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DOUBLE COMPARATIVES ARE MORE STRONGER!
EVIDENCE FROM GREEK

In this paper we discuss double comparatives (DCs) in Greek (e.g. pjo psiloteros
‘more taller’). We investigate their distribution in Greek corpora showing that they
are common in environments with extra emphasis. We argue that this emphasis
is related to an evaluativity inference, which suggests that the compared entities
possess the relevant property to a degree at least as high as the contextual standard
in the scale. Following Rett (2008) and Moracchini (2018) we provide an analysis of
this inference as a conversational implicature derived in the presence of structural
alternatives. This raises further questions for the distribution of evaluativity across
the different comparative forms.
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1. INTRODUCTION
Greek has two types of comparatives, synthetic -ter- comparatives (e.g. psil-

o-ter-os ‘taller’) and analytic pjo-comparatives (e.g. pjo psil-os ‘taller’). In addition,
the two forms can be combined, creating a double comparative form, e.g. pjo psil-
o-ter-os ‘more taller’. In this paper we investigate the interpretation of Double
Comparatives (DCs) as in (1), arguing that they trigger an evaluative inference,
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i.e., an inference that the compared entities possess the relevant property to a
degree at least as high as the contextual standard in the scale. For example, in (1)
we derive an inference that Peter and Nick are both tall.

1 | O Nikos ine pjo psiloteros apo ton Petro.

Nick is more taller than the Peter

‘Nick is more taller than Peter’

~x» Evaluative inference: Nick and Peter are tall.

In support of this analysis, we present a corpus study of the environments
that DCs appear. The majority of the environments suggest that the relevant
property holds to a degree at least as high as the contextual standard. We
propose that this inference is derivable as an implicature (following Rett 2008,
and Moracchini 2018), given that DCs are structurally more complex than plain
synthetic or analytic comparatives (Moracchini 2018).

In Section 2 we present the background on DCs emphasizing their wide
distribution cross-linguistically and diachronically. We also discuss multiple
comparison showing that it is related to analytic forms, not necessarily to DCs.
Section 3 presents the corpus study from Modern Greek, showing that the
majority of DC instances are in evaluative contexts. Section 4 presents an analysis
of the evaluativity inference, based on the syntax of comparative forms in Greek,
building on the idea of structural alternatives (Moracchini 2018). In Section 5 we
discuss further questions arising from this account.

2. BACKGROUND ON DOUBLE COMPARATIVES

DCs are more common in languages which have a synthetic and an analytic
comparative, combining the two forms (Cuzzolin & Lehmann 2004: 1217; Bobaljik
2012: 72)%. In Greek, DCs are attested throughout the different diachronic stages
of the language (Markopoulos 2017; Smyth 1920) as illustrated in (2) from Ancient,
Medieval and Modern Greek. DCs are also attested in Latin, Italian, Dutch and
English as shown in (3).

4 Notice that it is also possible to find double synthetic comparatives (e.g. kaliteroteros ‘betterer’,
tallerer). However, as noted in Wood (2012), it is not clear whether the latter form is grammatical or
whether it can be treated as more of a “language game”. We did not find synthetic DCs, confirming
that they are less common.
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a.tigyap yévolr’ v paAAov OABLWTEPOG

‘for who could become more happier..’

Ancient Greek

(Arist. Eccl., 1131)

b. pleon dinatoteros

‘more stronger’

Medieval Greek

(Holton et al. 2019: 820)

c. pio megaliteros gafatzis

‘more bigger blanderer’

Modern Greek

(Hellenic National Corpus)

a. magis fortior = fortior/magis fortis

‘stronger’

Late Latin

(Hofmann & Szantyr
1965:166f.)

b. pil migliore

‘more better’

Italian

(Bobaljik 2012: 73)

following, more wyser, scales upwards.

Despite the fact that DCs is a robust phenomenon cross-linguistically and
diachronically, there is limited work on their syntax and semantics. In addition,
traditional grammars often treat DCs as slips/errors (Ferguson 1959, Heylighen &
Dewaele 1999). One of the most detailed works investigating the interpretation of
DCs from a diachronic perspective is Gonzalez-Diaz (2006) who presents several
factors which influence the use of DCs in the diachrony of English, that is in Middle
English, Early Modern English and Present Day English. One common environment
for DCs is when the quality comparison is set by the context. For example, in (4),
the first comparative, wiser, denotes a high standard adjectival quality and the DC

thaire eldres, and wiser thanne they; (...) but the
yonge folkes now a dayes lust not to do there
after, but they haue dyspite whanne they be
blamed of thayre folye, and whanne they be more
wyser thanne suche as be moche more cunnin.

(Gonzalez-Diaz 2006:
632: 25)
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(Gonzalez-Diaz 2006:

5 | much more gladdere 633:28)

Who can remember that police dog coming here?
Yeah? We’ll he’s still willing but cos that dog is a
lot older and a lot more grumpier. They can take
the dog to the schools any more

(BNC, FM7)

Gonzalez-Diaz (2006: 640) concludes that DCs “are indeed more emphatic
structures than their simple synthetic or analytic counterparts”. A similar intuition
is presented by Holton et. al. (2019: 821) for the diachrony of Greek suggesting that
“the two types of comparative, synthetic and analytic, are sometimes combined
for added emphasis”. This insight from diachronic studies can be extended to
synchrony for certain languages: for instance, several of examples for Present Day
Dutch provided in Corver (2005) contain intensifiers.

Aside from the observation that DCs are associated with an emphatic
interpretation, an alternative potential function of DCs comes up in different
works which discuss DCs in passing (see summarized discussion in Wood 2012).
This possibility concerns multiple comparison among more than two entities. For
example, the intended interpretation of the sentence in (7) is that the degree to
which John is taller than Bill is greater than the degree to which Francis is taller
than Bill. Wood (2012) reports that according to Nevins (2012: 92) who follows
Radford (1977) multiple comparison of this sort is unacceptable irrespective of
whether a plain or a double comparative is used. Thus, sentences like (7) are
considered unacceptable.

7 | a. *John is more taller than Bill than Francis is.

b. *John is more tall than Bill than Francis is.

c. *John is taller than Bill than Francis is.

A different intuition is reported by Bhatt and Pancheva (2004, footnote 5)
who discuss multiple degree clauses with a single -er-comparative, as in (8) (they
do not discuss DCs).

8 | a.John is (much) taller than Mary than Bill is.

b. John has (much) more CDs than Mary than

Bill does. [B&P, 2004 footnote 5]
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Kennedy and McNally (2005), provide DC examples as in (9), with /ess,
arguing that they license an extra layer of comparison:

an old department store a lot less taller than the city

hall building than is the new company headquarters [K&McN, ex. 3]

Seuren (1972: 561) also suggests that DCs with more can in fact license
multiple comparison:

10 | Johnis more taller than Bill than Peter.

From this limited discussion, we can conclude that there is no consensus
as to whether multiple comparison is licit and whether DCs are associated with
multiple comparison constructions. For Greek, we are not aware of any work
discussing multiple semantic comparison. In the following we briefly discuss this
possibility arguing that indeed DCs seem to be appropriate in this environment
but, by no means, necessary.

An example of multiple comparison in Greek is presentedin (11) instantiated
with the three types of comparatives. Let us consider first the sentence with the
simple analytic comparative in (11a). The meaning is that the degree to which
Nick is taller than John is greater than the degree to which George is taller than
John, i.e. Nick is the tallest among the three, George is taller than John, who is the
shortest. In terms of naturalness, we find that the two analytic forms (AC and DC)
are more natural than the synthetic form which otherwise in typical comparative
constructions is entirely natural. Thus, we assign a question mark on the DC, due
to the fact that DCs are often considered a bit degraded (Holton, Mackridge &
Philippaki-Warburton 1997), but two question marks on the synthetic comparative
which in this construction based on our judgements and feedback from five more
linguists is degraded.

11 | a. O Nikos ine pjo psilos apo ton Gianiap’ o/#tiineo Giorgos.

The Nick is moretall thanthe.ACC John from whatis the.NOM George

‘Nick is more tall than John than what George is.

b. ??0 Nikos ine psiloteros apo ton Gianiap ’‘oti ine o Giorgos.

The Nick is taller than the.ACC  John from what is the.NOM George

‘The Nick is taller than John than what George is.’
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c. ?0 Nikos ine pjo psiloteros apo ton Gianiap’ o,tiineo Giorgos.

The Nick is more taller  than the.ACC John from whatis the.NOM George

‘Nick is more taller than John than what George is/

In conclusion, multiple comparison is an environment in which DCs are
appropriate but not necessary. What seems important is to have an analytic form,
something that we leave for future investigation.

In the following we present our findings in support of the view that DCs are
more appropriate in environments in which comparison exceeds the contextual
standard. In line with the crosslinguistic and diachronic insights, we propose that
DCs involve comparison among degrees which exceed the contextual standard
(i.e., they are evaluative, in the sense of Rett 2008). Evaluativity in DCs is triggered
by the fact that DCs are structurally more complex than plain pjo- and ter-
comparatives (see Rett 2008; Moracchini 2018).

3. CORPUS STUDY: THE DISTRIBUTION OF DOUBLE COMPARATIVES

We investigated for all types of DCs in the written texts of three corpora: i)
Hellenic National Corpus®, ii) Corpus of Greek Texts (Goutsos 2010)° and iii) Corpus
of Modern Greek’. In total, we found 74 instances of DCs, out of which 67 (90.5%)
are formed as pjo + -ter, 5 (6.8%) as perissotero + -ter and 2 (2.7%) as ligotero +
-ter. In Table 1 we classify the contexts in which the extracted DCs appear:

Context Raw number of instances (%)
akomal/ ako’m/ pjo 10 (13.5%)
even
, olo ke , 5 (6.8%)
more and more
0s0...toso 0
‘the more ... the more’ 2(2.7%)
, oso to dmatq ’ 1(1.4%)
as much as possible
poli 0
‘much’ 4 (5.4%)

® http://hnc.ilsp.gr/
6 http://sek.edu.gr/login?next=%2F
7 http://web-corpora.net/GreekCorpus/search/
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Superlative 25 (33.8%)
Superlative with o,ti 1(1.4%)
Superlative with ti pjo 1(1.4%)
Context 7 (9.5%)

Unclear 18 (24.3%)

Table 1. Classification of the contexts in which DCs appear in the three corpora.
Raw numbers (and percentages) of the extracted instances are presented.

As shown in Table 1, out of 74 DCs, 56 (75.7%) appear in contexts which
suggest that the scale of comparison is set at a relatively high threshold. These
environments involve intensifiers such as akoma/akomi pjo (13.5%), olo ke (6.8%),
0s0...toso (2.7%), an evaluative context (9.5%), or a superlative (33.8%).

In many cases, the context suggests that the compared properties already
hold to a degree that is equal to or exceeds the contextual standard, as illustrated
in (12).

12 | Context

a. EMELTO OPWCE oT anopepa otnv e€oxfy | kal TLo pakpUltepa

later far away in the countryside and more farer

b. elde  toug kUKAOUG oTa patiatng | mo Babutepoug

(Corpus of
he saw the circles around her eyes more deeper Modern
Greek)

Akoma/akomi pjo + comparative functions like even + comparative in
English (Greenberg 2015, 2018). In English, the presence of even presupposes
that both entities “involve a degree which is at least as high as the standard on
that contextually supplied scale.” (Greenberg 2018: 59; cf. Bi 2021).
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13 | akoma/akomi pjo ‘even’

a. H avaykn autr yivetal | akopa mio mpodaveéotepn LETA (Hellenic
National

This need becomes even more obvious.comp after Corpus)

b. éywav OKOUO.  TILO AEMTOUEPECTEPEG EPEVVEG

(Hellenic

) ) o National

took place even more detailed.comp investigations Corpus)

To our knowledge, olo ke + comparative has not been analyzed in Greek.
In English, the closest construction is coordinated comparatives (e.g. better and
better) which also have received limited attention (Jackendoff 2000; Matushansky
2013). Olo ke establishes that there are multiple stages of change on a relevant
scale. On this basis, it must combine either with a comparative as in (14) or with
a predicate encoding gradual change of state as in (15).

14 | olo ke  ‘more and more’

a. do pkpn  pelogndia yivetal | 6Ao kal 1o mAoucLotepn

A small minority becomes richer and richer (Hellenic
National
b. ylvetat OMo KkalL TiLo TANPECTEPN Corpus)
becomes more and more fuller
(Corpus of
Greek Texts)

N EVEPYELOKI PTWYEL

15 | ‘Oho kat peyaAwvel otV Eupdmn,.

the energy poverty in

grows more and more
Europe

The superlative in our examples mostly picks out an entity from a set of
entities that already possess the relevant property to a contextual standard, thus
creating again an evaluative context, as illustrated in (16).

43



Artemis Alexiadou / Foteini (Fenia) Karkaletsou / Despina Oikonomou

16 | Superlative

a. évav  aro TOUG TILO ONUOVTIKOTEPOUG BeatpavBpwroug (Hellenic
National
one of the more important.comp theater persons Corpus)

b. to o SlacnudTeEPO aypoTIKO Spapa Tou EAANVIKOU
Kvnuatoypdadou (Corpus of
Modern Greek)

the more famous.comp rural drama in the Greek cinema

In these cases, comparison is always established with an intermediate point
of scale and not with the starting point of comparison.

4. EVALUATIVITY IN DOUBLE COMPARATIVES

The distribution of DCs in the corpora supports the hypothesis that DCs
give rise to an evaluativity inference. Evaluativity has been observed for various
environments which involve comparison. According to Rett (2008), an evaluativity
inference is triggered when there is a competition between ‘marked’, analytic, vs.
‘unmarked’, synthetic, degree constructions which are semantically equivalent.
Moracchini (2018) suggests that markedness can be cashed out in terms of
structural complexity once we adopt a decompositional analysis of degree
expressions. In what follows, first, we discuss the syntax of comparatives, showing
that DCs are more complex and next we present how the evaluativity inference
is derived.

4.1. Syntax of comparison

The analytic and the synthetic comparative have been argued to have
different syntax both in English and in Greek. For English, it has been proposed
that analytic comparatives with more involve a quantity phrase headed by a
contentless much as shown in (17b) (Corver 1997; Solt 2009, 2015). By contrast,
-er comparatives are analyzed as involving less structure with a Degree phrase,
directly adjoining to the adjective (Embick 2007; Bobaljik 2012).

17 | a.Sueis [,, [DegP -er] tall]
b.Sueis [ [, [DegP -er] much] F [, tall]]

rrlap

For Greek, pjo-comparatives exhibit different properties from ter-
comparatives. Pjo-comparatives can always substitute ter-comparatives but not
vice versa (Cheila-Markopoulou 1986; Giannakidou & Stavrou 2009; Merchant
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2012; Makri 2018). For example, pjo-comparatives can modify non-gradable
properties as in (18) (Stavrou 1983; Makri 2018). They can also modify a negated
NP, unlike ter-comparatives as illustrated in (19).

18 |iAna ine pjo amerikana apo tin Alex.

the Ana is cMPR American than the Alex

‘Ana is more American than Alex.

19 | O pjo mi katalilos minas.

the CMPR non appropriate month

‘the more non-appropriate month/

Also, as discussed in detail in Merchant (2012) synthetic comparatives in
certain environments can assign genitive as opposed to analytic comparatives
(see also Holton et. al. 1997).8

20 | O pirgos tha ine psiloteros tu spitju.

the tower will be taller the-GEN house-GEN. | [Merchant 2012:(6)]

‘The tower will be taller than the house.

Finally, as we saw in Section 2 in (11), multiple comparison is possible with
the analytic pjo/perisotero-comparatives, but not with the synthetic one.

While the aforementioned properties of pjo-comparatives group them
with perisotero-comparatives, it can be easily shown that the two are different.
As discussed in Makri (2018), pjo in the absence of a gradable predicate, requires
an overt Q-element (e.g. poli/ligo ‘much/little’) to combine with.

21 | | Maria diavazi  {pjo *(poli/ligo)} / {perisotero/ligotero (*poli/ligo)} apo tin Ana.

the Maria studies cMPR much/little  more /less much/little than the.Acc Ana

‘Maria studies more/less than Ana.

Based on these properties, we argue that pjo-comparatives differ from ter-
comparatives syntactically. We analyze pjo as a degree element which combines

8 As notice by a reviewer this is not the case across all constructions, for example with become-
predicates genitive is not always licensed “tha gini psiloteros {*tu patera tu}/{apo ton patera tu} ‘he
will become taller than his father’.
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with a phonologically null Q-element with underspecified polarity as shown in
(22b).° In this way we can account both for the fact that it can combine with non-
gradable predicates as in (18) but also for the requirement of an overt Q-element
in (21). By contrast, ter-comparatives are analyzed similar to English synthetic
comparatives as in (22a).

22 | a. |, [Dg&P -ter] psil-]

b. [plgploege PIO] @1 F, [ pSil-l]

c. [FP[QP[DQ“§P -ter] poli] F_ [,, psil-]]

Based on these assumptions, DCs in Greek are formed by virtue of a pjo-
comparative embedding a ter-comparative, resulting in the construction in (23).

23

Sue is [FP[QP[DggP pjol @1 F, [, [,.., -ter] tall]]

DegP

4.2. Deriving the evaluativity inference as a conversational implicature

For English analytic comparatives with more, it has been proposed that
when the more-comparative is used as in (24b), an evaluative inference is derived
because it is structurally more complex than the morphological comparative
construction (24a) (Moracchini 2018, 2019). Thus, the speakers assign the less
complex alternative (-er comparative) in (24a) a non-evaluative interpretation
illustrated in (25a) and the more complex alternative (more comparative) as in
(24b) an evaluative interpretation illustrated in (25b).

24 a. Athos is taller than Porthos is.

b. Athos is more tall than Porthos is.

25 | a. Non-evaluative Interpretation:
The degree d to which Athos is tall exceeds the degree d’ to which Porthos is
tall.

b. Evaluative Interpretation:
The degree d to which Athos is tall exceeds the degree d’ to which Porthos is tall
and d’ exceeds the contextual standard for what counts as tall.

In Greek, as noticed in Makri (2018), the analytic pjo-comparative, along
with the synthetic comparative, does not trigger an evaluativity inference (26a).

9 As a reviewer notices the notion of underspecified polarity needs to be further elaborated.
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An evaluativity inference is triggered when the comparative adverbial perisotero
‘more’ is used as in (26b) (Makri, p. 101-102). We argue that, in addition to
perisotero-comparatives (26b), DCs with pjo + ter as in (26c) give rise to an
evaluative interpretation.

a. 0 Athos ine {pjo psilos}/{psiloteros} apo ton Portho.

26 The Athosis CMPR tall taller than the Porthos’

b. O Athos ine perisotero psilos apo ton Portho.
The Athos is more tall than the Porthos.

c. O Athos ine pio psiloteros apo ton Portho.
The Athos is CMPR taller than the Porthos

Evaluativity is triggered by the fact that DCs involve a structurally more
complex construction. It becomes clear from the syntactic derivation in (23)
that DCs are syntactically more complex than both pjo-comparatives and ter-
comparatives. In this sense we expect that they will be evaluative, as suggested
by their distribution in the corpus.

An open question remains regarding evaluativity inferences for analytic
comparatives. While we agree with Makri (2018) that only perisotero-comparatives
are evaluative in Greek, it remains a question under the proposed analysis why
pjo-comparatives do not give rise to an evaluativity inference. The only difference
we assumed between the English more-comparative and the Greek perisotero-
comparative is that the Q-element in pjo-comparatives is covert with neutral
polarity. We believe that the fact that complexity is not expressed phonologically
might be a potential direction in understanding complexity patterns. We leave this
as an open question for future investigation. Our focus has been DCs for which it
is clearly shown that they are syntactically more complex.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND OPEN QUESTIONS

Inthis paper we discussed DCs which have received scarce attention in Greek
linguistics. We showed that it is a phenomenon which appears in the diachrony of
different languages. Similar to what is noticed by Gonzales-Diaz (2006) for English
DCs, we showed that they mostly appear in emphatic environments. We argued
that this insight about more emphasis, can be interpreted semantically as an
evaluativity inference which is derivable by the fact that DCs are more complex
than pjo- and ter-comparatives (though see Mondorf (2009) for an alternative
analysis on the role of complexity in the interpretation of comparative forms).

Several questions emerge from the present account. First, we think that an
experimental investigation of evaluativity inferences for all types of comparatives

47



Artemis Alexiadou / Foteini (Fenia) Karkaletsou / Despina Oikonomou

can further illuminate us by revealing subtler differences and potential variation
among speakers. Especially for DCs, based on our informal investigation among
native speakers, while most speakers agree that DCs trigger an evaluative
inference, we also observed variation regarding the obligatoriness of the inference
and the distinction between evaluativity and linguistic emphasis, which does not
necessarily entail an evaluative inference.

Secondly, as pointed out to us by Despina Cheila-Markopoulou, a more in-
depth investigation of the distribution of DCs, not only regarding their semantic
context but also regarding the type of adjectives that it combines with, is needed.
Unfortunately, although we made use of available corpora of Greek language,
it is extremely difficult to derive safe conclusions. What we tried is to test all
instances of DCs in HNC and compare the raw frequency of synthetic comparatives
compared with the raw frequency and percentage of DCs in the total of synthetic
comparative forms per adjective, as shown in Appendix 1. What we notice is that
there are several adjectives for which a synthetic comparative is not common
and yet they participate in double comparative formation. These are epitaktikos,
evmenis, glikos, kodinos, ormitikos, leptomeris, ormitikos, polemikos. We also
notice anoteros, esoteros, plisiesteros for which a positive form is not available
in Modern Greek and the percentage of a DC is high. In this last case the DC can
also be interpreted as a single comparative considering the possibility that the
synthetic comparative is listed as such in the lexicon. Further data is necessary to
understand whether DC formation prefers certain classes of adjectives or not. At
the moment, the restrictions of the corpora available for Greek do not allow us to
derive safe conclusions but it remains a question.

Finally, it remains to present an overall analysis of evaluativity inferences in
Greek, taking into account all different forms since, as Merchant (2012) observes,
Greek has a rich comparative system and it can help us further test different
theoretical approaches regarding evaluativity.
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Hellenic National Corpus: http://hnc.ilsp.gr/
British National Corpus online (BNC): http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/

APPENDIX
Raw frequency
Adjective of synthetic Raw DC DC percentage
. frequency
comparative forms
, 3krivos 661 1 0,2
expensive
lanote!’os' 7 5 28.6
superior
asfalis 482 1 0,2
safe
asthenis 500 1 0,2
weak
dikeos 321 1 03
fair
eﬁ)ltakﬁk?s 7 1 37
crucial
) esoteros ’ 81 1 12
innermost
evmenis
‘favorable’ 21 1 4,8
levn0|kos' 549 1 0,2
favorable
evns 11100 2 0,02
wide
fthinos 1036 1 0,1
cheap
lgllkos, 17 1 59
sweet
idikos 947 1 0,1
special
, ishiros 1976 1 0,05
powerful
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Artemis Alexiadou / Foteini (Fenia) Karkaletsou / Despina Oikonomou

kakos
‘bad’ 8202 7 0,1
falos 32568 3 0,01
good
’ kodinos ’ 208 1 0,5
close, nearby
leptomeris
‘detailed’ 3 1 11
megalos 46643 5 0,01
big
mikros 10655 1 0,01
small
,neos 5524 2 0,04
young
oreos 629 2 0,32
nice
lormmkos' 3 1 333
vehement
palios 7431 1 0,01
old
pllslleste,ros 363 ) 0,6
next
plusios 870 1 0,1
rich
polemikos 1 1 100
martial
profanis 23 1 4.4
obvious
safis 227 1 0,4
clear
simandikos 6406 3 0,05
important
thlorlyo<ills 5 1 50
noisy

Table Al. List of adjectives appearing in DCs in HNC. The raw frequency of synthetic
comparatives is also provided alongside the raw frequency and percentage of DCs in the
total of synthetic comparative forms per adjective.
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Aptepig AAe§Ladou, Kévtpo Mevikrg NAwoooloyiag Leibniz
& Mavenotpov BepoAivou Humboldt, Tuppa Freppavikwy Zmoudwv Kat
Mwoocoloyiog

Dwrtewn (Dévia) Kapkalétoou, Texviko Mavenotipo Kaiserslautern
Agmnowa Owkovopou, Navenotiuo KpAtng, Tuppa @loloyiag

TA AINAA ZYTKPITIKA EINAI MO IZXYPOTEPA!

NepiAnyn

Y€ autd 10 ApBPOo cuINTAE TO SUTAG CUYKPLTIKA oTa EAANVLKA (TL.X. 1Tto Ba®UTepOC).
H HEAETN TG KATAVOUNG TOUG 0Ta EAANVIKA cwHaTa KELUEVWY SeiyveL OTL mpoaBEtouy
£udacn oe oUyKpLON PE TO AMAQ GUYKPLTIKA. Ymootnpiloupe OtL auth n €udoaon
oxetiletal pe éva ouvoplAlakd umovonua, To omoio umodnAWVEL OTL oL uro cUyKpLon
ovtotnteg Stab£touy tn oXeTIKA 8LOTNTA (.. BAB0G) o BaBuo6 TouldyLoTov TG0 LPNAG
000 Bewpeital to ouvnBecg otnv KAipaka. MNa mapadelypa, otnv npdtacn n Mapiva eivat
1o YnAotepn amd tv Avva, ovtlappoavopaote OTL kal ot §U0 elval oxeTikd PnALg.
AkolouBwvtog tv avaAuon twv Rett (2008) kat Moracchini (2018) umootnpiloupe OTL
0UTO TO GUVOUIALAKO UTIOVON A TIPOKUTITEL WE ATIOTEAEG O TG CUYKPLONG UETAEY SopwWV
mou SltadEpouv we Pog TN cUVTAEN TOUG. SUVTAKTIKA Tilo oUVBeTEC SOUEC EppnvelOvVTOL
WG ONUOCLOAOYLKA TILO CUVOETEC O€ oX€on e SOUEC TILO ATAEC. Baollopevol atnyv avaluon
twv Corver (1997) kat Solt (2010) avalloupe pe SLadopeTIKO TPOMO TV cUVTAEN TWV
GUVOETIKWV GUYKPLTIKWV (T.X. BadUTEPOC) ATIO TA AVAAUTIKA CUYKPLTIKA (TT.X. 7Tto Badug),
umooTtnpllovtag 0Tl 0 cUVOUOOUOE TWV SU0 oTa SUTAG CUYKPLTIKA 08NYEl o€ Lo oUVBOETEC
Sopég. Me autd Tov TPOTo £€nyOUE VLTl TTOPAYETAL TO OXETIKO UToVONUa O QUTA Ta
neplBaAlovta. H avaAuon auth eyelpel TEPAITEPW EPWTALOTA YL THV TTAPAYWYH TWV
OXETLKWYV UTIOVONUATWY 0TO TeS{0 TWV CUYKPLTIKWY SOUWV TwV EAANVIKWV.

NEgeLg-KAELSLAL: MapabeTikd, AUTAA CUYKPLTIKA, uTtovOnua,
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