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What counts as an evidential unit? The case of evidential complex
congructionsin Italian and Modern Greek

The evidential meaning traditionally attributednbmdal auxiliaries iconveyed in Italian and Greek
by complex constructions clustering batiodal and aspectual features. The evidential rgadin
Italian and Greek modal auxiliaries, indeed, isydidenced when the modals take as complements
stative, progressive, habitual or resultative sdimates. A feature of aspectual incompleteneshef t
subordinate is therefore necessary in order toirolbia evidential reading of the auxiliary. Thisdsa

us to propose the entire construction combiningatingliary, the subordinate and the specificatibn o
its aspectual values be taken as an entry of tteddse of evidential units.

1. Introduction

Designing a database of evidential units requia&sy a number of theoretical
decisions at the outset. The most basic one condbmvery definition of what
should count as an evidential unit. This entailsleatst three different major
theoretical questions: (1) What does “evidentialéam? How do we define
evidentiality? How do we classify evidential val@de& number of papers in this
volume provide an answer to this question. (2) Hiwwe distinguish between
units that are intrinsically evidential and unhat are only contextually evidential?
In other words, how do we distinguish between umlitat semantically code
evidentiality and units that pragmatically implieat(through conversational
implicature or explicature) evidentiality? This @e of the central questions
addressed in @YE (this volume). Finally, one may ask: (3) What lie tformal
complexity of an evidential unit? At what level ahalysis can we detect the
encoding of evidential meaning? Is evidentialitycashed in morphemes, in
lexemes, or should we consider evidentiality aodad in complex constructions?
Can we take these constructions as basic unitsradatabase?
In this paper we will focus on the third issue. Wil claim that evidentiality is
coded by constructions rather than by single iteWe. will claim, in particular,
that the evidential meaning traditionally attriblitdo modal auxiliaries is
conveyed, indeed, at least in Greek and in Itallay,complex constructions
clustering bothmodal and aspectual features.

2. Modal auxiliaries

In order to show that evidential meanings are betgarded as conveyed by
entire constructions rather than by single iteras,us examine the case of the
modal auxiliaries in two not closely related langes, Italian and Modern Greek.
Both languages are commonly regarded as havingeefiisevidential modal
auxiliaries (cf. ®UARTINI 2004 and ETRANDREA 2005 for Italian, CAIRIS &
BABINIOTIS 1999 for Greek). Italian has four evidential foraismodal auxiliaries:
the indicative and the conditional forms of the mqubtere(‘can’), the indicative
and the conditional forms of the modidvere(‘'must’). Similarly, Greek uses the
third person form Hori) of the modal vertbord (‘can’) and the third person
(impersonal) modabrépi (‘must’). Both verbs are followed by a clause aotuced



by the subordinate markea.! In what follows, we will focus on the indicative
form of the modal auxiliaryglovere(which will conventionally be labelledeVE,
using the third person form of the present as all&dy the entire inflection) for
Italian and, for Greek, on its counterpart, the elagrbprépi (+ na-clause).

ThemodalDeVE followed by an infinitive complement is usually dst® express
dynamic or deontic modality. It can also expres®dj inferential, perceptual
evidentiality (PFETRANDREA 2004, 2005; SUARTINI, 2004) under certain
circumstances. Similarly, the modptepi followed by a dependent finite
clause introduced hya has a basic deontic meaning; under certain cirtamss it
can also acquire evidential (inferential) meaning.

We will show that the circumstances under which tiwe modals acquire
evidential meaning are easily calculable: the aspéo/alue of the subordinate
clause determines the evidential or deontic inetgtion of the verb. It could be
claimed, therefore, that the evidential meaningdsexpressed by the modal verb
per se rather by complex periphrastic constructions doinlg the modal verb, the
infinitive/dependent clause and specific aspectahles of the dependent verb.

2.1.DEVE + statives

Examples from (1) through (4) show that the modalE can receive an
evidential interpretation only if it is followed by stative infinitive. WhemEevE
takes an infinitive referring to other actionalssgas (activities, accomplishments,
achievements) as complement, it can only have ataeaterpretation.

STATES [+EVIDENTIAL -DEONTIC]
(1)Gianni deve essere stanco / avere quindici anni.
‘Gianni must be tired / be 15.

ACTIVITIES [-EVIDENTIAL +DEONTIC]
(2)Gianni deve camminare / scrivere.
‘Gianni must walk / write.’

ACCOMPLISHMENTS [-EVIDENTIAL +DEONTIC]
(3)Gianni deve digerire / dimagrire.
‘Gianni must digest / get thinner.’

ACHIEVEMENTS [-EVIDENTIAL +DEONTIC]
(4)Gianni deve saltare / partire.
‘Gianni must jump / leave.’

2.2.DEVE+ progressives

It should be said, however, that the constructi@adenup ofbEVE and a non-
stative infinitive can receive an evidential intexfation provided that the
subordinate infinitive displays certain aspectualues. For example, ibEVE is

! There is no infinitive in Modern Greek.



followed by a non-stative infinitive in the progsage form, it can receive an
evidential interpretation. This is the case wita #ctivity predicateamminare(‘to
walk’), the accomplishment predicatigerire (‘to digest’), and the achievement
predicatesaltare(‘to jump’) in (5):

(5) Devestarecamminandd digerendd saltando. [+EVIDENTIAL-DEONTIC]
‘He must be walking / digesting / jumping.’

2.3.DEVE+ habituals

Similarly, DEVE can receive an evidential interpretation whenkesainfinitives
of non-stative predicates having an habitual mepagicomplement. This is shown
in the examples from (6) to (8):

(6) Deve camminare ogni giorno, se € cosi in forma. [+eviDENTIAL -DEONTIC]
‘(S)he must walk every day to be so fit’

(7) Deve dimagrire senza problemi, visto che si perngitimangiare tutto quel
cioccolato [+EVIDENTIAL -DEONTIC].
‘(S)he must get easily slim, to eat so much chdebla

(8) Deve partire molto spesso, a causa del suo lavor@«evipenTiAL -DEONTIC]
‘(S)he must leave very often, due to her / his job’

2.4.DEVE+ resultatives

DEVE preferentially receives an evidential interpretatighen it takes infinitives
of non-stative predicates having a resultative eisage complement, i.e., marking
the enduring, at the reference moment, of the tesfilan event which took place
previously. For example:

(9) Deve aver camminato, aver digerito, aver saltato [+EvIDENTIAL -DEONTIC]
‘(S)he must have walked, have digested, have @ainp

2.5. Summary

All'in all, the Italian modabEeVE receives an evidential interpretation when it is
followed by stative, progressive, habitual and Mlesiwe infinitives. This
phenomenon is not isolated: before attempting terpretation, we will show that
the Greek modagrépi nabehaves, apart from some exceptions, in a simigr

3. Prépiin Modern Greek

Before demonstrating the aspectual restrictiong ti@d for an evidential
interpretation, an explication of the paradigm Wil given.

Greek makes a fundamental distinction between ifepeve and perfective
aspect. The aspectual distinction interacts witlhsgée(non-past and past): it is
possible, therefore, to have both a past and &prasiperfective and both a past



and a present perfecti?eMlost Greek verbs have both imperfective and péviec

stems’ which are used to form different sets of form®(foN et al. 1997: 109ff.).

Table 1 shows the interaction of aspect (impenegperfective) with tense (non-
past/past) for the verafo ‘write’.

IMPERFECTIVE PERFECTIVE
Nor-pas | yraf-i (na) yrap-s-i*

‘S/he writes/is writing’ ‘(to) write’
Pas €-yraf-e €-yrap-s-€

‘S/hewas writing/used to writt | ‘S/hewrote’

Table 1: Third person singular forms of the Greekbyréafo ‘write’ showing the interaction of aspect
with tense (adapted fromdtTon et al. 1997: 111)

Prépi nacan be followed by all the forms given in Tabl€as well as by the
perfect and pluperfect). The resulting constructiamd the modal values of the
forms are given in Table 2.

IMPERFECTIVE PERFECTIVE
Nor-pas prépi nayrafi prépi nayraps
[+EVIDENTIAL -DEONTIC] |[-EVIDENTIAL+DEONTIC]
Pas prépi na yrafe prépi na gyrapse

[+EVIDENTIAL-DEONTIC]  [+EVIDENTIAL-DEONTIC]
Table 2: Modal values gfrépi naand combinations of tense and aspect

As can be seen in Table 2, there is a major splivéen an evidential and a
deontic reading. When combined with past subordmatepi can only receive an
evidential interpretation.When combined with the perfective non-pasépi is
unambiguously deontic, whereas, when it is combinid the imperfective non-
past, prepi is normally evidential. This coarse-grained picture can be further
refined if we take into account the actional clagshe verb and the resulting
interaction between action class, aspect, tensevaadl. Since the past is always

2 By contrast, the perfect and pluperfect — which farened periphrastically with the auxiliagxo
‘have’ — only combine with the perfective steéxoyrap-s-i (Perfect, lit. “| have written”)jxa yrap-

s-i (Pluperfect, lit. “I had written™).

3 Stative verbs (such as, HAVE, KNOW, BELONG etc.) have only an imperfective stem.

4 This form is a dependent (or aorist subjunctiwejrf which cannot exist independently of a particle
(such as the future partidiea, the subordinate markea etc.) or certain conjunctions (cfadron et

al. 1997: 110, 220ff.).

® In this case deontic modality is excluded. Accogdto RLMER (1986: 97), deontic modality is
future oriented, i.e. only the future or somethingthe future can be altered by one’s actions.
Therefore prépi na+ past can only assume an evidential interpretatio

® The modal values shown in Table 2 would pleadafaore evidential meaning pfépi. Yet prépi
occurs much more frequently with the perfective-past. For example, ingsample of 2000 random
hits from a 100 million corpus of Greek, only 57amples (2,85%) were evidential, all others showed
the deontic use oprépi. Hence, the meaning gfrépi cannot be specified independently of the
constructions in which it occurs, as is arguedrichis paper.



evidential, we will only focus on the subtletiesatlemerge once the different
action classes are contrasted in the non-past.

3.1. Prépi na + states

Stative verbs, most of which lack the forms of fegfective aspect (cf. note 3),
can only receive an evidential interpretation. Thads true for the complete
paradigm of the imperfective non-past.

(20) © Janis prépi na ine kurasménos /
DET John  must compPbePRS3sG tired /
éxi pireto.

havePrRs3sG  fever
‘John must be tired/have a temperature.’

3.2. Prépi na + progressives
For the other action classes, the imperfective pest-is evidential if it can be
interpreted as a progressive. This is the casklinwith activities:

(11) © Janis prépi na perpatai yfafi.
DET John must comp  walk-IPFV:PRS3SG/ writedPFV:PRS3SG
‘John must be walking (already) / be writing.’

Similarly, with accomplishments, the imperfectiverrh is evidential if it is
interpreted as a progressive:

(12) To plio prépi na Viizete.
DET ship  must COMP  SinkiPFV:PRSMPASS3SG
‘The ship must be sinking.’

(23) © Janis prépi na majirévi to fajitd.
DET John must coMP  cookiPFV:PRS3SG DETmeal
‘John must be cooking the meal.’

Finally, the imperfective non-past of achievemaras only receive an evidential
interpretation.

(24) © Janis prépi na EEEN.
DET John must comMP  diedPFV.PRS3SG
‘John must be dying.’

Thus, as was the case witheve in lItalian (cf. 1.2), prépi can express
evidentiality with non-stative predicates if the'lvés in the imperfective non-past,
which is interpreted as a progressive.



3.3. Prépi na + habituals

Prépi nacan also receive an evidential interpretation wheakes non-stative
predicates that have an habitual meaning as coneplenThis is illustrated in
examples (15) to (17) for activities, accomplishiserand achievements
respectively:

(15) © Janis prépi na perpatai ka meéra
DET John must comPp walk1PFV:PRS3sSG every day
jati ine se forma

because bers3sG in form
‘John must be walking every day, since he is thsaigood shape.’

(16) Prépi na Xani éfkola  kila
must COMP  losetPFV:PRS3sG easily  kilos
‘(S)he must be losing weight easily.’

(17) Preépi na ksipnai/ févgi
must CoMP  wake uptFV:PRS3sSd leavetPFV:PRS3SG
noris k&@e proi
early every  morning

‘(S)he must wake up / leave very early every magrii

3.4. Prépi na + resultatives
Prépi nais also interpreted as an evidential when it tad@gomplements non-
stative predicates in the resultative aspect.

(18) Prepi na éxi perpatisi/ éxi xonépsi/ éxi fiji.
must comp  walk-PRE3sd digestPRF3sd leavePRF3sG
‘(S)he must have walked / have digested / have lef

4. Aspectual incompleteness

The question arises how to describe and interpistdata. Is there a common
feature to states, progressives, habituals andcegisf And why do evidential
utterances select these aspectual values forgtesiicates?

As for the first question, it has been proposedPBTRANDREA (2005) that
states, progressives, habituals and resultativehae a common aspectual feature
in that none of them describes a change. Stateeigates do not describe changes
by definition, since they indicate “inalienable {ties [...] of the subject, or states
of affairs which are not modifiable without canaal out the very existence of that

" Under an habitual interpretation, activities mayalpebiguous between an evidential and a deontic
interpretation, as is the case in (i). This ambiguhay arise because the activity is temporally
limited.

0] O Janis prépina perpatai nde  kalimerina.
DET John must comp walikFv.PRS3SG one hour daily
‘John must walk one hour every day.’



state of affairs” (BRTINETTO 1991: 30 — our translation). Progressives are
variously interpreted in the literature: some amhegard progressives as framing
an event with the effect of showing a dynamicalt fatatically (M.ACH 1981,
DowTy 1986, LANGACKER 1987, 1991, RRSONS 1989). Other authors consider
progressives as describing an ongoing processIRE 1976, LEECH& SVARTVIK
1981, BERTINETTO 1997, DESCLES 1994, DESCLES & GUENTCHEVA 1995): it
marks the internal evolution of a change that lexgib but is not accomplished. In
the former case, progressives are reconducted parcular type of states:
dynamic states; in the latter cases, they are dedaas not describing the final state
of a change. In any case, they do not describe gadsanHabituals provide
information about the regularity of a given evenithout focalising the event as
such and the change it causes. Resultative agpectst focalise an event as such
but the resulting state of an event. Their semasftaracteristics can therefore be
traced back to those of states.

If this analysis is correct, we can say tlmVE only receives an evidential
interpretation when it takes infinitives not debarg changes as complements, or,
as PETRANDREA (2005) puts it aspectually incomplete infiniti¥e®uite similarly,
prépiis an evidential marker under the same circumstnice. when the verb in
the following dependent clause does not descrilaagds and is thus aspectually
incomplete.

5. Aspectual incompleteness asa marker of propositionality

As for the second question, it has been arguedsrREBNDREA (2005) that the
reason why only aspectually incomplete infinitivéigence the evidential
interpretation oDEVE is to be found in the propositional nature of ghements in
the scope of evidential modal auxiliaries.

As shown by BYE (this volume), a defining feature for evidentiaankers is
that they have scope over propositions rather tham States of Affairs (SoAS)
Evidential markers do not modify the descriptiorad®0A, rather they qualify the
truth of the proposition conveying a given SoA,\pding details on the source of
evidence for asserting it.

The literature has shown that the distinction betwepropositions and
descriptions of SoAs tends to be variously markessszlinguistically. English
distinguishes between propositional and non-praéjeosi  nominalisations
(VENDLER 1967, BAEUERLE 1987) and between propositional and non-
propositional anaphoric operatorsikl1997). Some languages distinguish between
complementisers introducing a proposition and cemgintisers introducing the
description of a SOA (®AJZYNGIER 1995). In Spanish, as well as in Italian, the
mood of explicit subordinates changes to mark thboslinate either as a
propositional or as a non-propositional complement.

The linguistic relevance of this distinction is @lproven by the differences
shown by the complements of propositional — i.eedpates selecting a

8 PETRANDREA (2005) borrows the term and the notion of aspédn@mpleteness from AzarD
2002).

S As for the distinction between SoAs and propositise refer, among others, toikD(1997),
HENGEVELD (1989), BYE (this volume)



proposition as complement (predicate of proposiioattitudes, predicates of

propositional manipulation, predicates of knowledgeredicates of mental

perception and predicate of saying; sele D997: 106) and predicational predicates
— i.e. predicates selecting the description of & $8 complement (directive,

volitional, phasal, achievement perception predgasee Ix 1997: 110), at least

in ltalian. As shown by IBTRANDREA (2005: 161), when a complement of a
propositional predicate is represented by an itiej this is characterised by

aspectual incompleteness:

STATES
(19) So di essere felice / di avere 15 anni
| know to be happy / to be fifteen

ACTIVITIES/ACCOMPLISHMENTYACHIEVEMENTS
(20) ?So di camminare / digerire / saltare
| know to walk / digest / jump

PROGRESSIVE$HABITUAL /RESULTATIVES
(21) So di stare saltando / di saltare bene / di aJatea
I know I am jumping /I jump well / | have jumped

On the contrary, infinitive complements of predicaal predicates can only be
characterised by aspectual completeness:

STATES
(22) “Nedo Luigi essere felice / avere 15 anni
| see Luigi to be happy / to be fifteen

ACTIVITIES/ACCOMPLISHMENTYACHIEVEMENTS
(23) Vedo Luigi camminare / digerire / saltare
| see Luigi (to) walk / digest / jump

PROGRESSIVE$HABITUAL /RESULTATIVES
(24) “NVedo Luigi stare saltando / di saltare bene / ®@rasaltato
| see Luigi (to) jumping /he jumps well / he hamped

We refer to FETRANDREA (2005: 177) for an account of this distributionh&y
matters here is that this distribution leads tohgpothesis that the reason why
evidential modals take aspectually incomplete cemgints has to do with the fact
that these complements indeed represent propcsitather than SoAs.



6. A constructional approach

The regularities found in Italian and Greek leadtasclaim that, in these
languages, the evidential meaning is not conveyethb two modal®EVE and
prépi, but rather by the two constructions in (25) and:(26

(25) [DE’VE_ +infinitive [—complete] <evidential>
(26) [prepl + dependent Verm&CIauseacomplete]<evidential>

Interestingly, the case ddEVE is not isolated. As shown bylERRANDREA
(2005), in fact, all the forms of modal auxiliariegken as conveying evidentiality
in ltalian show the same constraints. As the examfsom (27) through (29) show,
the modal auxiliarypOvREBBE (i.e., the conditional form of the vertbovere
roughly corresponding to ‘should’), as well as ttmedal auxiliariespuo and
POTREBBE(‘can’ in its indicative and conditional forms, mhly corresponding to
‘can’ and ‘could’ respectively) can only be intezfed as evidential when they take
as complements aspectually incomplete infinitives:

(27) Dovrebbe essere stadt®y / / camminart™ / digerire™ / saltaré®"*°
‘He should MusT.cOND.3sd be tired / / walk / digest / jump.’

(28) Puo essere stan¢t" / / camminaré®” / digerire®"/ saltaré®
‘He can CAN.IND.3sg be tired / / walk / digest / jump.’

(29) Potrebbe essere stant®” / / camminaré® / digerire™®" / saltaré®"!
‘He could [cAN.COND.3sd] be tired / / walk / digest / jumg?

These data suggest that a meso-construction 4sthaset of similarly behaving
constructions (RAUGOTT 2007) — is associated in Italian with evidentiadaming
as such. This meso-construction is made up of aahrekiliary followed by a [-
complete] infinitive, as represented in (30):

(30) [MODAL AUKXILIARY + infinitive .complete] <evidentiai>

The concrete lexical specification of the modalikary defines the particular
type of evidential meaning conveyed by the constvoc Namely, PEVE +
INfinitive [.complete] <evidentia> @S Mentioned above, may convey direct, infergrdia
observational evidentiality,DOVREBBE+ infinitive [.compiete] <evidential>CONVEYS either
inferential or reportive evidentiality (PrRANDREA 2005: 88); PuO+ infinitive.
complete] <evidential> CONVEYS in some contexts inferential evidentia{R\ETRANDREA
2005: 90); POTREBBE+ infinitive .complete] <evidentiai- May convey either inferential or
reportive evidentiality.

191t should be noted that, as foovresBg, aspectually complete infinitives do allow an erital
interpretation, but in this case the modalised psitpn is not regarded as simultaneous with the
speech process. In other words, complete infirstivepose a predictive interpretation mfvREBBE
gsee RETRANDREA 2005: 141 for details).

1 See note 1 [??7].



In Greek as well, the same constraints that hal@foevidential interpretation of
prépi also operate for the other forms of the modal laries, i.e.tha prépi(the
conditional non-past of the verb ‘must’, roughlyue@lent to ‘should’),bori (3.
person singular of ‘can’) antha boruse(the conditional past of ‘can’, roughly
equivalent to ‘could’), which are all followed bydependent clause introduced by
na. These modals can only receive an evidential pnégation when the verb in the
dependent clause is in the imperfective or theeggrfi.e. if it is a [-complete]
predicate. With states (cf. (31)), the evidentidérpretation is the only option. In
the case of activities, accomplishments, and aehents, the imperfective and
perfect forms have an evidential interpretation (&2) and (33) respectively)
whereas the perfective forms in (34) have a deamitgzpretation. In particular, the
Greek forms can only convey (different types oferential evidentiality:

(31) Tha prépi/bori/tha bordse na ine kurasmétiys
Should/can/could COMP bePRS3sGtiredNOM:M
‘He should/can/could be tired.’

(32) Tha prépi/bori/tha bordse na perpdtaf/

Should/can/could comP walk4PFV:PRS3SG/

xonéwiY févjirrel

digestiPFV:PRS3sG/ leavePFV:PRS3SG

‘S/he  should/can/could walk/digest/leave/be wajkne digesting/be
leaving.’

(33) Tha prépi/bori/tha bordse na éxi perpatfdl

Should/can/could comP walkPRE3sG/
éxi xonépsi®/ éxi fijite¥
digestPRR3sG/ leavePRRE3SG

‘S/he should/can/could have walked / have digeSkedre left.’

(34) Tha prépi/bori/tha bordse na perpatisi®/

Should/can/could comMP walk-PFV:NPST.3SG/
xonépsi®/ fiji eVl
digestPFV:NPST.3sd leavePFVINPST.3SG

‘S/he should/can/could walk/digest/leave.’

In analogy to (30) above, the corresponding messicoction in (35) can be
postulated for the Greek modal auxiliaries:

(35) [MODAL AUKXILIARY + dependent vertm@-clause)compiete] <evidential>

While the existence of a meso-construction assediavith an evidential
meaning may be of some theoretical interest to dinelerstanding of the
organisation of grammatical knowledge, this levietlescription is not to be taken
into account in the structure of our database. fAighly schematic meaning of
meso-constructions indeed is not of practical egersince it does not provide



information on the particular type of evidentialdtgded. We propose, therefore, to
take the specified micro-constructions in (30) tigio (33) as a paradigm of
evidential markers in Italian. Each of these micomstructions would be treated as
an entry of our database:

(36) [DEVE + INFINITIVE [—COMPLETE]] <DIRECT/OBSERVATIONAL/INFERENTIAL EVIDENTIAL >
(37) [DOVREBBE+ INFINITIVE [—COMPLETE]] <INFERENTIAL/REPORTIVE EVIDENTIAL>
(38) [PUd + INFINITIVE [—COMPLETE]] <INFERENTIAL EVIDENTIAL>

(39) [POTREBBE+ INFINITIVE [—COMPLETE]] <INFERENTIAL/REPORTIVE EVIDENTIAL>

Similarly for Greek, we propose to include thddwaling micro-constructions in
(40) to (43) as entries in the database:

(40) [prépl + Nna+ DEPENDENT VER@COMPLETE]]<|NFERENT|AL EVIDENTIAL>

(41) [tha prép|+ na+ DEPENDENT VER@COMPLETE]]<|NFERENT|AL EVIDENTIAL >
(42) [borl’ + na+ DEPENDENT VER@-COMPLETE]]<|NFERENTIAL EVIDENTIAL>

(43) [tha boruse+ na + DEPENDENT VER@COMPLETE]]<INFERENTIAL EVIDENTIAL >

7. Conclusion

This article has shown that, at least in Greeklaidn, modal auxiliaries do not
convey per seeither deontic modality or evidentiality: they gilym convey the
notion inscribed in their lexical meaning, i.e. essity (in the case afoverRE and
prepi) or possibility (in the case of possibility modals

It is the entire construction made up of the madtad an aspectually specified
subordinate that conveys either deontic modalityewidentiality. In particular,
evidentiality is conveyed by the clustering of adabauxiliary with an aspectually
incomplete subordinate. Aspectually incomplete stibates can indeed be read as
atemporal propositions rather than concrete tempBo#\s. Since evidentiality
only has semantic scope over propositions, the tfzat the subordinate in the
scope of a modal auxiliary can be read as a proposs a necessary condition for
the evidential reading of the entire construction.
We propose, therefore, to consider evidentiality asveyed by complex
constructions clustering a modal auxiliary and aspeatually incomplete
subordinate and to take these constructions ag efitine database.
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