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Subjective compounds and subjectivity/subjectification in the English noun phrase

This paper makes a case for the category of subgecompounds, i.e. adjective-noun
word units which convey subjective meaning, éttle bleeder old chum half-
victory. These compounds are characterized grammaticallyhbir behaviour as a
unit in phrase structure, their internal inseparky, and the non-attribute-like
behaviour of the adjectival components. Adjectiad aoun have a high degree of
collocational cohesion, which is reflected in highutual information scores. This
collocational cohesion is semantically motivatedthyy subjective evaluative features
which adjective and noun share. To accommodateetBebjective compounds we
propose a prosodic, field-like model of the Englisi?, rather than a linear
subjective-objective model as traditionally recagpa in the literature. A prosodic
model, which recognizes that subjective meaningpread over the whole NP, can
account both for the strong tendency of more stibgenodifiers to precede more
objective ones and for the minor countercurrentnofe subjective elements to follow
more objective ones. Such a model, we argue, almumures the fact that

subjectification can entail both leftward and riglatrd movement in NP structure.

There is an assumption of long standing in theditee that the premodifiers and
head of the English noun phrase (NP) embody a rmmamth from subjective to

objective meaning. How this left-right ordering from subjective to jebtive is

* The research reported on in this paper was madsilple by the doctoral scholarship granted to
Lobke Ghesquiére by the Interuniversity AttractRwoles Programme (Belgian State — Belgian Science
Policy), project P6/4&Grammaticalization and (inter)subjectificatipeoordinated by Johan van der
Auwera, and the postdoctoral fellowship awardednd/an linden by the Research Foundation
Flanders — FWO (1.2.767.11.N.00). The researchfwéser supported by the Spanish Ministry for
Science and Innovation (grant no. HUM2007-60706(Hlland the European Regional Development
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typically envisaged can be illustrated with an eglarsuch asome very good young
English coache¢CB, sunnowy. At the right end of NP structure there is the dexi
head noun, e.gcoaches whose general type specifications may be further
subclassified by nominal or adjectival classifisueh a€English which are generally
considered to be very objective modifiers. Next eoescriptive modifiers, first the
objective ones that can be recognized on the bésigjective criteria, e.gzoung and
then, more to the left, the more subjective evaleabnes, e.ggood Further to the
left there may be degree modifiers, exgry, which express the speaker’s subjective
assessment of qualitative features of the desidnatgities. Most leftward is the
determiner zone, whose elements, s@ne specify how the instances referred to
relate to the speaker-hearer exchah@his synchronic continuum was rethought by
Adamsoit as a diachronic cline, predicting the directiotyatif subjectification. More
specifically, she proposed that elements acquiangnore subjective function —
shifting, for instance, from attribute to degreedifier — will move to the left in NP-
structure, while elements shifting from a more téess subjective function — for
instance from attribute to classifier — will shiftthe right.

In this article we want to draw attention to aagprenominal elements whose

position and meaning do not fit in with this vielihey can be illustrated with (1)—(3).

Fund, coordinated by Teresa Fanego. Work on tipempaas also supported by project GOA 12/010,
funded by the Research Council of the University@fiven. For helpful discussion of issues relevant
to this study we thank Hendrik De Smet and Victar@onzalez-Diaz and for checking our English we
are grateful to Keith Carlon.

! e.g. Quirk et al., Dixon, Bache, Breban.

2 All examples followed by (CB) are from the COBUILddrpus, of which 56 million words (from the
period 1986—96) were made availabledardbanks Onlingia remote log-in, cf. Clear et al.

3 On the subjective character of the determiner zeee Diessel.

* Adamson.



(1) Didn’t take the Hezbollah long to use the Use ¢tease fire to re-arm ... or did
you overlook that part, ygommie oldgit? (http://scam.com/showthread.
php?t=15523)

(2) Rudd, Mate you do little to support tAestralian little battler sorry mate, you
just have to go. (WebCorp, http://www.webcorp.okécgi-bin/view.nm?
url=http://blogs.news.com.au/dailytelegraph/yoursaex.php/dailytelegraph/c
omments/should_kevin_rudd_keep 400m_of foreign chider to _home/&te
rm=Australian%?20little%20battler, 04/04/2011)

(3) Along with a keening cry of “Had we only knowrthat reaction seems to be
the best French democracy can offer in the immediatke of Le Pen’keering

half-victory. (WB, usmags)

Old in (1) andlittle in (2) clearly do not describe the objective prtips of ‘aged’
and ‘of small stature’, but have a subjective vallikewise,half in (3) does not have
any of the objective descriptive senses associaittchalf, but modifies the degree of
the victory. Half indicates that a number of features associated witheal’ or
‘complete’ victory, such as number of votes and ahauthority, are lacking here. In
other words, all these elements have subjectivasgowvalues which in the literature
have been strongly associated with the left eni@English NP, viz. with subjective
attributes and degree modifiers respectively, whicbur in leftward positions in the
NP. Yet, in these examples they are associated thighright end of the NP,
immediately preceding the lexical head. They arenepreceded by an adjective

whose semantics are generally considered to besldggctive. In (1) and (2) the

> All examples followed by (WB) have been extradieun theWordbanks Onlineorpus, the
successor to the COBUILD corpus. Examples extragsetier from the COBUILD corpus are
followed by (CB). With its 553 million tokens coweg the period 1972-2004, théordbanks Online
corpus is much larger than the 56 million word COBW corpus. The British subsections, for
example, contain 259,479,077 tokens in WB versy83®593 in CB.
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adjectives precedingld andlittle refer to nationalities, which are typically analgis
as classifiers. In (3) the evaluative attriblgering precedes the degree modifi&lf,
whereas the typical order is assumed to have degoediers in front of — subjective
and objective — attributive modifiers, e.gure pitiless brutality In this respect,
examples (1)—(3) appear to challenge the claimghijective and objective meanings
are ordered from left to right in the English NR this article we will put forward the
idea that these phenomena can be best capturechébyndtion of ‘subjective
compounding’. This notion recognizes the fact tleaical head nouns often contain
or imply subjective semantic features which may #Medified by elements
immediately preceding them, forming a tight unitinvay that resembles the process
of compound formation. The concept of subjectivenpounds will also allow us to
reconsider the issue of the left-oriented continuoimsubjective meanings in the
English NP in a more nuanced way.

The structure of this article is as follows. In @&t 1 we will briefly discuss the
functional structure of the English NP. In Sectidnwe will present diachronic-
synchronic case studies of the adjectiglesandlittle. We will make a case that both
these adjectives are involved in the formationulfjsctive compounds such alsl git
in example (1) above, in which the adjectives digggrammatical and collocational
behaviour that is fundamentally different from thiéir other uses. We will also trace
the development of subjective compounds vatth and little, and confront it with
Adamson’$§ hypothesis that the desubijectification of adjextiis accompanied by
their rightward movement in NP structure. In Satt® we will investigate from a
synchronic point of view the use balf in which it modifies the degree of gradable

nouns such awin, victory, successand failure. For this use ohalf, we will again

5 Adamson.



argue for an analysis in terms of subjective compg. In Section 4 we will give
our — provisional — synthesis of the concept ofjettive compounding and how it

affects thinking about subjectivity and subjecafion in the English NP.

1. Thefunctional structure of the English NP

The English NP forms an elaborate syntagmatic strecin which position and order
tend to correlate with semantic function. Its elatseare related mainly in terms of
dependency, i.e. head-modifier, relatidra)d may in their turn have submodifiers.

The functional structure of the NP is visualizedFigure 12

<Please insert Figure 1 about here>

Figure 1 shows that the NP consists of three za®sing three basic functions, viz.
determination, premodification, and categorizatébthe NP-referent.

At the right end of NP-structure there is the headn, which designates the
type of which the referent of the NP is an instah@®e noun functioning as head
may be simple idiot, trains) or compound [flackbird. Compound nouns most
commonly consist either of adjective + noun or neunoun, and are considered to
form one lexical word. The general type designditgdhe head can be subclassified

semantically by classifying elements, elgctricin electrictrains.*®

" Langacker.

8 Based on Bache, 162, 239; and modified by Ghesejgd 4.
° Langacker, 55-8.

1 Halliday, 184-6.



The head noun and classifiers may be preceded byoormore descriptive
modifiers. The general function of these propedsgigning, or attributive, modifiers
is to attribute properties and qualities to thetexstreferred to by the NP. As pointed
out by Quirk et al*! attributes can describe either marbjectively recognizable
properties, such as size the other_smallelectric trains or more subjectively
accessible properties that are a matter of thekepsaopinion, such as beauty afi
those quite beautifulittle garden flowers The subjective ones tend to precede the
more objective ones.

Preceding the attributive modifiers, another tygenmdifier can occur that
modifies the degree of the qualities describedheydlements to their right. Degree
modifiers can measure the degree of the qualitessrtbed by adjectives, exgery
nice, or implied by gradable head nouns, egmplete idiat?

At the leftmost end of the NP there is the deteatam zone. Its elements
deictically and/or phorically anchor the instanoéshe type referred to by the NP in
terms of such notions as givenne#®)( relative quantityrios), etc® Structurally,
they occur either in the core, or primary determipesition, or as predeterminers
(such @) or postdeterminerstie othej. Complex determiners have an internal
dependency structure of which the primary determmée head.

The linear left-right ordering of the functionaltegories of the NP as illustrated
in Figure 1 is often considered to form a semastiigjective-objective continuufia
characterization that holds for the examples tyjyiagiven. However, this left-right

claim is seriously challenged by a number of NPegypn which elements with

subjective meaning immediately precede the nontiead, as in (1)—(3), to form what

1 Quirk et al., 924.

2 Bolinger.

13 Langacker, 81-9, Davidse.

4 Quirk et al., Dixon, 37-9, Adamson.



we call ‘subjective compounds’. In the next sedieve will present arguments based
on empirical evidence in support of this new fuoicéll category. We will also offer
some reflections on how thinking about subjectivel abjective meaning in the

English NP has to be modified to accommodate thi@mof subjective compounds.

2. Subjective compoundswith old and little

2.1. Subjective compoundswith old: A synchronic and diachronic case study

The functional category of subjective compoundsas first posited by Van linden
and Davids® with regard to examples such as (4)—(8). Contempodata contain
quite a number of examples in whiold forms a tight combination with nouns that

have either inherently positive, e.g. (4), (6)negative, e.g. (7), (8), connotations.

(4) The contrast is poignant but, | don’t doubgdtrically calculated by theld
masterwith the exuberant energy and stamina of his dan¢€B, times)

(5) Anxious to let me know he’s up-to-date. Whatosingold queerhe was. | was
never happy about our using him. (WB, brbooks)

(6) Still it hasn’'t deterred me, for | was well awathat my opponents werdd

handsat such manoeuvres. (CB, times)

> van linden and Davidse actually used the ternefiérsonal compound’, which Gonzélez-Diaz,
389, referred to in her study of the position arehning ofold andlittle in sequences of two
adjectives.

®van linden and Davidse.



(7) The second part of the divorce drama is myRight at the start dad tried to get
me involved, to back him up, th@d fool and get me to persuade mum not to
do it. (CB, ukephemera)

(8) he was sacked two months later in Januaryyleat after allegations that she
called the ladies’ captain “aold bitcH and the club officials “a load obld

sods (CB, times)

There are both grammatical and lexicosemanticoreagor positing this new
functional category. We will first consider tiggammaticalarguments for analysing
the old + noun combinations in question as compounds rdkia as modifier-head
phrase structures.

First,old and the following noun conform to Robins'grammatical criteria for
forming one word: they are internally inseparablg bunction as a unit in NP-
structure. No adjectives can intervene betweercadgand noun. For instance, if the
ladies’ captain in (8) had been callad old stupid bitch the nature of the insult
would have been quite different. Other adjectivaa only precede the unit as a

whole, modifying the entire sequenceotd + noun, as in (9)—(10).

(9) A comic reprise of Fifteen Minutes, with elentenf Beverly Hills Cop and 48
Hours, it would pair Murphy as a reckless rooki¢ghvtough old hande Niro
as stars of a ‘reality’ TV show designed to imprdke force’s public image.

(WB, brbooks)

" Robins, 148-54.



(10) Mr Kennet is gyossipy old womanMVir Patterson is gossipy old womanvr
Jamieson is agossipy old womanThey're all gossipy old women(WB,

brbooks)

This internal stability and external unitary beloani show that theold + noun
sequences grammatically behave like one compoumnd.wo

Secondly, the typical grammatical tests for atitile adjectives, viz.
gradability and alternation with predicative d8ejo not apply. It is impossible to
grade the adjectiveld or use it in a predicative construction withoutuebing the
specific semantics they invoke. In (7) dad coultbereferred to ahe very old foql
and neither could De Niro in (10) be calledery old handLikewise, corresponding
to these examples, we could not tiet fool that is oldbr the hand that is oldThese
are serious arguments against analysiltgas subjective attribute, semantically the
only possible alternative. Moreover, the adjectdees not have all its systematic
paradigmatic variants anymore. For instance, wenalospeak ok young foolor a
new hand In this respect, the use ofd in (4)—(10) differs fundamentally not only
from attributive but also from classifying modifserClassifiers typically are part of
culturally entrenched taxonomies, asoid cheese — young cheeséd wine — new
wine

A third grammatical argument against a modifieadheanalysis and for our
alternative account in terms of compounding conresnfthe test proposed by
Huddleston and Pullufifor distinguishing phrases from compounds, vie. ghoone

test. We cannot sagn old hand and a tough oper an old bitch and a stupid onbut

18 Bolinger.
19 Huddleston and Pullum, 1449-564.
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this is possible with both attributive and classify modifiers, as shown by silly
man and a mean onandold wines and new onesspectively.

A final formal issue to be considered is that oéss. It has often been claimed
that compounds can be distinguished from phraseshenbasis of stress, with
compounds having forestress and phrases endstrEssever, Giegerici! has
convincingly shown that this is a tenacious mytlm@ounds with endstress are
neither anomalous nor even exceptional, but areomnwnly attested type of
compound, e.gapple 'pie, Madison ‘Avenyeavian influ’'enza The units for which
we claim compound status are similar to this lditpe in that they all have endstress,
e.g.old ‘hag, old ‘chum

Besides their specific grammatical behaviour, légndcal semanticof these
combinations are also a reason for introducing\a fumctional category to account
for them. Old and the noun following it strongly share subjeetimeaning
components. According to Sincl&frsuch semantic feature sharing goes together with
a high degree of collocational cohesion. In exasglech as (4)—(8), the adjective
does not simply add to or restrict the meanindhefrioun. “The meaning of the words
chosen together is different from their independeaganings. They are at least partly
delexicalized®? Importantly, the semantic features that are shhetdeenold and
the following noun are subjective, evaluative onBse combination obld + noun
foregrounds these specific evaluations at the esgenf the original descriptive
meanings, which are backgrounded or bleached.

As just noted, the sharing of subjective semaettures implies a high degree
of collocational cohesion betweahd and the following noun, in terms of which it

can be distinguished from the descriptive attribuges ofold. The degree to which

2 Giegerich.
21 Sinclair, 15, also Bublitz.
22 Sinclair, 16.
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the occurrence of one word predicts the occurrericanother can be measured by
means of mutual information (Ml)-scores. “MI is aeasure ofthe strength of
associationbetween two word&> As such, they are the appropriate tool to identify
idioms and fixed phrasé8.A number of combinations afld + noun and their MI-
scores in the British sections of the contempoY&oydbanks Onlineorpus are listed

in Table 1, together with the MI-scores of somedmanly selected combinations of
clear descriptive uses dafld and noun. The latter are added to demonstrate the
considerable discrepancy in MI-score between coatluns likeold stagerg12.578)

old fogey(11.586),0ld hag(10.575) and frequent combinationsadfl as objective
attribute + head noun, lik@d buildings(5.875) orold housg4.507).

It has been remarked that because the MI-scomeegrabsolute frequency, high
MI-scores sometimes single out relatively uncomneombinations one of whose
component elements is strongly — or uniquely —@ased with the other. Therefore
Table 1 also includes the T-scores, in which thénrfector is the absolute frequency
of joint occurrences and which measure the proditygtof collocations® Table 1
shows that common attribute + head noun sequeraes d& higher T-score than the
subjective compounds. However, the T-scores ofsthigective compounds are all
well above the 2-value, which is as a rule of thutaken to indicate inguistically
interesting phenomerfa.Subjective compounds are thus by no means marginal

terms of productivity. .

<Please insert Table 1 about here>

Z Clear, 280.

24 Clear, 280-2, Stubbs, 35.
% Stubbs, 33-39.

26 Clear, Stubbs.
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The high degree of collocational cohesion indiddig the MI-scores is a final
argument for characterizing these combinationsréts,u.e. compounds. Because of
the subjective, affective nature of the semantetuiees shared by the component
elements, we characterize them as subjective congspudistinct from ordinary
compounds such asown hall and blackbird with more objective, descriptive
meaning.

Although Ml-scores could not be consulted for kistorical periods studied, it
was possible to identify a number of combinatiorisoldl + noun as subjective
compounds on the basis of all the other critenihsas internal inseparability and
unit status, subjective semantic feature shariagumrence in the different periods
studied, etc. The chronology and relative propartbthe subjective compounds vis-
a-vis the other uses afd in the various periods of our dataset are repredeint
Table 2. The historical data were drawn from tessinki CorpugHC) (750-171G6Y
— with exhaustive extractions — and from tBerpus of Late Modern English texts

(CLMET) (1710-1920¥ — with random samples of 100 hits per subpefiod.

<Please insert Table 2 about here>

Table 2 shows that no subjective compounds arstatterior to the Middle English

period® Di Paolo Heale$ claims that “a reader of Old English has a veffednt

concept of ‘old’ than a reader of later Englisht$&xand that this is why “Old English

27 Kyt6 and Rissanen.

% De Smet, “A corpus of Late Modern English text®iffusional change,” 17-19, 21-9.

2t can be noted that in Table 2 the total numbidrate Modern examples per subperiod does not
amount to 100. This is because we excluded irratedata from the table, such as usesldfin
postposed or predicative position, in nominalizedsuor uses in appositions.

0 In addition to subjective compounds, Table 2 aistudes information on objective compounds.
More details on this category will be given in Sect2.4.

31 di Paolo Healey, 44.
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has nothing which might be compared to such digpagauses” as the early

subjective compounds. We argue that another reavgnsubjective compounds are
attested only in Middle English is the fact thabjsgtive compounds are the result of
processes of contextual modulation and routinipatio

Contextual modulation has been defined by Croft @rusé” as the activation
of semantic features of a word, triggered by thetext. The meaning of the word is
enriched, as it were, by “specifying featuresontdbuted by the context? It is not
hard to imagine howld's subsense ‘of long standing’ was enriched withams such
as ‘dear’ and ‘close’ when combined with a posiiiveonnoted and affectively
coloured noun such ashum The evaluative meaning inherent in the noun
foregrounds a similar evaluative meaning in theeitye.

Routinization is defined by Byb&eas the repetition of a multi-word sequence,
which leads to “reanalysis of the sequence as glesiprocessing chunk”. The
recurrence of these combinations in our diachrdatasets supports the idea that they
were routinized. As a consequence of their repeatedccurrence, adjective and
noun gradually lost “certain specific features oéaning ..., leaving a semantic
core”® This semantic core is the affectively colouredegatization designated by
the subjective compound. In other words, as thaltres routinization, new single
lexical items with evaluative meaning were formé&tis analysis of theld + noun
units as subjective compounds is compatible wighfeitt that a considerable number
of them are listed as a separate entry in dictiesasuch as th®xford English
Dictionary (OED) andMacmillan English Dictionaryfor Advanced Learners)ot as

an elaboration of either the noun or the adjective.

32 Croft and Cruse, 140.
33 |bid.

3 Bybee, 603.

* Ibid., 607.
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Mainly three subsenses ofd, both more objective and subjective descriptive
uses, seem to have fed into groups of what aeligs “familiar combinations” in the
OED from about the sixteenth century onwards, viz.

(i) oldin the sense of ‘having the mental or physicarabti@ristics of old age in a
negative sens@ld codger old fogey old trout, old hag old fool etc.

(i) old in the sense of ‘knowing, experiencedld hand old stager old mastey
etc.

(i) oldin the sense of ‘acquaintance of old standintgd: chum old boy old chap
etc.

These subsenses were contextually modulated byaffieetively coloured nouns

following them, yielding combinations with stronghggative connotations in (i) and

positive connotations in (ii)—(iii).

In our diachronic dataset, the Middle English datatained the first attestations
of old + noun that persisted into the following centuasssubjective compounds, viz.
old dotardandold lecher It is interesting to note that all Middle Englisitamples
appear in contexts of direct speech representatith,the subjective compound used
as a term of address, like in (11)—(13). AccordingVendler:® this confirms the
(petrified) compound status of tlodd + noun sequences, as other adjective + noun

combinations generally cannot be used to addregsge

(11) Treitour! powolde doté bow schelt ben hanged be pe prote. ‘Traitor! 6t
dotard! You shall be hanged by the throat.” (el330 [21300]Bevis[Auch])
(12) But folk of wyves maken noon assay, Til theywiedded -elde dotard shrewe

— And thanna, seistow, we wol oure vices shewet tBa folk of women causes

% vendler, 132.
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no affliction until they are married — shrewd olotard! — and then, you say, we
will show our vices.’ (HG:1390 Chauce€T.WB.[Manly-Rickert])
(13) Sireolde lecchour lat thy japes be! ‘Sir, old lecher, let your kscbe! (HC

c1390 Chauce€T.WB.[Manly-Rickert])

The negatively evaluative subsenseotdf that fed into these subjective compounds
was ‘having the negative physical and mental charestics of having lived long'.
Such meanings were first attested as subjectivibatits in Late Old English. The
processes of contextual modulation and routinipatperating on such subjective
attribute-head structures triggered reanalysis satgective compounds, which in our
dataset were attested a few centuries after thegemee of subjective attribute uses
(see Table 2). This gradual reanalysis entailedh&lother changes that led to the
distinctive formal and semantic characteristicswlbjective compounds, viz. loss of
gradability and possibility of predicative use, amdduction of systematic
paradigmatic variants such mswor young®’

From the Modern English period onwards, the sasubfective compounds with
old becomes more diversified. In terms of referentrapprties, their uses also extend
from terms of address, with clear second-persoereate (11)—(14), to uses with
generic reference (15) (first attestations in 13@¥0), and later to uses with specific

third person reference (16)—(18) (first attestatiot570-1640).

(14) What haue | stolne fro[m] the or thine: thitfauored olde trot ‘What have |
stolen from you or yours, you ill-favoured old ttb{HC 1551-61 Stevenson,

Gammer Gvrtons needle

3" Interestinglyold andlittle, which do not serve as systematic paradigmati@mgsiof each other,
have a tendency to compound with the same noumpsyld/little sod, old/little bugger, old/little
blighter.
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(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(Mage Mumble) “I dyd nothyng but byd hir werland holde hir peace.” (Tibet
Talk) “So would I, if you coulde your clatteringasse: But the deuill can not
makeolde trotteholde hir tong.” ‘(Mage Mumble) “I did nothing bbid her to
work and hold her peace.” (Tibet Talk) “So wouldflyou could cease your
clattering; but the devil cannot make old troutédhbeir tongue.” (HCal553
Udall, Roister Doistey
Upon my life! | believe there is actually sotnath in what thiold ruffian says.
(CLMET 1751 SmolletThe adventures of Peregrine Pickle
Met a lunatic just nowQueer old fishas ever | saw! (CLMET 1889 Carroll,
Sylvie and Brunp
But theold vixenhas shown her hand, so now he must fight. (CLMBTO01

Meredith,The adventures of Harry Richmgnd

All examples listed above feature subjective cormasuwith a negative undertone,

presumably the result of reanalysis of subjectitgibaite uses ofold with the

meaning ‘having the negative mental or physicalratt@ristics of old age’, which

formed compounds with an increasing range of et@kiaouns.

Subjective compounds with a positive connotatgugh asold chumand old

hand start to appear in the Present-day English dalya and even then they play a

minor part. This also transpired from Table 1, whiists the subjective compounds

with the highest MI-scores iWordbanks Onlinethe ones with negative connotations

clearly predominate. In the contemporary data, arewitness softening and affective

melioration of compounds with negative connotationsome cases, as in (19)—(21).

Intrinsically positive compounds, as in (22)—(2dhe a minority.
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(19)

(20)

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

“Shut up maundering, yadaft old twat” he said, almost affectionately. (WB,
brbooks)

“What started your mind moving along those4f” “Richard, primarily.” “The
interfering old sod! (WB, brbooks)

Suppose she lives to eighty: does she reahtw come back asvainkled old
hag? (WB, brbooks)

Gradually the friendship had developed. “Youwow, Toddyold boy” Leo
would say. “Katrina deserves someone like you.daependable, reliable —*
(WB, brbooks)

“You were inexperienced. Voss ... yes ... heutd have known better. A
terrible risk he took. Madness, really, garch an old hand (WB, brbooks)

Now Raoul Loveday was one of Crowley’s mosiliant pupils. When he first
came to theDld Master as the latter was sometimes mockingly called,uRao
was already in possession of the very essence gicmaor ‘magick’, as

Crowley rather charmingly wrote it. (WB, brbooks)

The synchronic corpus results are presented ineTabh terms of two sets. The data

in set (i) are instances of the pattetd + noun, without further elements intervening

betweenold and its head noun. 200-hit samples were taken ftioree British

subcorpora of the COBUILD corpus, viz. Times, Ukhemera and UK spoken. The

data in set (ii) are instances of the pat@ch+ at least one more prenominal element

+ noun. As the query for this pattern yielded a ag@able number of data, we took

exhaustive samples from the same three subcorgdotaeoCOBUILD corpus. Of

course, subjective compounds were only found in fire¢ dataset in whichold

immediately precedes the noun. However, we addedé¢hbond dataset to have a full
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picture of the relative frequencies of the varigmenominal uses abld. When we
relate the relative frequency ofd in subjective compounds to the proportions of the
other prenominal uses ofd in the full synchronic sampleye can see that with 2.2%
the compounds account for a much smaller propodfamses than the freely variable

combinations in modifier-head structures.

<Please insert Table 3 about here>

2.2. Subjective compoundswith little: A synchronic and diachronic case study

In contemporary English, we find combinationslittfe + noun, illustrated in (25)—
(29), which are grammatically and semantically vemilar to those discussed in
Section 2.1 foold + noun. The arguments given for analysing thedatsesubjective

compounds also apply to these unit$ittle + noun.

(25) “1 know the way, Turon. | hardly need asequious little toadike you to
guide me” (WB, brbooks)

(26) Like the backstage essays of David Mamet,ettaeslittle gemsof practical
experience: no luvvie gossip, just a brief guidenfrone of the great masters,
and even a diagram or two. (CB, ukspoken)

(27) How touching it is to watch the mothers cdlléeeir little ones at the end of
another day’s hard learning <p> Come here Wtile bleeder before | fg Kill
yer <p> What child worthy of the name could resigth an invitation? (CB,

ukspoken)
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(28) The hilarious sequel to ‘How to be“aittle Sod’, follows our miniature
despot’s development into tyrannical toddlerhoodomplete with tantrums,
potty training and unidentifiable rashes, abundantlistrated with cartoons.
(WB, brephemera)

(29) “He was dittle buggeras a baby, screaming all the time” Clarke Sr csaid.
“That was until he was circumcised. That quieteh@d down a bit.” (CB,

times)

The same reasons as those adduced in Sectiong2id against analysing these units
as head nouns modified by subjective attribute o$ditle. Firstly, unlike attribute-
head structuredittle + noun in (25)—(29) are internally inseparable:qualitative or
classifying modifiers can come in between them euthfundamentally changing
their meaning, e.dittle diamond gems of practical experien(@6), little criminal
bugger(29). It can also be noted that in, for instarecéttle exhausting buggelittle
no longer shares the specific affective colourihugger andbuggeron its own has
a different affective value thdiitle bugger The proenetest® likewise identifies the
units as compounds rather than phrases. One cdanaotstance, speak @f little sod
and a cranky one.

Secondly, the sequendiétle + noun canbe prefaced by attributive modifiers
that modify the sequence as a whole, aanrobsequious little toa(25). Moreover,
these modifiers can be coordinated with other nedif e.ga tired and cranky little
bugger or be stacked with other recursive modifiers, pogtic literary little gemsin

other words, externally too the sequehitke + noun functions as a unit.

% Huddleston and Pullum, 1449-564.

-20-



Thirdly, in these combinations, the adjecthitde loses its gradability and the
possibility to be used predicatively. For examplesery little buggeranda bugger
that is little do not have the specific semantics of the subjectompoundittle
bugger

Fourthly, thdittle + noun units do not contrast with the systematragigmatic
variants oflittle. For instance, corresponding litile bleederwe do not findgreat
bleederor big bleeder

Semantically, finally, adjective and noun cleadliare subjective meaning
components. The evaluative features inherent imthen foreground corresponding
features inlittle. The sequenchttle bugger, for instance, consists of the evaluative
nounbugger which is used in informal language ‘to describgeason who has done
something annoying or stupid’ (Sinclair et Handlittle, whose negative affective
features of e.g. irritation and contempt are pultedthe fore as well in this
combination. These fixed collocational units arareleterized by much higher Mi-
scores than even very common attribute-head stegturable 4 shows the MiI-
scores, T-scores and joint frequencies of a nurabkttle + noun sequences as they
occur in the British sections of th&ordbanks Onlinecorpus. For the unilittle
bleeder for instance, the MI-score is 10.33, indicatiregystrong internal cohesion,
but its T-score is 2.234, reflecting moderate potidity. By contrast, a common
objective attribute-head combination likiéle pieceswith T-score8.359 has an MI-
score of only 4.85. Exceptional MI-scores aboveamyund 8 greatly support the

proposed analysis of these units as subjective oamgs*°

<Please insert Table 4 about here>

% Sinclair et al., “Collins Dictionary,” 210.
0 Clear, 279, in practice uses a cut-off point é6what he views as “high MI-scores”. Stubbs, 53,
even notes that MI-scores above 3 are “likely tditguistically interesting”.
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Subjective compounds withttle start to appear with a certain degree of
regularity only from the Present-day English perowdvards. This is shown by Table
5, which gives the absolute and relative frequenwaigh whichlittle is attested in its

various prenominal functions in the different higtal periods*

<Please insert Table 5 about here>

An individual example of what looks like a subjgeticompound is attested as early
as Early Middle English and the odd subjective couma also occurs in Late Modern

English:

(30) How go you on with thamiable little blo? (CLMET 1751 Chesterfield,etters
to his son

(31) | saw they had never laid down, though it east midnight; but they
were calmer, and did not need me to console thédrmaliffle soulswere
comforting each other with better thoughts thanould have hit on.

(CLMET 1847 BrontéWuthering Heights

In our contemporary dataset, the subjective comgsuwwith little, like those
with old, form only a small fraction of all the prenominaless(1.7%), as shown by
Table 6. The synchronic data, selected in termh@fsame two patterns as fud,
were again extracted from three British subcorpafrahe COBUILD corpus, viz.

Times, UK ephemera and UK spoken. Unlike wotl, we took exhaustive samples,

“L Like Table 2, this table also includes informat@mobjective compounds. The reader is referred to
Section 2.4 for more details on this category.
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the total number of examples looked at amounting,4®0. In the Present-day data,
subjective compounds witlittle, like those containing the adjectioéd, can express
both negativelittle bleede) and positive feelingslittle gen) of the speaker. With
Bolinge*? and Gonzalez-DiaZ we can observe that with some of the compounds
little has an effect similar to that of the diminutivefsufAs noted by Gonzalez-
Diaz* “['rlightmost’ little conveys nuances of affection (as opposed to dimg}isi
which are “translated into other Germanic languadigs Dutch, by an affective
diminutive suffix”. Thus, little gemsin (26) would be translated in Dutch as
juweeltjes andlittle sodin (28) asettertje (lit. an ‘etter’ + diminutive suffix). The
compounds withittle predominantly display a rather negative semanmbsqdy, most
often featuring nouns likbugger creep monstey bleeder blighter andsod In the

large majority of instances, these subjective caimgs refer to human beings rather

than material objects.

<Please insert Table 6 about here>

2.3. Subjective compounds with old and little: Subjectivity and subjectification in

the NP

In the introduction we noted that the affectiveblatired units ofold/little + noun
appear to challenge the claims that have been nam®it subjectivity and
subjectification in the English NP. In this secti® will also consider additional

phenomena that affect the hypotheses of the ledtitmd continuum of subjective

“2 Bolinger, 59.
3 Gonzalez-Diaz, 383.
“ bid.
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meanings and the correlation between subjectiioatand leftward movement.
Instead, we propose an alternative, prosodic madethe English NP, which
recognizes that subjective meaning is spread ttautgthe whole NP.

Let us first consider the question sfibjectivity more specifically, of the
synchronic ordering of elements with subjective nieg in the English NP. A
possible position might be to say that the existiygpotheses do not need to be
adapted much if only one stresses that they appbtlg to the modifiers and not to
the head of the NP. In this scenario, one wouldcehayoint out that the existence of
subjective compounds shows very clearly that thadheoun — either simple or
compound — can have predominantly subjective megariat it would allow one to
hold on to the claim that within the modificationrne objective modifiers always
come after, never before, subjective ones. Examipleshich objective attributes
modify subjective compounds do not offend agaihst principle, as in examples
such as (1) and (2) in the introduction, and othrees attested iMVordbankse.g.a
raddled oldcrone a thin little cunt a sturdy old gafferin the majority of cases,
subjective compounds attract subjective modifibtg,this too is in keeping with the
principle as formulated above, ea.boring old fart the dozy oldboy, a dotty old
buffer, a cunning old foxetc.

However, in addition to the subjective compoundscuksed here, yet other
phenomena have been noted that argue against maigtthe subjectivity hypothesis
in its present form. In her study of the adjectilite andold and subjectivity in the
NP, for instance, Gonzéalez-Dfdobserves thatld can form embedded clusters with
other adjectives in the prenominal string sucly@sd old grand old high old Such

clusters have been described before and analysesbesn put forth, viewing them

45 Gonzéalez-Diaz, 387.

-24-



either as paratactic, balanced structures (Mattheersquoted in Gonzéalez-Di&Zpr

as hypotactic structures, wittld functioning as a ‘reinforcing’ submodifier (OED,
old, a.lll.15). Investigation of our data suggests #tane of these combinations, as in
a funny old world, poor old fellow, good old Lemsip a great old song are frequent,
which will affect their strength of collocationableesion and make them subject to
routinization. It may well be that the paratacticdypotactic analyses represent two
stages of a possible historical development.

A comparable historical development was noted bpdéwinkel and Davidse
for sequences gfure + adjective. They first occurred in paratactiastures such as
pure fresh waterpure and chaste esposafl¢C 1500-1710). The two adjectives in
such sequences share semantic features, whicthtedgh contextual modulation, to
delexicalization ofpure The repetition of two near-synonymous adjectisash as
pure andfresh pure and chastecan be considered a weak form of emph#sisis
therefore easily conceivable thadire started losing in descriptive meaning in such
sequences and was felt to reinforce the senses aicitompanying adjective rather
than to independently attribute a quality, agpure Celtic fury pure unbridled hell
(CB).

We propose that similar processes are operativsetrings of an adjective
followed by old, which gradually lead to a reinterpretationaddl from attribute to
reinforcer. The degree modifying effect @ld on adjectives preceding it is
particularly clear when it ‘interrupts’ a sequemaeavhich modifier and noun collocate
with each other, such asbloody load oin (32) ornot sucha bad stick(i.e. quite a

good stick) in (33).

% |bid.
47vandewinkel and Davidse.
48 cf. Martin.
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(32) “At first | thought it wasa bloody old load of you-know-what | mean, a
woman has a mid-life crisis all her life long — ahen | thought, well, maybe
there’s something to it?” (WB, brbooks)

(33) I'm not such a bad oldtick once you get to know me. (www.roadstergal.

info/misc/lies.htm - Cached)

As noted in the introduction, degree modifiersr@nforcers, are generally assumed
to be more strongly subjective than descriptive ifirerd, be they objective or
attitudinal. This is because descriptive modifispecify properties, or recognition
criteria, to which the instance referred to corogsfs. Degree modifiers, by contrast,
invoke a scale on which the speaker locates thgredeof the properties’, which is a
matter of speaker assessment and sténce.

Sequences in which a modifierf@lowedby a subjective submodifier are not
exceptional in the English NP. This type of syntagjmstructure is also found in
examples such as (34)—(35), in whisbrt/kind/type+ of is used by the speaker to
hedge the classifier preceding it, indicating thtia® term or description is only

approximate?

(34) Listen, we have had sudden employment im#tare of developing a
Europeantypafilm. (WebCorp, http://www.thegoonshow.co.uk/stsijgtring.
html)

(35) It's aSpielberg KindaChristmas. (WebCorp, www.netribution.co.uk/feasiire

carnal_ cinema/96.html)

9 De Smet and Verstraete support this distincticeen descriptive, or ideational subjective
meaning and stance taking, or interpersonal, stibgemeaning with crucial formal differences
correlating with it.

¥ De Smedt, Brems and Davidse.
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In such examples, the type noun string is feltubnsodify the modifier preceding it,
to which it may be linked by a hyphen, as in (3#nisoni* refers to this construction
with type nouns as the ‘semi-suffix’ use.

What is of interest to us here is that both indlusters of adjective eld (32)—
(33) and those of classifier sort/kind/type of(34)—(35), an element generally
considered to be more subjective is to tight of one that is less subjective. This
puts, in our view, too big a hole in the hypothakist modifiers order from right to
left in terms of increasing subjectivity to hold oo it. We propose that a more
accurate view on the ordering of subjective meamiag formulated by Halliday. In
his view, “[iinterpersonal meanings tend to be wratl prosodically throughout the
unit” of the NP3 in what Pike called a ‘field"-like pattern. “Prady is used here in a
semantic sense, as in Sinclair's notion of semagrsody, which applies the notion
of ‘suprasegmental’ patterning, known from phonglogo semantics. This is
analogous to what Pike meant with ‘field-like sture’, for which he transferred the
concept of field from semantics to structure: “steue viewed as a total FIELD®.
The idea is that subjective meaning elements mayrda the whole structure of the
NP: subjective meaning may be present, and mayspeese with objective meaning,
throughout the whole NP. Deictic elements, subjectttributes and subjectively
coloured heads form the primary subjective elemaritstructure, while degree
modifiers and related elements such as hedgespgay ® all main functions of the
NP. One can modify the degree of quantifiarery many, of attributes \ery nice

and gradable nounsgmplete idiot and even of classifiers. The latter has tended to

1 Denison, 4.
2 Halliday, 190.
%3 Pike, 37.
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be overlooked, but was noted by SincP4ikVith submodifiers of classifiers such as
largely, strictly, almost the speaker assesses to what extent the subcatdign
applies, as inpurely emotional problemsa largely Buddhist organization.The
submodification of classifiers constitutes anotbebjective element in what used to
be thought of as the objective part of the modifiene according to the linear model
of subjective-objective meaning in the NP. In the®sodic, field-like model, by
contrast, the fact that subjective meaning is epadt all over the NP is not
problematic. It allows one to accommodate the gtramdency of more subjective
modifiers to precede more objective ones, but uadly does justice to the minor
countercurrent of more subjective elements follgnMess subjective ones. It can also
easily build in the important point that the healdtlbee NP often incorporates
subjective meaning.

The other main issue to consider in this sectsothat of the diachronic process
of subijectificationin the English NP. Adamson put forward the hypsése that
subjectification processes are accompanied by éftwnovement in the NP, while
desubijectification is characterized by rightwardveroent. A productive example of
the latter shift is that from attribute to classifie.g. froma criminal actto a criminal
court However, the processes of change by which subgecompounds emerge
show that Adamson’s claim of desubjectification @& entailing rightward
movement cannot be maintained. Historically, subjeccompounds originate in
attribute-head structures. The adjectivdd and little clearly travel right in NP-
structure to form subjective compounds. Likewiggnfiorcingold has viated towards
a position to the right of the adjective being nfiedi. We therefore propose that the

prosodic, field-like model also captures the diadc subjectification trends more

54 Sinclair et al., “Collins Grammar,” 95.
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accurately than the strictly linear left-right madeghis is the logical consequence of
the insight that the degree of subjectivity doetsinorease linearly in NP-structure.
Rather, there are various subjective elements dpvear the whole of NP-structure
,which may attract items into new subjective womnfations, or into new

(sub)modification clusters in which the more subyecelement may either precede
or follow the less subjective one. A precise maafesubjectification in the English

NP will have to account for the multiplicity of meanisms that can accompany
subjectification such as leftward, and occasionagjiitward, movement, reanalysis of

parataxis into hypotaxis, new word formations, etc.

2.4. Objective compounds with old and little

Although the focus in this paper is on subjectivity the English NP and, more
specifically, on subjective compounds, we brieflgnt/to draw attention to the fact
that old andlittle engage not only in subjective compounding but aksobjective
compounding” Interestingly, these compounds are again predartinased with
reference to people. Some examples are given in {86(39). The objective
compounds witlold andlittle have been included in both diachronic Tables 2%nd

and synchronic Tables 3 and 6.

(36) I can’'t do it,old man or | would, | presume, if I'd been made that way.
(CLMET 1897 Kipling,Captains courageoys
(37) A youth of frolics, arold ageof cards. (CLMET 1733-4 Popé&n essay on

man

%5 Cf. Gonzéalez-Diaz, 388-9.
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(38) We haven'’t got anything for yoliftle girl. Be off! (CLMET 1848 Dickens,
Dombey and sgn

(39) In the will of Nicholas Gimcrack the virtuosecorded in th&@atler, we learn,
among other items, that his eldest son is cut @ff w single cockleshell for his
undutiful behaviour in laughing at hikttle sister whom his father kept

preserved in spirits of wine. (CLMET 1821-2 Hazlitable talk

As with the subjective compounds, these sequentedddittle + noun are firmly

established in English and processed as singls.uddwever, unlike the subjective
compounds, objective compounds are not always cteized by high Ml-scores. In
contrast, as shown in Table 7, they tend to hagh Hi-scores, reflecting their

productivity in English.

<Please insert Table 7 about here>

Further evidence for the compound status of theciige-noun sequences is found in
the fact that they are often listed as separateesndr special units in dictionaries,
with mention of their specialized meanings. Objexttompounds such &tle boy
andlittle girl can refer not only to young people in general lmdre specifically, to
someone’s son or daughter, as in (40). Similang,dompounald manhas acquired

the specialized meaning of father, as in (41).

(40) She allows hélittle girl to have tantrums in public, and she is amazingéieru

to the family. (WB, times)
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(41) But I'm put in mind of what mgld mansaid about Britain during and after the
Second World War. “For as long as it lasted, eveey@ut aside their

differences and helped one another.” (WB, times)

Translations provide additional evidence for thegle word status of the objective
compounds. As noted for subjective compounds suschttee sod a number of
objective compounds witlittle can also be translated by means of a diminutive
suffix. Little girl andlittle boy, for instance, are best translatedrassjeandjongetje

in Dutch. The objective compounds found &bd also have one-word counterparts in
other languages. As noted by Wierzbickahe objective compoundld man is
translated awieillard in French andstarik in Russian. Similarlyold ageis best
translated asieillessein French anduderdomin Dutch. Note that, as witbld, it is
the age rather than the size meaningttdé which is foregrounded in the objective
compounds. That exactly this age meaning is pror@bjective compounding might
be due to the fact that “for human beings age teldbe treated as a crucial
determinant ..., rather than as one feature amayhi’

Additional grammatical arguments for treating #tgective-noun sequences as
compounds are their unit status and internal insdyl#gly. One can talk about ‘the
good old days’ or ‘a pretty little girl’, but nothe old good days’ or ‘a little pretty
girl’ without changing the meaning of the sequeriimilarly, as with the subjective
compounds, the prone test is infelicitous with objective compoundsa (fittle girl

and a beautiful oneran old man and a strange gne

¢ Wierzbicka, 368.
5 Ibid.
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3. Subjective compounds with half

As noted above, degree modification is a paradigamgle of the ‘prosodic’ way in
which subjective meaning is scattered over the e/ihN®. In this section, we will see
that, due to subjective compounding, degree madita is also foundvithin the
head noun. We will look at the case of degree nyouif compounds withhalf and

nouns such awin, victory, successandfailure.”® Consider examples (42) to (44).

(42) Tim remembered vividly how the coach’s jer$ey borne a blood imprint of
his daughter’s face,@imson half maskWB, usbooks)

(43) This Seattlest located himself in the middi¢he Washington Dem’s HQ at the
Westin Hotel on election night to take in the voteThe young (and very
persuasive) Marcelas Owens, who lost his mom dua lack of health care
coverage, had the privilege of introducing the $@nhaefore hettimid half-
victory speech (WebCorp, http://seattlest.com/2010/11/03/murbaiyngs
_senate_race_to_a_clos.php)

(44) He's a proven premier league manager, and Botton he consistently finished
in the top 8 top 6 spots year in year out. He’s&cellent man manager and
people hate on him merely because ofHal-failure at newcastle. (WebCorp,
http://sunderland.theoffside.com/team-news/keaapsstiown-just-before-reds-

game.html)

In (42), half is used in its objective lexical meaning, i.e.ttbi’being one of the two

equal parts into which a thing is or may be dividedming a half or moiety’ (OED).

8 We thank Hendrik De Smet (p.c.) for alerting usht®e compound status of expressions sudiais
victory, in contrast with head-modifier phrases such asmplete victory.
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The adjective-noun combinatidralf maskis a compound, but not of the subjective
type we are concentrating on in this article. la @ED entry ohalf- it is defined as

‘a mask covering part of the face, such as is waith a domino’. In examples (43)
and (44), by contrashalf is not used in its literal meaning. Instead, itaswges the
degree to which the properties inherenvictory in (43) andfailure in (44) apply to
the specific instance referred to by the whole MR43), the speaker uses the phrase
half-victory (as a classifier of the nominal heageech to indicate that Senator
Murray's electoral result was not good enough tacéked a ‘true victory'. In (44),
the speaker’s use of the phrasdf-failure shows that to his or her mind, the manager
in question, Sam Allardyce, did not perform so lgaaiith his Newcastle soccer team.
This type of speaker involvement, we believe, foandmportant argument to assign
such combinations dfalf + noun as in (43) and (44) to the proposed cayegbr
‘subjective compounds’.

Further arguments in support of a subjective camgoanalysis are briefly
repeated from Section 2. Firstlgalf + noun in (3), (43) and (44) are inseparable
internally (e.g. a half, undecided victojybut form a single unit externally (e.ge
Pen’sleeringhalf-victoryin [3]). Another argument is formed by the impodgibfor
half to be graded or used predicativelize*Pen’s leering very halfictory, *Le Pen’s
leering victory that is halfThe question of paradigmatic contrasts is remgalvith
regard to the status dfalf as part of a compound. At first sight, one midghhk of
adjectives such asompleteandtotal as standing in paradigmatic contrast whf.
The compoundhalf-failure (tellingly, written with a hyphen) in (44), for ample, can
be contrasted with the phrasecomplete failureln such phrasegompletedoes not
function as a descriptive attribute, but as a degnedifier (likea complete idioin

Figure 1), which does not allow for grading or pecative alternation either.
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However, unlike the subjective compoutadlf-failure, sequences likeeomplete
failure are not inseparable units, as they still allowifdervening words, such as the

classifieruSin (45).

(45) Underscoring the public’s negativity, four @amas many predicted the war in
Iraqg would be judged as eomplete US failureas the number who saw a
complete success, 28 percent to 7 percent. (WebhQdtp://www.boston.
com/news/nation/washington/articles/2007/09/12/peBults_on_surge_differ_

sharply_from_generals_view/)

This confirms thathalf failure and half victory are compounds, whereasmplete
failure is a modifier-head phrase. Taking the recognitiateria of compounds into
account, we find that there is variatiovithin the paradigm of degree modifying
compounds, illustrated by expressions such @sar succesandan almost win, as in

(46)

(46) Congrats on amlmost-wintonight :D (WebCorp, http://www.youtube.com/

watch?v=zPV5I2--sx4)

With regard to stress, it can be noted that thesgpounds tend to have forestress on
the degree modifying element, in contrast with éasth little and old, which have
endstress.

Finally, the adjectivehalf is often orthographically attached to the noun by
means of a hyphen, as in (3), (43) and (44). Thay wf spelling thehalf + noun

sequence lends further support to an analysigmstef a (subjective) compound. We
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checked the spelling of thrdmlf + noun strings in Present-day English data, drawn
from the Internet by using the WebCorp applicatbtip://mwww.webcorp.org.ukA?

We took exhaustive samples of the strihngf successhalf victory andhalf failure,
with WebCorp accessing 500 webpages, using theviita'Yahoo search engine.
The results are detailed in Table 8. Note thatfh string the number of subjective
compounds is much lower than the total number ahgles that were retrieved. This
is because many instances were not relevant tstady, such aBrst-half victory, or

second-half failure

<Please insert Table 8 about here>

The data show that the hyphen spelling is fairgrent, amounting to almost 40% in
the cases dfialf succesandhalf failure, and nearly 50% in the caselwdlf victory.
We take this as quantitative evidence in supportthef analysis of subjective
compound proposed here. Interestingly, the Intedagaset also includes examples
that give an evaluative categorization of persqus, like the subjective compounds

with old andlittle (see Section 2).

(47) In one paragraph, Josh is a child; in anotle’s an adolescent with a
masturbatory habit that would impress Alexanderti®y; in the end, he’s a
depressed half-failure/Vhat define him are his habits, conspicuouslyscomp-
tive and occasionally desperate. (WebCorp, httpaiwwebcorp. org.uk/cgi-

bin/view.nm?url=http://www.forward.com/articles/14@&term= half-failure)

%9 Renouf, Kehoe and Banerijee.
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The degree modification expressed lglf in subjective compounds can be
situated neatly into the general semantic systedegfee modification. According to
Kennedy and McNall{° degree modification is inherently scalar. Theirdst applies
primarily to degree modification of adjectives (eqmite beautifulin Figure 1), but
allows for extension to degree modification of nsusuch asvictory or failure.
Degree modifiers “measure” the degree of propertigerms of “points or intervals
partially ordered along sonmMENSION”,®* more precisely, in terms of two types of
scales.

The first type of degree modification invokes ‘opgcales’, measuring the actual
degree of the properties on a scale with some fdfrassumed measure units. This is
the mode of degree modification foundvery short(of an adjective) an@ mere
pittance (of a noun). In both expressions the small sizekes by the word being
modified is further reduced in size by the degreedifiter. The degree modifier
activates a range going up or — as in these examptwn from a reference point on
an open scale defined by measuring units, not byirmam or minimum values.

The second type of degree modification invokessetl scales’, comparing the
degree to a boundary as either approximating ochieg it. Closed scale degree
modifiers “calculate differences relative to minimuand maximum values on the
scale” of properties conveyed by adjecti%e$he scalar nature of this type of degree
modification lies in the various valuedalf, almost complete etc.) that can be
indicated for the difference between actual degred maximum or minimum.
Applied to properties conveyed by adjectives, thies expressions such adly

dead semi-alive moredead than aliveand applied to properties conveyed by nouns,

0 Kennedy and McNally.
®1 Kennedy and McNally, 349.
%2 Kennedy and McNally, 353..
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it yields compounds such as those under considerdtere, e.ghalf failure, or
phrases such ascomplete failure

In sum, the degree modification of nouns alwaygoives the speaker in
assessing the degree of the properties conveyeddogdable noun vis-a-vis a scale,
which makes it a subjective function. Hence, it egg fully justified to classify
compounds in whiclnalf locates the properties conveyed by the noun orosed|

scale as subjective compounds.

4. Conclusions

This article had two main aims: to make a casetlf@ category of subjective
compounds and to review the hypotheses of theotedtated ordering of subjectivity
and subjectification in the light of this new categand related phenomena.

For units such asld fogey little bleederandhalf victory, we have shown that
there are strong formal arguments for assigningpoamd status to them, viz. their
internal inseparability, their external single-usitatus, and the non-attribute-like
behaviour of the adjectives in them. We have aigerglexicosemantic arguments for
viewing them as subjective compounds, viz. theghhidegree of collocational
cohesion, which foregrounds subjective meaning. &wically, the subjective
compounds withold and little are a different subtype from those withlf, near,
almost etc. In the former, affective usesadl andlittle are merged into one unit with
an evaluative noun, foregrounding subjective semdeatures shared by both, such
as the positive features ‘experienced, knowledgeabl old hand In degree
modifying compounds likehalf victory and near win by contrast, the gradable
features implied by the noun are located on aniadptlosed scale as halfway or near

the upper end of the scale.
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The existence of subjective compounds challenggmtheses of the left-
oriented ordering of subjectivity and subjectificatin their present formulation. We
have proposed to adopt instead a prosodic modethwiecognizes that subjective
meaning elements are spread over the whole NP.oNbt deictic elements and
subjective attributes but also subjectively coloumominal heads are subjective
elements of structure in the NP, which may attedements of other classes and cause
them to subjectify. The positional shifts involvedforming subjective compounds
are rightward ones, which goes against the claiat tiyghtward movement entails
desubjectification. Instead, it has to be recoghizet subjectification may involve
either leftward or rightward movement. Degree modifon is another ‘prosodically’
distributed device, causing subjectification intb&ftward direction (intensifiers of
adjectives and quantifiers, reinforcers of nomirdgscriptions) and rightward
direction ld reinforcing the adjective it follows, degree modiy compound
nouns).

Clearly, there is a lot to be uncovered yet widgard to subjectivity and
subjectification in the English NP. Future reseandhhave to give more attention to
neglected pockets of subjective meaning such asre touched on in this article.
More descriptive attention will have to go to subjgcation and rightward
movement. Equally, the importance of morphologmalcesses such as compounding
and affixation will have to be re-evaluated for tBaglish NP, whose analytical
structure may have been overstated. On the theakddvel, a model will have to be
developed that does justice to the prosodic natliseibjective meaning elements and

the consequences of this for subjectification psses.
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Subjective compounds and subjectivity/subjectification in the English NP

Table 1: Joint frequency, T-scores and MI-scoreslid+ noun in British sections of

Wordbanks Online

old + noun Freq T-score MlI-score old + noun Freq T-score MI-score
stagers 25 4999 12.578 biddies 10 3.161 11.300
dodderers 7 2.645 12.370 fuddy-duddies 7 2644 10971
codgers 31 5.567 12.276 farts 41 6.400 10.833
stager 25 4.999 12.240 hag 44 6.629 10.575
codger 35 5.915 12.221 fogies 8 2.827 10.563
mucker 24  4.898 11.963 chum 104 10.190 10.249
fogey 17 4.122 11.586 bangers 25 4,996 10.206
banger 60 7.743  11.503 gits 8 2826 10.189
biddy 18 4.241  11.464 buildings 155 12.238 5.875
fogeys 13 3.604 11.330 house 383 18.710 4.507




Table 2: The diachronic development of the usesdin prenominal position

subj

subj/obj

obj

subj

Period postdet attr attr obj attr  class comp  comp Total
750-850 090 o(.)o o(.)o 00.0 1§o.o 8.0 g.o o(.)o i
090 4 00 0o 00 ess 77 281 00
950-1050 o, o(.)o o(.)o 32.1 :;1 182.3 1.5 o(.)o ”
105011500 50 05 00 w0 00 100 00
150-1250 5 0 00 0o eoo 288 111 oo
1250-1350 o(.)o o(.)o 51.3 5171.9 2?3.3 313.3 5%3 ”
13501420 L g0 gs sa7 a5 139 81
192005000 L 00 g a7 s a4 17
1500-1570 9(.30 o(.)o 4??5 53:.7 11;4 ?.5 aé.lo Y
187016405 7 o3 g0 27 3 88
164017100 o0 56 a7 36 167 24
70780 0 L ) 11 asa s a6 . "
1780-1850 ,, 6(.54 21 ohs 11’3?.8 23 o(.)o ”

n 5 3 0 43 12 20 87
1850719200, 57 34 00 494 138 230 44.16




Table 3: Synchronic uses ald in prenominal position

postdet postdet/ subj attr obj attr class obj subj Total
attr comp comp
(i) old + noun
Times n 28 1 11 36 14 21 7 118
% 23.7 0.8 9.3 30.5 11.9 17.8 5.9
UK n 20 3 11 49 19 11 2 115
ephemera % 17.4 2.6 9.6 42.6 16.5 96 17
UK n 37 4 13 43 7 48 4 156
spoken % 23.7 2.6 8.3 27.6 4.5 30.8 26
(ii) old + adj (+ adj) + noun
Times n 29 4 8 39 1 0 0 81
% 35.8 4.9 9.9 48.1 1.2 0.0 00
UK n 11 0 5 41 0 0 0 57
ephemera % 19.3 0.0 8.8 71.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
UK n 33 0 15 28 0 0 0 76
spoken % 434 0.0 19.7 36.8 0.0 0.0 00
Total n 158 12 63 236 41 80 13 603
% 26.2 2.0 10.4 39.1 6.8 13.3 22

Table 4: Joint frequency, T-scores and MI-scoresifibe + noun in British sections of

Wordbanks Online

little+ noun Freq T-score MI-score little+ noun  Freq T-score MI-score
Hitlers 13 3.604 11.081 pipsqueak 3 1.730 9.421
blighters 14 3.740 10.965 scamp 4 1.997 9.265
blighter 10 3.160 10.702 buggers 20 4.464 9.148
minx 24  4.896 10.692 stirrer 3 1.729 8.965
bleeders 2 1413 10.506 bugger 46 6.765 8.614
tyke 14  3.739 10.487 smasher 3 1.728 8.573
twerp 11 3.314 10.380 twat 4 1994 8.365
bleeder 5 2234 10.333 fucker 9 2990 8.271
tykes 8 2.826 10.158 pieces 75 8.359 4.847
darlings 44 6.626 9.763 shop 74 8.182 4.357




Table 5: The diachronic development of the usdgttd in prenominal position

| . subjlobj .. obj obj  subj
Period subj attr obj attr attr/clas class Total
attr S comp comp
n 0 0 45 0 2 0 0 47
750-1
50-1050 % 0.0 0.0 95.7 0.0 4.3 0.0 00
n 0 0 36 1 1 0 1 39
1050_1250% 0.0 0.0 92.3 2.6 2.6 0.0 26
n 3 12 38 1 3 1 0 58
1250_1500% 5.2 20.7 65.5 1.7 5.2 1.7 00
n 2 4 36 1 2 4 0 49
1500-1710,, 44 8.2 73.5 2.0 4.1 8.2 00
n 2 6 34 0 0 3 1 46
1710-17
0 80% 4.3 13.0 73.9 0.0 0.0 6.5 22
n 6 5 48 0 0 8 2 69
1780_1850% 8.7 7.2 69.6 0.0 0.0 11.6 29
n 7 3 38 0 2 6 1 57
1 —-192
850-19 0% 12.3 5.3 66.7 0.0 3.5 105 18
Table 6: Synchronic uses liftle in prenominal position
subj attr Sl.JbJ/ obj attr obj attr/ I obj subj Total
obj attr class comp comp
(i) little + noun
. n 48 6 223 0 21 73 15 386
Times
% 124 1.6 57.8 0.0 5.4 18.9 3.9
UK n 9 11 110 0 1 18 4 153
ephemera % 5.9 7.2 71.9 0.0 0.7 11.8 26
UK spoken " 27 20 313 0 10 55 4 429
P % 63 47 730 00 23 128 09
(i) little + adj (+ adj) + noun
Times n 96 14 106 0 2 11 1 230
% 41.7 6.1 46.1 0.0 0.9 4.8 04
UK n 52 10 55 0 2 5 0 124
ephemera % 41.9 8.1 44.4 0.0 1.6 4.0 0.0
UK spoken n 15 2 72 0 4 1 0 94
P % 16.0 2.1 76.6 0.0 4.3 1.1 00
n 247 63 879 0 40 163 24 1416
Total

% 17.4 4.4 62.1 0.0 2.8 115 17




Table 7: Joint frequency, T-scores and MI-score®ligective compounds in British sections
of Wordbanks Online

little + noun Freq T-score Ml-score  old + noun Freq T-score MI-score

little girl 2310 47.887 8.098 old man 4074 63.295 6.903
little boy 1497 38.510 7.737 old age 1784 42.014 7.560
little girls 514 22.418 6.485  old lady 1093 32.999 9.068
little sister 306 17.272 6.308 old woman 1091 32.576 6.184
little ones 302 17.068 5.808 old days 1049 31.771 5.713
little brother 276 16.284 5.656  old people 1157 31.686 3.869
little boys 274 16.229 5.676 old men 570 22.893 4.605

Table 8: Spelling of subjective compounds widif in WebCorp data

string total subjective written as two  written with a
compounds words hyphen
n % n % n %

half success 250 97 100 60 61.86 37 38.14
half victory 242 85 100 44 51.76 41 48.24
half failure 251 171 100 108 63.16 66 38.60




Subjective compounds and subjectivity/subjectification in the English NP

Figure 1: The functional structure of the English NP

determination premodification categorization
predeter- primary postdeter- degree  subjective objective -
miner determiner miner modifier  attribute  attribute classfier head
all those quite beautiful little garden  flowers
a complete idiot
the other small electric trains

such a very nice blackbird




