EDITION ROMIOSINI

R E

12th INTERNATIONAL CONFERENC
ON GREEK LINGUISTICS

16 — 19 SEPTEMBER 2015

FREIE UNIVERSITAT BERLIN, CEMOG

Proceedings
of the ICGL12

The International Conference on Greek Linguistics
is a biennial meeting on the study and analysis

of Greek (Ancient, Medieval and Modern),

placing particular emphasis on the later stages

of the language.






PROCEEDINGS OF THE ICGL12
ITPAKTIKA TOY ICGL12






Thanasis Georgakopoulos, Theodossia-Soula Pavlidou, Miltos Pechlivanos,
Artemis Alexiadou, Jannis Androutsopoulos, Alexis Kalokairinos,
Stavros Skopeteas, Katerina Stathi (Eds.)

PROCEEDINGS OF THE 12™ INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE ON GREEK LINGUISTICS

ITPAKTIKA TOY 12°YXYNEAPIOY EAAHNIKHZX
TAQXYX0AO0TTAX

VOL. 1

EDITION
ROMIOSINI



© 2017 Edition Romiosini/CeMoG, Freie Universitat Berlin. Alle Rechte vorbehalten.
Vertrieb und Gesamtherstellung: Epubli (www.epubli.de)

Satz und Layout: Rea Papamichail / Center fiir Digitale Systeme, Freie Universitit Berlin
Gesetzt aus Minion Pro

Umschlaggestaltung: Thanasis Georgiou, Yorgos Konstantinou

Umschlagillustration: Yorgos Konstantinou

ISBN 978-3-946142-34-8

Printed in Germany

Online-Bibliothek der Edition Romiosini:

www.edition-romiosini.de



Zty uvijun tov Gaberell Drachman (110.9.2014)
ko THG Ayyedixhic Madikovtn-Drachman (14.5.2015)
YL THY TEPAOTIA TIPOTPOPE TOVG OTHY EAANVIKY YAwocodoyia

K THY aydmn TovS yie Y EAAvik) yAwooa






HMEIOMA EKAOTQON

To 120 Awebvég Xvvédpio EAAnviknig TAwoooloyiag (International Conference on
Greek Linguistics/ICGL12) mpaypatomotifnke oto Kévipo Néov EXAnviopov tov
EXevBepov IMavemotnpiov tov BepoAivov (Centrum Modernes Griechenland, Freie
Universitét Berlin) otig 16-19 ZenteuBpiov 2015 pe 1 OLHUETOXT TEPITOV TETPAKOTI-
@V GVVESPWY ot OOV TOV KOGHO.

Tnv Emotnpovikr) Emtponr tov ICGL12 otedéywoav ot ®avdaong Tewpyaxdmov-
Mog, Beodooia-ZovAa ITavAidov, Miktog IMexhPavog, Apteps Alefiddov, Awpa
AleEomovhov, [iavvng Avdpovtodmovlog, Apaiia ApPavitn, Etavpog Aonpakomov-
Nog, Ale&dvdpa FewpyaxomovAov, KhedvOng Ikpwpav, Zafiva Iatpidov, Mark Janse,
Brian Joseph, AAéEng Kalokatpvog, Namoléwv Katoog, Evayyelia Kopdavn, Apa-
Aa MoGep, EAévn Mnovtovlovon, Kk Nikngopidov, Ayyelikr) PaAAn, Avva Povo-
oov, ABnva Ziobmn, Zradpog Zrometéag, Katepiva Ztadn, Melita Xtavpov, Apxoviw
Tep(r), Niva Tomvtly, IavOn Towumy kat Etavpodia Toumhdkov.

Tnv Opyavwtikr Emitpontry tov ICGL12 otedéxwoav ot @avdong lewpyakdmovlog,
ANéENG Kalokatpvog, Kwotag Koopdg, @godooia-Zovha Iavhidov kat Miktog Ile-
Atpavog.

Ot 6Vo TOpOL TWV TPAKTIKWY Tov cuvedpiov eivat TPoidv Tng epyaciag tng Exdo-
kG Emitponiig oty omnoia ovppeteiyav ot @avdong lewpyakomovlog, Oeodoaia-
ZovAa ITavhidov, Miktog ITexApavog, Aptepig AleEadov, Iidvvng Avopovtaomov-
Nog, AAéEng Kahokaipvog, Etavpog Exonetéag kat Katepiva Ztdbn).

ITapdTL 6T0 GUVESPLO OL avakowwoel eixav Tafvopundel chppwva pe Bepatikovg
aoveg, Ta kelpeva TV avakowwoewy TapatiBevtat oe al@apnTikn oelpd, cOpPwva
pe To AaTviko ah@apnro- ekaipeon amotelovv ot evapkTipieg opthieg, oL onoieg Ppi-

OKOVTAL OTNV apXT] TOL TTPWTOL TOHOV.

H Opyavwtiki Emtponn tov ICGL12






ITEPIEXOMENA

ZNUEIWHO EKTOTWY wevereririaeieniiriesreetaeasesserae e sis e sse e s s sss s sassss e ss st ssessessensnssncs 7
TTEPLEXOUEV L ettt 9
Peter Mackridge:
Some literary representations of spoken Greek before nationalism(1750-1801) ...........c........ 17
Mapia Znetavoi:
H évvoia TG EVYPEVELNG OTO EAMVIKG ...t 45

Ynvpidovia Baphokwaota:

Syntactic comprehension in aphasia and its relationship to working memory deficits......... 75

Evayyelia AxAadn, Ayyehikn Aovpn, Evyevia Mahikovtn & XpvoavOn Iapaoxdkn-
Mrnapav:

Twaoikd A&bn Tovprdpwvwy pabntav ¢ EAAnvikic wg §évie/devtepns yAwaoag:
AVEAvOn Kot SIOAKTIKH AELOTIOMON] .. 109

Katepiva Ale§avdpr:
H popei kou n onuaoia ¢ Siafp&Buions ota emifeta mov SnADVOUY YpOUK................... 125

Eva Anastasi, Ageliki Logotheti, Stavri Panayiotou, Marilena Serafim & Charalambos
Themistocleous:

A Study of Standard Modern Greek and Cypriot Greek Stop Consonants: Preliminary
FINAINGS ..ottt 141

Anna Anastassiadis-Symeonidis, Elisavet Kiourti & Maria Mitsiaki:
Inflectional Morphology at the service of Lexicography: KOMOAEE, A Cypriot
MOrphological DICHIONATY .......vuveeeirveceriiriieieiriestisee ettt 157



Tewpyia Avdpéov & Martiva Tactovdn:

H avanrvén tov Aeéidoyiov oe moudid pe Zovopopo Atvoi@v a1ov Yivo.......ceeeereeneence. 175

AvBovAa- ExevOepia Avdpeadxn:

Tatpiké petagopés atov Snuoaioypagikd Aéyo ¢ kpiong: H omtixs) ywvia

TV TEPUOVWY ... 187
Mapia Avopid:

Ipooeyyiovrag Oépara Aeydwooixis EniSpaons uéoa amd 1o mhaioio ns Ivwoiakis

TIwoooloyiag: éva map&derypa amé v katdktnon ¢ EAMAnvikic wg I2 ... 199

Spyros Armostis & Kakia Petinou:
Mastering word-initial syllable onsets by Cypriot Greek toddlers with and without
€arly 1angUAZE del@y ..............cecwveueueeueiiiicieiriee et 215

Julia Bacskai-Atkari:
Ambiguity and the Internal Structure of Comparative Complements in Greek.................. 231

Costas Canakis:

Talking about same-sex parenthood in contemporary Greece: Dynamic categorization

ANA TAAEXTICALILY ...t 243
Michael Chiou:
The pragmatics of future tense i GIEeK..........ccoemieueniiuenieieinieienieeeeee e eeenes 257

Maria Chondrogianni..
The Pragmatics of the Modern Greek Segmental Markers .............coveeneuveeninecrneuneecnn. 269

Katerina Christopoulou, George J. Xydopoulos &Anastasios Tsangalidis:

Grammatical gender and offensiveness in Modern Greek slang vocabulary ....................... 291

Aggeliki Fotopoulou, Vasiliki Foufi, Tita Kyriacopoulou & Claude Martineau:

Extraction of complex text segments in Modern Greek.............c.eccveeeenivrcceninecenneennns 307

Ayyehikn dwtonodAov & Bovha [tovAn:
Am6 v «Exgpach» oto «IIoAvTpomo»: oxedinouog ke opydvwon v evvololoyikot
AEEIOU ettt ettt eaenn 327

Marianthi Georgalidou, Sofia Lampropoulou, Maria Gasouka, Apostolos Kostas & Xan-
thippi Foulidi:
“Learn grammar”: Sexist language and ideology in a corpus of Greek Public

DIOCUIMENLES ..ot e e et e e e e et e et e e teeeteeeaeeeeteeesseeaseeeasseessseeseeeteensseennes 341

Maria Giagkou, Giorgos Fragkakis, Dimitris Pappas & Harris Papageorgiou:
Feature extraction and analysis in Greek L2 texts in view of automatic labeling for
PIOSICIENICY LEVELS ...ttt e 357



Dionysis Goutsos, Georgia Fragaki, Irene Florou, Vasiliki Kakousi & Paraskevi Savvidou:

The Diachronic Corpus of Greek of the 20th century: Design and compilation.................. 369

Kleanthes K. Grohmann & Maria Kambanaros:
Bilectalism, Comparative Bilingualism, and theGradience of Multilingualism:
A VIEW FTOM CYPTUS.covvieriiieiritieisieieisteieistiee sttt ettt 383

Gilinther S. Henrich:
Sewypagpia vewtepikn“ oto Aifiotpog kar PoSauvy: uetatomion ovoudtwy BaAtikwy

XWPWY TIPOG THY AVATOM; covvevveririeieiieieviieie it sassseees 397

Noriyo Hoozawa-Arkenau & Christos Karvounis:
Vergleichende Diglossie - Aspekte im Japanischen und Neugriechischen:
Verietdten - INLET ErNZ . ......c.vuvueurieeeeirieieinteieeecente ettt 405

Mapia IaxwBov, Hpiavva Baoideiadn-Awvapdaxn, GAopa BAdyov, Ohya Afjua, Mapia
Kappadia, Tatiava Katoiva, Mapiva Kovtoovunov, Zogia-Negéin Kotpov, Xpiotiva
Kwotdkov, Ppdow IManma & Xravpiaréva Ieppéa:

SEITAME2: Mia kouvoUpio TyH ava@opis yiox THY EAAGVIKH WG T2 ......ouceceececiniiecnnns 419

Mapia IaxwBov & Owpaic Povoovhiwtn:
Baaukés apyés oyediaopod ke avdmtvlig Tov véov povrédlov avalvtikdy

npoypappdTwy yia T4 Sidaokaldia Tng EAAnvixns we Sevtepnc/Eévns ylwooa............... 433

Mapia Koapnhéxn:
«Madi pov aoyoleioat, méoo paddxag eioau!»: Aéeig-Taumov kar korvwvioydwoaikés

TAUTOTHTEG OTO TUYXPOVO EAAHVOPWVO TPAPOUO L.t 449

Mapia KapnAaxn, Fewpyia Katoovda & Mapia Bpaxtovidou:
H evvorodoyiki petagopd o€ Aéerg-tapmov ¢ NEK kot 1wv veoeAAnvikwy
CLUAEKTWY ...ttt 465

Eleni Karantzola, Georgios Mikros & Anastassios Papaioannou:
Lexico-grammatical variation and stylometric profile of autograph texts
11 EATTY MOAETTE GTEEK ...ttt 479

Sviatlana Karpava, Maria Kambanaros & Kleanthes K. Grohmann:
Narrative Abilities: MAINing Russian—Greek Bilingual Children in Cyprus...................... 493

Xpnotog Kappovvng:
TIwooikds eéapyaionos kar «ideodoyikh» vopua: Zntipata yAwooikis Siayeipions
OTH VEX EAANVIK ettt 507



Demetra Katis & Kiki Nikiforidou:
Spatial prepositions in early child Greek:Implications for acquisition, polysemy and

RISLOTICAL CRANGE. ...t 525

Tewpyia Katoovda:

To emiOnua -ovva oty NEK ko 071G veoeAAnvikés SiaAékTovg Kot 1SIOpATA.................... 539

George Kotzoglou:

Sub-extraction from subjects in Greek: Its existence, its locus and an open issue............... 555

Veranna Kyprioti:
Narrative, identity and age: the case of the bilingual in Greek and Turkish Muslim
COMMUNILY Of RNOAES, GIEECE........coveceeeieeieeiecieieieisieeisttes ettt 571

Xplotiva Avkou:

H EAA&Sa oty Evpdmy 06 kpions: Avamapaotdoeis otov eAAviko

OSHUOTIOPPAPIKG AOYO ..ttt ettt 583
Nikos Liosis:

Systems in disruption: Propontis TSAKONIAN ............c.ccveveeeeerrieeeiniieinenieisesieneseeeeisnaees 599

Katerina Magdou, Sam Featherston:

Resumptive Pronouns can be more acceptable than gaps: Experimental evidence

JTOT GTEK ... 613
Maria Margarita Makri:

Opos identity comparatives in Greek: an experimental investigation...................ccccueeueee. 629
206 Topog

TTEPLEOHEV ettt 651
Vasiliki Makri:

Gender assignment to Romance loans in Katoitalidtika: a case study of contact

TOTPROIOZY ... 659

Evgenia Malikouti:
Usage Labels of Turkish Loanwords in three Modern Greek Dictionaries...............ccc....... 675

Persephone Mamoukari & Penelope Kambakis-Vougiouklis:
Frequency and Effectiveness of Strategy Use in SILL questionnaire using an Innovative
Electronic APPIICALION ......c.c.curveeeeirieieisieieistee sttt 693



Georgia Maniati, Voula Gotsoulia & Stella Markantonatou:
Contrasting the Conceptual Lexicon of ILSP (CL-ILSP) with major lexicographic
EXAMNPLES ...t 709

Tewpytog Mapkomovhog & ABavaotog Kapaoipog:
IloAverimedn emonueiwon Tov EAAnvikot Xwpatos Keipévwv Apaoikot Adyov............. 725

IMwAiva Meonviwtn, Katepiva ITovAov & Xptotdpopog Zovyavidng:
Mopgoovvtaktikd A&Oy pabnrwv Taéewv Ymodoyis mov Siddokovtar Tny
EAMVIKT] WG T2 ittt sttt 741

Stamatia Michalopoulou:
Third Language Acquisition. The Pro-Drop-Parameter in the Interlanguage of Greek
SHUACNLES Of GETTNAN ... 759

Vicky Nanousi & Arhonto Terzi:

Non-canonical sentences in agrammatism: the case of Greek passives..............cccovwveeeunce. 773

Kalopoipa Nikohov, Mapia Eeptépn & Nitoa Iapayepdkn:

To gauvépevo 116 ovveans Aésewv oty kukdadokpnTikh SIAAEKTIKY OUEDK ................. 789

EAévn Hanadapov & Awpng K. Kvpradie:
Moppés Siafabutotixig avadimAwons otny eEAAyvikn keu o11g dAres fadiavinés
PADOTEG ..ttt ettt 807

Tepaotpog ZogorAng Iamadomoviog:
To dimodo «Eueic kot ot AAAor» oe oxoha avayvwotav 16 Lifo oyetikd pe 11
XPUOH AUPH it 823

EAévn Hamadomovlov:
H ovvvaotikotnta vmokopiotik@y embnudtwy pe B’ ovvetino 1o emibnua -dxi

OTOV SIAAEKTIEO AOYO....ouoiiiiieiiiiiiciiccii s 839

Zréhog [imepidng, ITévu Aapmponodrov & Mapia TaBpinAidov:
clarin:el. YrnoSoun texpunpiwons, Siapopacuod ko encéepyaias yrwooikdv

CEGOUEVIWY .ttt 851

Maria Pontiki:
Opinion Mining and Target Extraction in Greek Review Texts..........covccveveceeniunecrnenn. 871

Anna Roussou:
The AUALIEY Of TIPOS..c..c.ceeveeieirieieistceetce ettt sttt 885



Stathis Selimis & Demetra Katis:
Reference to static space in Greek: A cross-linguistic and developmental perspective of
DOSEET AESCTIPEIONS oottt sttt 897

Evi Sifaki & George Tsoulas:
XP-V OTAers i1 GIEEK ........coveeueeiecieieeeieee ettt 911

Konstantinos Sipitanos:

On desiderative constructions in NAOUSA diQLeCt..........ococvveeeeveeeieeeeieieeereeeeeeeeeeeseeeaens 923

Eleni Staraki:
Future in Greek: A Degree EXPressiOn..........ccucuuiuvieiniinieciniiniisicisiisinissisisssisisissesssisees 935

Xpiotiva Takovda & Evavbia ITamagvBupiov:
Zvykpitiég Sidaktikés mpakTikés oth Sibaokalria THG EAANVIKHG w I'2: amd THY KpITIKA

TIOPATHPHTN OTHY AVOTIAGUTIWON .ottt saesnsaees 945

Alexandros Tantos, Giorgos Chatziioannidis, Katerina Lykou, Meropi Papatheohari,
Antonia Samara & Kostas Vlachos:

Corpus C58 and the interface between intra- and inter-sentential linguistic information .... 961

Arhonto Terzi & Vina Tsakali:
The contribution of Greek SE in the development of [0CALIVES ............cccvveivivicincrvicinnnn. 977

Paraskevi Thomou:

Conceptual and lexical aspects influencing metaphor realization in Modern Greek.......... 993

Nina Topintzi & Stuart Davis:
Features and Asymmetries of Edge Geminates ...........ccccviveeiviciniiniiciccisisiinesiciseissaans 1007

Liana Tronci:
At the lexicon-syntax interface Ancient Greek constructions with &ev and

DPSYCHOLOGICAL OURS........ccc e 1021

Bilw Todkwva:
«Anuoxpatia eivou 4 Adxor kau 1 mpofato va yyeilovy yia payntor:Avadiovrag ta

AVEKSOTA YL TOVG/TIG TTOAMTIKOVG OTHY OLKOVOUIKH KPIOH ..o 1035
Eipnvn Toapadov- Jacoberger & Mapia ZépPa:
ExudOnon eAAnvikwv oto Havemothuio ZtpaocBolpyov: KivHTpa Kot avamapaoTioess... 1051

Stavroula Tsiplakou & Spyros Armostis:
Do dialect variants (mis)behave? Evidence from the Cypriot Greek koine........................ 1065

Ayyelikn Tookoyhov & Zoha Khedn):
ZUCHTOVTOG TIG SOUEG GE ~OVTOGurrvriirveveeareeeiseiseiseintististiss e ettt 1077



A\ekldvva TooTtoov:

H pebodoloyiks mpoaéyyion ¢ eixbévas ¢ Ieppaviag otic eEAAnvikés epnuepide ...... 1095

Anastasia Tzilinis:

Begriindendes Handeln im neugriechischen Wissenschaftlichen Artikel: Die Situierung

Kvupraxovla T{wptlatov, Apyvpng Apxakng, Avva Iopdavidov & Iwpyog I. Evddmovrog:
Zraoeis anévavtt oty opBoypagia t¢ Kowns Néag EAAnvikhG: Znthuata epevvnTikod

OXESLATUOU ..ot 1123
Nicole Vassalou, Dimitris Papazachariou & Mark Janse:

The Vowel System of Mis6tika CappadoCian ...............ccnveccuneuvvceninicrneuneeensineesseaneeenns 1139
Marina Vassiliou, Angelos Georgaras, Prokopis Prokopidis & Haris Papageorgiou:
Co-referring or not co-referring? Answer the qUESHION!.........c.ccccveenircvnecennccnineenne 1155
Jeroen Vis:

The acquisition of Ancient Greek VOCaDUIATY..........c.c.cecervvecuneurecninicneniessiseereneeenae 1171
Christos Vlachos:

Mod(aliti)es Of lifting WH-QUESTIONS ........cecureecueirieieirieieinieieneeeneeeece s 1187
Evayyehia BAaxov & Katepiva Opavt{i:

Melétn 6 xprions Twv mogodeik v Aiyo-Arydki o keipeva mohitikov Adyou ............. 1201
Madeleine Voga:

Ti pa didéokovy Ta pruate 176 NE oyetikd pe tnv emeepyadio tne poppoloyiag...... 1213
Werner Voigt:

«ZeANVAKL LoV AapTIPO, PEYYE OV VO TIEPTIATW ...» oder: warum es in dem bekannten
Lied nicht so, sondern eben @eyyapdit heiflt und ngr. @EYYAPL ....cevecemcecereerecncreeeannee 1227
Mapia Bpaylovidouv:

YroxopioTik& emppruate o€ VeoEAANVIKEG SIAAEKTOVG KOl ISIDUNTE ... 1241

Jeroen van de Weijer & Marina Tzakosta:
The Status of *Complex i Greek..............ccccvviiiiiiiiciniiniciicicine e 1259

Theodoros Xioufis:
The pattern of the metaphor within metonymy in the figurative language of romantic love
11 OACTIL GTEEK ... 1275



OPOS IDENTITY COMPARATIVES IN GREEK: AN
EXPERIMENTAL INVESTIGATION !
Maria Margarita Makri
University of York
mmmb524@york.ac.uk

epidnym

Zrdyos TG mapovoag peAéTns eivau va Seibel, péoa ané T peréty Twv ovykpicewy opoid-
THTAG IOV ELOXYOVTAL YE TO OTIWG, OTI 0L GUYKPIOEIS OUoIOTHTAG EYovy THY (Ot Sou) e Tig
ovykpioeis fabuov. Aikpopa Siayvworid A-petakivions Seiyvovy 6T o1 OTWG-OVYKPITIKES
eivar edevOepeg avapopikés omws ot ovykpitikés mpotioels fabuov (Chomsky 1977). Mix
TEIPOUATIKY UEAETH AKVPWOIUOTHTAG VTTOVORUGTWY Seiyvel 0TI 01 OTWG-OVYKPITIKEG ival
auionueg: Snlavovy eidn 1 fabuots. Kat’ avtdév Tov 1pomo amodeikviovtar oyt povo ov-
VIAKTIKG XAAG Ko onpaotodoyikd mapdAAnAeS pe TG VYKPITIKEG TTPOTAOELS fabuor- o1 Te-
Aevtaies Sndawvovy oviétntes 1 Pfabuois. Avtd ta amotedéopata emPefaiwvovy Oewpies

TIOU AQPOPOVY OTH HOPPO-ONUATLOAOYIKY Oxé0n TPpOTIOU, €idous Kau Pabuov.

Keywords: free relatives, comparative constructions, identity comparatives, degree construc-

tions

1 For valuable comments on earlier versions of this paper I cordially thank George Tsoulas, Ian Roberts,
Maria-Theresa Biberauer, Dimitris Michelioudakis, Nikos Angelopoulos, Sabine Iatridou, Rebecca
Woods and the members of the Syntax Semantics Research Group in York. I am also grateful to Napo-
leon Katsos for his invaluable guidance on designing the experiment, Nino Grillo and Jacopo Romoli
for discussion of the experimental data and the 52 anonymous participants of the survey. Errors that
remain are entirely my own responsibility. This research was supported by the A. G. Leventis Scholar-
ship Foundation and the Economic and Social Research Council [grant number ES/J500215/1].
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1. Introduction

The aim of this paper is to explore the internal structure and meaning of identity
comparatives in Greek and demonstrate that they pattern after scalar comparatives
both syntactically and semantically. Based on Pancheva-Izvorski’s (2000) analysis of
inequality standard phrases as individual and degree free relatives, I provide novel
evidence for her conjecture that identity comparatives involve kind free relatives. Fur-
thermore, I show that identity comparatives in Greek are ambiguous between a kind
and a degree reading depending on the comparative marker that selects them. This
indicates that identity comparatives pattern after scalar comparatives both syntacti-
cally and semantically, and provides new evidence for a closer relation between kinds
and degrees.

In this paper, I show that identity comparatives with d7w¢ have the same syntactic
structure and receive the same interpretation as scalar comparatives. §2 describes
the theoretical background and §3 establishes that 6mw¢-comparatives are definite
free relatives hence they have the same syntactic structure as degree free relatives
introduced by than. §4 argues for the existence of functional/degree adverbs in Greek
and §5 provides novel experimental evidence that émwg-clauses receive a degree

interpretation if they modify a scalar adjective. §6 concludes.

2. Basic Background

Scalar/Degree comparatives comparatives are constructions that involve a comparison
of the degree to which individuals rank on the natural scale associated with a gradable
expression (Pancheva-Izvorski 2000: 78). Depending on whether their position on the
scale is graded or not, scalar comparatives can be further divided into equality and

inequality comparatives:

(1) Mary is as tall as Helen. Equality Comparative
(2) Mary is taller than Helen.  Inequality Comparative

Identity comparatives are constructions where the items compared can be entities of
any sort (not just degrees) and the issue is simply whether they are the same or diffe-
rent (Heim 1985):
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(3) a.Mary bought the same dress as Helen.
b. Mary bought a different dress than Helen.
(4) O Nikog eivat YynAog OTwG 0 PIANTAG TOV.
‘Nikos is tall as his father is’

It is a well-established fact that comparative constructions involve wh-movement
(Chomsky 1977) and that they are Free Relatives (FRs) (Donati 1997, Pancheva-Iz-
vorski 2000). FRs can be distinguished from other (relative) constructions based on

three criteria:

a) they contain a wh-word, or a morphologically complex word with a wh-word
as its root (lexical property);

b) they contain a gap (syntactic property);

c) they can always be replaced with truth-conditionally equivalent DPs or PPs
(semantic property). (Caponigro 2003: 10)

In this paper, I adopt Pancheva-Izvorski’s (2000) analysis of FRs according to which
the constituent that contains the wh-item internally merges as a sister to C” and pro-
jects (5). Therefore, the relative clause has the same label as the wh-phrase. This ‘move-
and-project’ mechanism accounts for the different (case) matching phenomena obser-
ved in FRs.

(5) XP
/\
XP C
AN
wh

e ti e

As far as comparatives are concerned, Pancheva-Izvorski (2000) proposes that than
can combine with two types of nominal complements: DegPs and entity-denoting
DPs, illustrated in (6-a) and (6-b) respectively.

OPOS IDENTITY COMPARATIVES IN GREEK | 631



(6) a. PP b. PP
/\ /\
P’ DegP P’ DP
I I

than than

(Pancheva-Izvorski 2000: 128)

The core of her proposal lies in that clausal comparatives always involve FRs: both the
DegP and the DP can be a nominal phrase (phrasal comparatives) or a free relative

(clausal comparatives).

(7) a. PP b. PP
N N
po DegP PO DP
I |
degree, e.g. 5 feet entity, e.g. John
degree (denoting) FR entity (denoting) FR

(Pancheva-Izvorski 2000: 131)

As far as as-relatives are concerned, which are the English equivalent of omwc-
comparatives studied here, Pancheva-Izvorski (2000) proposes that they differ from
scalar comparatives in that they involve abstraction over kinds instead of abstraction

over individuals.

3. Onwg-comparatives have the same internal structure as scalar
comparatives

In this section, I show that the internal structure of 6nwg-comparatives is parallel to
the internal structure of scalar comparatives, see (8) on the next page. I demonstra-
te that émw¢-comparatives are clausal comparatives (§3.1) and that they involve FRs

(§3.2). In §3.3 T argue that, despite the apparent categorial difference between émws-
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(8) PP

P Deg/DP
| /\
than
Deg/DP C
wh

comparatives and English comparatives (e.g. than-standard phrase,” where the FR is
a definite DP that merges with the preposition than), 6nwg-FRs are definites with the
only difference that they incorporate the preposition instead of being selected as its

syntactic complement.

3.1 Onwg-comparatives are always clausal comparatives
Merchant (2009) introduces several criteria to distinguish phrasal from (reduced) clau-
sal comparatives. Onwg-comparatives clearly pattern after clausal comparatives since:

« Onwg can be followed by more than one pivot:®

(9) Zro Tiavvn apéoovv T aPyd Omwe oe eoéva ta Aalavia.

‘John likes eggs as you like lasagna’
« the pivot may be in nominative case:

(10) O Tiavvng eivat ynhdg omws 0 MixaAng.
‘TJohn is tall as Mike is.

2 The Standard Phrase is the phrase that introduces the standard of the comparison. In (i)-(iii) the stan-
dard phrase is marked in bold:

(i) Johnis taller than Mary.

(i) O Tavvng eivat ynAdtepog and T Mapia.
‘John is taller than Mary’

(iii) O Tavvng eivat ynAodTepog am’ 6Tt (givar) n Mapia.
‘John is taller than Mary (is).

3 Pivot is the phrase that immediately follows the marker of the comparison, in our case the phrases that
follow dmwg.
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« negative polarity items cannot be licensed by matrix negation:

(11) *Aev og ayanw OMWG KAVELG.

‘I don’t love you as anybody’

Table 1 summarizes the aforementioned diagnostics.

Diagnostic onws-compa- | clausal
ratives comparatives

modified from Accepts a non-oblique

Merchant vot? Yes (9) Yes
(2009) prvot:
Allows only one pivot? No (10) No
Merchant (2009 i i
(2009) | Licenses negative concord No (1) No

from matrix clause?

Table 1 | Diagnostics of clausehood

3.2 Onwg-comparatives are free-relatives

The fact that émw¢-comparatives are always clausal (§2.1) and introduced by a wh-
word calls for an investigation of whether émw¢-comparatives are relative clauses like

their English counterparts. Indeed, dnw¢-comparatives involve wh-movement as

o they observe the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint (Ross 1967). In (12) énwg
cannot move out of the NP that has a clausal complement. If the NP is removed

the sentence becomes grammatical:

(12) H Mapia eivat 6popen 6ntwg; o Tiavvng mioteve (*tov toxvplopo tov Baoiln)
OTLTaY t; TPy 15 Xpovia.

‘Maria is beautiful as John believed (*Bill’s claim) that she was fifteen years ago’
o extraction from a wh-island yields ungrammaticality:

(13) a. *O Tdvvng eivar ynAog ('quj [Omol0g eivar pe Ta padpa yvaid tj]
‘John is tall as is whoever with black glasses’
b. O Tavvng eival ynAog Omws 0 avTpag e Ta pavpa yuaid.
‘John is tall as is the man with the black glasses.

o they are sensitive to adjunct (14) and negative islands (15):
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(14) *Mihdet 6mwg pe exvevpilet [emeldn) ddet évag ToALTKOG].
‘He speaks as I get annoyed because a poltician speaks’
(15) *H mopta eivar ynAn omwg [Sev eivat 1o mapadupo].

“The door is high as the window is not’
o further embedding of the gap does not yield ungrammaticality:

(16) Midel dmwg; TioTeve [t; 0Tt 1oxLPWOTAY 0 Baoilng [mwg wkdet t; évag yevdog]].

‘He speaks as he believed that Bill claimed that a stutterer speaks’

« they exhibit obligatory subject-verb inversion, like nominal FRs and interroga-
tives (Daskalaki 2008) (for an explanation of obligatory subject-verb inversion

in Greek wh-constructions, see Kotzoglou (2003))

All 6ntws-clauses, (i) are introduced by a wh-item; (ii) leave a gap (marked with t,); and
(iii) can be replaced by truth conditionally equivalent PPs’, thus they exhibit all the
hallmark properties of FRs described by Caponigro (2003). Finally, they cannot be in
the Subjunctive (17), a property that distinguishes FRs from other types of relatives (cf.
Baker’s (1989) infinitival restriction on FRs).

(17) O lidvvng Nbeke va eivan ynhog Omwg; (*va) eivan Ka 0 Paptag Tov t;

‘John wanted to be tall as is his father’

According to the aforementioned diagnostics, dnwg-comparatives clearly involve FRs

like their English counterparts and Greek and English scalar comparatives.

3.3 0nwg-FRs are definite adverbial clauses

The analysis of the wh-item 6nws ‘how(ever), as’ as a definite item is supported by the

following:

1) the prefix o- is morphologically identical to the definite determiner;

2) asimilar morphological pattern is observed in Bulgarian (Rudin 1985);

3) Greek FR-adverbials semantically pattern after definites (Makri 2013);

4) FRsdo not accept an overt determiner in contrast to wh-interrogatives (Philip-
paki-Warburton & Stavrou 1986).

4 Due to space limitations examples are not provided.
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Given the analysis of FRs adopted in this paper, according to which the FR inherits all
the properties of the wh-item that projects, it follows that FRs introduced by dnwg are
also definites, similarly to their (English) scalar counterparts.

However, 6nw¢-FRs are not DPs or NPs like English how(ever), when(ever),
where(ever)-FRs (Pearl & Caponigro 2009). Onwg-FRs are ungrammatical in DP po-
sitions such as the subject position of secondary predication (compare (18-a) to the
minimally different (18-b)) and they are grammatical in positions confined to adver-

bials/prepositional phrases (19):

(18) a. *Oewpw OTWG payetpevet | Mapio tnv Totmodpa oA vyeuvo.
‘I consider however Mary cooks the bream very healthy’
b. Oewpw Tov TPOTO e TOV omoio payelpevet  Mapio Ty Totmodpa ToAd
VYELVO.
‘I consider the way that Mary cooks the bream very healthy’
(19) E¢@uya omwg mpolafa.
T left however I managed’

Taking into account that 67wg is a definite item; d7wg is an adverbial and that adverbials
are Adjectives with a P incorporated (Larson 1985, 1987), we can decompose émwg to
a PP (20) and consequently, assuming Pancheva-Izvorski’s (2000) ‘move-and-project’

analysis of FRs, we can analyze 6nwg-FRs (including énmw¢-comparatives) as PPs (21).

(20) PP
p AdjP
| |
-0s 0P~ [+Def]

(21) [PP [PP oposi] [CP ... ti...]]

In §3, I showed that énwg-comparatives are structurally the same as than-compara-
tives: they involve definite FRs. In the following sections I argue based on novel experi-
mental evidence that mw¢-comparatives are even more similar to than-comparatives:

apart from the kind interpretation they involve a degree reading.
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4. Onwg-comparatives are degree comparatives
4.1 Identity adjectives are degree Adjectives

Oxford (2010a, 2010b) argues that identity adjectives like same and different have been
reanalysed from lexical adjectives to degree adjectives (thus they are base generated in the
Degree Phrase). Their equivalent Greek adjectives idi0¢ ‘same’ and ¢TvoTog ‘same’ (col-
loquial) have the same properties as English same thus they can be assumed to be func-
tional adverbs too. The diagnostics that follow are those used by Oxford (2010a, 2010b).

Identity adjectives do not accept adverbial degree modifiers (22), they do not have
comparative or superlative forms (23), they have simple lexical content, they form a

closed class and they select comparative clauses.

(22)  a. *to mpaypatikd idto omitt
b. *the really same house
(23)  *idtotepo

Greek adjectives idi0¢ ‘same’ and @TvoTog ‘same’ pattern with equative comparatives
and take as their complements either an émwg-clause or a [pp pe [pp ...]] ‘with’ (the
same PP that equality e£ioov ‘equally’ selects). This also provides further evidence for
the parallel between PPs and adverbials: both the preposition me ‘with’ and the suffix

—os can be used to express manner.
4.2 Onwg as a degree adverb
So far, it seems that 67w¢ can be used to introduce kind comparisons (24) as Pancheva-

Izvorski (2000) proposed for as-comparatives.

(24) a. OéAw £va TAATO dTtwe To SikO Tov.
‘T want a coat like yours’
b. To ypageio pov eivau E0Avo 6mwg T0 Stkd Gov.

‘My desk is wooden like yours’

However, an dnwg-clause can function as the standard phrase for the degree adverb

id10¢ ‘same’ or a gradable adjective (25):

(25) a. To eEANAnVKO Snpoyn@Lopa Sev AVTIHETWTIOTNKE (e TNV Sta evyévela OTwg
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10 Bpetaviko. ’
“The Greek referendum was not received with the same courtesy as the
British one’

b. O Tavvng eivat ynhog/idlog 6mwe o pmapmdg tov.

‘John is tall/the same as his father’

Therefore, the dnwg-clause seems to be ambiguous between a degree reading (e.g.
‘John has the same height as his father’) and a kind reading (e.g. ‘John is tall like his
father is tall’). Under the kind reading the comparative construction entails the matrix
clause and the two entities may be assigned a different position on the scale, as long as
both positions are above the contextually provided threshold of the relevant scale e.g.
tall-ness. Under the degree reading the comparative construction does not entail the
matrix clause (e.g. for (25-b) that John is tall) and the two entities must be assigned the
same position on the scale on a par with equality comparatives. To further explore the

meaning of sentences like (25-b) I ran an experiment described in §5.
5. Experimental investigation of the meaning of dmw¢-comparatives
5.1 Methodology
5.1.1 Participants
59 native speakers of Modern Greek ranging in age from 19 to 40 years old were rec-
ruited in the study with snowball sampling. 7 of them did not complete the survey and
1 of them was excluded for being a bilingual. The remaining 51 participants came from
at least 17 different Greek cities.

5.1.2 Test items and Procedures

I tested participants by means of a ‘cancellability test’ in a 2 (Syntax) X 6 (Interpreta-
tion) design. The test was based on the methodology used in Cummins and Katsos

5  http://www.pronews.gr/portal/20160628/ellada/elliniki-politiki/2/atsipras-den-itan-idio-eygenikoi-oi-
eyropaioi-me-elliniko last accessed 9 July 2016
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(2010). The purpose was to investigate whether comparatives with é7w¢ entail or im-
plicate the truth of the matrix clause and/or an equality relation between the two en-
tities compared.

Participants were presented with 42 pairs of sentences linked by the word aAXd ‘but.
They were asked to assess on a 7-point-Likert scale whether the second sentence in
each pair could felicitously follow the first (1 Sev Taupialer — 7 Taupiéler ‘1 it is not a
suitable continuation - 7 it is a suitable continuation’). 30 pairs of sentences were filler
items used to mask the research question and 12 pairs were critical items.

All the test items involved a predicative gradable adjective. The small clause would be
either combined with the copula or would be in object position of a verb like éyw ‘have.
The second sentence was introduced by aAld& hence continuations that would cancel
an implicature could be accommodated. There were two control conditions: one con-
dition with a continuation that did not contradict the first sentence and one condition

with a pair that involved a contradiction/presupposition violation.

(26) O MixaAng eivat ynAog Omws o Papndg Tov. AANG...
‘Mike is tall like his father. But..]
a. 0 MixdAng Sev eivat avmikerpevind Yynlog. objectively
‘Mike is not objectively tall’
b. o MixaAng kat o matépag Tov Sev éxovv 10 (d10 VYog. g(x)=g(y)°
‘Mike and his father do not have the same height!
¢. 0 MixdAng eivan Aiyo mmo ynAég amnd tov pmapnd tov. small difference
‘Mike is a bit taller than his father’
d. o MixdAng eivaw moAd 1o yyAog and tov umapnd tov. big difference
‘Mike is much taller than his father’
e. 0 MixdAng eivat 7o xovtég anod tov Baoiln. (plausible continuation)
control 1
‘Mike is shorter than Bill.
f. o MixdAng dev €xet umapumnd. (contradiction/presupposition violation)
control 2

‘Mike does not have a father’

6  Function g is defined as follows:
i. The domain of g is the domain of individuals.
ii. The range of g is the set of non-negative real numbers.
iii. Every entity is assigned a value by g equal to the height.
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The conditions were matched to the sentences following a within-subjects Latin square
design; every participant saw both syntactic structures six times, in a different condition
each time. The pairs of sentences were ordered randomly. If two sentences of the same
condition or with similar lexemes appeared with less than 3 fillers between them, they
were swapped with fillers. If two sentences with the same interpretation condition ap-
peared in a distance of less than three sentences, the latter of the two was changed with
its ‘lexical’ equivalent which was already paired with a different interpretation condition.

The questionnaire was devised and distributed using Qualtrics. The data was analy-
zed with SPSS 23.

5.2 Results

Table 2 shows the mean judgement of coherence, and the corresponding SDs, in each of
the experimental conditions. As expected, the two control conditions received the high-
est and the lowest rankings respectively, while the critical conditions ranked in between.

As far as Syntax is concerned, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphe-
ricity had been violated, x*(0) = .000, therefore degrees of freedom were corrected
using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (e=1.000). The results show that
there was no significant effect of Syntax F(1.000, 50.000)= .510, p=.478. These results
suggested that the syntactic position of the gradable adjective did not affect the ac-
ceptability of the second sentence as a continuation of the first. As far as Interpretati-
on is concerned, Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been
violated, x>(14) = 55.722, p =.000, therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using
Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of sphericity (¢=.617). The results show that there was
significant effect of Interpretation F(3.084, 154.177)= 35.076, p= .000. These results
suggested that the continuation of the sentence significantly affected the acceptability
of the pair of sentences. With respect to the interaction of the two factors, Mauch-
ly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had not been violated, x?*(14)
= 17.742, therefore degrees of freedom were corrected using Greenhouse-Geisser
estimates of sphericity (e= .892). The results show that there was no significant ef-
fect F(4.458, 222.896)= 1.504, p= .196. These results suggested that the two factors
(syntactic position of the gradable adjective, type of continuation) did not interact
significantly.

The first critical condition objectively, which tested whether the comparative entails

the matrix clause, achieved the highest score amongst critical conditions (3.65 SD 1.84
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Factor Syntax
Condition Subject Reduced Relative
Means SD Means SD
Control 1 4.65 1.809 4.57 1.769
objectively 3.65 1.842 3.88 1.716
= g(x)=g(y) 2.67 1.740 2.92 1.798
‘é small difference 2.51 1.759 2.90 1.879
% big difference 2.08 1.560 2.16 1.461
é Control 2 1.73 1.471 1.27 1.021

Table 2 | Means and Standard Deviation (SD) for each condition

Within Subjects | Mauchly’s Approx. df | Sig. | Epsilon (Green-
Effect w Chi-Square house-Geisser)
Syntax 1.000 .000 0 1.000
Interpretation 314 55.722 14 .000 .617
ISZtI::tra;taﬁon 692 17.742 14 | 219 892

Table 3 | Mauchly’s test of sphericity

Source df error df F Sig.
Syntax 1.000 50.000 510 478
Interpretation 3.084 154.777 35.076 .000
Syntax*Interpretation 4.458 222.896 1.504 .196

Table 4 | Greenhouse-Geisser Test of Within-Subjects Effects

- 4.57 SD 1.77). Comparing it to Control 1 (no violation), a pair-wise comparison
shows that it is significantly different (t=-4.017, df =50 , p<0.05 for small clauses and
t=-2.353 df =50, p<0.05 for reduced relatives). However, there is a positive correlation
between the two conditions (corr.=0.526 p<0.05 for the small clause and corr.=0.286

P<0.05 for the reduced relative). Comparing the same critical condition with control
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condition 2 (contradiction/ presupposition violation), a pair-wise comparison shows
that they are significantly different (t=5.844, df =50 , p<0.05 for small clauses and
t=9.500, df =50 , p<0.05 for reduced relatives) and they do not correlate (corr.=0.08
p>0.05 for the small clause and corr=0.042 p>0.05 for the reduced relative).

The second critical condition g(x)#g(y), which tested whether identity entailed
equality, received a significantly lower score than critical condition 1 (5=-2.570, df=50,
p<0.05 for small clauses; t=-2.609, df=50, p<0.05 for reduced relatives) and the same
held for critical condition 3 small difference (t=0.583, df=50, p>0.05 for small clauses,
t=0.076, df=50, p>0.05 for reduced relatives). The latter was expected since critical
condition 3 small difference entails critical condition 2 g(x)#g(y). Critical condition 2
was significantly different from both control conditions (no violation: t=-5.178, df=50,
p<0.05 for small clauses, t=-4.757, df= 50, p<0.000 for reduced relatives - violation:
t=2.797, df=50, p<0.05 for small clauses, t=5.488, df=50, p<0.05 for reduced relatives).

Finally critical condition 4 was not significantly different from control condition 2
(contradiction/presupposition violation) in the reduced relative variant t=1.197, df=50,
p<0.05. In the subject condition it seems to be a non-significant difference within the
two t=1.197, df=50, p<0.05. Given that the Syntax factor is not significant and that it
does not interact with Interpretation (see above), this difference seems to stem from a

problematic test-item of the control condition which received relatively high scores:

(27) O MuiydAng givat ynAog 0mwe o papmdg tov. AAG o MixdAng Sev éxet pmopmd.
‘Michail is tall as his dad. But Michail doesn’t have a dad’

This test item received relatively high score compared to the other test items in the con-
dition, probably because it was accommodated with assumptions such as ‘But Mike’s
dad has died’ In such cases, it does not contradict the first sentence at all and is a plausi-

ble continuation. The same problem was not encountered with other examples, e.g. (28)

(28) To @opepa TG EAévng eivar pakpv 6mwg tng Etprjvng. AANAG n) Ewprjvn Sev éxet
Qopélata, HOVo TavteAovLa.
‘Helen’s dress is long as Irene’s. But Irene does not have dresses, she only has

trousers.
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5.3. Discussion

The tests show that an dnwg-comparative that involves a gradable adjective of the form
X is adj omwg Y is ambiguous between X and Y have exactly the same ranking on the
adj-scale but they are not objectively adj’ and X and Y are both adj but they do not
have the same ranking on the scale. The fact that the meaning that can be more easily
cancelled is that X is not objectively adj” indicates a parallel with scalar comparatives
where ‘X is more adj than Y does not entail that X is adj’ In that respect, dmw¢ com-

paratives seem to be parallel to (in)equality comparatives:

(29) a. O Twpyog eivat YnAdG 600 0 UTAUTEG TOV.
‘George is as tall as his father’
b. O Twpyog eivat YynAdg.
‘George is tall’
(30) (29-a) # (29-b)

The experimental results are important for two reasons. Firstly, the ambiguity of onwg-
comparatives between a kind and a degree reading provides further evidence for the
existence of a closer relation between kinds and degrees (Anderson & Morzycki 2012).
Secondly, they show that identity comparatives not only do they share the same syn-
tactic structure with scalar comparatives (§3) but also they have similar semantics. If
we take into account, the proposed syntactic structure of énwg-clauses (§3.1), the mor-
phological decomposition of d7rw¢ (§3.3) and their interpration as scalar comparatives
(§4.2), a unified picture for Greek scalar and degree comparatives emerges: inequality
standard phrases consist of a preposition that combines with a DP or a nominal FR
and identity standard phrases are also introduced by a (manner) preposition which

can be incorporated in the wh-item (-w¢) or combine with a DP (ue).

7 The experiment yielded evidence that for at least some of the speakers the non-entailment relation
described in (30) holds. However, it remains unclear whether there is a subgroup of speakers for whom
the first sentence (29-a) entails (29-b). If there were such inter-speaker variation, it would provide even
stronger evidence for the grammaticalisation of dnwg to a degree adverb for at least some of the spea-
kers. The inter speaker differences could result from the co-existence of two different stages of gram-
maticalisation: for the subgroup that judges (29-b) as an implicature of (29-a) 6nwg has been gramma-
ticalised to a degree adverb and for the group that (29-b) is an entailment of (29-a) it has not. I leave to
future investigation a more refined description of the interspeaker variation.
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6. Conclusions

In this paper I argued for parallelism between identity and degree comparatives. Iden-
tity comparatives introduced by émwg, involve FRs that are ambiguous between a kind
and a degree interpretation. They are interpreted as scalar-comparatives if they modify
a degree adjective or words like Té70106 (such) 1600 (so big) peyddog etc. The ambigu-
ity of 6mmw¢ between a kind and a degree interpretation shows that scalar and identity
comparatives are expressed by the same means, which points towards a closer relation

between kinds and degrees.
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