AKAAHMIA AGHNON
KENTPON EPEYNHZX EIIIZTHMONIKQN OPQON KAI NEOAOTTEMQON

AEATIO
EINIXTHMONIKHX OPOAOITAX
KAI NEOAOTTXMQON

TEYXOZX 15

IToAvAekTiKEG
Exgpaceig

Meléteg pe dedopéva
a6 tnv EAAnvikn)
Kat AANeg YA\woOEG

HItH

Emotnpovikn empéleta
YtéAa MapKavTwvatov
Avaotacia Xpioto@idov

ABrva 2020

=T EONIKO
- TYMOTPA®EIO



EVALUATIVE HEADS IN ENGLISH
AND MODERN GREEK COMPOUNDING'

Chariton Charitonidis

University of Cologne

ABSTRACT

This study aims at the validation of the linking patterns of grammati-
cal and evaluative heads in English and Modern Greek compounding,
proposed in Charitonidis (2014). For the validation of English pat-
terns, the valence (emotional positivity) ratings in Warriner, Kuper-
man & Brysbaert (2013) are used. For the validation of Modern Greek
patterns are used the positivity ratings elicited by means of 30 online
interviews with native Greek speakers. The results show that the classes
of compounds presented in Charitonidis (2014) hold for the most part.
An attribute-listing task conducted during the Greek interviews sug-
gests that the evaluative head of a pejorative compound always bears
a higher number of negative attributes than the evaluative nonhead.

Keywords: questionnaire-based survey; attitudinal compounds;
evaluative heads; valence; pejoration

1. Introduction

This study reports the findings of the (for the most part) self-funded proj-
ect Evaluative Operations in Compounding (EOC), conducted in two parts at
the University of Cologne between July 2014 and January 2016. EOC aimed
at the validation of the head-linking patterns of English (EN) and Modern
Greek (MG) attitudinal compounds, proposed in Charitonidis (2014).

Before I deal with the head-linking patterns in Charitonidis (2014), I
would like to present the most relevant classifications of EN and MG com-
pounds proposed in previous literature.

1 This paper draws on author’s previous research on attitudinal compounds, see Chari-
tonidis (2014, 2015a, 2017a, 2017D).

S. Markantonatou & A. Christofidou (Eds.), Multiword expressions: Drawing on data from Modern Greek and other languages,
Bulfetin of Scientific Terminology and Neologisms, 15, 105-132 © Academy of Athens
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Scalise & Bisetto (2009), hereafter abbreviated as “S&B (2009)” provide
a cross-linguistic classificatory system of compounds, while placing special
focus on EN, see Figure 1.7

SUB ATAP COORD
ground verbal-nexus attributive appositive / \
endo exo endo exo endo exo endo exo  endo exo
windmill ~ sans  bookseller pickpocket high  redskin snailmail ? poeta-  mother-
mush-  papier tree eater school swordfish pintor child
room sottoscala  street blue-eyed mushroom Bosnia-
soup lavapiatti ~ seller cloud Hrzegovina

Figure 1: Scalise & Bisetto (2009: 50).

In Figure 1, SUB refers to subordinate compounds, i.e. compounds with
two constituents sharing a - broadly construed - head-complement/adjunct
relation, e.g. apron string ‘string of an apron;, ‘string resting on an apron;,
‘string threaded into an apron; etc. Subordinate compounds are divided into
ground and verbal-nexus compounds. Ground compounds are “formations
that are traditionally defined as root, i.e. lexemes that can be both simple
and complex” (S&B, 2009: 51).* The semantic relation between the two con-
stituents is actually determined by the semantico-encyclopedic information
associated with the component lexemes (the “semantic/pragmatic body” in
Lieber’s 2004, 2007 terms).* Verbal-nexus compounds contain a base verb
in the derived second constituent that defines the argumental status of the
first constituent, cf. bookseller ‘someone selling books’ (books: object/com-
plement), tree eater ‘someone eating on a tree’ (tree: location/adjunct), etc.
Ground and verbal-nexus compounds are further divided into endocentric
(presence of a head constituent) and exocentric (absence of a head constitu-

2 This system is an elaborate version of the compounding classes in Bisetto & Scalise
(2005). In the presentation of the classes SUB, ATAP, and COORD, I largely follow S&B’s
(2009) description, with minor changes in wording, addition of examples, etc.

3 Cf. the two-word compound apron string ([apron] first constituent, [string] second
constituent), the three-word compound university teaching award ([university] first con-
stituent, [teaching award] second constituent), etc.

4 In Lieber (2009) a further division of the pragmatic component into “pragmatic
body” and “encyclopedia” is made.
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ent). An endocentric ground compound is windmill, etc., and an exocentric
ground compound is the Italian lavapiatti, Lit. wash dishes, ‘dishwasher” etc.
An endocentric verbal-nexus compound is tree eater, etc., and an exocentric
verbal-nexus compound is pickpocket, etc.

ATAP refers to attributive and appositive compounds.® Attributive com-
pounds are formations in which the non-head constituent, usually an adjective
or a verb, expresses a property or quality of the head constituent, cf. high school
(A-N), shriek alarm (V-N), etc. Appositives, such as snail mail, swordfish, etc.,
are “compounds in which the nonhead element expresses a property of the
head constituent by means of a noun, an apposition, acting as an attribute”
(S&B, 2009: 51). In the appositives the nonhead always has a metaphorical in-
terpretation. As in the SUB category, there is a distinction between endocentric
and exocentric formations. An endocentric attributive compound is high school,
etc., and an exocentric attributive compound is redskin, etc. An endocentric ap-
positive compound is swordfish, etc., and an exocentric appositive compound
is egg head, etc. Exocentric appositive compounds are very rare.

COORD refers to coordinate compounds (also labelled as ‘copulative’ in
the present paper). According to S&B (2009: 46), coordinates are formations
whose constituents are syntactically identical and can be connected with the
conjunction “and” (N+N, A+A, V+V, Adv+Ady, etc.). Semantically/prag-
matically, coordinates contain highly similar constituents. As in the SUB and
ATAP compounds they are divided into endocentric, cf. author-actor, etc.,
and exocentric, cf. mother-child, etc.

In what follows, I would like to present the classification of MG com-
pounds, proposed by Ralli (2013). Compounding is a very productive word-
formation process in MG. One-word compounds in MG belong to the major
grammatical categories, noun, adjective, and verb, and have a binary struc-
ture.® In Table 1, the categorial status of compound constituents is given, to-
gether with examples.”

5 As Lieber (2009: 97) argues, ATAP compounds cannot be interpreted in the same way
as subordinates or coordinates and thus constitute “a kind of default semantic type”. Attribu-
tive compounds occur “when the skeletons (the referential/grammatical part, CC) and bod-
ies (the pragmatic part, CC) of compounding elements are too disparate to be interpreted as
coordinates and lack the sort of argument structure that gives rise to subordinates”

6 Adverbial compounds are secondary formations (Ralli, 2013: 37).

7 For secondary combinations see Ralli (2013: 29-44).
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Nouns [NN] |ahatominep(o) < [ aAdr(r) mumép(L)
(alatopipero) (alati) (piperi)
‘salt-pepper’ salt’ ‘pepper’
[AN] |oTtevoookak(o) < | otev(0) 00KAK(1)
(stenosokako) (steno) (sokaki)
‘narrow street’ ‘narrow’ ‘street’
Adjectives [AA] |aompokdkkiv(0g) < |domp(og) KkOKkv(0g)
(asprokokinos) (aspros) (kokinos)
‘white-red’ ‘white’ ‘red’
INA] [nAokapév(og) < [fA(og) Kapév(og)
(iliokamenos) (ilios) (kamenos)
‘sunburnt’ ‘sun’ ‘burnt’
[Adv A] | kakovTupév(og) < | kak(d) VTUpEV(0Q)
(kakontymenos) (kaka) (ntymenos)
‘badly dressed’ ‘badly’ ‘dressed’
Verbs [VV] | avoryokeiv(w) < |avoiy(w) KkAelv(w)
(anigoklino) (anigo) (klino)
‘open-close ‘open’ ‘close’
INV] | xapronail(w) < | xapt(1q) ntail(w)
(chartopezo) (chartia) (pezo)
‘play cards’ ‘cards’ ‘play’
[Adv V] | apyomeBaiv(w) < |apy(d) neBatv(w)
(argopetheno) (arga) (petheno)
‘die slowly’ slowly’ die’

Table 1: The main categories of one-word compounds in MG.

Under a stem-word view (P4AAn, 2007; Ralli, 2013), four morphological
structures are possible in MG compounding, i.e. [stem-stem], [stem-word],
[word-stem] and [word-word], whereby a stem is defined as a word stripped
off its inflectional ending. Standardly, the right-hand element is the denota-
tional (DE, i.e. grammatical and/or categorial) head and carries the inflec-
tional ending. In most cases, a linking vowel -o- shows up between the two
constituents.

Regular compounds, like the ones that have been presented so far, are
phonological words and bear one stress. From this crucial property are ex-
cluded two-word NPs with a compound-like behaviour. Following the ter-
minology in Ralli (2013), these NPs are (a) phrasal compounds, (b) phrasal
compound-like phrases, and (c) constructs — see Table 2.
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Phrasal Compounds [AN] eBvik(n) 06(6¢)
(ethniki odos)
‘national road’
[N NGEN] ayop(&) epyaci(ag)

(agora ergasias)
Lit. market. NOM.SG job.GEN.SG
‘job market’

Phrasal-Compound- [N N] attributive | vop(og) mAaioi(o)
Like Phrases (nomos plesio)
‘law-frame’

[N NJ appositive | petag@paot(rig)-Stepunvéal(s)
(metafrastis-diermineas)
‘translator-interpreter’

Constructs [AN] Beatpu(n) kprrik(r)
(theatriki kritiki)

Lit. theatrical criticism
‘drama review’

[N NGEN] napaywy(n) kamv(ov)
(paragogi kapnoy)

Lit. production tobacco.GEN
‘tobacco production’
[N NACC] XVH(0G) TopTOoKAAL
(chymos portokali)

Lit. juice orange. ACC
‘orange juice’

Table 2: MG NPs with a compound-like behaviour.

According to Ralli (2013: 250) only phrasal compounds belong to com-
pounding since they are “semi-visible to syntax”* Similarly, some of the at-
tributive phrasal-compound-like phrases are in a process of desyntacticiza-
tion. Among others, they respond negatively to tests regarding the change of
inflection of the non-head, cf. the nonhead mAaioto (plesio) in vopog mhaiolo
(nomos.NOM plesio. NOM), Lit. law frame, ‘outline law’ with vopov mlaiolo
(nomoy.GEN plesio. NOM) for Genitive, etc.

Appositive phrasal-compound-like phrases and constructs are products of
syntax. They are examined in Ralli (2013: 255-256) and Ralli (2013: 258-261),
respectively. For the semantics of NN combinations in MG, see Gavriilidou
(2016).

8 According to Ralli (2013: 250), the semantics of phrasal compounds may be non-
compositional, but “their structure is derived in syntax, in that, it is not based on morpho-
logically proper units and is not the product of a morphological process”.
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2. Linking denotational (DE) with socio-expressive (SE) heads in compounding

To address the semantics of attitudinal compounds, Charitonidis (2012a,
2012b, 2013, 2014, 2015a, 2015b) introduced an evaluative (pragmatic) level
of meaning, i.e. the “socio-expressive (SE) tier”, that shows up parallel to the
grammatical and/or categorial level, i.e. the “denotational (DE) tier”.

The DE tier emerges according to the interplay of grammatical/categorial
heads with grammatical/categorial nonheads. The grammatical/categorial
head is the constituent that defines the grammatical category of a complex
word. For instance, in the compound noun psychological warfare, psychologi-
cal is an adjective and warfare is a noun. Accordingly, warfare is the gram-
matical/categorial head of the compound.

The SE tier emerges according to the interplay of three SE features, i.e.
{measure}, {stance}, and {interpersonal}, in head or nonhead position.” The
SE tier is crucial in the description of compound meaning, because com-
pounds are coined according to pressing pragmatic needs. Cath & Janney
(1994: 328) use the term emotive communication to capture the essentials of
these pragmatic needs:

“Emotive communication: the intentional, strategic signalling of affective
information in speech and writing (e.g., evaluative dispositions, evidential
commitments, volitional stances, relational orientations, degrees of empha-
sis, etc.) in order to influence partners’ interpretations of situations and reach
different goals” (Cafti & Janney, 1994: 328).

Pragmatic needs necessitate an extra level of meaning that shows up par-
allel to basic semantic operations. Consider, for instance, the EN compounds
dog house and jewel heist, discussed in Weiskopf (2007). These [N+N] com-
pounds are mainly pragmatically (contextually) motivated, while their refer-
ence shifts to extremely counterfactual conditions when it is interpreted liter-
ally by means of set intersection: dog house does not denote an x that is both
a dog and a house, jewel heist does not denote an x that is both a jewel and a
heist, etc. (Weiskopf, 2007: 162).

In this paper, I will refer to the SE tier by focusing on {stance}. {stance} is
the only SE feature that, through its +/- changing head-operations (+/-HO),
sufficiently defines the compounding classes in EN and MG (Charitonidis,
2014; Charitonidis, 2015a)." As regards the meaning of this feature, {+s}

9 SE features are indicated with curly brackets.
10 The workings of a +/-HO operation are presented later in this section by means of the
examples brain drain and idiot girl.
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refers to positive {stance}, and {-s} refers to negative {stance} towards a situa-
tion or entity."" {stance} may also be underspecified, i.e. merely {s}.

In (1) I rephrase the properties of the SE tier in relation to compounding
(Charitonidis, 2014; Charitonidis, 2015a) by narrowing their scope to {stance}.

(1) The properties of the SE tier in relation to compounding

a. Both constituents in the compounds refer to a {stance} value, i.e. {+s},
{-s}, or {s}.

b. SE (evaluative) heads can be right-hand (RH) or left-hand (LH)."* Valued
features in the SE (evaluative) heads are also heads.

c. Underspecified features in the first or second constituent are merged
regardless of their head role.

d. The SE arguments - linked to the single compound referent - are ad-
dressed by the features throughout the derivation, i.e. the SE arguments
are evaluated anew in every derivational step including output.

In the following, I will describe the properties of the SE tier in detail. All
{stance} values assigned to the compound constituents are independently
confirmed by the valence ratings in Warriner, Kuperman & Brysbaert (2013).

(1a) defines that every compound constituent (a major lexical category) bears
an evaluative content that can be positive ({+s}), negative ({-s}), or underspeci-
fied ({s}). For instance, in brain drain, brain is {+s}, and drain is {-s}. In automa-
nia, auto is {s}, and mania is {-s}. In shadow factory both constituents are {s}, etc.

(1b) suggests that compounds such as brain drain, etc., have a RH SE
(evaluative) head and compounds such as idiot girl, etc., have a LH SE (evalu-
ative) head. The position of the SE (evaluative) head emerges most clearly in
+/-HO compounds. For instance, in the R{SE} compound brain drain, {-s} in
drain reverts {+s} in brain, and in the L{SE} compound idiot girl, {-s} in idiot
reverts {+s} in girl, etc.”

(Lc) defines that, when a compound constituent is underspecified, the po-
sition of the SE (evaluative) head is irrelevant and the output is computed
by means of a simple merging. For instance, in the compound psychological
warfare, {s} in psychological is merged with {-s} in warfare yielding {-s} in the
output, by disregarding the fact that psychological is the SE (evaluative) head
of the compound, etc.

11 In simple terms, {+s} refers to lexemes with a positive meaning, and {-s} refers to
lexemes with a negative meaning.

12 In this paper, the terms “socio-expressive (SE) heads” and “evaluative heads” are
interchanged.

13 “R{SE}” and “L{SE}” are abbreviations of “RH SE head” and “LH SE head” respectively.
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The three-fold evaluation of the single compound referent referred to in (1d)
calls for the application of the SE operations in a syntactic way. For instance,
in brain drain three evaluations are necessary: the compound referent is first
evaluated in the SE (evaluative) nonhead brain as {+s}, in a second step the same
referent is evaluated in the SE (evaluative) head drain as {-s}, and in a third step
the same referent is evaluated in the SE output brain drain as {-s}, etc.

Linking EN
patterns class
1. R[DE] ~ R{SE} |Apx |brain drain|Ayg Koopoxahaou(6g)
(kosmochalasmos)
Lit. people uproar
‘uproar of people’
2.R[DE] ~ L{SE} |Ben |idiotgirl [Dlyg avp(n) ayop(d)
(mavri agora)
‘black market’
By ehagpopvai(og)
(exocentric) |(¢lafromyalos)
‘light-minded’
3. [DE][DE] ~ Cev  |boytoy/ |Cue yAvkoTkp(0g)
R{SE} v L {SE} toy boy (glykopikros / pikroglykos)
‘bitter sweet’
4. L[DE] ~ R{SE} |@ (%) D26 oik(og) avoy(ng)
(ikos anochis)
Lit. house tolerance
‘brothel
) (0] Enc etatpei(a) paipov
(eteria maimoy)
Lit. company monkey
‘dummy corporation’

R: right-hand, L: left-hand, [DE]: denotational head,
{SE}: socio-expressive (evaluative) head

Examples | MG class Examples

Table 3: The head-linking patterns of EN and MG attitudinal compounds (Charito-
nidis, 2014).

Charitonidis (2014) proposed that the linking of DE and SE (evaluative) heads
defines classes Agx, By, and Cpy of EN attitudinal compounds, and classes Ayc,
B, Cyvic, D1wis, D2y, and Ey of MG attitudinal compounds, see Table 3. In the
+/-HO compounds of Table 3, the SE (evaluative) head always bears negative
{stance}. In classes Cey and Cyc with two DE heads, the alternating order L{SE}
V R{SE} indicates that the SE (evaluative) head may be in LH or RH position,
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cf. EN toy boy and MG mukpoyhvk(og) (pikroglykos) ‘bitter-sweet” vs. EN boy toy
and MG yhvkomukp(og) (glykopikros), Lit. sweet-bitter, ‘bitter-sweet respectively.

3. Validation of English (EN) attitudinal compounds

This section refers to the validation of head-linking patterns Agx, Bey, and
Cey in EN compounding, proposed in Charitonidis (2014), see Table 3. For
this task, a set of 103 EN attitudinal compounds are examined by using the
valence ratings in Warriner, Kuperman & Brysbaert (2013). All compounds
are neologisms of the 20™ century, taken from Algeo (1991). Only com-
pounds with an explicitly positive or negative meaning were taken into ac-
count. This criterion considered the following issues: (a) not all neologisms
are well-known words, and (b) a process of lexicalization may have altered
the meaning of these words in contemporary language.

In visual recognition tasks (Warriner, Kuperman & Brysbaert, 2013;
Kuperman, 2013 among others) valence is a semantic variable gauging the
amount of pleasantness or discomfort that a person feels when reading a
word. The participants are asked to give a rating for presented words by refer-
ring to a scale from 1 (happy) to 9 (sad, unhappy). For technical reasons, the
reverted ratings enter the analysis, whereby 1 refers to the most negative, and
9 to the most positive value. Words with extreme average valence ratings are
pedophile (1.26) and vacation (8.53).

The categorical mappings of valence onto {stance} used in the validation
task are shown in (2). These mappings consider the valence rating “5” as di-
rectly corresponding to {s} while rounding the proximate ratings.

(2)  Valence {Stance}

1-44 {-s}
45-54 s}
55-9 {+s}

The linking of DE and SE (evaluative) heads validates classes Agx and
Bex. These classes correspond to the classes of subordinate endocentric com-
pounds (SUB compounds) and attributive/appositive compounds (ATAP
compounds) in S&B’s (2009) classification, respectively, see Figure 1. Class
Cey containing the compound boy toy / toy boy alone cannot be validated.
This is because boy has positive (5.84) and toy a strongly positive valence
(7.29). Accordingly, the alternating constituent order cannot be explained ac-
cording to a possible negative reading of toy in LH or RH position yielding a
negative output (see Section 2).
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In both the Agy and Bgy classes, the RH constituent is the DE head. In Agx
compounds, such as brain drain, computer virus, etc., the RH constituent is
also the SE (evaluative) head. In Bgy compounds, such as idiot girl, trash tel-
evision, etc., the SE (evaluative) head is the LH constituent.

Table 4 exemplifies these patterns. DE heads are indicated with “[HEAD]”
and SE (evaluative) heads are indicated with bold face. The competition of
{+s} with {-s} delineates both classes, whereby {-s} survives in the output by
being within the SE (evaluative) head.

Agn [NONHEAD] [HEAD] [OUTPUT]
brain +  drain > brain drain
{+s} {-s} {-st

Bin [NONHEAD] [HEAD] [OUTPUT]
idiot +  girl > idiot girl
{-s} {+s} {-s}

Table 4: Validated classes of EN attitudinal compounds.

By being unexceptionally subject to the properties of the SE tier in (2),
77.67% of the examined EN compounds are assigned to these two classes alone.

The remaining 22.33% of the compounds, i.e. 12 R[DE] ~ R{SE} and 11
R[DE] ~ L{SE} compounds with an unexpected negative and/or pejorative
meaning, do not address the properties of the SE tier in (1). Tables 5 and 6
display these patterns, respectively.'* Each table contains the following informa-
tion: In the first row, the respective compounds are given. In the second row,
the mean valence-values for each compound constituent show up. “>” indicates
that the first compound constituent has a higher mean-value than the second
one and “<” indicates the opposite. In the parentheses, the standard-deviation
(SD) values for each constituent are given. In the third row, the difference rate
between the lower and the higher mean-value of the compound constituents
shows up. In the same row “BL” (balanced) indicates that the difference rate
between the mean valence-values of constituents is below 1. In the fourth row,
the mean valence-values from the second row are displayed as {stance} values
(see (3)). In each instance, the first {stance} value refers to the LH constituent
and the second {stance} value refers to the RH constituent. In the fifth row, SD1
refers to the SD value of the first constituent, and SD2 refers to the SD value of
the second constituent (as already mentioned, both SD values are given in pa-

14 It should be noted that police state in Table 6 was originally a positive concept
(Tipton, 2012: 14-16).
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rentheses in the second row of both tables).”” As regards name dropper in Table
5, “OR” refers to the object reading of dropper, i.e. a short glass tube fitted with
a rubber bulb and used to measure liquids by drops’ (www.merriam-webster.
com), and “AR” refers to the agent reading of the same noun, i.e. someone who
drops. Accordingly, in the AR of dropper, the valence and SD values of the verb
drop are considered. These special references were necessary because, in its
common use, dropper refers to an artifact only remotely associated with the ac-
tion reading of the same word in name dropper. The sixth row contains a general
evaluation of the results: “Valid” indicates that the examined linking pattern is
validated, and “Non-valid” indicates the opposite (the number of compounds
examined in each column shows up in parentheses). In both tables, the combi-
nations of BL rates and negative SD shifts are indicated with bold face.

1 |brain wash | dollar gap name dropper | gender gap | domino theory | notch year
couch potato | notch baby spud suit
name calling | soap opera

sofa spud

2 1622>6 7.39>491 5.62>5.05(0OR) |5.05>4.91 |5<5.65 5.32<5.75
(1.63[2.07)  [(1.51]1.54) or4.23 (AR) (1.35|1.54) [(1.52]1.3) (1.571.29)
6.52> 6.4 5.32<6.67 (1.56/2.12 (OR) 5.05<5.89
(1.44221)  [(1.57]2.36) or 1.57 (AR)) (2.16]1.97)

562<618 |7.1>568
(1.56|1.84) | (1.41]1.59)

6.26 > 5.05
(1.69]2.16)
3 10.22(BL), |2.48,1.35,1.42,|0.57 (BL) or 1.39]0.14 (BL) |0.84 (BL),  |0.43 (BL)
0.12(BL), |[1.21 0.65 (BL)
0.56 (BL)
4 |{+sH+s} {+s}Hs} {+sHs} or {sHs} {sH+s} {sH+s}
{+sH+s} {sH+s} {+s}{-s} {sH+s}
{+sH+s} {+sH+s}
{+sHs}
5 |-SD2:{-s} |-SD2:{-s} -SD2: {-s} -SD2: {-s} |-SD2: {-s} -SD1: {-s}
or AR2 {-s} AND
-SD2: {s}
6 |Valid (3) Valid (4) Valid (1) Valid (1) | Valid (2) Non-valid (1)

Table 5: 12 R[DE] ~ R{SE} compounds with a non-compositional negative meaning.

15 It should be noted that in the compounds creative accounting and egg head in Table 6,
the -SD1 shift corresponds to a slightly lower value (see the indication “forced assignment”
under Table 6).
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. yellow
. defensive . sand-
- black | creative - eager market, police . egg
1| biglie .| medicine, wich
spot  |accounting| . beaver | baseball state . head
spin doctor d generation
iplomacy
2(5.64>2.39| 54>512 7.06>4.42| 4.65<59 | 637>5 | 6.09<6.21 |459<5.73|7.18>6.08| 5.95>5.86
(1.73|1.43) (2.14|1.54) (1.55|.09) (1.81|2.39) (1.38| 1.84) (1.82| 1.68) (2.4| 1.32) (1.33|1.77) (1.43|l.32)
49<593 5.79>553
(0:89[1.89) (193)249)
3 325 0.28 (BL) | 2.64 1.25,1.03 1.37 0.12 (BL), 1.14 1.1 0.09 (BL)
0.26 (BL)
4 st | dsHsh | fasosh | fsHash | fkshsh | eshesh | {shesh | {asHast | {4st{ts)
fsh{+s) {sHts}
5|-SDI: {-s} |-SD1: {-s}| -SD1: {s} | -SD1:{~s} | -SD1:{s}, | -SD1:{-s} | -SDIL:{-s} no -SD1:{-s}
(5.51) -SD2: {-s} resort (4.52)
6| Valid(1) | Valid(1) | Valid (1) | Valid(2) | Non-valid | Valid(2) | Valid(1) | Non- | Valid (1)
1 valid (1)

creative accounting -SD1: {s} (forced assignment, 5.51 = {+s})
egg head -SD1: {-s} (forced assignment, 4.52 = {s})

Table 6: 11 R[DE] ~ L{SE} compounds with a non-compositional negative meaning.

The comparison of the patterns of 12 R[DE] ~ R{SE} compounds with
the patterns of 11 R[DE] ~ L{SE} compounds yields two distinct patterns. For
almost all (11/12) R[DE] ~ R{SE} compounds (Table 5), it suffices to assume
a negative SD shift in the second constituent, i.e. the SE (evaluative) head, to
obtain a negative output. Most notably, this negative SD2 shift is often (7/11)
accompanied by BL mean-values, i.e. proximate-value combinations of posi-
tive/positive, positive/underspecified or underspecified/underspecified con-
stituents.

These levelled patterns do not show up in the R[DE] ~ L{SE} compounds
(Table 6). On the one hand, for 9 out of 11 compounds, it suffices to assume
a negative SD shift in the first constituent, i.e. the SE (evaluative) head, to ob-
tain a negative output (the —-SD1:{-s} assignment in egg of egg head is forced).
On the other hand, this negative SD1 shift is randomly (4/9) accompanied
by BL mean-values (actually 3/9 — consider again the exceptional case of egg
head).

I do not have a ready-made explanation for these two distinct patterns.
I would only like to make the following assumptions by referring to both the DE
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and SE tier. Since in the R[DE] ~ R{SE} compounds the DE and SE (evaluative)
heads coincide, a combined strategy is necessary for triggering output shifts. In
contrast, in the R[DE] ~ L{SE} compounds, the SE (evaluative) head, by being
uniquely mapped onto the LH constituent, allows for a stronger SD shift.
sandwich generation (Table 6) is the only compound in which a negative SD
shift in the first (sandwich; Valence: 7.18, SD: 1.33) and/or second constituent
(generation; Valence: 6.08, SD: 1.77) cannot yield the attested negative output. This
is obviously due to the high mean-value of the SE (evaluative) head sandwich.'®

4. The validation of Modern Greek (MG) attitudinal compounds

This section refers to the validation of head-linking patterns Aue, Bua,
Cume> Dlme, D2ye, and Eng in MG compounding, proposed in Charitonid-
is (2014), see Table 3. For this task 30 online interviews with native Greek
speakers were conducted between January and April 2015.

4.1 Interview design

The interviews were designed by using the Open-Source Software
LimeSurvey that is provided by the University of Cologne. The participants
were (mostly postgraduate) students of the University of Thessaloniki. Inter-
view collaborators and/or recruiters were Christiane Bongartz (University of
Cologne), Elvira Masoura (University of Thessaloniki), and Eleni Agatho-
poulou (University of Thessaloniki).

As regards the procedure prior to the interviews, an Information Sheet
containing the survey’s terms and conditions was sent by email to the vol-
unteers. The Information Sheet was accompanied by a sample questionnaire
containing the evaluation of the concept palto ‘coat’

After expressing their agreement with the terms and conditions described
in the Information Sheet, the volunteers entered a group of 10 persons. In
particular, three groups of ten persons were defined, i.e. G1, G2, and G3. Six
“concepts” (compounds or compound constituents) were presented to each
participant in random order. It was made sure that in each group no partici-
pant had examined a compound together with its constituents.

Table 7 displays the concepts assigned to each group by considering the
(assumed) positivity or negativity of each concept.

16 To which extent such a pattern can call for ironic readings is an open issue.
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The participants received an invitation email containing a personalized
link. After providing personal information about age, gender, occupation,
education, language, and place of origin, they were asked to evaluate the con-
cepts. In particular, the participants were asked (a) to list 6-10 characteristic
properties (attributes) for each concept in the form of words or very small
phrases (2-4 words) within a time-limit of 90 seconds, (b) to give a defini-
tion for each concept by using the characteristic properties they have already
listed, (c) to declare whether the concepts have a positive or negative mean-
ing for them, and (d) to make comments about their evaluation.

Each interview took approximately 50 minutes. Participation was com-
pletely voluntary; the participants could withdraw at any time."”

In the following, I report on the survey results starting from the third part
of the interviews. I do this because the obtained numerical values address the

examined head-linking patterns directly.

(negative) (positive) (negative)

G1 KoGpoXaAaop(0g) yAvk(0g) ehagp(6g)
(kosmochalasmos) (glykos) (elafros)
‘uproar of people’ ‘sweet’ ‘light
pavp(n) ayop(é) oik(0g) paipov
(mavri agora) (ikos) (maimoy)
‘black market’ ‘house’ ‘monkey’

G2 ehagppopval(og) Koop(0g) TKp(66)
(elafromyalos) (kosmos) (pikros)
‘Tlight-minded’ ‘world’ ‘bitter’
oik(0g) avox(ng) etaupei(a) pavp(og)
(ikos anochis) (eteria) (mavros)
‘brothel ‘company’ ‘black’

G3 TUKpOYAVK(0G) pvai(6) xohaop(6¢)
(pikroglykos) (myalo) (chalasmos)
‘bitter-sweet’ ‘brain’ ‘uproar’
etalpei(a) poipov ayop(&) avoy(n)
(eteria maimoy) (agora) (anochi)
‘dummy corporation’ ‘market’ ‘tolerance’

Table 7: Examined concepts in groups G1, G2, and G3.

17 After each interview, the application LimeSurvey anonymized the obtained data. No
internet footprints were recorded. The full dataset is published on the internet (see data-
set supplementing Charitonidis, 2017a), with only a number attached to each participant;
therefore, it is not possible to link any set of data with any individual. The personal data will
be kept by the author for five years after EOC’s completion and then will be destroyed
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4.2 Results from positivity ratings

In the third part of the interviews, the participants were asked to de-
clare whether the presented concepts had a positive or negative meaning
for them. The participants had to use a five-point scale in their evaluation,
the five points being: “very positive”, “positive”, “neutral’, “negative”, “very
negative”.

In the analysis, “very negative” was mapped onto “1”, “negative” onto “2”,
“neutral” onto “3”, “positive” onto “4”, and “very positive” onto “5”. The cat-
egorical mappings of positivity ratings onto {stance} are shown in (4). These

mappings are defined by considering each scale point as covering 20% of the
five-point scale. The middle 20% scale-space corresponds to {s}.

(4) Positivity ratings {Stance}

1-26 {-s}
27-33 {s}
34-5 {+s}

Table 8 contains the results from the analysis of one-word compounds,
and Table 9 contains the results from the analysis of two-word compounds.
In the first row of each table, the examined head-linking patterns are given.
In the second row, the positivity ratings for the compounds show up (out-
put), together with SD values in parentheses. In the third row, the positiv-
ity ratings for each compound constituent are given. “>” indicates that the
first compound constituent has a higher mean-value than the second one,
and “<” indicates the opposite. In the parentheses, an SD value for each com-
pound constituent is given. The difference rate between the lower and the
higher mean-value of compound constituents shows up in the fourth row. In
the same row, “BL” (balanced) indicates that the difference rate between the
mean values is below 1. In the fifth row, the mean values from the second and
third row are displayed as {stance} values. The first {stance} value refers to the
whole compound (output). After the colon, the first {stance} value refers to
the first compound constituent, and the second {stance} value refers to the
second compound constituent. The sixth row contains a general evaluation
of the results: “Valid” indicates that the examined linking pattern is validated,
and “Non-valid” indicates the opposite. “~SD1 shift” indicates the subtraction
of the SD value from the mean value of the first constituent, and “~SD2 shift”
indicates the subtraction of the SD value from the mean value of the second
constituent. Both shifts occur in the SE (evaluative) heads of the compounds.
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R[DE] ~ R{SE} (Anc)

R[DE] ~ L{SE} (Buc)

[DE][DE] ~ L{SE} V. R{SE}
(Cuic)

(chalasmos) ‘uproar’
3.7 (0.67) > 1.3 (0.48)

KOGHOXAAaTH(0G) eha@popvai(og) TkpOYALK(0G)
(kosmochalasmos) (elafromyalos) (pikroglykos)
‘uproar of people’ ‘light-minded’ ‘bitter-sweet’

1.8 (0.63) 2(0.47) 3.3(0.82)
Koo(og) ehap(6g) TuKp(0¢)
(kosmos) ‘world’ & (elafros) ‘light & (pikros) ‘bitter’ &
xohaop(6¢) HuaA(6) YAUK(6¢)

(myalo) ‘brain’
3.9(0.57) < 4.4 (0.52)

(glykos) ‘sweet’
1.9 (0.57) < 4.9 (0.32)

424 0.5 (BL) 3
{-s}: {+sH-s} {-s}: {+s}{+s} {s}: {-s}H{+s}
Valid Non-valid Non-valid

(-SD1 shift not possible)

Table 8: Results from positivity ratings: One-word compounds.

(underspecified output)

As becomes apparent from the results, the linking patterns R[DE] ~ R{SE}
(Awc) and L[DE] ~ R{SE} (D2uc) are immediately validated without refer-
ence to SD shifts in the SE (evaluative) heads. In contrast, patterns R[DE] ~
L{SE} (D1lug) and L[DE] ~ R{SE} (Emc) are validated only with reference to
SD shifts in the SE (evaluative) heads.

In the one-word compounds (Table 8), the linking patterns R[DE] ~
L{SE} (Bmc) and [DE][DE] ~ L{SE} v R{SE} (Cyc) are not valid. On the one
hand, a negative SD shift in the LH SE (evaluative) head of eAagpopval(og)
(elafromyal(os)) ‘light-minded’ is not capable of yielding the attested nega-
tive output (3.9 - 0.57 = 3.33 ({s})). On the other hand, the underspecified
output in mukpdyAvk(og) (pikroglykos) ‘bitter-sweet’ precludes a +HO pat-
tern between the constituents. Concomitantly, the alternating constituent
order mukpodyAvk(og) (pikroglykos) / yhvkomkp(oq) (glykopikros) cannot be
explained according to a negative head operation of mukp(6g) (pikros) in LH
or RH position (see Section 2). It should be noted that, in accord with these
results, the analysis in Section 3 shows that the corresponding class of EN at-
titudinal compounds, i.e. the coordinative (copulative) class Cy, is not valid.

On top of this, the {stance} values for mkpoyAvk(oq) (pikroglykos) and its con-
stituents suggest that both constituents contribute equally to the computation
of the output by neutralizing each other ({-s} (first constituent) + {+s} (second
constituent) = {s} (output)). This pattern is in accord with the well-established
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consideration of coordinative compounds as consisting of two constituents that
equally contribute to compound meaning (Ralli, 2013: 157-158).

In the two-word compounds pavp(n) ayop(a) (mavri agora) ‘black mar-
ket’ and etaupei(a) paipov (eteria maimoy) ‘dummy corporation’ (Table 9),
the valid -SD shifts are in accord with the operations in EN attitudinal com-
pounds described in Section 3. In these compounds, the subtraction of the
SD value from the mean value of the SE (evaluative) head normally results in
negative interpretations.'®

R[DE] ~ L{SE} (D1yg)

L[DE] ~ R{SE} (D2uc)

L[DE] ~ R{SE} (Enc)

(agora) ‘market’
2.8 (0.63) < 3.6 (0.84)

(anochi) ‘tolerance’
4.3 (0.67) >2.3(0.95)

2 | pavp(n) ayop(&) oik(o¢) avox(1ig) etalpei(a) poipov
(mavri agora) (ikos anochis) (eteria maimoy)
‘black market’ ‘brothel’ ‘dummy corporation’
1.7 (0.95) 1.8 (0.63) 1.5 (0.53)

3 | pavp(og) oik(o¢) etatpei(a)

(mavros) ‘black’ & (ikos) ‘house” & (eteria) ‘company” &
ayop(&) avox(n) paipov

(maimoy) ‘monkey’
3.2(0.79) = 3.2 (0.79)

4 0.8 (BL) 2 0 (BL)

5 [{-s}: {sH{+s} {-s}: {+s}{-s} {-s}: {s}s}

6 | Valid Valid Valid
(-SD1 shift) (-SD2 shift )

Table 9: Results from positivity ratings: Two-word compounds.

Amc |[NONHEAD] [HEAD] [OUTPUT]

KOG(0G) + | xahaop(6g) > | koopoya-

(kosmos) ‘people’ (chalasmos) | ‘uproar’ Aaop(6q) ‘uproar
(kosmocha- | of people’
lasmos)

{+s} {-s} {-st

Dlyg | [INONHEAD] [HEAD] [OUTPUT]

pavp(n) + | ayop(d) > [uadp(n)

(mavri) ‘black’ (agora) ‘market’ ayop(a) ‘black
(mavri agora) | market

{-s} {+s} {-s}

18 It should be noted that in etaupei(a) paipov (eteria maimoy) a +HO pattern does
not show up because the SE nonhead eteri(a) is underspecified. However, the value of this
constituent, i.e. 3.2, is adjacent to the {+s} spectrum (see (4)).
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D2y | [HEAD] [NONHEAD] [OUTPUT]

oik(0g) + | avox(ng) > |oik(og)

(ikos) ‘house’ (anochis) ‘tolerance’ avoy(1ic) ‘brothel’
(ikos anochis)

{+s) {-s} {-s}

Euc |[HEAD] [NONHEAD] [OUTPUT]

etalpei(a) + | paipov > |etaupei(a)

(eteria) ‘company’ | | (maimoy) ‘monkey’ palipon ‘dummy
(eteria corpora-
maimoy) tion’

{s} {-s} {-s}

Table 10: Validated classes of MG attitudinal compounds.

For the sake of clarity, Table 10 contains the validated head-linking pat-
terns Ay, D1mg, D2me, and Eyg. DE heads are indicated with ‘{HEAD], and
SE (evaluative) heads are indicated with bold face. Class Ay refers to one-
word endocentric compounds. Classes D1yg, D2y, and Eyg correspond to
[A N] phrasal compounds, [N Ngen] phrasal compounds, and [N N] attribu-
tive phrasal-compound-like phrases in Table 2, respectively.

Concluding, the small number of compounds examined in this paper
does not permit the assessment of extra evaluative strategies associated with
specific head-linking patterns, such as the co-occurrence of BL mean-values
with negative SD shifts in the SE (evaluative) heads, etc. (see Section 3).

4.3 Results from attribute listing

In the first part of the interviews, the participants were asked to list char-
acteristic properties (attributes) for six concepts (compounds and com-
pound constituents). In the second part of the interviews, the participants
were asked to give a definition for each concept by selecting as many at-
tributes as possible from those already given. In the analysis, the definitions
given in the second part were used to disambiguate the attributes given in
the first part. The elicited attributes were thought of as indirectly represent-
ing parts of mental concepts (Ungerer & Schmid, 1998; Ungerer & Schmid,
2006). The focus of the analysis was on the explicitly negative attributes giv-
en for compound constituents.

As regards data processing, all attributes for a concept in each group of 10
participants were alphabetically ordered. (Near-)synonyms were put togeth-
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er. Repeated or synonymous attributes given by the same participant were
ignored. Ignored, as well, were groups of two attributes and all nonce attri-
butes. In the extraction of percentages, repeated or synonymous attributes
given by the same participant did not count as population members.

The results show that a higher number of negative attributes in one of
the two constituents directly points to the negative SE (evaluative) head of
the compounds. Table 11 contains the percentages of negative attributes in
the constituents of validated compounds (classes Amc, D1mc, D2mc, Emc).
The highest percentage in one of the two constituents is indicated with bold
face. Tables 12-15 contain the negative attributes assigned to compound
constituents. Participant numbers are included in parentheses next to the
attributes.

Linking Compound First constituent Sec9nd
pattern constituent
R[DE] ~ R{SE}|«koopoxaraou(dg) KOOp(0G) xohaop(6g)
(Amc) (kosmochalasmos) (kosmos) ‘people’ | (chalasmos)
‘uproar of people’ ‘uproar’
Negative attributes: 0/52 [0%] 29/37 [78.38%)]
R[DE] ~ L{SE}|padp(n) ayop(d) pavp(og) ayop(d)
(Dlye) (mavri agora) (mavros) ‘black’ (agora)
‘black market’ ‘market’
Negative attributes: 11/46 [23.91%] 5/50 [10%]
L[DE] ~ R{SE}|oik(oc) avox(rs) oik(0¢) avox(n)
(D2umc) (ikos anochis) ‘brothel’ (ikos) ‘house’ (anochi)
‘tolerance’
Negative attributes: 1/64 [1.56%] 6/34 [17.65%)]
L[DE] ~ R{SE}|etaipei(a) paipov etapei(a) paipon
(Emc) (eteria maimoy) (eteria) (maimoy)
‘dummy corporation’ ‘company’ ‘monkey’
Negative attributes: 1/49 [2.04%] 7/71 [9.86%]

R: right-hand, L: left-hand, [DE]: DE head, {SE}: SE (evaluative) head

Table 11: Negative attributes in the constituents of validated compounds.
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KOOHOXaAAOH(0G) MEAN VALUE: 1.8 ({-s})

(kosmochalasmos)

‘aproar of people’

Koou(0g) NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 0 out of 52 (0%)
(kosmos) ‘world’

xohaop(6g) NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 29 out of 37
(chalasmos) ‘chaos, ‘uproar’ (78.38%) O

Kataotpo@ég ‘damage’ (22), kataotpoen ‘disaster’ (23), (24), (25), (28), (29), (30),
KataoTpoPikég ovvémeteg ‘devastating effects’ (27), kataryida ‘storm’ (28), kataxAvopog
‘flood’ (29), omaowo ‘destruction’ (21), ovvtpipua rubble (26), (28), (24), katappéw
‘collapse’ (30), Spapa ‘tragedy’ (26), andyvwon ‘despair’ (30), mavikog ‘panic’ (22), (25),
Sdvokohia difficulty’ (25), Svuopeveig ouvOnkeg ‘adverse circumstances’ (27), avatpomnn
oxediwv “foiling of plans’ (21), pataiwon foiling’ (23), apvnrikr ‘negative’ (23), apvnTikd
@atvopevo ‘negative phenomenon’ (29), apvntikd ‘negative’ (21), avapmovpmovAa
‘mess’ (28), papaopog ‘decline’ (21), pn Aettovpyiko ‘not functional’ (21)

Table 12: Negative attributes in the constituents of the compound xoopoyaxAaou(6g)
(kosmochalasmos) uproar of people’ (class Auc).

pavp(n) ayop(a) MEAN VALUE: 1.7 ({-s})

(mavri agora) ‘black market’

pavp(og) NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 11 out of 46 (23.91%)
(mavros) ‘black’ (V)

ek@palet évBog ‘expresses bereavement’ (19), kndeia funeral’ (18), Bdvatog ‘death’
(16), amaiot6doog ‘pessimistic’ (16), katablntikd ‘depressing’ (20), Siakpioelg
‘discrimination’ (11), agoppn yla patotopoé and moAlodg ‘a reason for many people’s
racism’ (19), Bpwpxo dirty’ (12), logepo ‘murky’ (12), pavpn {wn ‘miserable life’ (18),
@opog ‘fear’ (19)

ayop(d) NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 5 out of 50 (10%) ¢
(agora) ‘market’
kivnon ‘bustle’ (27), (28), koopog ‘crowd’ (23), kvkAogoptakd ‘traffic problems’ (27),
vrepkatavaAwon ‘overconsumption’ (30)

Table 13: Negative attributes in the constituents of the compound padp(1) ayop(&)
(mavri agora) ‘black market’ (class D1yg).



IN ENGLISH AND MODERN GREEK COMPOUNDING 125

oik(og) avox(rg) MEAN VALUE: 1.8 ({-s})

(ikos anochis) ‘brothel’

oix(og) NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 1 out of 64
(ikos) ‘house’ (1.56%) O

avoyxng ‘tolerance), ‘sufferance’ (genitive, CC) (8)

avox () NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 6 out of 34
(anochi) ‘tolerance, ‘sufferance’ (17.65%) O

apvNTIKN katdotaon ‘negative situation’ (23), apvntikn ‘negative’ (fem., CC) (24),
apvnTikod ‘negative’ (neuter, CC) (21), evoxAntikr}, mpooPAntikn, PAaPepry evépyela
‘embarrassing, offending, harmful action’ (27), dev to B¢é\ovpe ‘undesirable’ (29),
petovéktnua ‘drawback’ (30)

Table 14: Negative attributes in the constituents of the compound oix(og) avoy(#g)
(ikos anochis) ‘brothel’ (class D2yg).

etalpei(a) poipov MEAN VALUE: 1.5 (0.53) ({-s})

(eteria maimoy) ‘dummy corporation’

etatpei(a) NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 1 out of 49
(eteria) ‘company’ (2.04%) O

xpewkomia ‘insolvency’ (12)

paipov NEGATIVE ATTRIBUTES: 7 out of 71
(maimoy) ‘monkey’ (9.86%) O

€KVEVPLOTIKO ‘Irritating’ (2), kavel xalovg rxovg ‘makes silly noise’ (2), movnpn ‘sly’
(fem., CC) (10), movnpog sly’ (masc., CC) (8), xao ‘silly’ (2), amopipnon fake’ (10),
yebTKo ‘cheap; ‘worthless’ (8)

Table 15: Negative attributes in the constituents of the compound etaupei(a) paipod
(eteria maimoy) dummy corporation’ (class Eyc).

5. Theoretical implications

The implementation of SE (evaluative) heads that work together with DE
(grammatical/categorial) heads adds a powerful device in compound forma-
tion. An SE (evaluative) head does not strictly adhere to the syntactic cat-
egory of the respective constituent. As mentioned in Charitonidis (2014: 10),
cross-linguistic work on the combination of categories suggests a restricted
semantic account of compounding. For instance, by examining the attested
combinations of constituents in ~60% of their sample, Guevara and Scal-
ise (2009: 120) state that “the privileged structure is [N+N]. The remaining
combinations (i.e. [A+N], [N+A], [A+A], [V+N], [N+V], [V+V], [Adv+A],
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[Adv+N], and [A+V], CC) have a much lower incidence, and cluster quite
closely, making it extremely difficult to draw any conclusions.” (Guevara &
Scalise, 2009: 122).

The assessment of evaluative heads is in accord with psycholinguistic re-
search on compounding. In visual recognition tasks, a more emotionally neg-
ative compound or constituent leads to slower responses (Estes & Adelman,
2008; Kuperman, 2013). Similarly, as shown in Tables 4 and 10, {-s} within
the SE (evaluative) head of the compounds survives in the output.

As Prato and John (1991) and Estes and Adelman (2008) have shown, au-
tomatic vigilance (attention to negative or positive information) is categori-
cal and not linear. This means that “slightly negative and extremely negative
words elicit equally slow responding, and that slightly positive and extremely
positive words elicit equally fast responding.” (Estes & Adelman, 2008: 456). In
accord with these findings, the mappings of valence (positivity) onto {stance}
defined in the present paper are categorical (see (3) and (4), respectively).

As mentioned in Charitonidis (2014: 26), the negative SD shifts in the
evaluative heads are in accord with pragmatic accounts, such as that in Re-
canati (1993, 2004), Weiskopf (2007), among others. The pragmatic context
can change the value of the SE features in the SE (evaluative) head of a com-
pound, prior to the semantic composition between the constituents. For in-
stance, in the case of pavp(n) ayop(&) (mavri agora) ‘black market’ in Table
10, the SE (evaluative) head patp(og) (mavros) ‘black’ does not enter the con-
struction with the meaning ‘(of colour) black’ i.e. as an {s} entity, but referring
to an activity outside of government-sanctioned channels, i.e. as a {-s} entity
(SD shift: 2.8 (positivity mean) - 0.63 (SD) = 2.17 ({-s}). In combination
with the SE (evaluative) nonhead ayop(&) (agora) ‘market; this SE (evalua-
tive) head determines the meaning of the whole construction. The recurrence
of a specific context establishes this construction as a compound.

6. Brief presentation / IlepiAnyn

AvT) 1 pehéTn mapovotdlel Ta AMOTEAEOUATA TOV EPEVVITIKOV TPOYPAWL-
patog Aéiodoyikés Aertovpyies oty Zvvleon to omoio Sie§dyOnke oto Iave-
motio g Kolwviag peta&d Iovdiov 2014 kat Iavovapiov 2016. To mpo-
YPappa avtod 0TOXEVE 0TNV emakBevon Twv Td&ewv ovvdeong ypappaTikwy/
KATNYOPLaK®V Kat aflohoykdv KeQalwv ota ayyAKd kat eNAvikd o0vOeTa
nov ek@pdlovv Betikr| 1} apvntikr| otédon (Charitonidis, 2014).
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To pwTo Pépog NG LeAETNG avagépetatl 0Ty eunelpikn enalnBevon Twv
ta&ewv Ay, Ben kat Cey TV ayyAikwv ovvBétwv. To avtikeipevo g épevvag
anotelovv 103 ovvleta Ta omoia mpogpxovTal amd To Ae&lkd VEOAOYIOHWDV
Algeo (1991). H Sadkacia enaknBevong Paciotnke oTig Tipég cuvatotnpa-
TN G BeTikoTnTOG/ ApvnTIKOTHTOG (Valence) QOIKWV OANTWVY TNG AyyAkng
yta ayyhwa Ae€rpata (Warriner, Kuperman & Brysbaert, 2013). Xto mapd-
Setypa (1) Sivovrat ot avtioToryieg petald Twv Tipwyv valence kat 0tdong ot
omoieg vioBetOnkav mpog enalnBevon Twv afloloykwv Aettovpytwv.

(1) Valence Xtdon
1-44 ({-otaon}
4.5 -5.4 {otdon} (vmoxapaktnplopévn)
55-9 {+otdon}

H avélvon enalnBevoe 11 1detg Apn kat Bey, PA. Tlivaka 1. Ot ypappa-
TikéG ke@ahég mapatiBevtal pe tnv évoeltn «[KEGAAH]» kat ot aftoloytkég
KEPAAEG [Le EVTOVOUG XapakKTipeg TNy £vSel&n otaong. XapaktnploTiko Kat
Twv dVo taewv eivat 6Tt i apvntikn otdon emPrwvel oto [ATIOTEAEEMA]
eneldn) Ppioketat péoa otny aloAOyIKT KeQAAT.

Apv | [MH KEDAAH] [KEDAAH] [ATIOTEAEZMA]
brain + drain > brain drain
{+otaon} {-otdon} {-otaon}

Biy | [MH KEQAAH] [KEDAAH] [ATIOTEAEZMA]
idiot + |girl > idiot girl
{-otdon} {+otdon} {-otdon}

Iivakag 1: Ot emadnBevuéves tééeis Twv akiodoyicdy ovvBétwy ¢ Ayylixig.

Ot un ovvBetikoi ovvdvaopoi (22.33%) e&nyovvtar Katd KOpto AOyo e
ava@opd 6o péyefog SlaQopds Twv HECWY OpWV TWV CLUOTATIKWY TWV OVV-
Oétwv Kal/n oTIG apvnTIkéG TUTIKES ATTOKAICELS TwV péowV Opwv TwV aftoho-
YIKOV KEQAAWY.

[Mapadeiypatog xdpwy, o cOVOeTa TG TA&NG Arn, OTIWG brain wash, couch
potato, KTA., kL Ta SVo ovotatikd éxovv {+otaon}. H agaipeon tng tiung
TUTIKNG ATTOKALONG Ao ToV péco Opo BeTikdTnTag 0TNY A&lOAOYIKY KEQAAN
(OevTepo OLOTATIKO) €Xel WG amoTéNeTa {-0TAON} Kat EMOHEVWS TNV apvn-
TIKT epUNVELa AUTOV TwV cLVOETWV. 210 (2) avTéG oL AetTovpyieg katadetkvy-
ovTal.
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(2) brain wash wash: 6 (uéoog O6pog BetikdTnTag) — 2.07 (TUTTKT ATOKAL-
on) =3.93 ({-otaon })
couch potato potato: 6.4 (u€cog 6pog BetikdtnTag) — 2.21 (Tvmkr and-

kAton) = 4.19 ({-otaon })

To devTtepo pépog TG HeAéTng €xet 0TOXO TNV eumelptkn} emaknOevon Twv
ta&ewv ovvEeong A, Bua, Cume, D1mc, D2uc kat Exg Twv eAAnvikwv cuvé-
Twv. To avtikeipevo tng épevvag amotelovv €&l obvBeta ta omoia avtAnOn-
Kav ano T dnpootevoelg PaAAn (2007) kat Ralli (2013). Tia tnv mpaypato-
Toinon Tov 0tdXoL TG épevvag Ste€axOnkav 30 ovvevtedelg péow Stadikto-
0V pe QLOLKOVG OpANTEG TG Néag EANANvikng oxeTikd pe ta ovvBeta kat ta
ovoTatika Tovg. Ot ovvevtebEels anégepav TIHéG ouvaloBnuatikng Betiko-
TG méve oe pia mevtapaduua khipaka kabwg kat MioTeg XapakTnploTIKWY,
SnA. Aegruata 1} gpdoelg ov xapaktnpifovv Ta ovVOeTA KAl TA CVOTATIKA
TouG. 210 (3) Sivovtat ot avtioTolyieg peTadd TIHwy BeTIKOTNTAG Kat 0TAONG
ot onoieg vioBeTHONKAV TPOg emalnBevon Twv a&loAoyKWY AeITOVPYLWY.

(3) Tipég BetikoTnTACZTAON

1-2.6 {-otaon}
27-33 {otdon} (vmoyapaktnplopévn)
34-5 {+otdon}

H avélvon enalrfevoe 116 tafelg Ave, Dlve, D2me kat Eyg, PA. Iivaka 2.
Ot tagerg Aye kat D2yg emaAnBevtnkav apeca cOUPWVA e TOVG HETOVG OPOVG
TV BetikotnTag kaw ot Té&elg Dlye kat Exg emaAnBevtnrav ovpuewva pe
APVNTIKEG TUTIKEG ATTOKMTEL OTIG avTIoTOLXES a§lohoyikeg kePalég (ipP. (2)).

Auc | [MH KE®AAH] [KEQAAH] [ATTOTEAEZMA]
KOOOG + | xahaopog > | koopoxalaopog
{+otdon} {-otdon} {-otaon}

Dlyg |[MH KEDQAAH] [KE®AAH] [ATIOTEAEZMA]
pavpn + |ayopd > | padpn ayopd
{-otdon} {+otaon} {-otéon}

D2y | [KEDAAH] [MH KE®AAH] [ATIOTEAEEMA]
olkoc¢ + | avoxng > | oikog avoymg
{+otdon} {-otaon} {-otaon}

Emc | [KEDQAAH] [MH KE®AAH] [ATIOTEAEEMA]
etaupeia + | paipov > | etoupeia paipov
{otdon} {-otdon} {-otdon}

Iivaxag 2: Ot emadnBevuéves 1éeis Twv aéiodoyixdv ovvBétwy 6 Néag EAMAnvixig.
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Kat o116 té00¢p1g Tadelg Tov Iivaka 2, T0 ovoTATIKO He TOV VYNAOTEPO
aplOpod apvNTIKOV XAPAKTNPLOTIKWY AVTLIOTOLXEL AUETA TNV AELOAOYIKT Ke-
@aln tov ovvBéTov, PA. wG Tapddelypa Ta ApVNTIKE XAPAKTNPLOTIKA TTOV
doOnkav yla to obvBeto oikog avoyrc otov Ilivaxa 3.

oikog avoyng MEXOX OPOZ: 1.8 ({-otéon})

otkog APNHTIKA XAPAKTHPIXTIKA: 1 ano 64 (1.56%) O
avoxng
avoxn APNHTIKA XAPAKTHPIETIKA: 6 ano6 34 (17.65%) O

APVNTIKN  KATAOTAOT, QPVNTIKN, apvnTiko, evoxAntikn/mpooPAntikn/PAaPepry
evépyela, Oev 1o BéNove, pelovekTnua

Iivakag 3: ApynTik& YapaktipioTikd pie 1o ovotatikd Tov ovvBétov oik(og)
avox(ne).
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