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‘Evaluative Morphology’ in German, Dutch and Swedis:

Constructional Networks and the Loci of Changé

1. Introduction

In languages with productive compounding like Gemm®utch and Swedish,
‘evaluative morphology’ (cf. Bauer, 1997) raisefriguing issues of category status
and change. The present contribution addressesgargtechanges involving
‘expressive compounds’ (Meibauer, 2013) such asi@nmerauftritt ‘lit. hammer,
i.e. great performance’ dvlistwetter ‘lit. dung, i.e. terrible weather’, in which the
nominal non-head has an evaluative function. Timesmorphemes, which we will
henceforth refer to as ‘evaluatives’, can sometifu@stion as adjective intensifiers
(G. hammeischon‘very pretty’) and, more importantly, display frases (Ghammer
‘great, excellent’, mist ‘terrible, awful’) which seem to be the result oé-
categorization from noun to adjective. The adjecstatus is not clear-cut, however,
given that the general lack of inflection in théev@nt grammatical contexts makes it
difficult to unequivocally identify adjectival beti@ur. We will therefore argue (i)
that discrete categories in the highly dynamic donod evaluative morphology in
Germanic cannot be maintained, and (ii) that theergence of new (defective)
adjectives expressing evaluation should be seenpasductive process. Two loci of
change prove crucial in this context: the non-hpadition of compounds and the

predicative position.
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The left-hand members in nominal compounds kHammer, Mist- and many
others are sometimes referred to as ‘prefixoid€fixaids, a term encompassing both
prefixoids and suffixoids, are defined as compoaoodstituents with a more abstract
meaning which deviates systematically from the esponding ‘parent morph’
(Stevens, 2005, p. 73) and is, at least in priegipstricted to their use in complex
words. The more abstract nature of the novel meaaml the fact that they tend to be
part of productive word-formation schemata, thamflorming series, are properties
more reminiscent of affixes than of lexemes (s@eorag others, Booij & Huning,
2014; Elsen, 2009; Leuschner, 2010; Stevens, 2086;Goethem, 2008). Here are
some examples from German (a), Dutch (b) and Swe@is with the evaluative
prefixoids in boldface:

1. a. G. Bomberstimmung ‘lit. bomb, i.e. great vibe’,Hammemetter ‘lit.
hammer, i.e. great weatheBchrotfilm ‘lit. junk, i.e. terrible movie’
b. D. kloteding ‘testicle, i.e. stupid thing’'reuzepret ‘giant, i.e. great fun’,
topweer‘top, i.e. great weather’
c. Sw. kalasvader ‘party, i.e. great weatherskitdag ‘shit, i.e. terrible day’,
topperkvall ‘top, i.e. great evening’
In ordinary compounds, the literal meaning of tlaeemt morphs is preserved (e.g. G.
Schrott'junk’ > Schrotthandlerjunk dealer’, D.top ‘top, summit’ >toplaag ‘upper
layer’, Sw.kalas ‘festivity’ > kalasmat'festive meal, banquet’), thus distinguishing
them from affixoid formations. Since affixoids clegige any straightforward
dichotomy between compounding and derivation, tlag sometimes said to
constitute a separate category of word-forming eleiin their own right (e.g. Elsen,
2009). Other authors have taken a compromise pasisuggesting that affixoids are

in the transition zone (both synchronically and cHranically) between two



prototypes, viz. lexeme and affix, and that ‘afftkaemains a useful descriptive label
even in the absence of any strong claim to theustat category in the linguistic
system (e.g. Motsch, 1996; Leuschner, 2010; Booklji#ing, 2014; for a summary
of the controversy see Leuschner, 2010, p. 868-&8&ne regard the emergence of
affixoids as a type of grammaticalization (Steve2@)5, pp. 76-77, Habermann to
app.); in a constructionist framework, the riseaohew word-formation subschema
(see 2.3) with an affixoidal constituent can aléirely be conceptualized as a form
of ‘constructionalization’ (HuUning & Booij, 2014)rp more specifically, ‘lexical
constructionalization’ in the sense of Traugott &dsdale (2013).

Regardless of how one chooses to define the inthateestatus of affixoids, it is
interesting to note thatvaluativeprefixoids do not necessarily behave like typical
bound morphemes either. They may appear separbikelyattributive adjectives
(spelled with the appropriate lower-case initiaderman) while retaining their more
abstract, evaluative meaning: Bammer Wetters. Hammerwettergreat weather’;
D. top weervs. topweer ‘great weather’; Swkalas vadervs. kalasvader‘great
weather’. Such two-word spellings could simply heedo the well-known tendency
in these languages to separate compounds — ettider the influence of English or
out of processing concerns (cf. Scherer, 2012; étgaset al., 1999, p. 682; Teleman
et al., 1999, p. 57) — were it not for such widatiested predicative uses as inD&s
Wetter ist hammer/Hammérhe weather is great’, DHet weer is topThe weather is
great’, Sw.Vadret ar kalas'The weather is great’. Since the non-bound vesio
clearly retain the evaluative meanings of the @poading prefixoids, the least we
can say is that native speakers/writers don’t rescdyg perceive the prefixoids as
bound. On the other hand we are not dealing witliopypical adjectives either, as

such unbound evaluatives general fail to show atift@ in the relevant grammatical



environments (which in Swedish include not onlyiltttive but also predicative uses,
see 3.1.4). The categorial status is thereforeess problematic than that of the
corresponding prefixoids.

Drawing on previous research on noun-to-adjectategory changes (Norde &
Van Goethem, 2014, 2015; Pittner & Berman, 2006n&, 2009; Van Goethem &
De Smet, 2014; Van Goethem & Hiligsman, 2014, VaetBem & Hlning, 2015),
we suggest in the present contribution that nomdoevaluatives are primarily the
result of both evaluative prefixoids and bare nowmnpredicative position being re-
categorized as (yet defective) adjectives. Thixegse is linked to and facilitated by
the existence of specific constructional netwoHet involve lexical items expressing
evaluation in German, Dutch and Swedish. In addjtihe use of a given item in
adjectival intensifying compounds may contributdatsofree use as an evaluative. A
few examples with bound as well as free uses inm@er(2), Dutch (3) and Swedish
(4) are given below. The two main functions of enalon, viz. amelioration (a) and
pejoration (b), are illustrated separately for elaciguage:

2. a.bombe(n)lit. bomb’, hammerlit. hammer, mega‘lit. mega’, spitze(n)lit.
top’, top'lit. top’, ... ‘great’
b. mist'lit. dung’, scheif3(e)lit. shit’, ... ‘awful’

3. a.bere‘bear, klasse‘class’, reuze‘giant’, super'lit. super’, top ‘lit. top’, ...
‘great’
b.klote‘lit. testicles’, kut‘lit. vagina’, ... ‘awful’

4.  a.dunder‘lit. thunder’, kalas‘lit. feast’, kanon‘lit. cannon’, super‘lit. super’,
toppen'it. the top’, ... ‘great’

b. botten‘lit. bottom’, skit'lit. shit’, ... ‘awful’



Our concept of constructional networks in this ijgatar case, i.e. paradigmatic
relationships between different word formation sohta and syntactic patterns in the
mental lexicon, is based on corpus data revealimmfrilsutional and semantic
properties of these items from a broad, cross-Isigu and mainly qualitative
perspective. It is also supported by observati@ganding so-called ‘loan prefixes’
(cf. Ruf, 1996) likesuper(-)andmega(-) Loan prefixes do not have free, less abstract
nominal counterparts, yet they have been reanalysdte same way as functionally
equivalent prefixoids and show a very similar dlsttion. They therefore lend
themselves well to the idea that category chanffestimg evaluatives are facilitated
by essentially identical underlying structures aethantics; the morphological output
(adjectival evaluative items) thus proves more irtgd than the input (noun or
prefix), rendering membership in lexical categotiesoretically less significant. The
assumption of a constructional network encompassiotp bound and unbound
evaluative items also makes the observed re-caragions seem less idiosyncratic
than we might expect in view of Norde & Van Goetfemmomment that “each
prefixoid needs to be examined in its own right012, p. 260). While this claim will
obviously be true in view of item-specific prodwiy levels or semantic and
distributional properties, the mechanisms undegythe emergence of adjectival
counterparts okvaluative prefixoids are in fact very much alike. The costrze
approach reflects our desire to establish broad emgdéimations, stressing
crosslinguistic similarities between the re-catégiron processes in three Germanic
languages with different degrees of genetical cless.

We will start with a brief survey of the existintekature, followed by remarks on
how the problematic status of affixoids in geneasd evaluative prefixoids in

particular can be resolved under the framework @fsfruction Morphology (CxM;



Booij, 2010) (Section 2). We will then proceed wempirical observations on both
bound and free evaluative items in German, Dutch@wmedish, including evaluatives
other than prefixoids and their corresponding fi@ens (Section 3). Subsequently,
the concept of a constructional network underlyavgluative morphemes will be
explicated, and formal variation of adjectival exatlves in German (see 2a, b) is
addressed (Section 4). Conclusion and prospectwifitrer research round the paper

off.

2. Theoretical preliminaries

2.1 Sources of adjectival evaluatives

Possibly owing to their marginal status, if not etcse, in the standard varieties, the
products of on-going noun-to-adjective changes @nn@anic have only recently been
receiving attention in the literature. In a classiatement, Booij (2010, p. 60-61; see
also Booij & Hlning, 2014, p. 87-90) suggests #ddjectival uses of Ckut(-) ‘awful’
andreuzef) ‘great’ originated in prefixoids; the adjectivalrin reuze(marked by the
linking element-e- and the associated lenition /s/ > /z/) is cleatigtinct from
nominal reus ‘giant’ and therefore leaves no doubt about itginras compound
member. Taking up his lead, Norde & Van Goethen142@015), Van Goethem &
De Smet (2014) and Van Goethem & Hiligsmann (20djue that adjective-like
uses of qualifying and evaluative prefixoids in €hut(e.g.reuze-‘huge; fantastic’,
klote- ‘awful’) and Germanrjesen-‘giant’) are best accounted for through a process

they call ‘debonding’, i.e. a type of degrammaiization (Norde, 2009, p. 186-227)



by which formerly free lexemes become, via an mettiate stage as prefixoids, free
morphemes again, albeit with a more abstract mgaaial a different word class. In
some cases, clipping of adjectival prefixoid forioas also plays a role (e.g. Buze
‘fantastic’ <reuzeleuKvery nice’, bere‘idem’ < beregoedvery good’; see Norde &
Van Goethem, 2015; Van Goethem & De Smet, 2014; @aathem & Hiligsman,
2014). A potential third source had been identifeetew years earlier by Pittner &
Berman (2006) and Berman (2009), who argued tleat évaluativdbombe hammey
spitze ‘great’ etc. in German arose through noun-to-adjec conversion in
predicative position, as in e.@er Film ist Spitzkspitze once established, the
products of such a reanalysis spread to contexwttdbution €in spitze Auto‘a
great car’) and compositiorBémbenr, Hammer, Spitzen). In a recent case study
evaluating the ‘debonding’ and ‘conversion’ thesrigan Goethem & Huining (2015;
see also Van Goethem, 2014) argue that the noneldondes of Dtop(-) and G.
spitze(n-)lit. top, i.e. great’ probably emerge from a cdmpinteraction between the
different source construction types as impliedtmy ¢oncept of ‘multiple inheritance’
(Trousdale, 2013; Trousdale & Norde, 2013) and ithea that a given target
construction can have multiple source construct{das de Velde et al., 2013). Since
evaluatives usually fail to show inflection in thedevant contexts, however, it seems
more appropriate to speak of syntactic ‘coerciah’ Booij & Audring, this volume;
Gaeta, 2014; Lauwers, 2014); true morphologicalvesion is a word-formation
process accompanied by the acquisition of all defaorphosyntactic properties, cf.
G. Fisch fish’, n. >fischen‘(to) fish, blau ‘blue’, adj. > (das)Blau ‘blue’, n. The

categorial openness of the predicative position B#rman 2009) is due to the

2 pudenonline dictionary (consulted on March 1 2015, fitipvw.duden.de).



abstract meaning attached to the syntactic congirumvolved, thus rendering noun-
to-adjective re-categorization possible.

In summary, then, we can identify three contribgitisources of adjectival
evaluatives: (i-a) left-hand members of nominal poonds (debonding), (i-b)
intensifying left-hand members of adjectival compdsi (clipping), and (ii) bare
nouns used in predicative position (coercion).ha tase of (i-a) and (i-b), the locus
of change is in word-formation, providing eviderfoe the reanalysis of compound
members as adjectives or adverbs; in the casé) diiéi locus of change is in syntax,
providing for the reanalysis of nouns as adjectivepredicative position. All the
respective pathways are available in German, Datath Swedish, and since any
given evaluative item, once established, usualigags to the other environments as
well, its primary origin and pathway may be difficto identify. While we may be
able to reconstruct the rise of a specific itemgoounds of its formal properties in

some cases, in other cases it may remain obsdure 2}

2.2 Evaluative prefixoids

Before considering free uses of evaluatives, wé faus on their occurrence in the
non-head position of nominal compounds, as thimtause holds a key position in
the re-categorization of such elements as adjectikewill be demonstrated below
(see 3.3) that left-hand compound members and xpefexpressing evaluation
behave very similarly in this respect. For the tibgng, we will only be concerned
with denominal evaluatives, i.e. items that quadi§y‘prefixoids’.

In order to be classified as a prefixoid, a giveorpheme must fulfil two

conditions: it must have a corresponding free lexdmm which it systematically



deviates in meaning, and it must be part of a piatén productive word-formation
schema (Stevens, 2005, p. 73). Informal usage esuatered on the Internet is
particularly rich in different compound types:
5. a. G.Schrottauto ‘terrible car’, immobilie‘real estate’, kommentafcomment’,
-spiel‘game’
b. D. klotebikini ‘awful/stupid bikini’, kabinet ‘cabinet, government’,
-programmaprogram’, vraag ‘question’
c. Sw.kalasgdag‘great day’, idé ‘idea’, jobb ‘job’, -stélle ‘place’
Rather than evaluative as in (5), prefixoids mayjust qualifying — a significant
difference that tends to be overlooked in the dtiere. Many standard instances of
prefixoids are in fact qualifying, e.g. Glaupt, D. hoofd, Sw. huvud ‘lit. head, i.e.
main’ (Hauptursachehoofdoorzaakhuvudorsakmain cause’),Schlussel-sleutel;
nycket ‘lit. key, i.e. crucial’ Schlusselfragesleutelvraag nyckelfraga‘key issue’)
and G.Marathon, D. marathon, Sw. maraton ‘lit. marathon, i.e. of a large time
span’ (Marathonsitzung marathonzitting maratonsittning‘marathon session, very
long meeting’). Rather than a subjective evaluatipnthe speaker or writer as
‘excellent’ or ‘terrible’, such prefixoids express specific characteristic of the
referent (‘main’, ‘crucial’, ‘of long duration’, et).

Qualifying prefixoids may sometimes be subject tiebonding’: G.riesen <
Riesen and D.reuze < reuze with the qualifying meaning ‘huge’ do occur as
attributively used adjectival items (Van GoethenH8igsmann, 2014; Norde & Van
Goethem, 2014); with this meaning, however, they aever used predicatively,

which is why the distinction between qualifying agwhluative prefixoids is essential



(cf. Van Goethem & De Smet, 2014, p. 264-26B).reuzef) can also be evaluative,
denoting ‘great’, and this variant of the item ised both attributively and
predicatively; the prefixoideuze is polysemous and the resulting compounds may be
semantically ambiguous. Other polysemous prefixar@sG.Spitzen and D.top- ‘lit.
top, summit’, which can be qualifying (‘of a higkthe highest class’, as in G.
SpitzensportlerD. topatleet‘top athlete’) or evaluative (‘excellent, grea#is in G.
Spitzenfilm D. topfilm ‘excellent movie’) (cf. Grzega, 2004; Van Goeth&rhliining,
2015). We can contrast similar prefixoid formatiavith paraphrases to elucidate this
rather subtle, yet decisive distinction; in exarsp(@)-(8), this semantic nuance will
be exemplified for each language:

6. a. GSpitzemolitiker ‘top politician’ #

Der Politiker istspitze ‘The politician is excellent’

b. Spitzeriilm ‘excellent movie's

Der Film istspitze ‘The movie is excellent.’
7. a. D.reuzéhonger‘enormous hungeg

??Haar honger waseuze ‘Her hunger was enormous.’

% As pointed out to us by one of the editors, thalifing denominal adjectives Engeyand Fr.clé
‘idem’ can be used predicatively; lower compounthesion in these languages may play a role here
(cf. Van Goethem & De Smet 2014). We do not claimat tqualifying denominal prefixoids in
Germanic languages with a higher degree of compaahgsion, like German, Dutch and Swedish,
may never spread to the predicative position. Siefelopments seem rather exceptional, however,

whereas denominalvaluativesare routinely used in both attributive and pretiveaposition.
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b. reuzdilm ‘excellent movie'a

De film isreuze ‘The movie is excellent.’
8. a. Swioppspelare'top player'#

Spelaren atoppen ‘The player is excellent.’

b.topperkvall ‘excellent evening2

Filmen artoppen ‘The movie is excellent.’
The paraphrases in (6a)-(8a) are not ungrammataitiough odd in Dutch for
semantic reasons), but the evaluative itemssfize D. reuze Sw. toppen‘great,
excellent’) do not correspond semantically to thjaiealent element in the prefixoid
formation (hence#’); therefore, the complex words in (6a)-(8a) cannotdgarded

as ‘evaluative compounds’. The items in the parapds in (6b)-(8b) do, however,

functionally match &) the evaluative prefixoid. In the case of Swedisk, also

observe formal differences between the two prefisdiopp- is qualifying and refers

to a hierarchy (‘of a high, the highest class’) endastoppen-expresses a subjective
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quality (‘excellent’). No such formal difference pgesent in the equivalent German
Spitzen as in (6), nor indeed in Oiop-, which can both be either qualifying or
evaluative. For obvious reasons, our focus will dedarth lie on the evaluative

function of semantically ambiguous prefixoids.

2.3 Affixoids in construction morphology

In a construction-morphological (CxM) framework fiedids can insightfully be
modelled as the lexically specified parts of ‘constional idioms’ at the word level,
i.e. as word-formation schemata with a filled S[Bboij, 2010, p. 13, passim, cf.
Booij & Huning, 2014). Affixoid formations have thetructure of ordinary
compounds; to express the bound meaning of anoadfiwithin a compound, which
systematically deviates from the parent morph nimgeof semantics, affixoids are
conceptualized as being part of subschemata limktdthe more general schema for
nominal compounds (Booij, 2010, p. 51):

9. [[alxk [bIniln; <> [SEM: with relation R to SEM;

While ordinary compounds, for example Bombenalarntbomb alert’, are directly
linked with the general schema for NN-compoundqdBombeiwx [alarm]ni]nj <>
[alarm warning of a possible airstrike by means of baibs prefixoid formations,
for example GBombenstimmunggreat atmosphereBombenwetteigreat weather’,

BombeRrlJob ‘great job’, can be seen as instantiations of kted productive

4 Square brackets stand for lexemles, andj being lexical indexes. X is a lexical categoryiable
(noun, verb adjective, adverb, preposition, efthe right-hand constituent in Germanic compounds,
here specified as a noun (N), is the morpholodiesd, inheriting properties like gender and plural
inflection from that compound member. Following Damg (1977), the semantic relation (‘R’)

between the two compound constituents is not speddiny further.
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subschema in which the prefixoid with its systewaly deviating meaning fills a
slot:

10.  [[Bombeiw [b]ninj <> [great SEM;

The subschema in (10) expresses a possible almtrbgtlanguage users on the basis
of complex lexemes that share the left-hand caresitiG. Bomben with the meaning
‘great’. Just like any word-formation schema, tlgabschema depends for its
existence on the linguistic knowledge of individgpkakers: “Schemas are based on
lexical knowledge, and this type of knowledge vafi®om speaker to speaker. Hence,
speakers may also differ in the number and typescloémas they deduce from their
lexical knowledge.” (Booij, 2010, p. 89). This prdgs a welcome explanation for
idiolectal variation: the subschema in (10) is metessarily part of the mental lexicon
of every speaker of German, and individuals mayegaly differ strongly in their use
of bound and unbound evaluative items. All inten®d entries in the mental lexicon
with different levels of abstraction constitute tHeierarchical lexicon’, from
completely abstract schemata through partially iipdcsubschemata to individual

lexemes (Booij, 2010, p. 25-31).

2.4 Abstract subschemata for evaluative compounds

The evaluative prefixoids GBomben; Hammer-and Spitzen-‘great’ can, for all
intents and purposes, be considered synonymougnGius semantic commonality,
Schlicker (2014, p. 94-99) discusses the possikistemce of an underlying
‘augmentative-evaluative’ compounding schema inn@er (in her notatiori:"* '[N
N]n), an abstract subschema closely linked to the rgerschema of nominal

compounds in (9). Schlucker (ibid.) concludes tihé schema is only a theoretical
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abstraction and not (yet) productive, since acogydo her the lexical items involved
belong to a closed set of morphemes; hence, thkiatiwee prefixoidsBomben,
Hammer and Spitzen should be seen as the lexically specified paftseparate
constructional idioms. Due to the existence of iratve evaluative items, not just in
German, but across the languages in question, wassiome an abstract subschema
for evaluative compounds with a certain degree abdpctivity. This cross-
linguistically present subschema is strengthenechloyjerous morphemes with an
evaluative function, not just nouns (see 3.3).

Schliicker (2014, p. 95) also adduces formal eviddocthe special status of these
prefixoids: formations with the evaluative left-thmemberd88omben, Hammer and
Spitzen ‘great’ may differ prosodically from ordinary namal compounds which
have primary stress on the first constituent; igtaentative-evaluative’ compounds,
the right-hand constituent can carry primary steessvell (see also Altmann, 2011, p.
80; Grzega, 2004, Fleischer & Barz, 2012, p. 1AS)our own data come exclusively
from written sources, and because a comprehensipérieal investigation is beyond
the scope of the present paper, we have to leasogy out of the picture. Even so,
the above-mentioned observations are clearly symgtio of the re-categorization of
prefixoids as adjectives, and we will thereforeuass a cline between evaluative
compounds, i.e. formations with an evaluative p@fl (e.g. in Bombenwetter
HammerwetterSpitzenwettefgreat weather’) on the one hand, and noun phrases
which the evaluative item has been re-categorizeghaattributive adjectivdopmben

Wetter hammerWetter spitzenWetteridem’) on the other hand.

® Schliicker (2014) also suggests that the qualifgirefixoidsMords- and Riesen ‘giant, huge’ (e.g.
MordsproblemRiesenproblenthuge problem’) may be linked to an abstract ‘aegtative-evaluative’

compound schema, as such formations may deviasogiaally from ordinary nominal compounds as
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To sum up, we propose an abstract subschema retatidad general schema for
nominal compounds in German, Dutch and Swedishecdbas complex lexemes in
which the left-hand constituent expresses evalnatida), including a subdivision
between ameliorative and pejorative evaluative®)1@nce the link is made between
a given prefixoid and this subschema, it may b@absed as adjectival. The angle
brackets in this notation indicate the intermedeffiexoidal status of the evaluative
(cf. Norde & Van Goethem, 2015, p. 115-116):

11. a. ka>ev [b]niln < [evaluatingSEMY];

T

b. [<a>ev-+ [blniln > [excellent SEM; [<a>ev. [blniln; <> [awful SEM];

Bomben- Mist-
Hammer- Scheil3-
Spitzen- Schrott-

We should therefore revise the analysis in (10) iastkad postulate a constructional
idiom in which the prefixoid G.Bomber expresses positive evaluation as
[<Bomberey: [b]ni]nj < [excellent SEM;. Again, this partially specified schema is
not necessarily part of every German speaker’s ahdekicon, as CxM easily
accommodates and even assumes differences betiwedmguistic knowledge of
individuals from which the more abstract schemata derived. The integration of

new lexical items into the evaluative compound swdewhich is at the basis of an

well. This is supported by the case study on, iaféa, G.Rieserriesen ‘giant’ by Norde & Van
Goethem (2014), who show that the prefixéttesen may appear as an attributive adjective (e.g.
riesen Problem ‘huge problem’). However, none of these qualifyipgefixoids appears to be used

predicatively; the distinction between qualifyingdeevaluative items is therefore crucial.
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adjectival interpretation, can be considered a oaseorphological coercion (Booij &

Audring, this volume).

3. Evaluatives in German, Dutch and Swedish

This section is concerned with empirical observatiooncerning the different uses of
evaluatives in German, Dutch and Swedish. All &dtemns, unless otherwise stated,
were obtained using the web interface of the COWa@ (Corpora from the Web;
Schéfer, 2015; Schéafer & Bildhauer, 2012). Thegm-goken corpora of, inter alia,
German DECOW14AX 11.7 GT), Dutch NLCOW14AX 3 GT) and Swedish
(SVCOW14AX 4.8 GT) web texts contain recent and to some néxibeformal
language, thus usefully illustrating the kind ofmomitored usage that may include
violations (spontaneous or deliberate) of preseeptules of spelling. Since our
approach is mainly qualitative, the corpora wergngrily searched in a heuristic
manner in order to find appropriate examples; ceteplcorpus searches were
conducted for the quantitative data in sectionZ3.Additional Google searches are
marked as such and were only performed if no @ighus results were returned; this
is in turn symptomatic of the very low frequencytbé observed phenomena (cf.

3.1.4).

3.1 Denominal evaluatives and nouns

3.1.1 Distributional properties

16



Evaluatives with scope over nouns appear in (a)nthe-head position of nominal
compounds, (b) the attributive position, and (® piredicative position, where the
evaluative item is linked with the noun by meansaotopula. These grammatical
environments are relevant for two kinds of re-catezgtion: debonding (a and b), and
coercion (c).

Evaluatives are ameliorative (‘great, excellent,esmme, etc.’) or pejorative
(‘fawful, terrible, stupid, etc.’); regardless ofeth morphosyntactic position, the
semantics of the evaluatives (in bold) are of adkihat is typically expressed by
adjectives, as reflected in the translations. Tiestations in (a)-(b) demonstrate the
cline between evaluative compound members andatitrely used adjectives; the
evaluative bare nouns in predicative position @ndt differ from these other uses in
terms of semantics. We will start with two exampiiesn German: the ameliorative
Hammerhammer(-)lit. hammer’ (12) and the pejorativigcheil3(e)(-)lit. shit’ (13).

12. a. Das ist eilammerfoto...
‘That is an excellent photo...’
(http://www.gerd-kluge.de/archives/2009/02/24]eko-52-9-08-bewegung/)
b. Werd erwachsen, das war er@mmer Sendung!
‘Grow up, it was an awesome show!’
(http://meinrap.de/forum/archive/index.php/t-Sinl)
C. [...] das Gefiihl ist einfach ntlammer.

‘the feeling is really just great’
(http://daslebenistmeinponyhof.digital-dictatorsM9/04/26/kIassik-konzert-

entjungferung-dank-web-20-in-duisburg-philharmonike
13. a. Solch&cheilkerle sind absolut krank!

‘Such awful guys are absolutely sick!’
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(http://deliria-italiano.phpbb8.de/spanien-f29/themeless-jaume-balaguero-
t761.html)

b. Du musst discheif3Diskette finden!!

‘You have to find that stupid floppy disk!"’
(https:/www.gilmoregirls.de/forum/archive/indexgpt1478.html)

c. Ist die Ubersetzung szheiRe

‘Is the translation that bad?’

(http://www.idgames.de/archive/index.php?t-9207 A1)

The positively evaluating itetop(-) ‘lit. top, peak’ (14) and the negatively evaluatin

item kut(-) ‘lit. vagina’ (15) exemplify the corresponding fttions in Dutch:

14.

15.

a. Ziet er goed uit, en Martin is echt égmaankoop!

‘Looks good, and Matrtin really is an excellengjaisition!’
(http://forum.manutd.nl/showthread.php?48215-4-3-gatch-Engine-
Exploiter-V2-3-by-
Hazza22299/page3%26s=f89a4964c12f218c0e426d97368183

b. Wat eeTOP avond!

‘Such a great evening!

(http://www.trijntje.nl/the-hague-jazz)

c. De huisjes zijn echibp!

‘The houses are really great!’
(http://www.elizawashere.nl/griekenland/peloponrséisamaria/kamaria_villas.
htm?view=print)

a. wat eelutwedstrijd was het.

‘It was such an awful [soccer] match.’
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(http://www.frl-forum.nl/showthread.php?17027-Fegerd-AA-Gent-
Donderdag-19-augustus/pagel11%26s=dcdb654647f69889B6ffdaac465)
b. [...] dat is het probleem met diut land.
‘That is the problem in this stupid country.
(http://feyenoord.blog.nl/algemeen/2011/07/19/jorsydit-gaat-te-fer)
c. Het is hoe dan odkut.
‘It is in any case terrible.’
(http://www.gamingonly.nl/forum/search.php?s=9913&¥7fd0ac9d36e22ff07
b68a8e%26searchid=454448)
Equivalent contexts for Swedish are exemplified(18) und (17), the evaluatives
beingkanon(-)‘lit. canon’ (ameliorative) andkit(-) ‘lit. shit’ (pejorative):
16. a.Kanonvin for lite pengar.
‘Great wine for little money.’
(http://www.matklubben.se/matklubben/anluk/for@offset=171)
b. Tack forkanon dagar...
‘Thanks for wonderful days...’
(http://www.hagstromshastar.se/gastbok.asp)
c. Tycker det akanon det SVT gor.
‘| think it is great what SVT [the Swedish publi&/ broadcaster] does.’
(http://axon.blogg.se/2012/february/utkast-feb-@-20tml)
17. a. Marilla och lyssnar gkitmusik nu.
‘Feeling bad and currently listening to terrinb@sic.’
(http://pews.se/category/allmanna-vardagsbetisddtd . html)
b. Jag ar for bra for den hskit staden [...]

‘I am too good for this damned town’
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(http://snyggastvinner.blogg.se/2010/september/)
c. Billigt toapapper askit!!
‘Cheap toilet paper is awful!’

(http://stigstrombergsson.blogg.se/category/iefithtml)

3.1.2 Compound vs. noun phrase: evidence fromisgell

While in (12a)-(17a) we are superficially dealinghwcompounds, in (12b)-(17b) the
evaluatives may be seen as uninflected attributidgctives. The question arises
whether the spelling reflects the actual categtajus of these items. The findings of
Van Goethem & Huning (2015, p. 385) do indicatd thare is more at hand than just
erratic orthography: evaluative p(-) ‘great’ has a strong tendency to be separated
from the following noun, whereas in the vast mayoaf compound spellinggop(-)

is qualifying (‘of the highest class’ etc.). Thensmtics of evaluative left-hand
compound constituents, which Booij (2010, p. 61saldes as prototypically
adjectival, apparently go hand in hand with lonempound cohesion.

To test our intuition that evaluative elements teémtle spelled separately from the
noun that follows, we contrasted three combinati@fsevaluatives with three
ordinary compounds containing the same right-hamastituent ‘movie, film’ for
each language (&inofilm, D. bioscoopfilm Sw. biofilm ‘cinema film’; Naturfilm,
natuurfilm, naturfilm ‘nature film’; Spielfilm speelfilm spelfilm ‘motion picture’),
making use of the COW-corpora. The absolute andtivel frequencies of these

combinations are presented in Tabfe 1.

® Numerous false positives, e.g. gpeelfilm ‘play.IMP movie’, and irrelevant hits such asi@ammer
Film Productions ‘[the company] Hammer Film Productions’, Xlassefilm ‘[the organization]

Klassefilm’, Sw.biofilm ‘biofilm, group of microorganisms’ had to be disgted. Spelling variants may
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type evaluative + noun compound
spelling one-word apart one-word apart
German Hammerfilm hammer Film}  Kinofilm Kino Film
90 (40.5 %) 132 (59.5 %) | >10000 (98.2%) 184 (1.8 %)
Spitzenfilm spitzen Film | Naturfilm Natur Film
127 (75.2 %) 42 (24.8 %) | 254 (100.0 %) 0 (0.0 %)
Scheil3film scheil3 Film | Spielfilm Spiel Film
57 (48.7 %) 60 (51.3 %) | >10000 (100.0 %) 0 (0.0 %)
Dutch klassefilm klasse film bioscoopfilm bioscoop film
5 (29.4 %) 12 (70.6 %) | 512 (97.0 %) 16 (3.0 %)
topfilm top film natuurfilm natuur film
266 (70.4 %) 112 (29.6 %) | 127 (97.7 %) 3 (2.3 %)
kutfilm kut film speelfilm speel film
132 (83.5 %) 26 (16.5%) |2425(100.0%) 0 (0.0 %)
Swedish kanonfilm kanon film biofilm bio film

62 (57.4 %)
toppenfilm
60 (59.4 %)
skitfilm

229 (78.4 %)

46 (42.6 %)
toppen film
41 (40.6 %)
skit film

63 (21.6 %)

357 (89.0 %)
naturfilm

75 (96.1 %)
spelfilm

531 (98.9 %)

Table 1: Spelling of evaluative + noun vs. spell@igompound

44 (11.0 %)
natur film
3 (3.9 %)
spel film

6 (1.1 %)

include forms such as O.OPfilm or G. HAMMER Film (which probably serve to express emphasis)

and several others. Hyphenated spellings are satdad, as they only occur with &ino-Film (821

attestations), Dbioscoopfilm (6), and Swbio-film (18).
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Although we do find two-word spellings of ordinacpmpounds, a phenomenon
familiar in morphological research as well as ippar culturé and often connected
to the influence of English, the overwhelming mayoof ordinary compounds is
spelled in one word, i.e. in compliance with ortregghic rules — even in the
potentially informal corpus material. Note that emerd spellings of GKinofilm
‘cinema film’ andSpielfilm ‘motion picture’ are attested more than 10,00Ce8nithe
maximum output allowed by the COW web interfacef)jo means that the relative
frequency ofKinofilm spelled as one word is even higher. While theee fawer
attestations for combinations of evaluative and mawerall, two-word spellings
occur proportionally a lot more often; with the alote number of attestations for G.
Kinofilm and Spielfilm fixed at 10,000, there is a highly significant @sation
between the type of modifier (evaluative or nonkeative) and whether or not that
element is spelled apart from the following nouraihthree languages (Germaxf:
(5) = 5863,p < 0.001; Dutch? (5) = 872,p < 0.001; Swedishy? (5) = 239,p <
0.001). It is therefore feasible to assume thaiatian in spelling, rather than simply
being unsystematic, reflects the tendency amongukage users to conceive of
evaluatives as adjectives. However, standard lagggnarms generally disapprove of
separating compounds and thus may counteract $italiy of the re-categorization
process; the observed variation amongst writethenuse of these items can be seen
as an indication for on-going language change.

According to German rules of orthography, adjediaee spelled with a lower-
case initial, as opposed to nouns, which have waithupper-case initial. If writers

indeed consider evaluatives to be adjectives invwwaod spellings, we would also

" cf. www.spatiegebruik.nl, a Dutch website dedidate real-life, often humorous examples of

“improper uses of the space character” ¢bjuist spatiegebruik
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expect the appropriate initial lower-case lettesuich casesinofilm ‘cinema film’ is
the only German compound for which two-word spegtircould be attested, and the
non-headKino only shows an initial lower-case letter twice hese cases, which
should therefore be explained as typos (also kgepinmind that the relative
frequency ofKinofilm spelled as two words is extremely low). Evaluajven the
other hand, are frequently spelled with a lowerecamtial, and so ispitzenin the
vast majority of all attestations. Hence, the fegim Table 2 lend additional support
to the hypothesis that denominal evaluatives areepeed as adjectival by many
language users. The total numbers of two-word isgsllare smaller than in Table 1,
as only attestations from sentences in which clagatéon rules were respected could
be considered. Again, the type of modifier (evaltieabr non-evaluative) displays a
highly significant effect, this time on the spefjiilower or upper-case) of its initial

(x? (3) = 131,p < 0.001).

type evaluative + noun compound
initial  upper-| Hammer Film  Spitzen Film Scheil3 Film Kino Film

case 41 (59.4 %) 2 (6.7 %) 13 (33.3 %) 126 (98.4 %)
initial  lower- | hammerFilm  spitzen Film scheil3Film kino Film

case 28 (40.6) 28 (93.3 %) 26 (66.7 %) 2 (1.6 %)

total 69 (100.0 %) 30 (100.0 %) 39 (100.0 %) 128 (100)0 %

Table 2: Two-word spellings and case sensitivity

Still, the categorial status of evaluatives presgda noun remains ambiguous. In
sharp contrast to ordinary compounds, we can disaarlear tendency for writers to
spell the evaluative item separately from the fwitgg noun and with an intial lower-
case letter in German, yet one-word spellings wngl evaluatives are by no means

absent (cf. Table 1). A cline between evaluativengounds and noun phrases seems
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to be the most adequate assumption (cf. 2.4). Wie additionally conclude that the
semantic properties of the non-head are a conindpuactor in the separation of
compound constituents in spelling, aside from Eglinfluence or processing

concerns.

3.1.3 Predicative position

Evaluatives in predicative position in examples-{¥2) have an ambiguous status,
too: in many cases, it is impossible to formallffetientiate between a bare noun and
an adjective. The adverbial modifiers preceding ekieluative in (12c), Geinfach
nur Hammer ‘really just great’, and (14c), [@chttop ‘really great’, could be seen as
indicators of adjective-hood (Androutsopoulos, 1988 189-190), but it is often
impossible to differentiate between intensifyingl aentence adverbs in such cases.
The upper-case initial of Gdammerin the example is another argument against
adjective status.

A particular problem concerning the classificatadrpredicatively used denominal
evaluatives as adjectives is the fact that theyetimnes compete with unambiguous
nouns, as indicated by a preceding article (cf. prefixoid formations G.
Hammemand ‘incredible band’ and Knallershow ‘great show’; Knaller
‘firecracker’):

18. G. diese band iser hammer!!!

‘This band is incredible!!’’
(https://WWW.giImoregirls.de/forum/archive/index.p$h954.html)

19. Nachts ware die Shater Knaller gewesen, vielleicht.

‘At night, the show would have been great, maybe.

(http://www.berliner-journalistenbuero.de/erik_h@ebeitsprobe?.html)
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Likewise, G.die Bombeélit. the bomb, i.e. great’ and Rile top'lit. the top, i.e. great’
can be used predicatively instead of jBsimbébombeor top (Van Goethem &
Huning, 2015, p. 372-373, 381). Semantically, haavethe presence or absence of an
article does not seem to make any difference.t8ppen‘great’ is particularly telling

in this respect: it clearly originates in the ndapp- ‘top’ combined with the suffixal
definite article en; theSvenska Akademiens Grammdlikleman et al., 1999, p. 232)
explicitly mentiongoppenas an instance of nouns being used adjectivallgluative
toppenf) also retains this form when used as a left-hanmdpound member (e.g.

toppenfilm‘great movie’).

3.1.4 Inflection

Yet another sound argument against adjective statusibound evaluatives is that
these items generally fail to show adjectival iafien in the relevant contexts. This
concerns above all the attributive position in tallee languages, where adjectives
have an inflectional ending in most cases; it magnegive rise to minimal pairs like
G. ein spitze-@ Bleistifian excellent pencil’ vsein spitz-er Bleistifta sharp pencil’
(Booij & Huning, 2014, p. 90). While predicativelysed adjectives never inflect in
German or Dutch, in Swedish they are subject talgeand number agreement as
well (Kunkel-Razum et al., 2009, p. 363-366; Hagseet al., 1997, p. 400-412;
Teleman et al., 1999, p. 208-209).

However, the absence of inflection is not partidylgproblematic, given the
existence of many other defective adjectives innter, Dutch and Swedish such as
colour adjectives (e.g. @la ‘purple’) and adjectives of foreign origin (e.g. {&ndy
‘idem’; Kunkel-Razum et al., 2009, p. 343-347; Hags et al., 1997, p. 398-401;

Teleman et al.,, 1999, p. 214-216). Remarkably, Bhelen-Grammatik(Kunkel-
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Razum et al., 2009, p. 360) mentions numerous patejectives with an evaluative
meaning, stating that their categorial classifmattauses difficulties due to a general
lack of inflection. Most, although not all, are nbminal origin: hammey klasse
mega spitze tipptopp (ameliorative);holle, schrott (pejorative). Evaluatives, across
German, Dutch and Swedish, apparently contributethi® group of defective
adjectives.

If an evaluative does inflect like an ordinary atije, e.g. in attributive position,
or appears in the comparative or superlative, wg regard it as having acquired
prototypical adjectival properties. Evaluatives lwitadjectival endings are
conspicuously rare even in our large corpora, bey do occur (cf. Van Goethem &
Huning, 2015, p. 392-393). German examples ofkimd are given in the following
examples: (23) is a comparative form, and in (B4mnmer‘great’ is inflected
according to gender, case and number €af. schon-es GefuiHh nice. NOM.SG
feeling’).

23. Das wird ja immenammerer!
‘This is getting even great-er!’
(http://www.elvisnachrichten.de/archive/index. iHg086.html)

24. [...] das war eilhammeresgefiihl als ob man fliegt.
‘it was great.INFL feeling, as if you are flying.
(http://www.cosmiq.de/ga/show/2505746/was-kann{eiemvarten-bei-der-

geschwindigkeit/, Google search)

3.1.5 Adverbial use
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When a denominal evaluative item has scope overla or verb phrase, i.e. when it
is used as an adverb with the innovative adjectivahning, it has obviously been re-
categorized and lost noun status:
20. G.[...] die halbe schule hat drauf3en zugesamaditrotzdem haich hammer
gespielt
‘half of the school was watching outside, but Iyald excellent anyway’
(http://www.basketball.de/archive/index.php/t-2186l)
21. D. Dit alles valteuze mee
‘All this turns out a lot better than expected.’
(http://artikelen.foobie.nl/recensies/call-of-ghltlack-ops-in-3d-op-de-ps3/)
22. Sw. Jag mdoppen, eller gor jag?
‘I'm doing great, or do I?’
(http://www.sandragrefve.se/category/personligt)
To sum up Section 3.1, while it is ill-advised tsame adjective status of evaluatives
generally, there are numerous indicators of (orgjoimoun-to-adjective category
changes of denominal evaluatives in attributive pnebicative position: two-word
spellings, initial lower-case spellings when writtapart from the following noun in
German, adverbial modification, and, if rarely, edjval inflection. Concerning the
latter, it is worth noting that defective adjecBvare not at all uncommon in German,
Dutch and Swedish, an aspect that has to datedweglooked in the discussion of re-

catogorization from noun to adjective.

3.2 Intensification of adjectives and adverbs
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Many denominal evaluatives also appear in adjectaad/or adverbial) prefixoid
formations, in which they function as intensifiefsy example Sw.dunder ‘lit.
‘thunder’, kalas ‘lit. party’, toppenbra’lit. top, i.e. very nice’ (cf.dunder, kalas,
toppenkvéll‘great evening’).When used in this way, the prefixoids compete with
degree modifiers (‘very’, ‘extremely’). Here, tothe left-hand constituents are
generally part of productive word-formation schemais illustrated in (25):
25. a. G.hammerdumm‘lit. hammer, i.e. very stupid’,geil ‘cool’, -gut ‘good’,

-schwer'difficult’

b. D. reuzebenieuwdlit. giant, i.e. very curious’, blij ‘happy’, fijn ‘fine’,

-gezellig‘enjoyable’

c. kanonbra’lit. canon, i.e. very good' fin ‘fine’, -forkyld ‘having a bad cold’,

-ndjd ‘content’
Intensifying adjectival compounds have been widltgussed with regard to all three
languages in question, and as many intensifyingnstdulfil affixoid criteria, the
notion of ‘prefixoid’ has played an important rake this context (see, inter alia, on
German: Klara, 2009, 2012; on Dutch: Fletcher, 1%8feksema, 2012; on Swedish:
Lundbladh, 2002; Sigurd, 1983; Thorell, 1981, p-154 63-64). In many cases it is
possible to identify the origin of a given intemsiffrom a specific simile compound,
e.g.stocksteiflit. stick-stiff, i.e. stiff as a stick’ > ‘venstiff’, stockkonservatiwery
conservative’ (HUning & Booij, 2014, p. 593-598)ivén the commonalities between
these formations and the openness of the pattermew elements, Norde & Van
Goethem (2015, p. 116) suggest the following abstchema for adjectival
formations with an intensifying non-head:

26. [<a>nt [bailaj < [very SEM];
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Interestingly, items that express negative evadmain combination with nouns can
just as easily function as intensifiers. Especighpductive is Swskit- ‘lit. shit’
(skitbra ‘very nice’, kul ‘cool’, -snygg ‘pretty’, -svar ‘difficult’); in German and
Dutch, negative evaluative items are less commanh there does not seem to be a
principle constraint, as shown by §&heil3dreckigvery dirty’, -gut ‘good’, kackbl6d
‘very stupid’, freundlich ‘friendly’; kankerstom'very stupid, vet ‘cool’; kutgoed
‘very good’, -zwaar ‘difficult’. The fact that many language users aat) these
elements as offensive can, of course, counteractugtivity; Sw.skit seems to be
the least problematic in this way. This can be s&®m@ phenomenon related to the
‘emphasis of horror’ (Hentschel, 1998; cf. Meibgu2013, p. 32): a negatively
charged modifier functions as intensifier (cf. &hrecklich lecker D. vreselijk
lekker, Sw. hemskt gottterribly tasty’), which perhaps is a linguistioiversal, and
not at all uncommon in the Germanic languages.

Norde & Van Goethem (2015), Van Goethem & De Sn&14) and Van
Goethem & Hiligsmann (2014) convincingly show tha rise of adjectival Dreuze
‘great’ is simultaneously the result of debondingni nominal compounds and
clipping of intensifying adjectival compounds: @nd@ is more productive with
positively than negatively connoted adjectivessiplausible to regardeuzeas the
clipped form of adjectival formations likeeuzeleuk'very nice’, -goed ‘good’, -
gezellig'enjoyable, cosy’. This pathway does not by any mseaxclude debonding of
the compound membeeuze in nominal formations; rather, the two procesaes
intertwined. Another adjectival evaluative that egesl from its use as intensifier is
D. bere‘excellent’: beresterk'as strong as a bear’ > ‘very strong’;bereleuk‘very
nice’ > bere‘great’. Once entrenched as an evaluative, a etipjporm can occur in

any of the relevant grammatical environmeiie @vond was bereleukhe evening
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was very nice’ >De avond was ber&he evening was great’ Plet was een bere
avond / bereavond‘lt was a great evening’'een bereleuke avonth very nice

evening’ >een bere avonth great evening’ >De avond was ber&he evening was
great).

Clipped adjectival intensifying formations takingy the meaning of the whole
formation are common across Germanic, cfEGist hyper D. Hij is hyper, Sw.Han
ar hyper‘He is hyperactive’ < G./Swhyperaktiy D. hyperactief‘hyperactive’ (see
also Norde & Van Goethem, 2015). The emergencespirgtive evaluatives through
clipping does not seem implausible either: Skit ‘terrible’ could be the clipped
form of skit- that functions as an intensifier of negativelyaded adjectives (e.g.
skitdalig ‘very bad’, skitilla ‘idem’, skitdum‘very stupid’, etc.). On the other hand,
the intensifierskit- is semantically neutral and can just as easilycdmbined with
adjectives with a positive connotation (eskitbra ‘very good’, duktig ‘well-
behaved’, kul ‘cool’). Since we cannot rule out the possibiliyat free evaluativekit
was influenced by its use in adjectival compoumgs should at least see such uses as
beneficial to the emergence of evaluative adjestiVdhe same holds for many other
evaluatives of nominal origin that also function adjective intensifiers. While
evaluative D.bere ‘great’ may have arisen from the use lwdre as an adjective
intensifier, many evaluatives are more likely tosénanultiple source constructions
(cf. Van de Velde et al., 2013) involving combiwoa with both nouns and
adjectives. Finally, there are evaluatives for \Wwhibe clipping pathway seems
impossible, viz. those that are barely productive umproductive as adjective
intensifiers like Dtop or G.spitze(n).

The majority of all (productive) intensifiers fodjactives do not function as

evaluatives; some are never combined with nourgs (. stock, D. ker, Sw. as
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‘very’) or do not have an evaluative meaning whembined with nouns (e.g. Sw.
jatte- ‘very; giant’, G./D./Sw.lberuber ‘very, too; more than ordinary’, under the
influence of English). Conversely, evaluatives @pparently always function as
adjective intensifiers as well: even combinatiomat tmight be judged as unusual by
native speakers can be attested via a Google sdargh G. gefallt mir echt
spitzengut ‘(1) really like it a whole lot’;(...) om echtopgoedte worden (..9‘to
really become very good’). The link between evalest and intensifiers is most
conspicuous in Swedish: any of the items in (4alive can readily combine with
adjectives or adverbstunder, kalas, kanonr, super, toppen, botten, skitbra ‘very
good/well’. Clearly, as soon as a morpheme is éstedd as an evaluative, it may in
principle be used as an intensifier as Welln other cases, the intensifying use is
either the original one or at least a beneficiatdain the emergence of the adjectival
evaluative. Following the notation by Booij (2030,30-36), we therefore propose a
paradigmatic relationship~’) between nominal compounds with an evaluative-non
head (11a) and adjectival compounds with an intgngj non-head (26), an idea also
present in Schlticker (2014, p. 98-99):

28. [ca>gy N]n <« [evaluatingN]n = [<a> Nt A]a < [intensifyingA] a

8 http://www.myownmusic.de/psychogate/play/?songBB50 (consulted on March 1 2015, Google
search)

® http://forum.girlscene.nl/forum/food-sport/lenigeorden-ii-224955.1325.html (consulted on March
1 2015, Google search)

10°A related yet different case in this context i® thse of pejorative evaluatives that are used
adverbially to intensify adjectives, egthei3€lit. shit, i.e. terrible’ inscheilegut ‘terribly good’ or
scheif3eschlecht‘terribly bad’ (cf. schrecklichgut/schlecht'terribly good/bad’), which can easily be

attested with a Google search.
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An interesting argument in favour of the clippingtipivay in the emergence of D.
reuze‘great’ is made by Van Goethem & De Smet (20142§8-270) and Van
Goethem & Hiligsmann (2014, p. 56-58): botuze feestjégreat party’ andeuze
probleem‘enormous problem’ are acceptable, but when usedigatively,reuzehas
a clear preference for nouns with a positive coatnart: Het feestje was reuzé&he
party was great’, whereg®?Het probleem was reuz&éhe problem was great’ is
considered odd by native speakers, as shown by al swale survey. Hence,
predicatively usedeuze should be strongly influenced by its use as infemsof
positively connoted adjective$iet feestje was reuzeleuk Het feestje was reuze
While we absolutely agree with the multiple pathwacount in the emergence of
adjectival reuze these distributional properties do not necessaniply that the
clipping of adjectival compounds must have been oatriouting factor in its
emergence. Again, what is crucial here, is theirdison between qualifying and
evaluative functionsteuzein reuze probleenis qualifying (‘enormous’), whereas in
reuze feestjé¢ may be either qualifying (‘huge’) or evaluatiygreat’). As mentioned
before, even qualifying prefixoids may debond aedibed attributively (cf. Giesen
Problem ‘huge problem’), but only those with evaluativemsatics can regularly

extend their usage into predicative position (2)2

3.3 Evaluative ‘loan prefixes’

Denominal evaluatives compete with a type of monpdaé¢hat does not originate from

nouns, viz. ‘loan prefixes’: bound lexical items ialh were borrowed into German,

Dutch and Swedish in complex loan words (cf. Ru8@)9 This subsection sets out

the semantic and distributional resemblance of uatale prefixoids and loan
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prefixes, providing an additional argument for anstouctional network involving
evaluatives in the following section (4.pupefsupef-) in German, Dutch and
Swedish as well dglegamegd-) andToptop(-) in German will serve as examples.

The seemingly trivial internationalisuper(-) which came into Germanic via
Latin and French, bears striking similarities tonéiorative) evaluative prefixoids
and their unbound counterparts. Like many prefigpiupersuper in German,
Dutch and Swedish is polysemous and expresses thare just evaluation (cf.
gualifying uses in GSupermarktD. supermarkt Sw. supermarknadsupermarket’;
G. SupermachtD. supermachtSw. supermaktsuper power’); its evaluative use is in
fact a fairly recent innovation, most likely influeed by similar uses in English (Ruf
1996, p. 78-124, Schmidt 1990).

Evaluative Supersupef-) appears in the non-head position of complexiess
(a), displays free uses in the attributive (b) anedicative (c) positions, and is used
adverbially (d); it can also function as an intéesifor adjectives and adverbs (e). Its
uses are therefore the same as those of denomiahlaéives, as exemplified in
examples (31)-(33):

31. a. G. Bleibt er gesund é8uperzugang!!
‘If he stays healthy, (he is) an excellent acqigisit
(http://www.basketball.de/archive/index.php/t-212#dnl)
b. Sie ist halt einfach esuper Hund!
‘She simply is an excellent dogV’
(http://www.tsv-schnuppy.de/TagebuchOkt2009.htm)
c. Wéresuper, wenn ihr mir antworten konntet.
‘Would be great if you could answer me.’

(http://www.diebandscheibe.de/ibf/lofiversion/indetp/t35555.html)
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32.

33.

‘Helps great, but then you really have to sleep!'to.’
(http://www.forum-gesundheit24.de/was-ist-das-béstesmittel-gegen-
erkaltung/)

e. Und das Bild issuperschon!

‘And the picture is very beautiful?
(http://www.schmid-gartenpflanzen.de/forum/indexpfif8216/0/)

a. D. echt eesuperfilm!

‘Truly a great movie!
http://forum.xboxworld.nl/archive/index.php?t-97240nI

b. wat eersuper verhaal!!!

‘What a great story!!’
(http://martinebakker.reismee.nl/reisverhaal/430&ktes-salta-en-bueno-
bolivia/)

c. De kwaliteit is dit jaasuper!

‘The quality is excellent this year!’
(http://www.schmidtzeevis.nl/html/nieuwtjes_uit_desserijwerel.html)
d. Met mij gaat het helemasiliper.

‘I am doing just great.’
(http://www.lotgenotenforum.nl/forum/archive/indphp/t-2378.html)

e. Dit vind ik nu eersupergoed initiatief.

‘| think this is a very good initiative.’

(http:/iwvww.gk.nl/news/9249-vijf _generaals_varen emmet grachtenparade)

a. Sw. Hoppas du haft superdag!

‘I hope you've had an excellent day!
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(http://kenzas.se/2012/04/29/29e-april-2012/)

b. Visst det ar ju ingesuper kvalité...

‘Of course, it is not exactly excellent quality...’

(http://27mhz.se/forums/viewtopic.php?p=878%26siiteeabeacl46adbeelbf

35146b740eb)

c. Tycker det &super

‘| think that is great!

(http://vallegoesfreaky.soclog.se/p/2011/11/)

d. Vi hade prao i tva dagar och det det giaker

‘We had work experience for two days and it we gy

(http://myjagborn.blogg.se/2011/january/)

e. Nu ar jagupermeppad att komma igang igen!

‘Now | am very excited about getting going again?

(http://www.flygstart.se/bloggsok/index/372?s=321146
As also suggested by German, Dutch and Swedisiomizrtes, the adjectival status of
the unbound lexemsuperis probably uncontroversial. Nor super(-) an isolated
case of a loan prefix acquiring evaluative semantidega/mega(;) another
internationalism,has recently been extending its function in the esalinection in
German, without yet reaching the same degree sémctiment as an evaluative as
super(-) In the majority of compounds that can be congdegenuinely German,
Megdmega qualifies the referent as very large or of extiawary sizeMegaprojekt
‘huge project’, -stadt ‘city’, -waffeleisen‘waffle iron’; the same meaning is also
common in Dutch rhegafeesthuge party’, scherm‘screen’, winst ‘profit’) and
Swedish fhegabokhandelhuge bookstore,portion ‘portion’, -succé‘success’). In

quite a few such instances, qualifyingegais spelled separately from the following
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noun (e.g. G.mega Schwankung‘huge fluctuation’, D. mega collectie ‘huge
collection’, Sw. mega tradgard ‘huge garden’); Megdmega(-) ‘huge’ therefore
competes with both the qualifying prefixoid and detted attributive adjectives G.
Rieserriesen(-) D. reuze(-)and Sw.jatte(-) ‘huge, enormous’ (cf. Norde & Van
Goethem 2014).

On the other hand, we also find instancesMd#ga/mega(-)with a clearly
evaluative function in German, either spelled asompound (G Megamannschaft
‘great team’,Megaqualitat ‘great quality’, Megastimmunggreat atmosphere’) or
separately (GmegaAngebot‘great offer’, megaAuftritt ‘great performanceimega
Wetter ‘great weather’); sincélegamegd-) is more often qualifying (‘huge’) than
evaluative (‘great’), the reanalysis leading frdme former function to the latter must
have taken place relatively recently. The innovatie-interpretation of, for example,
Megachancehuge/enormous chance’ as ‘excellent chance’ fiected in adjectival
and adverbial uses as in (34) and (35):

34. |[...] die Sicht auf Sydney war echegd
‘The view of Sidney was really great!’
(http://isa.fabsplace.de/page/3/)
35. Habs auch mal probiert und es im&igafunktioniert!
‘(1) also tried it once und it worked perfectly.’
(http://www.gutefrage.net/frage/wie-bekomme-ichegirguten-gedaechtnis-
und-wie-kann-ich-mich-gut-konzentrieren, Googlerskn
As intensifier for adjectives and adverbsgga is common in all three languages, and
this presumably facilitated the rise and spreathefevaluative function (cf. 3.2) as
for example in G.megaerfrischendvery refreshing’, haufig ‘often’, -langweilig

‘boring’, -lustig ‘funny’, -schlechtbad’.
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Similarly, Top/top-can be considered a loan prefix in German. Urlikéop- and
Sw. topp(en); which are native lexeme3op/top-was borrowed into German in
complex English loans likeop manageror top-secret It then became productive as
left-hnand member of nominal compounds, competinip \gualifying Spitzen (‘of a
high, the highest classT.opathlettop athlete’,Topanbietertop provider’, Topfavorit
‘absolute favourite’). Very much like evaluative Bp(-) and Sw.toppen(-) G.
Top/top(-)acquired evaluative semantics recentlgp-Film ‘great movie’, Webseite
‘website’, zustandcondition’ (see also Battefeld et al. to app, RAGB6, p. 125-146,
Van Goethem & Hining, 2015). The new evaluative mr@n'great’ is also present in
attributive usestop Auto ‘great car’,top Bilder ‘great pictures’top Schulsportgreat
school sport’), in predicative position (36) andanlverbial function (37):

36. Und ich muss sagen, das Teil ist fur das Getdtep!
‘And | have to say, this thing is really great the money"
(http://www.gtrp.de/archive/index.php/t-33402.html)
37. siehtop aus!
‘Looks great!
(http://beautyjunkies.inbeauty.de/forum/archiveérghp/t-62044.html)
As an intensifier for adjectivegpp- is not very productive: the majority of all
combinations belongs to three types with a higlenokequencytopaktuell'very up-
to-date’, topfit ‘very fit' and topmodern‘'very modern’; topgut ‘very good’, e.g., is
only attested once in thBECOWI14AXcorpus — as against 3656 instances of
supergut 109 instances ofnegagutand 104 instances diammergut We can
conclude from these facts that clipping of adjedticompounds may be a
contributing factor, but by no means a necessag fon evaluative adjectives to

emerge from formally bound items (cf. 3.2).
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As a final notesuper megaandtop are occasionally attested with unequivocally

adjectival endings. (38)-(40) are examples fromnGar (Google search):

38.

39.

40.

5 kg warersuper, 10 amsupersten;-)

‘5 kg would be great, 10 the great-est ;-)’
(http://www.abnehmen.com/threads/58182-5-kg-waergrer-10-am-
supersten)

Megaaaaa es sind jetzt schon knapp 200 Leute dabei, olass @irs bisher
Uberhaupt beworben haben! Und nackgaer. Es fahren wohl ernsthaft Busse
aus Kdln und Hamburg, sofern genug Anmeldungenmaossnkommen!!
‘Great, already it is going to be close to 200 pepywithout us doing any
advertising at all! And even great-er: There wdtisusly be busses from
Cologne and Hamburg, if we receive enough registrat!!’
(https://de-de.facebook.com/tackleberrypunk/po6G488747063258)

Ich sag nutoppesWetter,toppe Bootstourtoppe Leute, TOP!

All I am saying is great.INFL weather, great.INFhab ride, great.INFL people,
great!

(http://matzeinparis.blogspot.be/2008 03 01 archivd)

Such cases should not be overrated, as they ageraes and seem to have a

humorous touch. They do show nonetheless thatdtp@isition of adjectival features

can in principle go all the way to completion, evéthe items in question remain

defective in general use (cf. 3.1).

4. Constructional networks
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Based on the above observations, this section maipthe concept of constructional
networks involving lexical items that express ew#ilon, facilitating the emergence of
new defective adjectives. We will suggest that lmband unbound evaluatives are in
a paradigmatic, network-like relationship (4.1). ¥den address the issue of different

source constructions and formal variation in adyatevaluatives (4.2).

4.1 Paradigmatic relationships

One potential explanation for commonalities in wsagnd function between
evaluatives that originate from bound morphemesh bprefixoids’ and ‘loan
prefixes’, on the one hand and predicatively usace mouns on the other hand is to
assume idiosyncratic developments and changesdividal lexical items. On this
view, any semantic and distributional similaritieee coincidental, resulting from
semantic changes of individual items. This is noveay informative approach,
however, given the strong functional resembland¢eéen such items across German,
Dutch and Swedish and the fact that any given ewae, once sufficiently
entrenched, tends to spread to all relevant gramahanvironments. We therefore
suggest a different approach, based on the ndtaidihguistic and lexical knowledge
is necessarily structured (cf. the concept of ardrichical lexicon’, Booij 2010, p. 25-
31), and that bound and unbound evaluative itenes cannected by links in a
constructional network; this structure is paradigmia nature, linking abstract word-
formation schemata and syntactic patterns. Undeorstructionist approach, these
networks correspond to the abstractions made biyithdhl language users on the

basis of their linguistic knowledge.
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As we have seen, functionally equivalent evaluativath scope over a noun
generally appear as bound morphemes in the non-pesition, and unbound in
attributive and predicative position. We therefassume the following paradigmatic
relationship:

37. < [<>ew [b]nilnynej < [great/awful SEN; >

~ < [<@>gv]awabvk <> [great/awful] >
Since a clear-cut boundary between bound and unbeualuatives would not be
adequate (cf. 3.1), the top schema refrains froecigpng whether the instantiation is
a complex noun or a noun phrase. Once establigtre@yaluative adjective can be
used adverbially with the same meaning. Examplé&y-(@0) serve as additional
illustrations of the paradigmatic relationship 87J:

38. a.Hammerwettef hammer Wettejgreat weather’
~ Das Wetter ist hammefThe weather is great!’
b. Schrottwetter schrottWetter‘awful weather’
~ Das Wetter ist schrottThe weather is awful?’
39. a.topweer/ top weer, great weather’
~ Het weer is top!The weather is great!’
b.kloteweer/ klote weerawful weather’
~ Het weer is klotelThe weather is awful’’
40. a.kanonvéader kanon vadergreat weather’
~ Vadret ar kanon!The weather is great!
b. skitvader/ skit vaderawful weather’
~ Vadret ar skit!, The weather is awful?’
A more schematic representation of this relatigmshincluding the schema for

adjectival intensification, is given in Figure @dglow:
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debonded adjective left-hand compourmember

[<>ev [bIn]ne € = = = =»  [<@>ev [b]n]n

superFilm Supeffilm

‘great movie’ ‘great movie’
[<a>ev]a evaluative adjective

(Der Film ist echt)  super
>
‘(The movie is really) great’

' A/ADV-intensification
[<a>int [b]wapv]aaoy

supegut ‘very good’

| ’
[<a>EV] ADV adverbially used adjective
super (spielen/singen
‘(play/sing)  great’

Figure 1: Network of evaluative items

— paradigmatic relations
<« -—-——» cline
............................ » clipping/semantic influence

——» adverbial use

4.2 Source constructions and formal variation

As we saw above, evaluative non-heads — both miefixand (loan) prefixes — are

prone to be used adjectivally in attributive anédicative position, and may also
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develop intensifying uses. Bare nouns in predieaggsition that develop evaluative
semantics, can appear in attributive position ak agin the non-head position of
nominal and (as intensifiers) adjectival compounis. evaluative emerging solely
from clipping of adjectival formations may simitarspread to these grammatical
environments.

In some cases, it is possible to trace the exaginoof evaluatives, based on
formal properties like the presence of linking edents. Thus, adjectival Gepitze
‘great’ andscheifl3e‘awful’ must have emerged by reanalysis from tla@ebnouns
Spitze'top’ and Scheil3éshit’ because the latter enter into compoundSgitzen and
Scheil3; by contrast, adjectival here reuze‘excellent’ andklote ‘terrible’ must all
have arisen from compounds precisely because tk&inrthe linking vowel.
Furthermore, adjectival uses of ‘loan prefixes’ miugve originated by reanalysis in
the non-head position of complex lexemes. In ottaxes, formal properties do not
offer any indication in this respect, for examplel@ammer‘great’, mist ‘awful’, D.
top ‘great’, kut ‘awful’; this is particular true for most Swediskaluatives, except for
toppen ‘great’ (topp ‘top’ + definite article en) which was clearly reanalysed in
predicative position.

In German, some adjectival evaluatives exhibit farnaariation, for example
spitze(n)great’ as inein spitze(n) Autéa great car’. Whilespitzenhas arisen through
debonding (<Spitzenaut)) spitze originates in the bare noudpitze(das Auto ist
spitze‘the car is great’) (cf. Van Goethem & Hining, B)lalthough both forms are
used attributively, onlgpitzeis used predicatively. Van Goethem & Htining (2045,
403) conclude that some language users may persgitzenas the inflected form of
spitze (cf. einen schon-en Ta@ pretty. ACC.SG day’), and since adjectives in

predicative position never inflect in Germapjtzeremains the appropriate form. A
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slightly different case are ®ombe(n)andscheil3(eYawful’: they usually appear as
bombenandscheil3in attributive positionlfombernTyp ‘great guy’,scheil3Typ ‘awful
guy’, cf. BombentypScheil3typ but asbombeandscheil3ein predicative position,
resulting from the re-categorization of a bare noblowever, evenbombe and
scheil3eare attested (if rarely) in attributive uses oa thternet (e.gbombe Typ
BombeTyp, scheil3e Typ hence there cannot be a constraint in princigle. can
interpret these distributional facts as indicatihg extent to which a specific item is
entrenched as an unbound evaluative: whiigzeis readily used both predicatively
and — likespitzenand Spitzen — attributively, attributive uses edombeandscheil3e
may be (as yet) blocked by the prefixolBlsmben and Schei? and their adjectival
counterpartbombenandscheil¥cf. Meibauer 2013, p. 39).

Another kind of formal variance can be observed rwha evaluative prefixoid
does not have an adjectival counterp@raum ‘dream’, and similarly Ddroom and
Sw. drom ‘idem’ are widely used prefixoids (e.graumreise ‘excellent journey’, -
frau ‘woman’, job ‘job’); in predicative position, nominain Traum‘a dream’ or
even ein Traumchen'a dream.DIM’ has to be used to express evaluatiie Reise
war (echt)ein Traum / ein Traumchen’lit. The journey was (really) a dream, i.e.
great’. The two uses are clearly related; hencen @v the absence of formal identity,

a paradigmatic relationship between equivalentuatales should still be maintained.

5. Conclusions

This contribution has addressed category changesiving bound and unbound

morphemes with evaluative semantics: prefixoidanlgrefixes and bare nouns in
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predicative position, all of which tend to be reegrized as adjectives. As previous
studies of recent noun-to-adjective changes in @ernbutch and Swedish mostly
examined the distributional and semantic propeuiespecific prefixoids, evaluative

or otherwise, we decided to aim at broad genetaizs, focussing exclusively on

evaluatives.

Two loci of change prove crucial in this contexte tnon-head position of both
nominal and adjectival compounds or complex lexerapd the predicative position.
Evaluative non-heads of nominal formations are abaed as attributively used
adjectives: their semantic characteristics appbrdaring about a lower degree of
compound cohesion, encouraging debonding; the uaaggiven item as an intensifier
with adjectives is another beneficial factor. Fipabnce a bare noun has come to
serve as an evaluative in predicative positionnAmdadjective re-categorization may
take place. Together, these different morphosyitacintexts form a cline, allowing
a given evaluative, once established, to spreaalltgrammatical environments in
which adjectives are used, irrespective of its gjgearigin. Still, as adjectives such
post-debonding evaluatives tend to remain defectiee confirm their status as
adjectives (albeit defective), it suffices thatytree used adverbially with the same
meaning and that there is marginal evidence ofeatibn and comparatives or
superlatives. In fact, defective adjectives areatadll uncommon in German, Dutch
and Swedish, and evaluatives seem to be one cotiigibsource.

Thanks to the constructionist approach, we candaamy absolute distinction
between syntax and lexicon; as a matter of fac|uatives can be seen as evidence
that word-formation and syntax are intertwinedntricate ways and should often be
investigated conjointly (cf. Booij & Audring, thiglume). The emergence of (usually

defective) adjectival evaluatives is a case of gahatonstructionalization (cf. Van
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Goethem et al., this volume), provided it succdbstesults in new lexical entries

with a specific kind of generalized meaning thatlearly separate from the original
lexeme. Both morphological and syntactic coerciomdt automatically result in new

entries in the mental lexicon, but in any case dpen slots in the constructions
involved are potential loci of change. These nasadjective changes are on-going,
and some items may be more entrenched as adjeetiahlatives than others.

As expected with informal language generally, theua use of evaluatives may
vary widely between individual speakers; it mayshbéject to linguistic fashions and
limited to certain regions or registers. While int@ies of evaluatives depend in part
on creativity and language-specific patterns ofgesahe underlying systemic and
distributional properties are strikingly similarrass different Germanic languages
(cf. Leuschner 2010). The approach of the presapéphas mainly been synchronic
and qualitative; future research on bound and unt@valuatives should investigate
() the exact etymological origins of specific avatives, if determinable, (ii)
guantitative aspects of their productivity, and ffrosody, an area in which empirical
research is particularly desirable, not just wegard to evaluative compounding, but

also compounding in general.
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