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



GRAMMATICAL GENDER AND OFFENSIVENESS
IN MODERN GREEK SLANG VOCABULARY
Katerina Christopoulou’, George J. Xydopoulos* & Anastasios Tsangalidis®
"2University of Patras & *Aristotle University of Thessaloniki

kchrist@upatras.gr, gjixydo@upatras.gr, atsangal@auth.gr

Hepidnyn

H yeiwtixh onpacio twv mepiBwpiaxav Aééewv atn Néa ENAnvixi pmopel va mepiopiotei 1 var
avénbei pe opkpuvtikg 1 peyebuvind npoopvuata avrioroye. H xphion abiodoyiav mpo-
oQUUdTWY EMPépeL TUYVE Kau aAdayr aTo Ypappatikd yévos tne mapdywyns Aéénc. H addayn
yévous pe 1 ywpic ) xprion adiodoyikdv emOnudtwy Seiyvel, petakv dAwv, T ardon Tov
OWIANTH YIoX TO TTOLYEIO AVAPOPAS. Ze YeVIKES Ypappié, o1 OuKpuvTIKEG AéEeis Kkau o1 mapdyw-
yeg Aékeig mov Siarnpotv To yévog G Béons xpraomorobvtau pe Aiydtepo peiwtixy onpaoio
art6 ) Aé&n-Paon, eva or peyeBuvtiés kou o1 maphywyes Aé&eig mov 8e Siathpovv To yévog TiG

Béons xprowpomolobvTau e epioodTEPO pelwTIKY onpacio ané mn Aén-faon.

Keywords: slang vocabulary, grammatical-natural gender, diminution, augmentation, evalu-

ate morphology, offensiveness

1. The relation between grammatical and natural gender

In this paper we examine how the alteration of the grammatical gender of an item of
slang vocabulary (SV) in Modern Greek (MG), with or without the use of evaluative
affixes, can influence its meaning.

MG has a tripartite gender system with masculine, feminine and neuter values. In

languages with a similar gender system the assignment of gender value depends on the
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semantics and formal characteristics of the noun (Corbett 1991:8, 33, Ralli 2003:58).
Hence, grammatical gender functions as a marker for masculine and feminine projec-
tions associated with the natural gender of the referent, whereas it often operates as an
evaluation indicator for nouns marked [- animate] (Ralli 2003:38). In MG general vo-
cabulary (GV), the gender of nominals is attributed to [+human] nouns based, mainly,
on the agreement of grammatical and natural gender (see e.g. Ralli 2002, 2003). Ac-
cording to Pavlidou et al. (2004), there is almost absolute agreement between gram-
matical and natural gender for [+human] nouns listed in the Dictionary of Standard
Modern Greek (Triantafyllidis 1998). However, the grammatical gender of a noun can
be different from natural gender, because the former is related to properties of the
referent (e.g. ipdlilosy; ‘employee;, yinekdkiy ‘womanpyy ', agorinayg, ‘boy’) (see, among
others Tsokalidou 1996:56, Setatos 1998, Pavlidou 2006: 44-47).

As we will see later in section 2.3, non-agreement between natural and grammatical
gender is often observed in SV. Words of feminine or neuter grammatical gender can be
used to express masculine natural gender (e.g. adelfiy, prezdkiy and words with neuter

or masculine gender to express feminine natural gender (e.g. ksékoloy, piitanosy,).

2. Evaluative Morphology and Slang Vocabulary
2. 1 Theoretical remarks

Gender change of the base often happens by the use of diminutives or/and augmentati-
ve suffixes (skilosy ‘dog’ > skilakiy, yinékay, ‘woman’ > yinekakiy), that are considered
evaluative and are examined in the context of evaluative morphology (see Stump 1993,
Kortvélyessy 2015, Grandi & Kortvélyessy 2015). With the use of evaluative affixes,
the speaker evaluates the referent and/or distances him/herself from it (basically with
diminutive affixes) (see e.g. the item psilo-, Xydopoulos 2009).

According to Kortvélyessy (2015) and Grandi & Kortvélyessy (2015), evaluative affi-
xes can express a descriptive, quantitative perspective, when they refer to size (small-
big), or qualitative perspective when they refer to the emotional attitude of the speaker

(good-bad) towards the referent.

1 For the English equivalents see Greek-English SV base-words glossary after Section 5.
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The boundaries between descriptive and qualitative interpretation are not always
clear, as derived words can be polysemous (e.g. size, expression of feelings etc.). For
example, the GV word spitdki ‘housep ), can be used with a descriptive meaning,
showing small size as well as with a qualitative one, showing the familiar attitude of
the speaker and/or his/her contempt. Similarly, the SV words vizdki or kolardki an be
used either with a purely descriptive meaning showing small size or with a qualitative
one expressing the familiar attitude of the speaker.

Therefore, we can assume the existence of a continuum with diminutive and aug-
mentative forms that express quantity and/or quality which cause a fluctuation of the

intensity in the taboo meaning of the base.

2. 2 Evaluative affixes in slang vocabulary

The use of evaluative affixes in SV words is a common way to decrease or increase the
pejorative meaning of a slang word. Diminutive affixes in SV words decrease their
word’s negative meaning and/or create a familiar, friendly and ludling atmosphere
(e.g. psilomaldkas, putanitsa, skatiila). By contrast, augmentative affixes mainly opera-
te as intensifiers of the meaning of SV words, both for words with a negative and with
a positive evaluation (e.g. arximaldkas, karaputandra, miinaros).

In SV we can find 16 out of the 36 diminutive suffixes that Xydopoulos & Chris-
topoulou 2011 discussed in relation to MG [OR: identified in the GV], 10 out of 25
augmentative suffixes and all the prefixes of the GV with evaluative use (e.g. psilo-,
kara- etc.). As a follow-up, in this paper, we focus on diminutive and augmentative
affixes that are combined with a slang word-base and result in grammatical gender

change.

2. 3 Evaluative affixes and gender change

2. 3. 1 Diminutive suffixes
Very often, diminutive suffixes are used in MG not only for denoting small size, but
also as politeness markers, moderating the threat of speech acts (see Sifianou 1992).

Obviously, diminutive suffixes assign both positive (tenderness, love, appreciation)

and negative connotations (understatement, disapproval). Hence, they create a seman-
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tic continuum expressing emotions that ranges from affection to disapproval (Haas
1978:82).

In SV, diminutive suffixes that cause gender change of the base are: -akis, -akos, -ou-
lis. When attached to a neuter base, these suffixes give a masculine form (e.g. arxidiy
> arxiddkis, arxiddkosy, arxidulisyy).

Suffixes -aki and -i* are combined with feminine bases (e.g. putanay > putandkiy,
putaniy) and masculine bases (e.g. karjolisy; > karjoldkiy, karjoliy, kolosy; > koldkiy,
koliy) and produce neuter forms.

Feminine diminutive suffixes -itsa and -ula tend to combine with words of neuter
gender (muniy > munitsag, skatéy > skatuilag) and derive forms that metaphorically
express familiarity.

The learned diminutive suffix -idio combines with masculine bases (pustisy; >
pustidioy) but also with feminine colloquial ones (putdnay > putanidioy;) giving neu-
ter forms that may be the result of analogy, based on forms like nimfidio ‘tart. Derived
words emerge, mainly, from feminine bases, whereas in words like pustidio there are
feminine connotations. The weakening of the meaning, compared to the word-base is
maybe due to the incompatability between the learned suffix and the colloquial base.

Finally, the diminutive suffix -oni attached mainly to GV words (kléftisy; > kléftray, >
kleftréniy, prézag > prezéniyy), only selects feminine bases and produces neuter forms

(pustrag > pustroniy, yliftrag > yliftroniyy), thus reducing their negative meaning.
2. 3. 2 Augmentative suffixes and prefixes

Augmentative suffixes mostly appear with an intensifying meaning without a neces-
sary implication of big size, but also ender change (ka0iyitis,; ‘teacher’ > kabiyitdrar,
aftokinitoy ‘car’ > aftokinitdray). Augmentative derived forms may express respect,
tendereness, evaluation, familiarity, but also irony, belittlement or disapproval for the
referent (Sifianou 1992:157, Efthymiou 2015).

In SV, augmentative suffixes -aras and -aros combine with feminine (psolip > pso-

lards), psolarosy;) and neuter bases (viziy > vizards);, vizarosy) and produce ma-

2 For diminution in GV see among many others Alexopoulos 1994.

3 We have detected only one case of the suffix -akos on a feminine: psoldrag, > psolardkosy ;.

4 Suffix -i in Standard MG does not seem to be really productive; however, it is very frequent in SV,
for its diminutive function see Anastassiadi-Symeonidi & Cheila-Markopoulou 2003:17) and Daltas
(1985:69-71).
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sculine augmentative forms that are used either with approving or with sarcastic and
deprecatory attitude.

The feminine suffix -ara selects masculine (pistisy; > pustdrag) and neuter bases
(viziyy > vizdrag), whereas the suffix -os selects only neuter bases (viziy > vizosy,)
and transforms them into masculine forms with a slight differentiation in meaning,
but surely more emphatic. Derivation of words with stress shift and the use of the
augmentative suffix -os amplifies the characteristics of the base and transfuses more
concrete and intense characteristics, if compared with the neuter form in -i (for GV
see Ralli 2005:143-144).

The inclusive suffix -arjo forms words of neuter gender and is combined with ma-
sculine (pustisy; > pustarjéy;) and feminine bases (putdnay > putanarjéy). In many
instances the derived forms in -ario are combined with the prefix-like item kara- in
order to intensify the negative meaning of the base, piitsosy; > karaputsarjéy (chaotic
situation)).

Finally, the feminine gender suffixes -a and -0’ are interesting cases, as they seem to
assign augmentative properties to the base (cf. Daltas 1985:69). In SV, these suffixes are
combined with feminine bases (saviiray, - saviirog, patsaviirag, - patsaviirog) or give fe-
minine types from masculine bases (maldkas) - maldkoy, o arxidas); - arxido); this
may increase the derogatory meaning of a word. Forms in -0 appear to be more dero-
gatory than forms in -a (pustisy; > pistrag > pustrog) (Xydopoulos & Christopoulou
2011). Interestingly, feminine forms in -a and -0 appear in cases where the referent is

of masculine gender with a meaning of disapproval (see section 2.4.1).
2. 4 Evaluative affixes, gender change and semantic features

As we can see from the examples in section 2.3 above, SV words with gender alteration
mainly refer to: (a) people characterizations and (b) words for the genitals. In both
categories we find derived words of all three grammatical genders, regardless of the
gender of the referent.

The words of the first category, that are used for people characterizations, carry a ne-
gative meaning for the referent, because they are used with a disapproving stance from

the speaker’s point of view, with literal (pustdray) or figurative meaning (putandkiy).

5  For the suffix -0 in GV see: Anastassiadi-Symeonidi & Symeonidis 2007; in SV see: Xydopoulos &
Christopoulou 2011.
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Words of the second category that refer to genitals are rarely chosen by speakers in
their literal meaning (pitsosy; > putsiilay / putsitsag). Derived words are used with
either disapproving or approving attitude; e.g. muniy > munitsag® ‘pussy vs. young
gitl, arxidiy >arxiddkisyy, arxiddkosy; petty, worthless’ (mitigation of the negative
meaning of the base), puitsosy; > putsulay, / putsitsap (worthless item with a ludling
meaning among familiar people, e.g. Sas drese i putsilla pu fayate tin Kiriaki mésa stin
édra sas? ‘Did you like the “small penis” that you ate in Sunday in your home ground?’;
muniy; > munaros); ‘beautiful and attractive woman.

However, a difference in the meaning of the same word is often noticed, depending
on the referring entity. Regarding the word: muniy, the derived words: munitsap,
mundkiy;, minayg, minosy, mundrag, miinaros are used metonymically when they
refer to a woman and have mostly positive connotations, regardless of the obvious
sexist implications involved. When reference is made to a male person, though, the
forms selected are mainly mundkiy and the word-base muniy; and are used metapho-
rically with derogatory connotations only.

The forms arxiddkos, arxidas, kara-(a)rxidas are derived from the word arxidi with
gender change. They are used figuratively with a disapproving meaning referring to a
man. Only the word-base arxidi can be used as a characterization for a woman, again,

with a very derogatory meaning (see Christopoulou & Xydopoulos 2014).
2. 4. 1 Feminine grammatical gender

Derived feminine forms in SV appear to be more insulting because of the gender
change of the base from masculine to feminine. A representative example is the word
pustisy; which shifts to pistra/-opg); More specifically, the diminutive suffixes -akos
and -aki combined with the base pustisy; i.e. pustdkosy, pustdkiy, their meaning
seems to be more derogatory. When the same suffixes are combined with the femini-
ne base piistray, i.e. pustrdkos), pustrdkiy then the meaning is more humiliating for
the referent, based on native speakers intuitions’. Actually, a similar differentiation in

the meaning can also be detected to the pairs: alitisy; - alitrag, karjlisy - karjolay,

6  This is a case of metonymy (see Christopoulou & Xydopoulos 2014).

7 These claims were also indirectly verified by a questionnaire-based survey we conducted in 2011 aiming
at assessing the offensiveness of such forms (cf. Xydopoulos & Christopoulou 2011 & Xydopoulos in
prep.). However, we have not been able to further test these intuitions using data from texts since there
are no substandard corpora for MG.
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yamidlisy; - yamidlay, yliftisy; - yliftrag. The conversion to feminine can also be done
with the suffix -0, e.g. maldkasy; - maldkoy, pustisy; - puistrog, arxidasy; - arxidop,
yliftisyy - yliftrog.

So, a feminine form when referring to a male entity attributes to it a derogatory
meaning. This happens because characteristics (e.g. craft, dishonesty, irresponsibili-
ty) that have been traditionally correlated with women in our society are assigned to
a man. Of course, if we examine the pairs above we notice that only forms that are
marked as [+feminine] can be used with humiliating meaning to refer to a man. Words
that express masculine features, like arxido, pséla are not selected to refer to a male. It

is worth noting that we have not found any such cases in GV referring to a man e.g.

(1) O Gidnnisy einai i meyaliteri yliftrag/yliftroy, tis tdksis.
‘Giannis is the biggest sidekick of the class’
(2) * O Gidnnisy; einai i meyaliteri pséfiray, tis tdksis.

‘Giannis is the biggest liar of the class’

Based on the above data, we can conclude that the pejorative meaning of a word of
masculine natural gender has in the SV of MG seems to increase importantly when it
shifts to feminine, with or without evaluative suffixes.

In the following sections, we will see how the pejorative meaning of words of the SV

is scaled, thus being more or less offensive for the interlocutors.

3. The notion of offensiveness

SV words, depending on the referred entity and their use (literal or metaphorical)
differ semantically as to how much they can offend someone in an interaction. By
the term offensiveness we will henceforth refer to how offensive or annoying an in-
terlocutor considers a word. Janschewitz (2008:1067) differentiates offensiveness from
tabooness based on the personal or general abuse caused by the use of SV. In offensive-
ness, the presence of a slang or taboo word is optional. On the contrary, in tabooness,
there must be a slang word with a taboo-meaning’. The degree to which a word/phrase

can be considered offensive depends on subjective criteria (e.g. attitudes, beliefs of the

8  Here we will use the term offensiveness for both offensiveness and tabooness.
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interlocutor), independent variables (e.g. age, gender, cultural attitudes) and the com-
munication circumstances (e.g. formal conversation vs conversation between friends)
(see Janschewitz 2008:1070-1, Jay & Janschewitz 2008:269).

In an attempt to better explain offensiveness, we could understand it in conjunction
with the theory of impoliteness (see e.g. Culpeper 1996), as the use of SV is generally
perceived as an impolite way of communication (see e.g. Mills 2003). Impoliteness as
a feature can be found in a person’s behaviour, without it being an inherent utterance
feature. If we follow Culpeper (1996:356-7), we obtain bald on record impoliteness eve-
ry time the interlocutor insults and underestimates his/her interlocutor with a direct,
articulate and clear manner (regardless of him/her using slang words); the use of SV is
what Culpeper (op. cit.) calls a positive impoliteness strategy.

Using SV with augmentative affixes and the non-correspondence of natural and
grammatical gender in words of the SV seem to be strategies of positive impolite-
ness. By contrast, the use of SV with diminutive suffixes seems to correspond to an
off record impoliteness strategy. This happens because, by using diminutive affixes,
the interlocutor distances him/herself from the utterance and expresses his/her im-
polite attitude, implicitly rather that explicitly. When SV is used as an indication of
familiarity, among members of the same group, it seems to induce sarcastic or mock
impoliteness (Culpeper op. cit).

Hence, an utterance is offensive when it offends the interlocutor, taking into conside-

ration the interlocutor’s intentions (cf. impoliteness categories) (Christopoulou 2016).

3. 1 Scaling offensiveness as a continuum

We have concluded so far that SV words in MG are not used with the same level/degree
of offensiveness. Depending on their meaning, their use, their referent(s) and the ext-
ralinguistic means that the speaker uses, offensiveness can fluctuate from a minimum
to a maximum. In addition, the level of offensiveness can vary for the same slang word,
according to the referent and/or its literal or metaphorical use (Xydopoulos & Chris-
topoulou 2011). On the basis of our earlier discussion in sections 2.3 and 2.4, the alte-
ration of the grammatical gender of the base (or else the non-correspondence between
natural and grammatical gender) and the use of evaluative affixes constitute, among
other things, the verbal means that contribute to the fluctuation of offensiveness in SV.

If we assume a continuum where SV words are dispersed according to how impo-
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lite or offensive they are, it could be represented as follows (see also Christopoulou
2010:15-18 and Xydopoulos & Christopoulou 2011):

[-offensiveness] [+offensiveness] [+offensiveness]
no offensiveness slight offensiveness increased offensiveness
(putanitsa, pustdkos) (putdna, puistis) (arxiputana, kardpustas, pistra)
[-offensiveness] [+offensiveness]

Figure 1| Offensiveness continuum in SV of MG.

4. Continuum of offensiveness: evaluative morphology and gender
alteration

Based on the above, it follows that the use of evaluative morphology, with or without
gender alteration, in SV can lead to a continuum for each word, that includes derived
forms with higher or lower degree of offensiveness. A scaling of offensiveness that
stems from gender alteration of the base and the use of evaluative affixes differs ac-
cording to the base gender.” Offensiveness of words with masculine grammatical and

natural gender could be presented as follows:

IF Base + DM
i
‘Word-base M

— ]

"

[-offensiveness] [+offensiveness]

Figure 2 | Offensiveness continuum of masculine words with evaluative morphology or/and gender alteration

9 In this paper we only deal with masculine and masculine bases.

GRAMMATICAL GENDER AND OFFENSIVENESS IN MODERN GREEK | 299



b

[-offensiveness]

[+offensiveness]

Figure 3 | Offensiveness continuum for feminine words with evaluative morphology or/and gender alteration.
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arxikarapustas)sc-ave |
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arxikarapustarapg.avc

|

>
d

-
+

[-offensiveness]

Figure 4 | Impoliteness and offensiveness continuum for piistisy ¢

[+offensiveness]

As Figure 2 shows, when the word-base is of masculine grammatical gender and its

referent is normally classified as male (e.g. piistis) ), the derived forms with the highest

level of offensiveness are those that are either converted to feminine or stem from a fe-

minine base. The words that are turned into feminine and combine two augmentative

affixes, a prefix and a suffix (e.g. arxi/karapustdrag_, ;) display the highest level of

offensiveness.

The scaling of offensiveness for words of grammatical and natural feminine gender

could be shown as follows:
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As shown in Figure 3, when a word-base is of feminine grammatical and natural gen-
der (putdnag), the derived forms of the base with the highest level of offensiveness are
those that either maintain the base gender those that are turned into masculine. The
highest level of offensiveness is found with feminine words that also combine augmen-
tative affixes, a prefix and a suffix (arxi/karaputandrag_,y;c )-

If we apply the derivational paradigm of piistis) ; to Figure 2, the morphological com-
binations (with or without gender alteration) that are available in SV of MG offer “fi-
ner” shades in the continuum of offensiveness.

Figure 4 seems to imply that forms with the lowest level of offensiveness are neuter,
whereas forms with the highest level of offensiveness are feminine. Derived forms of
the word pustis with gender alteration from masculine to feminine and neuter, like
pustdkiy, pustrakiy, pustribiy, pustroniy, pustray pustrog, pustdrag, karapustdrag
seem to be used mostly in their literal interpretations. On the contrary, derived forms
without gender alteration of the base, like pustdkosy, pustardkosy;, pustards;, kard-
pustasy; seem to have mostly metaphorical interpretations.

Concluding, based on the application of the paradigms of the word puistisy; we saw
above, it follows that the shift of a masculine form into neuter or feminine, with a
parallel diminution or augmentation, gives literalness in SV meaning, and so intensifi-
cation of the semantic features of the base. On the contrary, maintaining the gramma-
tical gender of the base-word, with a parallel diminution or augmentation, highlights

the metaphorical features of the semantics of the base.

5. Concluding remarks

As we saw in the previous section, when the word-base is and maintains its mascu-
line gender or is turned into feminine, its offensiveness degree is increased. Derived
forms without gender alteration are used, mostly, metaphorically. Derived forms that
are turned into feminine or neuter are used, mostly, literally. Derived words, mainly
of neuter gender with a diminutive affix appear on the [-offensiveness] edge. These
words are used, largely, with a derisive attitude and encourage friendly bonds among
interlocutors. On the contrary, derived words, mainly of feminine gender with one or
two augmentative affixes appear on the [+offensiveness] edge.

Parameters that influence the fluctuation of offensiveness for an SV word can be

summarized as follows (Christopoulou 2016):
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[-offensiveness] [+offensiveness]
(i) [-gender change] [+gender change]
(ii) Masculine, Neuter gender Feminine gender
(iii) | Diminutive forms [...] Augmentative forms
(iv) | Metaphor Literalism
(v) | Familiarity, saturnine style Irony, disapproval

Table 1 | Parameters that influence offensiveness

So, a derived SV word is considered less offensive than a word-base when it: (i) keeps
its gender, (ii) (often) is of masculine or neuter grammatical gender, (iii) is combined
with a diminutive affix and (iv) is mostly used with metaphorical interpretations. In
this case derived words are used by the speaker with a familiar and ludling, attitude.
By contrast, a derived slang word is considered more offensive than the word-base
when (i) its gender has changed, (ii) it has feminine grammatical gender (especially
when the referent is male), (iii) it is combined with an augmentative affix, and (iv) it is
used literally. In this case, derived words express either ironic attitude and/or intense
disapproval or dispute on the part of the speaker.

Our initial hypothesis is thus confirmed. In SV of MG, offensiveness appears to si-
gnificantly increase when the gender of the base is shifted to feminine or even when
maintaining the feminine, with or without the parallel use of evaluative affixes. We
obtain the highest level of offensiveness when a word of feminine gender is used to

refer to a male entity.
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Greek-English SV base-words glossary

alitisy; ‘punk’ pustisy; fag
arxidiy ‘prick putdnay, ‘whore’
adelfip, ‘gay’ putsosy; ‘dick’
yamidlisy‘motherfucker’ skatdy ‘shit’
yliftisyy ‘schmoozer’ viziy tit’

karidlay, ‘bitch’

karjélisy; ‘motherfucker’
kiléftisy; ‘thief’

kélosyy ‘ass’

ksékoloy; ‘slut’
maldkasy; ‘wanker’
muniy ‘pussy’
patsaviirag, savirag ‘swab/rag’
prézag, ‘pinch’

prezdkiy; ‘junky’

psolig ‘cock
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