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Anthi Revithiadou, Dimitra loannou, Maria Chatzinikolaou, Katerina Aivazoglou 4th Conference on Language Disorders in Greek

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki

| & Greek has morphology-determined stress. Stress is
exically-encoded and is assigned on the basis ot a grammar-specitic
| principle, e.g., headedness (Revithiadou 1999)

e

accent, e.g. luyad-on/ [buyadon] laundry-genpl” Rali & Touratzidis 1992;
Revithiadou 1999)

@ Predictable aspect: The So-window yields AFU, FU & U stress

pattems (Malikouti-Drachman & Drachman 1989; Drachman & Malikouti-Drachman

|
! @ In inflected words, stem accent prevails over inflectional suftix
H
| 1999)

() feminine nouns in -a
a. 84lasa  /Balas-al  seanomeg’
b kopela  /kopel-a/ ‘gir-nom.sg’
C. ayora [ayor-al ‘market-nom.sg’

Q) masculine nouns in-os
a. polemos  polem-os/  mannom.sg’
p. airokos  [eirok-0s/  "SE wind-hom.sg’
C. Uranos  lran-os/  sky-hom.sg’

% The phonological default (=non-exically inflicted stress) has

peen Claimed to Ta sylable (cf. Malikouti-Drachman &
Drachman 1989; Rali & TouratZzidis 1992)

Froblems with APU stress as the default: (a) It isnot the preferred
stress pattem in reading tasks (Protopapas et al 2006);, (0) It is marginal
h sutfixless words, e.g. acronyms (Revithiadou et al. 201, Topintzi & Kainada
20M), and in inflected words (Apostolouda 2012)

Contact: revith@lit.auth.gr TEl of Patras 26-29 September 2012

ATIVL: IN THIS PAPER, WE PRESENT AMETHODOLOGY FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF
PEELIDONORDS THAT EXPLOYS CORPUS . BAGED TO0LS PREELY AVALABLE ON THE INTERNET. 7
THE CONSTRUCTED DATA ARE INTENDED FOR AN EXPERIVENT THAT AIMS ATTESTNGTHE 7
| STATISTICALLY PREFERRED POSITION OF STRESS (=EMERGING DEFAULT) IN GREEK :

b

| Target groups: (a) preschoolers and b) elementary school students (a'& b grade)

, Q1. ¢ Which stress pattem represents the emerging default (= statistically !
| preferred) stress in Greeks smmo ]

: Does stress position hinge on type of inflection/ morphological classhood? !

In order to answer these questions, we designed and carried out a production experiment:

> developing or no reading skills
Items: 200 pseudonouns from five ma jor morphological classes: 03, -0, -4, -a3, I e

The words were orally presented to the participants by a Robot-like character which
uttered them with equal stress prominence. The participants were prowpted to produce
the input word with a specific stress patterm (seeRevithiadou et al. inprogress)

Methodological issue:

The words must be unfamiliar but still ‘sound” Greek enough to the young speakers’ ears

Focus of this study: The construction of pseudowords for a production experiment on
morphology-oriented stress
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THE CORPUS

| Clean Corpus (a cormponent of the “ILSP Psycho-Linguistic
Resource”, http://speech.ilep.griipl, cf. Protopapas et al. 2010)

Yariables

Clean provides a set ot quantitative measures tfor each wora.
The relevant ones for the purposes of this study are:

(O) & Bigram treguencies (phonemes only): i. Logmean bigram
token treguencys; ii. Logmean bigram type Trequency

b. Neighborhoods & cohorts: i. N phorological neighbors
(replace only); ii. N phonological neighvors (replace, delete,
nsert, transpose); iii. Fhonological Levenshtein distance 20

The variables in (9) allow us to control whether the constructed words are close to but
yet not too distant from existing ones

Problem with Clean Corpus: No morphological categorization (e.g., houns, verbs,
pronouns, etc.) of listed wordswhich is required in the present research due to the I
morphology-based nature of Greex stress

> Verb stress # Noun stress (Revithiadou 1999)

Solution: NClean Corpus

- Atiner-grained corpus consisting ot only houns was culled up trom the Clean Corpus
(version: ignoring stress)

- NClean-epecitic values Tor the variables in (5) were calculated anew
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| THEITEMS

.Factars controled for: (a) Type of inflection/ morphological

classhood; (b) Word size (2o, Do Words) —20 items of each size, 40

| items of each class > 200 pseudowords; (¢) Syllable structure:
VLV (O), V.YV (O), V.V (), CLV.LV.LV(C)

Frocedure:

Step 1: NClean Corpus nouns were categorized according to their
size and syllable structure

Step 2: Mean values and STDs for the variables in () were

calculated afresh tfor each category. The acceptable range was set
frommean—STD to mean +STD

o: Words were constructed and tested by the NumTool

(http://=peech.ilsp.griiplr/NUmT oolaspx, Protopapas et al. in press), Which provides guantitative
measures of the va r|ab|65 n queaﬂon for 6ach 6ulom|ttea| word string

WA A T AT P4 1 1A AAAA AN A A A AN 1A TP T A I T A,
L;.gmean Logmean N : I\II -
Igram - honological | Phonological | Phonological
NUM Tool . . token agenizize | 1t heighbors el
Spelling Phonetic Ty frequency heighbors (replace Levenshtein
Enter up to 20 words or nonwords: (phonemes (phonemes (standard: delete,inse‘rt, distance 20
UL A AT only) 1)) replace only) | transpose) 7
7 :
| Kebn Z Kepn cevi 0.722 0.829 13 16 1200
omeAog / OTTEAOC spelos 0.949 1146 2 4 1850
Zapora 7 Zapota zavota 0.420 0.783 1 1 2000 17
oTIPopo | oTIPoPO stivoro 1366 1541 1 [ 1950
77 7) / 7/ , ) W) %)

Step 4: Words that fell within the defined range (see Step 2) were selected as items for

V i W@tokfreql’ho BGLypfreqPho iNeiPho ANeIRDITPho PLD20 the 6Xp6|”||’t’l€i’]t
0,135t01,867 | 0,505 to 1,996 8 10 26 910 33 0,942 101562
Feminine pseudonounsin-a g, e EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE-

nn{aia S zzka 1675 1948 13 14 1350 ’l’ h d OI h ]C | ]C OI t@d I

— r i oG = & Vioe S StUdy agermonstrates the USETUINESS OT Corpora an as50CIa quanﬂtatl\/@ |

= e e = : b o0 ' to0I5 in constructing experimental material that complies to thephonotactic

s Yo 0550 oo " 2 10  restrictions of Greek. Moreover, it shows that the incorporation of !
i ffa oo oo i 11 1450 ' morphological information enhances their applicational power leading towards @
e i 1005 i i 7 o— | more targeted results ! '
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