
 

W O R D  F O R M AT I O N  A N D  
D I S C O U R S E  S T R U C T U R E  

 

L E I P Z I G  
M AY  5  &  6 ,  2 0 2 2  

B O O K  O F  A B S T R A C T S

bullish
Gewinn

bearish
Bärenfalle

unreal

Polarstern

she

the professor

Polarbär

unnatural

Nordstern

divergence

conference

unrefined
decentralization

mountain stream 

detoxification

capital stream 





Contents

Timetable 2Thursday, 5 of May . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2Friday, 6 of May . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Abstracts 4Thursday, 5 of May . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4Anaphoric connectives: Discourse processing at its best! (M. Stede) . . . . . . . 4Word-formation of light verb-constructions and its role in German texts. A corpus-based study (M. Werner, S.M. Beiter) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4The discourse status of verbal gerunds (Z. Huang) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6Im Einklang mit der Konstruktion: a diachronic corpus analysis of deverbal nomi-nalizations in prepositional phrases (F. Fleißner, R. Ruf, E. Smirnova) . . . 8(Con)textaholic: a corpus-driven study on Italian blends among textuality and wordformation (M. Le Donne) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10Personal name compounding in German. On the relationship between productiv-ity and pragmatic functions across discourse domains and text types (M.Belosevic, S. Arndt-Lappe) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12Thursday, 5 of May . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14A Proposal for Explicit Word Formation Annotation in Discourse Corpora (M.-C.Müller) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14Improving Coreference Resolution with Word Formation (W. Zhao, K. Mathews, H.Chai) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16Affixes and their role in discourse structure (A. Baltuttis) . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17Word formation and cohesion in specialized languages (K. Menzel) . . . . . . . . 19Complex nouns as markers of academic register in L1-and L2-authored essays (J.Lukassek, A. Lüdeling, A. Shadrova, S. Wan) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21
Partners & Sponsors 23Organizers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23Contact . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23Sponsors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 23
Space for your notes 24

1



Timetable

Thursday, 5 of May

8:30–9:00 Registration

9:00–9:15 Introduction

Chair: Barbara Schlücker

9:15–10:15 Manfred StedePotsdam Anaphoric connectives: Discourseprocessing at its best!
10:15–11:00 Martina Werner & Sophia M.

BeiterVienna
Word-formation of lightverb-constructions and its role inGerman texts. A corpus-based study
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Chair: Maximilian Frankowsky

11:30–12:15 Zi HuangBarcelona The discourse status of verbal gerunds
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Chair: Adele Baltuttis
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15:15–16:00 Milena Belosevic & Sabine

Arndt-LappeTrier
Personal name compounding inGerman. On the relationship betweenproductivity and pragmatic functionsacross discourse domains and texttypes
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19:30 Conference dinner
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Friday, 6 of May

Chair: Anna Bliß

9:00–9:45 Mark-Christoph MüllerHeidelberg A Proposal for Explicit Word FormationAnnotation in Discourse Corpora
9:45–10:30 Wei Zhao, Kevin Mathews &

Haixia ChaiHeidelberg
Improving Coreference Resolution withWord Formation

10:30–11:00 Coffee

Chair: Barbara Schlücker

11:00–11:45 Adele BaltuttisLeipzig Affixes and their role in discoursestructure
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12:30–13:15 Julia Lukassek, Anke Lüdeling,

Anna Shadrova & Shujun WanBerlin
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Abstracts

Thursday, 5 of May

Anaphoric connectives: Discourse processing at its best!

M. Stede Invited speaker

University of Potsdam, Potsdam, Germany
In computational linguistics, the two most central subtasks of “discourse processing” are coref-erence resolution and the identification of coherence relations (e.g., as building blocks for arepresentation of discourse structure). While generally regarded as two clearly distinct tasks,they meet in the presence of anaphoric connectives: lexical items that prompt the addressee torecover an antecedent and form a coherence relation holding between two arguments. This phe-nomenon is widespread in German, which offers a range of adverbial connectives like “trotzDEM”,“DEMzufolge” or “DEShalb”. After a general overview of the various ambiguity problems introducedby these items, the talk will present observations from a corpus study on “demzufolge” and itsdisambiguation, as well as results from a recent controlled experiment on antecedent selection for“trotzdem”.

Word-formation of light verb-constructions and its role in German texts. A corpus-
based study

M. Werner1,2, S.M. Beiter2

1 ÖAW, Vienna, Austria
2 University of Vienna, Vienna, Austria
Light-verb constructions (LVCs) are a frequent phenomenon of present-day German (PDG). LVCsare traditionally defined as verbal periphrases with a semantically bleached verb (such as bringen,
kommen), an abstract noun (i.e., a nominalization), and a preposition (cf. e.g. Polenz 1963 und 1987,So 1990, Kamber 2008). Examples are given in (1).

(1) a. zur Aufführung bringen ‘to be performed’b. ins Rollen kommen ‘to start rolling’

Though intensive investigation for the last 30 years (e.g. Polenz 1963, 1987), the morphologicalpatterning of LVCs in PDG has many unsolved questions such as selection of light-verbs (e.g. bringenvs. kommen) and prepositions (zu(r)/in(s)/...), morphological representation of abstract nouns
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(e.g., -ung-nouns like Aufführung in (1-a) or nominalized infinitives like Rollen in (1-b), predicatemodification (e.g., via adverbs), and putative noun-modification (via compounding, adjectives orattributive phrases) (cf.Yuan 1986, So 1990, Pottelberge 2001, Kamber 2008, Körösi 2010). Wepresent two corpus-based studies on LVCs and their interactions with text in the Austrian MediaCorpus (AMC1).
Our first study serves the identification of LVCs and the role of textual reference by focusing onlight- verbs as well as on PDG deverbal nominalization patterns involved in LVC (as in (1)). Ourdata suggest that that a contextual identification of LVCs in PDG is inalienable given that a) thelight-verbs in question are formally indistinct from full lexemes (bringen ‘bring’, kommen ‘come’), b)a major part of the involved nominals, especially -ung-nouns, tend to lexicalization (Demske 2000,Werner 2020, among others), and c) a strictly clause-based interpretation is often insufficient.An example illustrating the ambiguity between a LVC-interpretation in (a) vs. a lexeme-basedinterpretation (in b) is given in (2). Our talk identifies the over-individual factors which trigger theproper interpretation of LVCs in the individual context vs. which are responsible for lexeme- orreference-based interpretation.

(2) Er bringt sie zur Kreuzung.
a. ‘He begins cross-breeding them (e.g. animals, plants).’b. ‘He brings her/them to the crossroads.’

LVCs are considered to only allow very restricted modification which correlates with the degree oflexicalization of the LVC (Polenz 1987: 176; So 1990: 46-53). For proofing this, the LVCs receivedfrom study 1 were morphologically analyzed w.r.t. the occurrence of compounding and adjectivalmodification of the LVC-nominal. Study 2 shows, however, that the majority of (non-)lexicalizedLVCs contains modifiers.
Furthermore, we investigated the textual function of modifiers by focusing on underinvestigatedadjectival modification (noticed in Lipka 1987:60–61). It will be shown that adjectival modificationis constitutive for cohesion and coherence, which confirms the findings of other studies on theimpact of word-formation processes related to modification in texts (see e.g. Dressler & Mörth2012 on compounding).

References:

Demske, Ulrike. 2000. Zur Geschichte der -ung-Nominalisierung im Deutschen. Ein Wandel mor-phologischer Produktivität. Beiträge zur Geschichte der deutschen Sprache und Literatur 122.365-411.
Dressler, Wolfgang U. & Mörth, Karlheinz. 2012. Produktive und weniger produktive Komposition inihrer Rolle im Text anhand der Beziehungen zwischen Titel und Text. In Gaeta, Livio & Schlücker,Barbara (eds.), Das Deutsche als kompositionsfreudige Sprache. Berlin/New York: de Gruyter.219-234.
1See: https://amc.acdh.oeaw.ac.at/about-amc/ [11/15/2021]. AMC is one of the largest corpora of present-dayAustrian Standard German, currently comprising more than 45 million of all press articles (11 billions of words)released in Austria since 1990 until today.
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Kamber, Alain. 2008. Funktionsverbgefüge: empirisch. Tübingen: Niemeyer.
Körösi, Veronika. 2010. Datenbank zur Analyse deutscher Sätze an der Grenze zwischen regulärenStützverbkonstruktionen und idiomatischen Satzrahmen. In Studien zur Informations- und

Sprachverarbeitung 13. München.
Lipka, Leonhard. 1987.Word-formation and text in English andGerman. In Asbach- Schnitker, Brigitte& Roggenhofer, Johannes (eds.), Neuere Forschungen zur Wortbildung und Historiographie der

Linguistik. Tübingen: Narr. 59-67.
Polenz, Peter von. 1963. Funktionsverben im heutigen Deutsch. Sprache in der rationalisierten Welt.In Beiheft 5 „Wirkendes Wort“.
Polenz, Peter von. 1987. Funktionsverben, Funktionsverbgefüge und Verwandtes. Vorschläge zursatzsemantischen Lexikographie. Zeitschrift für Germanistische Linguistik 15(2). 169- 189.
Pottelberge, Jeroen van. 2001. Verbonominale Konstruktionen, Funktionsverbgefüge: vom Sinn und

Unsinn eines Untersuchungsgegenstandes. Heidelberg: Winter.
So, Man-Seob. 1990. Die deutschen Funktionsverbgefüge in ihrer Entwicklung vom 17. Jahrhundert

bis zur Gegenwart. Eine sprachhistorisches Untersuchung anhand von populärwissenschaftlichen
Texten. Trier: WVT Wissenschaftlicher Verlag.

Werner, Martina. 2020. Korpuslinguistische Perspektiven auf die sprachhistorische Entwicklungder nominalisierten Infinitive im Deutschen. In Linguistik online 102 (2) 2020. 155-181.
Yuan, Jie. 1986. Funktionsverbgefüge im heutigen Deutsch: eine Analyse und Kontrastierung mit

ihren chinesischen Entsprechungen. Heidelberg: Groos.

The discourse status of verbal gerunds

Z. Huang

Universitat Pompeu Fabra, Barcelona, Spain
There are two verbal gerunds in English: POSS-ing (1) and ACC-ing (2).
(1) Clay’s/his winning the game
(2) Clay/him winning the game
There is debate about whether the subject of POSS-ing, assigned genitive case, is semantically apossessor. This study attempts to see whether they tend to have different discourse status due toPOSS-ing being a possessive structure and ACC-ing not.
In the semantic literature on English gerunds, it has been claimed that POSS-ing is definite andACC-ing indefinite (Portner 1992). It follows that POSS-ing should be familiar in the discourse. In theliterature on possessives, however, there are contradictory predictions as to whether possessee
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referents should be given. A corpus study by Willemse et al. (2009) shows that the discourse statusof possessive structures ranges from given to brand new, with most of the event nominals beingbrand new in the discourse.
I collected a sample of 205 cases from all the POSS-ing from a dependency parsed version of theBritish National Corpus (2007), and took the first 200 cases of ACC-ing from the same corpus.I annotated the verbal gerunds with a scheme based on Baumann & Riester (2012): referentialgivenness of the event described by the gerund, and both referential and lexical givenness of thesubject and object of the gerund. I also annotated for whether the gerund refers to an event typeor a token (see Grimm &McNally 2015). Below is an example:

(3) [...] “Naylor tellsme you’re one of the best executives in your particular line,” Cicely Hepwood,a neat and gentle woman, remarked at one point during the meal.Leith shot a glance at Naylor, seated next to her, who wasn’t even a tinge pink around theears at his aunt’s revealing what, since there were others in her particular line who were farmore senior, must surely be a lie.

Type/token Gerund Subj Subj Obj Obj Pred
r-givenness r-givenness l-givenness r-givenness l-givenness r-givenness

token token-text given new given new accessible-other
The results show that POSS-ing (100/205 not new) occurs more in context where it is given in someways than ACC-ing (61/200 not new). However, in more than half of the cases (105/205), POSS-ingis still hardly inferrable from the context. Among the discourse new cases, more POSS- ing containgiven elements (object or predicate) than ACC-ing and slightly fewer POSS-ing cases are entirelynew. Most POSS-ing have a given subject (196/205), implying that it relies on its possessor as ananchor to introduce new information, while ACC-ing has much fewer given subjects (104/200).ACC-ingwhen selected bywithmostly introduces new information and holds an Elaboration relationto its matrix clause.
The discourse status of POSS-ing and ACC-ing only show a tendency, not a categorical distinction.In comparison to Willemse et al. (2009), it seems that verbal gerunds are more likely to be giventhan deverbal nominalizations, which is an unintuitive result. I would like to compare the discoursefunction of verbal gerunds with that of deverbal nouns and nominal gerunds (Clay’s winning of the
game) in future research.

References:

Baumann, S. & Riester, A. 2012. Referential and lexical givenness: Semantic, prosodic and cognitiveaspects. In G. Elordieta & P. Prieto (eds.), Prosody and meaning . Berlin, Boston: De GruyterMouton. 119-162.
Grimm, S. & McNally, L. 2015. The -ing dynasty: Rebuilding the semantics of nominalizations. In S.D’Antonio, M. Moroney & C. R. Little (eds.), Proceedings of the 25th Semantics and Linguistic

Theory Conference (SALT). Vol. 25. Ithaca, NY: LSA and CLC Publications. 82-102.
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Portner, P. 1992. Situation Theory and the semantics of propositional expressions (Unpublisheddoctoral dissertation). University of Massachusetts at Amherst, Amherst, MA.
The British National Corpus, version 3 (BNC XML Edition). 2007. Distributed by Bodleian Li- braries,University of Oxford, on behalf of the BNC Consortium, URL http://www.natcorp.ox.ac.uk/.
Willemse, P., Davidse, K. & Heyvaert, L. 2009. English possessives as reference-point constructionsand their function in the discourse. In W. B. McGregor (ed.), The expression of possession. Berlin:De Gruyter Mouton.

Im Einklang mit der Konstruktion:
a diachronic corpus analysis of deverbal nominalizations in prepositional phrases

F. Fleißner, R. Ruf, E. Smirnova

Université de Neuchâtel, Neuchâtel, Switzerland
The increasing use of nominalizations in the recent history of German has been repeatedly em-phasized in the literature and often described in the context of a general tendency towards the
Nominalstil (cf. Eggers 1962, Möslein 1981, Khadijeva 2017). In this connection, the textual functionof information condensation (Lipka 1987) has been assumed to be the driving force behind thistendency. It remains however to be seen how precisely information condensation is achieved atthe text/discourse level. Furthermore, the question remains open as to why this tendency becomesapparent only in the 19th century, even though most word formation patterns have existed sincethe oldest periods of German. The present study aims for a better understanding of the role ofdeverbal nominalizations on the level of text and discourse. It reports the first results of a corpusstudy based on the data from the 19th century (www.deutschestextarchiv.de). Expanding the focusfrom extensively studied ung-nominalizations (Beendigung ‘ending’, Auswechslung ‘replacement’,
Entwicklung ‘development’; see Demske 2000, Hartmann 2016) to all types of deverbal nominaliza-tions, including implicit derivations (Bezug ‘reference’) and conversions (Erscheinen ‘appearance’),the study looks at their behavior in particular syntagmatic patterns, namely in prepositional phraseswith postnominal modifiers, as illustrated in (1) –(3):
(1) Er habe erfahren, dass die Botschafter zu Auswechselung der Ratificationen über Pe-taṅ nach

der Hauptstadt reisen wollten, und deshalb beim Erscheinen der Schiffe die Besatzung von da
entfernt. [Berg: Die preussische Expedition, 1873]‘He had learned that the ambassadors wanted to travel to the capital via Pe-taṅ to exchangeratifications and therefore [he] removed the crew at the appearance of the ships.’

(2) So kam erst nach glücklicher Beendigung des Siebenjährigen Krieges ein frischer Hauch in die
industrielle Entwickelung des Landes. [Beck: Die Geschichte des Eisens, 1897]‘Thus, only after the fortunate ending of the Seven Years’ War did a breath of fresh air comeinto the industrial development of the country.’

(3) Die höhere Bestätigung bleibt vorbehalten in Bezug auf die stimmführenden Mitglieder des
Magistrats und des Stadtgerichts. [Dahlmann: Die Politik, 1835]
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‘The higher confirmation is reserved with regard to the voting members of the Magistrate andthe Municipal Court.’
The study is guided by two general hypotheses:

1. The textual function of nominalizations is not limited to information condensation. In addition,it comprises other functions such as referential cohesion and textual connectivity.
2. The textual function of nominalizations is not achieved in isolation, by using a newly coinedword in a text. Instead, they have first to be integrated into a particular syntagmatic configu-ration (= construction).

It will be argued that textual functions arise via a complex interplay between the (elements of thesyntactic) construction and the nominalization itself. Over time, certain patterns conventionalizeand become independent from the original syntactic configurations, which has been the case forthe present-day complex prepositions such as im Einklang mit and in Bezug auf (cf. Stefanowitschet al. 2020). More generally, the contribution is meant as a plea for a constructional-based ap-proach, which is seen as bridging discourse-pragmatic distributional patterns and morphosyntacticregularities in mutual dependence.

References:

Demske, Ulrike. 2000. Merkmale und Relationen. Diachrone Studien zur Nominalphrase imDeutschen. Berlin / New York: De Gruyter.
Eggers, Hans. 1962. Zur Syntax der deutschen Sprache der Gegenwart. Studium Generale 15. 49–59.
Hartmann, Stefan. 2016. Wortbildungswandel. Eine diachrone Studie zu deutschen Nominal-isierungsmustern. Berlin / Boston: De Gruyter.
Lipka, Leonhard. 1987. Word-formation and text in English and German. In Brigitte Asbach-Schnitker& Johannes Roggenhofer (eds.), Neuere Forschungen zur Wortbildung und Historiographie der

Linguistik: Festgabe für Herbert E. Brekle zum 50. Geburtstag. Tübingen: Narr. 59–67.
Möslein, Kurt. 1981. Einige Entwicklungstendenzen in der wissenschaftlich-technischen Literaturseit dem Ende 18. Jahrhunderts. In Walther von Hahn (ed.), Fachsprachen. Darmstadt: Wis-senschaftliche Buchgesellschaft. 276–319.
Khadjieva, Shoira. 2017. Nominalisierungstendenzen imDeutschen [PhD Thesis, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität München]. https://edoc.ub.uni-muenchen.de/24349/.
Stefanowitsch, Anatol, Elena Smirnova & Matthias Hüning. 2020. Complex Adpositions in threeWest Germanic Languages. In Elena Smirnova & Benjamin Fagard, Dejan Stosic, José Pinto deLima (eds.), Complex Adpositions in European Languages. Berlin / Boston: De Gruyter. 65-138.

Primary sources:

Beck, Ludwig. 1897. Die Geschichte des Eisens. Bd. 3: Das XVIII. Jahrhundert. Braunschweig: Vieweg.
Berg, Albert. 1873. Die preussische Expedition nach Ost-Asien. Bd. 3. Berlin: Decker.
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Dahlmann, Friedrich Christoph. 1835. Die Politik, auf den Grund und das Maaß der gegebenenZustände zurückgeführt. Bd. 1: Staatsverfassung. Volksbildung. Göttingen: Dieterich.

(Con)textaholic: a corpus-driven study on Italian blends among textuality and
word formation

M. Le Donne

Università per Stranieri di Perugia, Perugia, Italy
This study is a corpus-driven analysis on Italian lexical blends. More specifically, the central focusof this paper is blends’ potential to form neologisms and/or hapaxes and their textual dimensioninside Italian corpora. Lexical blends are lexemes formed by two (or more) source words, providedthat at least one source word has been reduced phonologically, e.g., diversabile < diversa(mente) +
abile; fantastiliardo < fantasti(co) + (m)iliardo (Castagneto & Parente, 2020: 353-354). The interestin Lexical Blending increased notably in the last two decades. However, in the Italian tradition,lexical blends appear to be only occasionally studied still nowadays. Few studies (Thornton, 1993,2004; Bertinetto, 2001; Cacchiani, 2011, 2016; Mattiello, 2013, 2019; Bombi, 2015; Castagneto &Parente, 2020) turned their attention on such formations, probably because considered “marginal”or “extra-grammatical” with regard to other word formation processes (Scalise, 1983; Dressler,1987). Conversely, recent studies adopting different methodological approaches and frameworkshave proved that blends’ coinage is neither random, nor unpredictable (Kemmer, 2003; Gries, 2004;Piñeros, 2004; Bauer, 2012; Renner & Lalić-Krstin, 2011). Moreover, there is now evidence of thisword formation process in typologically diverse languages (Renner, 2015: 121-122). Nevertheless,blends’ textual dimension has always been scarcely explored or subsumed under the generaldomain of abbreviations, i.e., together with other neighbouring word formation processes, such asacronyms and clippings (McArthur, 1992; Fandrych, 2004; Kjellander, 2015). In this paper, blends’occurrences are computed scrutinising different (mostly web-based) corpora consulted throughthe software Sketch Engine (Kilgariff et al., 2014). Following a suggestion from the past literature(Lehrer, 1996, 2007; Ronneberger-Sibold, 2006; Kjellander, 2015), namely that blends are betterdecoded out of their context, the occurrences of 10 lexical blends are examined to shed light ontheir textual functions (viz. how cohesion is achieved), and to better comprehend affinities anddivergencies with nominal compounds on this respect (Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Dederding, 1983:63). In this study it is argued that blends can function as lexical “contextual cues”, defined as “anyfeature of linguistic form that contributes to the signalling of contextual presuppositions” (Gumperz,1982: 131; Levinson, 2003). Doing so, it is expected that the context in which they appear will serveto decode blends’ constituents and to situate their “intralinguistic” meaning that otherwise reliessolely on the encyclopaedic knowledge of the reader/hearer (Kjellander, 2015: 9). The examinationof blends’ occurrences, then, will determine how and in which direction cohesion is achieved(anaphoric or cataphoric). From the perspective of word formation, two main neological patternsare taken into account: blends’ combination with affixes (in particular, suffixes); reinterpretation ofblends’ splinters as formatives – often involving splinters’ subsequent desemanticization (Kemmer,2003). The identification of suffixes as markers of register and text style (Plag et al., 1999: 225;Seiffert, 2015: 2181) will support the recognition of those special languages where blends oftenoccur (Mattiello, 2019), and to determine which affixes are most common in our sample.
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Personal name compounding in German
On the relationship between productivity and pragmatic functions across dis-
course domains and text types

M. Belosevic, S. Arndt-Lappe

Trier University, Trier, Germany
This paper examines German personal name compounds (PN compounds) by comparing theirproductivity with regard to external and structural factors (cf. Plag 2006). PN compounds aredeterminative compounds with a personal name as a second element and a lexical unit as amodifier
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(Helikopter-Cem). In contrast to compounds with a proper name as a first element (Merkel-Besuch,cf. Schlücker 2017, 2020), they have received little attention in the literature. So far, they havebeen cursorily mentioned as an unproductive word-formation pattern that bears an evaluative textfunction (cf. Wildgen 1981, Kürschner 2020).
By drawing on the newspapers from the German Reference Corpus (DeReKo)1, the blog corpus ofthe German Digital Dictionary (DWDS)2 and Twitter3, we test the hypothesis that the productivityof PN compounds depends on textual, discursive, and structural factors. Although productivitymeasures proposed by Baayen (2009) depend on the corpus size and pose a problem, especially forTwitter data, we consider the type frequency (cf. Baayen 2009: 901) a first step towards measuringthe productivity of PN compounds.
A corpus of 450 types, retrieved from the list of 60 names from three discourse domains (politics,sports and celebrities), has been annotated inMaxqda for external (discourse domain and texttypes) and structural properties (the semantics of a modifier and the co-occurrence of otherlexemes in the context) that may influence their productivity. The text types include newspapers,blogs and tweets (tweets are similar to journal articles or volume contributions, cf. Hausendorf etal. 2017: 174). Furthermore, the data yields eventive, partitive and qualifying readings that emergefrom different aspects of extralinguistic knowledge about the name bearer. Whereas eventivereadings refer to a social event where the name bearer participates (Helikopter-Cem), partitivereadings evoke the knowledge about the membership of a name bearer to some entity (Polenklose).Qualifying readings comprise a property of a name bearer (Brillen-Dobrindt).
The analysis indicates that eventive readings comprising the names of politicians are generallymore frequent than attestations with the names of celebrities and sportspeople. Furthermore,eventive and qualitative readings are more frequent in tweets and blogs, whereas the numberof types in partitive readings is higher in newspapers. These findings can be explained by takinga closer look at the text function of PN compounds. Partitive readings usually bear a referencefunction, whereas eventive and qualitative readings do not primarily refer to the name bearerbut contribute to evaluating his actions or decisions. It is, therefore, no surprise that evaluativereadings are more frequent in social media than in newspapers. Regarding the linguistic context,PN compounds are usually not usedmeta linguistically, and they often co-occur in the same context.The analysis sheds new light on the productivity of PN compounds and their functions in differenttext types and domains.
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A Proposal for Explicit Word Formation Annotation in Discourse Corpora

M.-C. Müller

Heidelberg Institute for Theoretical Studies (HITS), Heidelberg, Germany
Meaningful empirical linguistic analysis requires both machine-readable, annotated corpora ofsufficient size and computational methods for processing them. For modern annotated corpora,especially those that cover higher-level phenomena like coreference, discourse connectives, rhetor-ical structure, etc., stand-off,multilevel annotation (Gries & Berez, 2017) is the de-facto standardrepresentation format. It supports the coexistence of different annotations on the same textualdata, which makes it a prerequisite for the analysis of the interplay of phenomena on differentlinguistic levels.
We propose to enhance annotated text corpora by adding dedicatedWORD FORMATION annotationlevels. We argue that this will greatly improve the way that complex words can be analysed in context,including, but not limited to, the role they play in establishing and maintaining discourse structure andcoherence.
Many corpora share a limitation, viz. the lack of recognizing linguistic structure below the level of the
orthographic word, which – at least for German – includes the entire domain of word formation. The reasonis that text is usually tokenized, i.e. split into the smallest units that can be annotated, on the basis ofwhitespace and punctuation. As a result, complex nominals like (synthetic) compounds, derivations, etc. aretreated as unanalysed monoliths, just because they happen to be spelled in one word, even though theirdiscourse function could be described much more accurately on the basis of their constituents.
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Consider the following twoexamples, which are the result of a cursory inspection of the PotsdamCommentaryCorpus (PCC) 2.2 (Bourgonje & Stede, 2020) (bracketing and emphasis M.-C.M.):

(1) “Eine der modernsten Produktionslinien ist gestern offiziell gestartet worden, mit deren Hilfe frische
Milch [...] auf dem Frühstückstisch [...] landet. Zu Recht ist die Chefetage des [Milch]giganten zufrieden.[...] Und das macht Mut. Mut, mit dem die [Milch]verarbeiter [...] weitere Investitionen anvisieren.”
(MAZ-11544)

Of the three occurrences ofMilch, all of which contribute to lexical cohesion by repetition, two occur in
one-word compounds, which prevents them from being independent tokens. Also, the analysis of theanaphoric expressionMilchvervarbeiter as a synthetic compound is inaccessible.

(2) “Diepensee siedelt um. [...] Dessen konnten sich die vor dem möglichen Ausbau des FlughafensSchönefeld weichenden Dorfbewohner gewiss sein. Bis eine Presseinformation der [Ausbau]-Planereinschlug [...].” (MAZ-6993)

Ausbau-Planer is the first mention of a discourse-new referent. While one could argue that Planer alonewould require a bridging interpretation, the synthetic combinationwithAusbau renders thewhole expressionunambiguous.
If there is consensus that, in principle, analyses like the above are useful, realisation is straightforward. Inpractical terms, what is required is a flexible multi-level annotation framework like our tool MMAX2 (Müller& Strube, 2006; Müller, 2020), which supports both manual annotation and automated analysis.
Our proposal is linguistically unbiased, or even naive: In essence — at least when implemented in anadequate corpus data representation framework — it may be merely a technicality, but one that we argue isable to support new, informative analyses.
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Improving Coreference Resolution with Word Formation

W. Zhao, K. Mathews, H. Chai

Heidelberg Institute for Theoretical Studies (HITS), Heidelberg, Germany
In natural language processing (NLP), coreference resolution, aiming for the identification of a collection ofexpressions referring to the same real-word entity, allows for a better understanding in natural language, andas such has received attention for long. Given the unprecedented success of contextualized language modelssuch as BERT (Devlin et al., 2019), employing them in NLP tasks requiring deep semantic understanding hasachieve extraordinary performances, as it is case in coreference resolution (Joshi et al., 2019). However,previous work does not outline the current state of limitations in coreference resolution systems, such aswhere and why they cannot resolve coreference.
In discourse linguistics, word formation has a long-lasting connection with coreference resolution. Researchhas shown that employing syntactic function of word formation, such as pronominalizing compounds – acoreference-like approach, can decrease “readers” cognitive load, and accordingly, increase text coherence(Schröder, 1978; Dederding, 1983; Lipka, 1987; Eichinger, 1995; Schlienz, 2004; Peschel, 2011). But previousstudies are limited in scope to nominal com- pounds as the only pattern of word formation, and moreprominently, they do not contribute to the current state of coreference resolution systems.
In this work, we aim for employing word formation to understand the deficiencies of coreference resolutionsystems and address them. To this end, we intend to assemble noun phrases from the largest coreferencedataset CoNLL (Pradhan et al., 2012) and its extension (Chai et al., 2020), and relate the noun phrases toword formation patterns, such as compounds, word abbreviations, noisy words, metaphor and metonymy.Next, we will resolve coreference with the current state-of-the-art coreference resolution system (Joshi et al.,2020), and then analyze the impact of word formation patterns on coreference resolution. Finally, we willpropose a simple approach to improve the coreference resolution system with rewriting the noun phrasesfor which the corresponding coreference is challenging to resolve. In particular, we intend to mask thesenoun phrases and employ BERT to perform a fill-in-the-blank task, i.e., predicting masked words that fit bestin the context. In the following, we elaborate on our approach.
Our Approach. First, we mask each target word, and then employ BERT to retrieve a shortlist of candidatespertaining to the target word, v.i.z., retaining a set of words with the probabilities above a threshold. Weillustrate how to choose per target word a substitution from shortlisted candidates:

• Novel word sense: we use cosine similarity to measure distances between synset (word sense)definitions of a target word and of each word in shortlisted candidates, based on their embeddings.We replace a target word with its nearest neighbor in the shortlist according to synset similarities. Weacknowledge that this approach requiring a word sense disambiguation tool to identify word synset,which is prone to wrong identification.
• Novel words are not present in the BERT vocabulary and WordNet, thereby not associated with wordembeddings and synset definitions. This means we cannot find per novel word a substitution, basedon their semantic and synset similarities. To this end, we use the word with the highest probability inthe vocabulary to replace a target word. Such substitutions, although contextually related, may benot semantically related to (or synonymous with) target words.
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Affixes and their role in discourse structure

A. Baltuttis

Leipzig University, Leipzig, Germany
This talk considers the possibility that affixes as word formation elements without a semantic informationcan still play a vital role for the constitution of discourse.
Until now relatively few studies of word formation elements have been conducted. The majority of researchin that field took place in the late 1970s and 1980s (E.g. Schröder 1978, Viehweger 1978, Dederding 1983).Since then a few more works on this topic have been published (E.g. Wolf 1996, Matussek 1994, Peschel2002, Schlienz 2004). But most of them exclusively focus on compound forms and their function within textconstitution, while ignoring derivational or conversional patterns.
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Although a large corpus study is yet to be done, smaller samples of texts I collected already suggest thataffixes might play a larger role in forming text constitution and coherence in discourses. Plag’s et al. workon productivity of derivational affixes (1999) shows that the use of affixes depends on register, text typeand subject of the text. This use is explained – among other things – with the affixes’s embedding in thecontext.
Furthermore, it is assumed that topic relations are achieved by linking anaphoric elements that are semanti-cally recurrent. Those topic elements (Koch 1966, Agricola 1972) are primarily cohesion markers, but functionas coherent elements when they are used to link a sequence of sentences. The problem is that only recurrentelements that form a semantic connection are considered to be able to fulfill a coherent function. Othercohesive markers such as affixes are excluded because they carry no semantic information (Wolf 1996).
However, Lim (2004: 118) briefly shows – based on the following example – that word formation elementssuch as the affix zer- are capable of forming topic relations, since two identical affixes carry the samesemantic information, like two basic morphemes do. This suggests that affixes can also function as textlinking elements and possibly even as coherence markers.

Am liebsten zerstört die Masse Häuser und Gegenstände. Da es sich oft um Zerbrechlicheshandelt, wie Scheiben, Spiegel, Töpfe, Bilder, Geschirr, neigt man dazu zu glauben, daß eseben diese Zerbrechlichkeit von Gegenständen sei, die die Masse zur Zerstörung anreizt. Es istnun gewiß richtig, daß der Lärm der Zerstörung, das Zerbrechen von Geschirr, das Klirren vonScheiben zur Freude daran ein Beträchtliches beiträgt.
Therefore, the main question that needs to be discussed is the following: Do affixes only function as cohesivemarkers – as believed by most scientists (e.g. Wolf 1996, Averintseva- Klisch 2018) – or are they capable offulfilling a larger function, specifically by establishing coherence in a broad sense?
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Word formation and cohesion in specialized languages

K. Menzel

Saarland University, Saarbrücken, Germany
This talk addresses the relationship between selected word formation patterns and cohesion in English aswell as implications of this relationship for translation (English<->German). This topic was recognized asessential by Lipka (1987), but has not received much coverage in the literature on morphology, text linguisticsand translation studies.
Lexical cohesion and language- and text-type specific word formation strategies interact. The textualrelations between lexical items can be made explicit via cohesive chains of interrelated items sharing similarmorphological structures. These items function as cross-clausal links signalling semantic relationships orevoking associations with formally similar words in the same text. It is beneficial for language users to extendtheir knowledge of word formation processes in their first (and second) language to increase their discoursecompetence (Menzel 2018).
The morphological level is of particular importance in languages for specific purposes (Halliday 1964:127f). Iwill therefore discuss word formation patterns in specialized English and English/German corpora from adiachronic, synchronic and cross-linguistic perspective.
These patterns include:

• Formations with Graeco-Latinate combining forms (e.g. photolysis) in scientific English, patterns thatin many cases serve as internationalisms (Menzel/Degaetano-Ortlieb 2017).
• Suffixed nouns denoting actions, qualities or states (e.g. German nouns with -heit, -keit). Lexicalitems in specialized registers contain a high degree of word-internal complexity, and English oftenmakes use of root morphemes with Romance/Latin/Greek etymology (e.g. environmentality) andsuffixes from different etymological sources (-acy, -hood, -ity, -iety, -ment, -ness). There is a certaintendency in specialized English to avoid suffixed complex nouns with Germanic components or withseveral lexical morphemes. German specialized texts show a higher number of affixes and/or rootmorphemes combined within such nouns. Difficulties may therefore arise when translating specializedtexts (Menzel 2018).
• Eponyms derived from personal names, a productive resource for components of new single-word andmulti-word expressions in English for specific purposes (Menzel 2021). I will discuss adjective+nounand proper noun+noun eponyms and structures containing a possessive marker (Brownian movement,

Basset force, Hadley’s quadrant). From a diachronic perspective, English multiword eponyms withpossessive markers have become less productive as they are potentially ambiguous and may noteasily be distinguishable from true possessives indicating ownership.
• Multimorphemic adjectives (adjective compounds such as arsenic-bearing and adjectives negatedwith
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prefixes, e.g. non-linear, cf. Menzel 2020, Menzel et al. Forthcoming). Such adjectives are often usedin languages for specific purposes as temporary formations for the densification and adjectivizationof phrasal or clausal structures. English makes use more regularly of adjective compounds thanGerman. We also observed an increased usage of English adjectives with affixal negation markersin scientific writing occurring in increasingly diverse discourse structures. The variation betweenadjective negation via affixes vs. analytic negation marker is interesting from a contrastive perspectiveas in German the status of nicht(-) (and also in French non(-) in front of adjectives as affix or freemorpheme is less clear than that of the English negation prefix non-. The wordhood status of adjectivecompounds also needs to be addressed.
The patterns and findings discussed in this talk illustrate why expert language users and translators shouldconsider the productivity and limits of word or lexeme formation patterns in the languages they are workingwith and the contribution of word formation choices to discourse coherence.
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Complex nouns as markers of academic register in L1-and L2-authored essays

J. Lukassek, A. Lüdeling, A. Shadrova, S. Wan

Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin (HU), Berlin, Germany
How do advanced learners of German acquire nominal style? This question is interesting for several reasons.First, nominal style (Biber & Gray 2010; Hennig 2020) plays a central role for discourse structuring inargumentative registers written in academic contexts in so far as it allows for a high concentration ofinformation in a small number of words. Furthermore, terminology in academic contexts is to a large extentencoded in nouns. This is due to the fact that nouns are considered to convey precision and clarity, cf. Roelcke(2020). The key to mastering argumentative registers in German is therefore mastering the condensation ofinformation into complex nouns that can then be heads of complex nominal phrases.
Second, nominal style has been shown to pose a prominent challenge for learners of German as a foreignlanguage (GFL) (see Berman & Nir-Sagiv, 2007 for parallel effects in English). For advanced learners, acquiringa native-like command of a given register comes with the challenge to recognize the adequate usage and
distribution of morphological patterns and possibilities for productive noun formation in that register. Inour talk, we want to investigate RQ1 that results from the described situation:
RQ: Do advanced learners of German as a foreign language use nominal style in the same way as L1 speakersin argumentative essays?
A careful comparison of morphological patterns between L1 and L2 speakers in a tightly controlled settinghelps us understand one facet of register knowledge in learners.
We discuss our research question using data from the Falko Essay corpus (Reznicek et al. 2012), a deeplyannotated learner corpus of academic essays including a control group of L1- authored texts on the sametopics. Wemanually annotated all nouns in Falko for the highest word formation process involved (derivation,compounding, conversion, non-productive nominalizations, transpositions, etc.) and a number of othermorphological and lexical properties (origin, complexity), cf. the annotation guidelines (Lukassek et al. 2021).Based on these annotations, we present and discuss the following findings: (1) Overall, complex nounsare used in a similar way in the L2 and the L1 subcorpora. This implies that the learners cope well withidentifying the adequate register features in the nominal domain. (2) A closer look at the distributions overthe annotated noun types shows that the variance between texts is very high in both subcorpora. Thisvariance can partially be explained by topic effects, but even within the same topic distributions over thenoun types can vary massively (for the L1 speakers, see Shadrova et al., accepted). This finding entails newquestions: What exactly is the target register that advanced learners are aiming at? How can we evencompare L1 and L2 speakers in this domain if deviations from the mean are high? Is the distribution overcomplex noun classes a question of subjective preferences rather than register?
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