indirect object (beneficiary) (DP) is focussed:
a. Question:
to chitdpin tinan éndzes?
the.ACC book.ACC who.ACC bring.PST.2SG
“To whom did you give the book?’
b. Answer:
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to c'itdpin [ton juSUfin] . énga.

the.ACC book.ACC the.ACC Yusufis.ACC bring.PST.1SG
‘I brought the book for Yusufis!

(S01; 150703_0042; 00:54)

(35) Pontic Greek:
Indirect object (beneficiary) (DP) is focussed:
epita ti nifeen Oa eniyane lutron.
then the.ACC bride ACC PRT.FUT open.
IPFV.3PL bath.ACC
“Then they would prepare the bath for the married girl’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 13 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 280)

(36) Romeyka:

Predicative (adjective) is focussed:

a. Question:
alis do en?
Alis.NOM what.NOM be.3SG
‘What is Alis?’

b. Answer:
alis [dyuros];p. en.
Alis.NOM boy.NOM be.3SG
Alis is a boy.
(S01; 140102_0009; 00:20)

(37) Pontic Greek:

Predicative (adjective) is focussed:

a. Question: do en atos?
what. ACC be.3SG he.NOM
‘What is he like?’

b. Answer:
palalos en.
crazy.NOM be.3SG
‘He is crazy’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 555)

(38) Romeyka:

Adverbial (NP) is focussed:

a. Question:
i mana s pote efdise ton musafirin?
the NOM mother.NOM you.POSS when feed.PST.3SG the.
ACC guest. ACC
‘When did your mother feed the guest?’

b. Answer:
[opsé]ir. efdisen ton musafirin.
yesterday feed. PST.3SG the.ACC guest. ACC
‘She fed the guest yesterday’
(S01; 150703_0041; 07:10)

(39) Pontic Greek:
Adverbial (NP) is focussed:
mesaniyts eton.
midnight be.PST.3SG
‘It was midnight’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 555)

(40) Romeyka:
Existential construction is focussed:

a. Question:
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o $chl:on do en?
the.NOM dog.NOM what.NOM be.3SG
‘What is the dog?’
b. Answer:
[haivanin] .. en.
animal NOM be.3SG
‘It’s an animal’
(S01; 140102_0009; 00:35)

(41) Pontic Greek:
Existential construction is focussed:
yorafe c" ine.
fields NEG exist.3PL
“There are no fields’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14)

Second, the two varieties pattern together in having focus-
fronting in questions of “total ignorance” that yield a yes/no reply
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14). See (42) from Romeyka and (43)
from Pontic Greek:

(42) Romeyka:
esis [ta tsupadae]ip, Oerizete?
youNOM the.ACC corn.ACC harvest.2PL
‘Do you harvest the corn?’
(S02; 812_0067; 01:58)

(43) Pontic Greek:
a. Question:
t apide ekserts?
the.ACC pears.ACC know.2SG
‘Do you know the pears?’
b. ??%ekserts t apidae? know.2SG the.ACC pears.ACC
‘Do you know the pears?’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14)

Third, just like Romeyka, Pontic Greek requires strict adjacency
between the fronted information-focussed constituent and the predicate
it precedes, especially where the predicate is the verb be or have
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14). In (44), for example, the adverb
panda ‘always’ cannot interpolate between the information focussed
aiksa ‘like this’ and the verb esne ‘were, otherwise infelicity ensues (44)b.

(44) Pontic Greek:

a.aiksa esne panda.
like.this be.JPFV.2SG always
“You were always like this!

b. *aiksa panda esne.
like.this always be.IPFV.2SG
“You were always like this!
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 182)

Fourth, both varieties permit movement of the focussed
constituent in subordinate clauses as in (45) in Romeyka and (46) in
Pontic Greek (Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 14). Thus, the behaviour
of information focus in Romeyka and Pontic Greek is highly consistent.

(45) Romeyka:
a. Question:
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do Oaris, alis tinan efilisen?
what. ACC think.2SG Alis.NOM who.ACC kiss.PST.3SG
‘Who do you think that Alis kissed?’
b. Answer:
ey6 Oaro, alis [tin ai$én] g, efilisen.
I think.1SG Alis.NOM the.ACC Ayse.ACC kiss.PST.3SG
I think that Alis kissed Ayse.
(S01; 150703_0040; 19:07)

(46) Pontic Greek:
a. ebaresen oti tSantarmas eton.
think.PST.3SG that policeman be.IPFV.3SG
‘He thought (that) he was a policeman’
b. eOaresen dzantarmas eton.
think.PST.3SG policeman be.IPFV.3SG
‘He thought he was a policeman’
2014: p. Drettas,

(Sitaridou and Kaltsa,

1997: p. 370)

15 apud

4.3 Contrastive foci

Consider finally contrastive focus. This involves the selection of a
subset from a set of alternatives, contrasting with a contextually salient
individual (see Molnar, 2006).

In Romeyka, contrastive focus patterns like information focus: the
focussed constituent occurs preverbally as in (47). Indeed, as the
Romeyka speaker’s grammaticality judgement in (48) suggests, this is
the only option for encoding contrastive focus; again, this is like
information focus.

(47) Romeyka:

a. Question:
kahVEN joksa t3ain 0élis?
coffee. ACC or tea.ACC want.2SG
‘Do you want coffee or tea?’

Answers:

b. ey6 [kahvén]c g, 6élo.
LNOM coffee. ACC want.1SG
‘T want coffee’

(S01; 150702_0013; 12:15)

c. manayén [kahvén]c g, thelo.
only coffee. ACC want.1SG
‘T only want coffee’

(S01; 150702_0013; 12:22)

(48) Romeyka:
a. Question:
ey6 léyo se alis aphidee ayérasen,
LNOM say.1SG you.ACC Alis NOM
pears.ACC buy.PST.3SG
dma esi eksérts alis mila aydrasen.
but you NOM know.2SG Alis. NOM
apples.ACC buy.PST.3SG
ey6 éryome léyo se alis ap"ide ayérasen.
LNOM come.1SG say.1SG you.ACC Alis.NOM
pears.ACC buy.PST.3SG
esi doyna 1éjis me?
youNOM what.ACC say.2SG L.ACC?
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‘Alis bought pears, but you know that he bought apples.
I came and told you that Alis bought pears. What do
you reply to me?’
b. Answer:
alis [mila]c . ayorasen.
Alis.NOM apples.ACC buy.PST.3SG
‘Alis bought apples.
(S01; 812_0055; 01:54)

Any type of phrase can be contrastively focussed in Romeyka, just
as it can be information focussed: object (NP) (see (49)), object (DP)
(see (50)), predicative complement (see (51)), adverbial phrase (see
(52)), among others (see Neocleous, 2020: p. 160fF):

(49) Romeyka:

Direct object (NP) is focussed:

a. Question:
o mehmétis mila joksa aP"[dz aydrasen?
the.NOM Mehmetis. NOM apples.ACC or
pears.ACC buy.PST.3SG
‘Did Mehmetis buy apples or pears?’

b. Answer:
o mehmétis [mila]c g, ayorasen.
the.NOM Mehmetis. NOM apples.ACC buy.PST.3SG
‘It's apples that Mehmetis bought!
(S01; 150702_0013; 12:05)

(50) Romeyka:

Direct object (DP) is focussed:

a. Question:
o ramazénis ti zeiNEP epiren?
the.NOM Ramazanis. NOM the.ACC
Zeynep.ACC marry.PST.3SG
‘Did Ramazanis marry Zeynep?’

b. Answer:
o ramazanis [tin ai$én]cp, epiren.
the.NOM Ramazanis. NOM the.ACC
Ayse. ACC marry.PST.3SG
‘It’s Ayse that Ramazanis married’
(S01; 140102_0009; 07:50)

(51) Romeyka:
Predicative complement is focussed:
a. Question:
ddyna en avuto? vitiron?
what. NOM be.3SG this.NOM butter. NOM
‘What is this? Butter?’
b. Answer(s):
[anBdyalan]c r,. en.
buttermilk. ACC be.3SG
“This is buttermilk’
(S01; 812_0055; 00:54)

(52) Romeyka:
Adverbial phrase is focussed:
a. Question:
alis osim:eron érfen asin t$aikaran?
AlisNOM today come.PST.3SG from.the. ACC Caykara. ACC
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‘Did Alis come from Caykara today?’
b. Answer:

jok!, [opsé]croc érfen.

no yesterday come.PST.3SG

‘No, he came yesterday’

(S01; 150703_0040; 08:46)

Unlike in the case of information focus, SMG typically realises
contrastive focus by left dislocation to a preverbal position —so
patterns with Romeyka. This is exemplified by (53). This is also true
of Pontic Greek, as in (54).

(53) Modern Greek:
a. Question:
0élis kaFE i TSAI?
want.2SG coffee. ACC or tea.ACC
‘Do you want coffee or tea?’
Answers:
b. [kaFE]c.r. 0élo.
coffee. ACC want.1SG
‘T want coffee’
c.méno [kaFE]cr. 0élo.
only coffee. ACC want.1SG
‘T only want coffee’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 12)

(54) Pontic Greek:

a. Question:
Oelts na pseno se gaiven
want.2SG PRT.MOD make.1SG you.ACC coffee.ACC
ci ena 0io otia na vukuse?
and one. ACC two.ACC sweets. ACC PRTIMOD dunk.PNP2SG
‘Do you want me to make you some coffee and a couple of
sweets to dunk in the coffee?’

Answers:

b. kaiven pseson.
coffee. ACC make IMP2SG
‘Make coffee (and not something else)’

b. manayon kaiven pseson.
only coffee. ACC make.IMP.2SG
‘Only make coffee’

[}

.*manayon kaiven pa pseson.
only coffee. ACC PRT make.IMP.2SG
‘Only make coffee’
d. kaiven pa Oelo.
coffee. ACC PRT want.1SG
‘T want coffee’
e. kaiven pa Belo, otia pa Oelo.
coffee. ACC PRT want.1SG sweets. ACC PRT want.1SG
‘T want both coffee and cookies’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: pp. 11-12)

Contrastive focus in Pontic Greek nonetheless differs from
Romeyka in at least two regards. First, though it can encode contrastive
focus by focus movement to preverbal position, the contrastive
focussed constituent need not be strictly adjacent to the predicate. Thus,
in (55) below, the left periphery elements (topicalised aika emorfa pedja
‘such beautiful children; focalised esis ‘you’) are separated from the verb
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by the adverb kamian ‘never, violating strict adjacency (Sitaridou and
Kaltsa, 2014: p. 15). This contrasts with Romeyka, in which contrastive
focussed constituents are obligatorily strictly adjacent to the predicate.
This is parallel to the behaviour of information-focussed constituents,
as noted above; thus, the strict adjacency requirement is general to all
foci in Romeyka, unlike Pontic Greek.

(55) Pontic Greek: aika emorfa pedja esis kamian ideten?
such beautiful ACC children.ACC
you.NOM ever see.PST.2PL
‘Have you ever seen such beautiful children?’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 15 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 183)

The second difference between Romeyka and Pontic Greek is that
the latter has another means of encoding contrastive focus which is not
present in Romeyka: the use of discourse particles. This is exemplified
by the particles cela and ki. Both assign contrastive focus to the
constituent to which they attach, though differ somewhat in distribution.
Cela is always in postposition, though never enclitic to the verb; in (56),
it appears post-sententially, so contrastively focusing the whole
VP. Conversely, ki is always enclitic to the verb, for example, contrasting
the verbal constituent eperane = ki ‘they took’ with the predicate in the
second main clause, eksenkan = aten aso plan tin portant ‘they forced
her through the side door’ in (57) (Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 11).

(56) Pontic Greek:

a. kit eceka ce c" eleps ato cela.
lie.3SG there and NEG see.2SG it. ACC PRT
‘It is there and you don't even see it.

b. efaen do fain atun ¢ edoken atsen cela.
eat.PST.3SG the.ACC food.ACC their and strike.
PST.3SG them PRT
‘He ate their food and beat them as well
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 11 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 410)

(57) Pontic Greek:
atos ... eperane ci ti marian eksenkan aten
he take.PST.3PL PRT the. ACC Maria. ACC take.out.
PST.3PL her. ACC
aso plan din bortan.
from.the. ACC sides. ACC the.ACC door.ACC
‘He ... they took Maria and forced her to exit through the side door’
(Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014: p. 11 apud Drettas, 1997: p. 481)

Let us summarise our conclusions from this section. In Romeyka,
topics and foci can both be expressed by occurring ex situ. In the case
of foci, this is obligatory: focussed constituents in Romeyka always
occupy the immediate preverbal position, instead of the pragmatically
unmarked postverbal position (see §3), no matter the type of focus or
syntactic category of the constituent. In the case of topics, there is also
an option to occur in a postverbal position, but only for non-contrastive
given information; contrastive topics must be preverbal, like foci.
Contrastive topics can also occur with a pa(l)-particle.

This differs from SMG, which allows non-contrastive information—
for example, aboutness topics and information foci—to occur
postverbally, and does not exhibit the strict adjacency requirement on
preverbal topics/foci. Romeyka also lacks topic particles like pa(l). It is
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strikingly more like Pontic Greek: like Romeyka, it allows foci and topics
of all types to be realised preverbally; and it can also mark contrastive
topics by a topic particle, pa. There are still differences, however: left
dislocation is not obligatory for contrastive foci in Pontic Greek, for
example, because focus can instead be marked by a particle; and the
pa-particle is unlike Romeykas pa(l) in encoding contrast.

4.4 Wh-questions and focus

MG displays wh-questions, (see (58)). Similarly, Romeyka also
employs wh-questions (see (59)) (see Michelioudakis and Sitaridou,
2013, 2016):

(58) Modern Greek:

a. pgos filise ti maria?
who.NOM kiss.PST.3SG the.ACC Maria.ACC
‘Who kissed Maria?’
(Alexopoulou and Baltazani, 2012)

b. pcon filise i maria?
whoACC kiss.PST.3SG the NOM Maria. NOM
‘Who did Maria kiss?’
(Alexopoulou and Baltazani, 2012)

(59) Romeyka:

a. Plos edotéen tin kos:aran?
who.NOM give.PST.3SG the. ACC hen.ACC
‘Who gave the hen?

(S01; 812_0093; 00:03)

b. yavitsee Plos éfaen?
pudding. ACC who.NOM eat.PST.3SG
‘Who ate puddings?

(S01; 812_0057; 04:06)

c.alis DOyna d6tsen?

AlisNOM what.ACC give.PST.3SG
‘What did Alis give?’
(S01; 812_0093; 00:16)

Crucially, the order of wh-questions is strictly order-preserving in
Romeyka (see (60) and (61)) (see Michelioudakis and Sitaridou,
2013, 2016):

(60) Romeyka:

a. Plos edétéen tin kos:aran?
who.NOM give.PST.3SG the.ACC hen.ACC
‘Who gave the hen?
(S01; 812_0093; 00:03)

b. ?Plos tin kos:aran eddtsen?
who.NOM the.ACC hen.ACC give.PST.3SG
‘Who gave the hen?

(61) Romeyka:
a. yavitsee Plos éfaen?
puddings.ACC who.NOM eat.PST.3SG
‘Who ate puddings?’
(S01; 812_0057; 04:06)
b. ?Plos yavitsee éfaen?
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who.NOM puddings.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘Who ate puddings?’

wh-phrases are obligatorily left-dislocated (see (62)), with no
option but to leave any wh-phrase in situ (Michelioudakis and
Sitaridou, 2013, 2015):

(62) Romeyka:

a.alis DOyna d6tsen?
AlisNOM what.ACC give.PST.3SG
‘What did Alis give?’
(S01; 812_0093; 00:16)

b. ?alis d6tsen DOyna?
Alis.NOM give.PST.3SG what.ACC
‘What did Alis give?’

In this section, we have shown that wh-phrases in wh-questions in
Romeyka occupy the same position that focussed constituents occupy.

5 Information structure: clausal
architecture of the left periphery

Having established the distributions for topics and foci,
we currently move to consider what clausal structure is required to
model Romeyka’s topics and foci, adopting a cartographic perspective
on information structure (cf. Neocleous, 2020: ch. 5 for a minimalist
alternative). First, in §5.1, we consider the number of topic positions
required in view of the data discussed in §4. We then map these
positions onto a functional hierarchy for the clausal left periphery in
§5.2, contrasting our proposal with the information structure systems
of Pontic Greek and Turkish, respectively.

5.1 How many topic positions are there in
Romeyka?

Given the evidence above, it is clear there are two positions in which
given information, i.e., topics, may occur in Romeyka: a preverbal
position; and a postverbal position. Note that this raises the following
question: if both the preverbal and the postverbal domain can
accommodate given information, then what differentiates these
interpretatively? As we have already shown, contrastive given
information can only ever appear in the preverbal domain—it is
infelicitous in the postverbal domain. Thus, what differentiates the
preverbal from the postverbal topics is the [contrast] feature; the
preverbal, but not postverbal, encodes [contrast] to some extent at least.

The examples in (63) and (64) provide additional evidence to
this effect: in (63), the object tin aifén ‘Ayse’ carries
[non-contrastive] given information and can occur felicitously in
both preverbal (63)a and postverbal (63)b position, whereas the
object dolmdn ‘dolma’ in (64) can only appear preverbally (64)a,
but not postverbally (64)b, by virtue of carrying [contrastive]
given information.

(63) Romeyka:

a. [tin ai$én],g, o dohtdris epiren.
the.ACC Ayse. ACC the NOM doctorNOM marry.PST.3SG
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“The doctor married Ayse’
b.o dohTOris epiren [tin ai$én] ATopr
the.NOM doctorNOM marry.PST.3SG the.ACC Ayse. ACC
“The doctor married Ayse’
(S01; 140102_0008; 01:15)

(64) Romeyka:

a. [dolmédn]cr,, 0o mehmétis éfaen.
dolma.ACC the NOM Mehmetis. NOM eat.PST.3SG
‘Mehmetis ate dolma’
(S01; 150702_0014; 11:46)

b. #0 mehMEtis éfaen [dolman]c 1.
the NOM Mehmetis. NOM eat.PST.3SG dolma.ACC
‘Mehmetis ate dolma’

It is important to note that we can have multiple TopP in Romeyka
(see (65)):

(65) Romeyka:
[eyOlamp [ton phard pallcr, Ofyo se.
I the. ACC money. ACC PRT give.1SG you.ACC
‘I give you the money’
(S01; 0120713192027; 01:49)

5.2 Clausal architecture of the left
periphery

We are now able to propose an architecture for the left periphery
of the Romeyka clause. Adopting a cartographic perspective, we take
the focus and topic positions identified above to be realised by
projections in the functional structure of the left periphery. It is worth
noting at this stage that we take the external argument to raise to a
high left-peripheral position in Romeyka, namely, the specifier of a
(potentially iterated) TopP (for arguments to this effect, see Neocleous,
2020: pp. 105-110); this explains the ability of a topicalised/focussed
object to target the left periphery but still follow the subject.

To determine how the relevant topic/focus positions, i.e., projections,
are arranged hierarchically, we apply the tests used by Neeleman and van
de Koot (2008) and Sener (2010) in their investigations of the
information structure of Dutch and Turkish, respectively.

Consider first example (66). The context in (66)a favours an
interpretation of the subject in (66)b-c, 0 mehmétis ‘Mehmetis, as a
contrastive topic, as it is the constituent which forms the expected
answer. On the other hand, the object in (66)b-c, dolmdn ‘dolma, is
interpreted as a contrastive focus. This follows from the well-known
observation that, in answers to wh-questions, the constituent
corresponding to the wh-operator is typically focussed (e.g.,
Neocleous, 2020: p. 114, Michelioudakis and Sitaridou, 2013, 2016).

(66) Romeyka:
a. Question:
alis do epitsen?
Alis.NOM what. ACC do.PST.3SG
do éfaen so bairamin?
what. ACC eat.PST.3SG in.the. ACC Bayram.ACC
‘What did Alis do? What did he eat at Bayram?’
Answers:
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b. val:ahi, ut§ ekséro alis do epiten, dma ...
frankly NEG know.1SG Alis.NOM what.ACC do.
PST.3SG but ...
‘Frankly, I don’t know about Alis, but ...

c. [o mehmétis]cr, [dolman]cp, éfaen.
the NOM Mehmetis. NOM dolma.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘Mehmetis ate dolma’
(S01; 150702_0014; 09:06)

d. #[dolman]c .. [0 mehmétis]c, éfaen.
dolma.ACC the NOM Mehmetis. NOM eat.PST.3SG
‘Mehmetis ate dolma’

Importantly, there is a contrast between the felicitous (66)b in
which the contrastive focussed constituent (C-Foc) follows the
contrastive topic (C-Top), and the infelicitous (66)c in which C-Foc
precedes C-Top. In other words, C-Top > C-Foc order is felicitous;
C-Foc > C-Top is not.

This restriction holds even when we reverse the relation
between grammatical function and information structure. The
context in (67) is set up to favour an interpretation of the object as
C-Top and the subject as C-Foc, the opposite of (66).

(67) Romeyka:
a. Question:
o tSorbas do ejéndo?
the.NOM soup.NOM what. ACC happen.PST.3SG
aton kanis éfaen a?
this.ACC anyone.NOM eat.PST.3SG it. ACC
‘What about the soup? Has anyone eaten it?’
Answers:
b. val:ahi, ut§ eksér o tSorbas do ejéndo,
frankly NEG know.1SG the NOM soup.NOM what.
ACC happen.PST.35G
ama ...
but ...
‘Frankly, I don’t know about the soup, but ...
. [dolmén]c 1, [0 mehMEtis]c . éfaen.
dolma.ACC the NOM Mehmetis. NOM eat.PST.3SG
‘Mehmetis ate dolma’
(S01; 150702_0014; 11:46)
d. #[0 mehMEtis]c p,. [dolman]cy,, éfaen.
the NOM Mehmetis. NOM dolma.ACC eat.PST.3SG
‘Mehmetis ate dolma’

(g}

Nonetheless, C-Top > C-Foc is again the only felicitous order as
in (67)b, with C-Foc > C-Top in (67)c being infelicitous.

Third and finally, this same restriction holds for the interaction
between VP-internal objects, too. The sentences in example (68)
contain a ditransitive verb, where the context is set up to favour the
interpretation of the IO as C-Foc and the DO as C-Top. Moreover,
again, only the C-Top > C-Foc order (that is, DO > IO) order in (68)
b is felicitous; C-Foc > C-Top (IO > DO) is not (68)c.

(68) Romeyka:

a. Question:
i antika tSe i sanddlia do
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the.NOM antique.NOM and the NOM chair.
NOM what.ACC
ejéndo? o paplos tinan édocen x?
happen.PST.3SG the NOM grandfathe NOM who.
ACC give.PST.35G it. ACC
‘What about the antique table and the chair? Who did your
granddad bequeath them to?’
Answers:
b. val:ahi i antika do ejéndo
frankly the NOM antique NOM what.ACC happen.PST.3SG
ut$ ekséro, dma ...
NEG know.1SG but ...
‘Frankly, I don’t know about the antique table, but ...
c. [ti sandalfan]cr, [ton TSIri m]cpe. edotsen.
the chair.ACC the father.ACC LPOSS give.PST.3SG
‘my granddad bequeathed the chair to my dad’
(S01; 150702_0014; 14:01)
d. #[ton TSIri m] g, [ti sandalfan]c r,, edotsen.
the father. ACC LPOSS the chairACC give.PST.3SG
‘my granddad bequeathed the chair to my dad’

Moreover, in (69), where we reverse the mapping of
grammatical function to information structure, such that the IO is
currently interpreted as C-Top, and the DP as C-Foc, the ordering
restriction still holds. This is true even though it reverses the
felicity contrast as it relates to DO and IO compared to (68):
currently, IO > DO is the only felicitous order, with DO > IO
illicit—the opposite of (68).

(69) Romeyka:

a. Question:
o tsiris DO ejéndo?
the.NOM father NOM what. ACC happen.PST.3SG
o paplos DO édocen aton?
the.NOM grandfather NOM what.ACC
give. PST.3SG he.ACC
‘What about your dad? What has granddad bequeathed
to him?’

Answers:

a.val:ahi o tiris m DO ejéndo
frankly the NOM fatherNOM I.POSS what.
ACC happen.PST.3SG
ut$ ekséro, dma ...
NEG know.1SG but
‘Frankly, I don’t know about my dad, but ...

b. [ti mana m]cr, [to saAthin]cpo. efitSen.
the mother. ACC LPOSS the watch.ACC bequeath.PST.3SG
‘my granddad bequeathed the watch to my mother’
(S01; 150702_0023; 08:18)

c. #[to saAthin]cp,. [ti mana m]c, efitsen.
the watch.ACC the mother. ACC L.POSS bequeath.PST.3SG
‘my granddad bequeathed the watch to my mother’

Thus, there is robust evidence for the generalisation that C-Top

precedes C-Foc in Romeyka, independent of the grammatical
functions the relevant constituents bear.
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Indeed, the generalisation can be broadened to range over all
foci. We have already established that information focus occupies the
same position as contrastive focus. Accordingly, I-Foc follows
contrastive topics just like C-Foc does (see (70)); and follows
aboutness topics (see (71)). This strongly suggests a clausal
architecture for Romeyka whereby the single dedicated Focus
projection follows the (C-)Topic projection, Top > Foc.

(70) Romeyka:
a. Question: tsi birjylis t adélfe
the.GEN Birgiil. GEN the NOM brothers. NOM
d epikane so partin?
what. ACC do.PST.3PL at.the. ACC party.ACC
‘What did Birgiil’s brothers get to drink at the party?’
Answers:
val:ahi as adélfe tes uts ekséro, dma ...
frankly from.the. ACC brothers.ACC she.
POSS NEG know.1SG but ...
‘Frankly, I do not know about all her brothers, but ...
b. [Gl:unon o mikrén]c g, [raCIN], s epien.
alLGEN the.NOM young.NOM raki.ACC drink.PST.3SG
‘Birgtil's youngest brother drank raki’
(S01; 150702_0023; 23:26)
c. #[raCIN] . [aliunon o mikrén]cr, epien.
raki allGEN the NOM young.NOM drink.PST.3SG
‘Birgtil's youngest brother drank raki’

a.

(71) Romeyka:

a. Question:
avito to fain Plon patsin epitsen?
this.ACC the.ACC food.ACC which.NOM
gir. NOM make.PST.3SG
‘Which girl made this food?’
(S01; 150703_0042; 03:32)

b. Answer:
[aviton to fain]yr, [i mINE] (. epitSen.
this.ACC the.ACC food.ACC the NOM Mine.
NOM make.PST.3SG
[t alron]cpe, [i aiSE]c roc epitsen.
the.ACC other. ACC the.NOM Ayse.NOM make.PST.3SG
‘Mine made this food; Ayse made the other one’
(S01; 150703_0042; 03:45)

Interestingly, this pattern also holds in Turkish. Like Romeyka, the
focussed constituent in Turkish is argued to be placed immediately
preverbally, no matter what sub-type of focus it conveys (see Goksel
and Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 1997; Sener, 2010, i.a.). This is obligatory:
nothing that bears information or contrastive focus can be placed in
the postverbal field; it must occur immediately preverbally (see
Erguvanli, 1984; Goksel and Kerslake, 2005; Kornfilt, 1997; Sener,

2010, i.a.).> As a consequence, just like Romeyka, contrastive focus

3 An anonymous reviewer noted that the immediate preverbal position is not
the only position focus can appear in Turkish. It is possible to find non-preverbal

focused constituents in Turkish with discourse-given elements intervening in
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cannot precede a contrastive topic in Turkish (since it no longer
immediately precedes the verb) (see (72)):

(72) Turkish:
a. Question:
Candan n'aber? O ne yedi partide?
‘What about John? What did he eat at the party?’

Answers:

b. Valla Can-1 bil-mi-yor-um, ama ...
frankly Can-ACC know-NEG-PROG-1SG but
‘Frankly, I don’t know about John, but ...

c. [Aylin]cr,, [dolma-lar-dan]cp,. ye-di.
Aylin-NOM dolma-PL-ABL eat-PST-3SG
‘Aylin ate from the dolmas’

d. #[dolma-lar-dan]c poc [Aylin]cr, ye-di.
dolma-PL-ABL Aylin-NOMeat-PST-3SG
‘Aylin ate from the dolmas’

(Sener, 2010: p. 19)

In the same way, as information focus must also be immediately
preverbal, it must follow contrastive topics in Turkish too—again,
parallel to Romeyka (see (73)):

(73) Turkish:
a. Question:

between the focus and the verb (cf. Goksel and Ozsoy, 2000; Gurer, 2020,
among others).For example, Al in (iB) and / in (iiB) below bear focus:
(i) A: Yemek-ler-i kim pisir-di? (Ayse mi Ali mi?)
dish-PL-ACC who cook-PST (Ayse Q Ali Q)
‘Who cooked the dishes? (Ali or Ayse?)’
B: AL yemek-ler-i pisir-di, Ayse degil.
Ali dish-PL-ACC cook-PST Ayse not
‘Ali cooked the dishes, not Ayse.’
(i) A: Kim ben-i cok sev-iyor?
who [-ACC much love-IPFV-1SG
‘Who loves me so much?’
B: BEN sen-i ¢ok sev-iyor-um.
| you-ACC much love-IPFV-1SG
‘| love you so much.’
Indeed, this is possible, but, crucially, in this case the focalised constituent is
the subject which appears higher than the object which occupies the position
immediately to the left. So, when contrastive foci are subjects they cannot
be adjacent to the verb because of the OV nature of the language whereby
objects would have to occupy the immediate preverbal position (see
Michelioudakis and Sitaridou (2020: p. 247) on the difficulty of diagnosing
Multiple Wh-fronting in an OV language). Although we have seen in (67d) that
this is not possible in Romeyka (and therefore, Romeyka and Turkish differ in
this respect), similar effect is obtained in Romeyka when both the subject and
object are new information foci (see Michelioudakis and Sitaridou, 2016: p. 9):
(iii) A: pios tinan endze?

who whom bring.PST.3SG

‘Who brought (what) to whom?”
(iv) B: o yusufis tin aise yalemin endze.

the.NOM Yusufis the.acc Ayse pencil bring.PST.3SG

"Yusuf brought a pencil to Ayse.’
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Filiz-in kardes-ler-i ne i¢-ti parti-de?
Filiz-GEN sister-PL-POSS what drink-PST-3SG party-LOC
‘What did Filiz’s sisters get to drink at the party?’
Answers:
Valla tiim kardes-ler-den haberim yok, ama ...
frankly all sister-PL-ABL news-POSS-1SG NEG but
‘Frankly, I do not know about all the sisters but ...
b. [Filiz-in en kiigiik kardes-i]cr, [raki-dan];p, ig-ti.
Filiz-GEN most young sister-3SG-
POSS raki-ABL drink-PST-3SG
‘Filiz’s youngest sister drank (from the) raki
c. #[raki-dan]yp, [Filiz-in en kii¢iik kardes-i]cr,, i¢-ti.
raki-ABL Filiz-GEN most young sister-3SG-
POSS drink-PST-3SG
‘Filiz’s youngest sister drank (from the) raki
(Sener, 2010: p. 35)

To summarise, Romeyka obeys the hierarchy in (74): topics always
precede foci.

(74) Hierarchy of discourse features in Romeyka:
a. Topic > Focus
b. #Focus > Topic

Given our conclusion that there is a single focus position, and a
single preverbal topic position (alongside a postverbal position for
non-contrastive given information), this suggests the hierarchy of
discourse features in (75):

(75) Articulation of discourse-related features in Romeyka:
A-/C-TopicP I-/C-FocusP TP Given (non-contrastive)
information

Given this hierarchy, [topic] and [focus] constitute autonomous
structural notions in Romeyka: there is a dedicated left-peripheral
projection encoding [topic], and another encoding [focus].

This represents a break from SMG, where the ex situ, preverbal
position is generally associated with contrastive constituents (either
topics and foci), but not information focus which favours a postverbal
realisation. Instead, it appears that Romeyka has partially converged
on the Turkish pattern: it exhibits the same immediately preverbal
focus position regardless of focus type; and has the same restriction
that foci must follow topics. However, when it comes to contrastive
subject foci Romeyka deviates from Turkish either by having the
contrastive focussed subject immediately to the left of the verb and the
object higher or postverbally.

This pattern is highly suggestive, in that as it may reflect
Romeyka’s sociohistorical profile. Romeyka, as noted above, is the
last Asia Minor Greek variety still spoken in Turkey; the speech
community, by virtue of being Muslim, was exempted from the
forced population exchange of 1923 which followed the cessation of
the Greek-Turkish War (1919-1922). Consequently, it has undergone
centuries-long contact with Turkish and concomitantly isolation
from Standard Modern Greek. The parallels between the Turkish and
Romeyka information structure systems may thus instantiate a
contact effect.
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The comparison with Pontic Greek is also informative in this
regard. Pontic Greek is spoken primarily in Greece, and it too has been
in some contact with Turkish prior to 1923 and significant contact (and
thus attrition) with SMG since then. Interestingly, both Pontic varieties
have converged in certain regards on the Turkish pattern, as noted: both
have ex situ realisations for foci regardless of semantic type, for example.
This may reflect parallel outcomes of Turkish contact. However, the
organisation of their information structure also differs in significant
ways: [contrast], for example, is an autonomous structural notion, with
its own dedicated ContrastP projection realised by the pa-particle in
Pontic Greek, whereas it seems to be a subfeature of [topic]/[focus]
instead in Romeyka; and Pontic Greek does not observe the restriction
that contrastive foci appear immediately preverbally. This may diagnose
a difference in the contact profiles of Romeyka and Pontic Greek since
their split (the latter to be taken the Islamisation onset, see Sitaridou,
2014a). The topic clearly awaits further investigation.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have sought to expand the coverage of formal work
regarding the Asia Minor Greek variety, Romeyka, by investigating its
word order and information structure. Regarding the latter, we have
presented evidence that Romeyka patterns with its cognate variety,
Pontic Greek, and Standard Modern Greek in having pragmatically
unmarked, underlying VO word order, as well as verb-raising. However,
Romeyka also exhibits frequent OV orders, attributable to information
structural effects. As a result, we have argued that the organisation of
Romeykas information structure differs radically from SMG: topics and
foci, of all semantic types, are realised ex situ, with no association with
contrast (unlike SMG). We thus conclude that [topic] and [focus] are
autonomous structural notions in Romeyka, realising heads in the
clausal left periphery. Romeyka patterns instead with Turkish, which
also has ex situ topics and foci, and like Romeyka limits them to the
immediate preverbal position. Interestingly, the information structure
in Romeykas closest cognate variety, Pontic Greek, diverges in a
significant way from both Romeyka and SMG in having a dedicated
ContrastP projection (see Sitaridou and Kaltsa, 2014) absent in
Romeyka. The patterns in Romeyka and Pontic Greek may reflect subtly
different patterns of contact with Turkish, though a more detailed
investigation remains a goal for future inquiry (but see Sitaridou, 2022).
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Glossary
ABL - ablative
ACC - accusative
FUT - future

GEN - genitive
IMP - imperative
IPFV - imperfective
LOC - locative
MOD - modal
NEG - negation
NOM - nominative
PRT - particle

PL - plural

POSS - possessive
PST - past

SG - singular
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A-TOP - aboutness topic
C-Topic - contrastive topic
C-FOC - contrastive focus
DP - determiner phrase
FOC - focus

I-FOC - information focus
NP - noun phrase

PG - Pontic Greek

O - object

SMG - Standard Modern Greek
S - subject

TOP - topic

TP - tense phrase

V - verb

VP - verb phrase

vP - light verb phrase
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