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1 INTRODUCTION: ECF-2020-181 GIVING GIFTS AND DOING FAVOURS: 
UNLOCKING GREEK SUPPORT-VERB CONSTRUCTIONS (CLASSICAL LITERARY ATTIC) 

Victoria Beatrix Fendel, victoria.fendel@classics.ox.ac.uk, University of Oxford, UK 

Keywords: protypes, classical literary Attic, interface, internal heterogeneity 

The Leverhulme-funded project ‘Giving gifts and doing favours: unlocking Greek support-verb 
constructions’ is a foundational study of support-verb constructions in classical Greek. The project has 
shown that support-verb constructions in Greek form a heterogenous group of constructions, yet an 
essential part of the Greek lexicon-grammar and hover at three interfaces (lexicon-syntax, syntax-
semantics, and syntax-pragmatics). This makes them challenging for any deterministic model. 

Support-verb constructions are defined as combinations of a verbal and a nominal element 
filling the predicate slot in the f-structure of a sentence and the verb and object slots in the c-structure 
of a sentence. The copular verbs γίγνομαι and εἶναι are excluded from the range of support verbs due 
to their syntax in Greek (i.e. a predicative element rather than an object) (Gross 1998; Kamber 2008; 
Tronci 2016; Jiménez López 2021). Only lexical nominalisations in Chomsky’s terms rather than syntactic 
nominalisations are considered (Meinschaefer 2016). Yet breaking with tradition, deverbal and non-
deverbal event nouns as well as nouns that undergo reconceptualization or metaphorical extension 
when used as predicative nouns are considered (Huyghe et al. 2017; Grimshaw 1990; Bel, Coll & Resnik 
2010; Radimský 2011; Sheinfux et al. 2019).  

The data sample is a corpus of half a million words of literary classical Attic oratory, 
historiography and prose to approximately equal amounts. One fifth of the data sample was annotated 
manually for support-verb constructions. From this, the range of permissible support verbs and 
predicative nouns of interest was deduced. The remaining data sample was searched semi-
automatically using a purpose-built Sketch Engine corpus of the data sample as well as the lemmatised 
version of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (see also Fendel & Ireland 2023). The method of data 
collection impacts on the results that can be drawn from each part of the data sample. 

The project looks at support-verb constructions from four perspectives, (i) component 
compatibility (and the lexicon) (Savary et al. 2018), (ii) external and internal modifiability (and the 
morpho-syntax) (Fendel 2024; Fendel 2023), (iii) compositionality (and semantics) (Van Camp 2005; 
Baños & Jiménez López 2018; Keenan & Dryer 2007), and (iv) the accessibility of the event (and 
pragmatics) (Halliday & Hasan 1976: esp. 278–286; von Heusinger & Schumacher 2019; Altshuler & 
Truswell 2022: chap. 6; Storrer 2009; Luraghi 2003). For each perspective, two specific patterns are 
selected for analysis.  

The project arrives at a succinct typology of support-verb constructions in classical literary Attic 
historiography, oratory, and prose (akin to Kamber’s (2008) Umrahmte Schnittmengen) and shows how 
support-verb constructions sit at three interfaces. However, it has also become clear through 
comparison with other genres (e.g. drama and comedy) and dialects (e.g. Ionic) as well as non-literary 
post-classical data (e.g. documentary papyri) that the typology developed would need adjustment for 
diachronically, diastratically and/or diatopically different corpora due to the diversity and diversification 
of the support-verb construction. This is where the idea for this workshop arose.  

  



 4 

2 ANNOTATING SUPPORT-VERB CONSTRUCTION IN MODERN GREEK  

Voula Giouli, voula@athenarc.gr, Institute for Language and Speech Processing, ATHENA Research 
Centre, Athens, Greece  

Keywords: PARSEME, modern Greek, computation model, automated identification and discovery, 
fixed expression  

Multi-word expressions (MWEs henceforth) have been "a pain in the neck for Natural Language 
Processing" (Sag et al. 2002) due to their lexical, syntactic, semantic, and even pragmatic idiosyncrasies 
(Gross 1982; Baldwin & Kim 2010). In this regard, considerable effort has been made within the 
research community to model them in lexical resources – both lexica and corpora - in a way that 
facilitates their robust treatment in view of various applications (Constant et al. 2017). In this context, 
their classification in linguistically grounded categories is useful – a task that poses serious theoretical 
as well as practical difficulties. Verbal fixed or idiomatic expressions (VIDs henceforth), that is, word 
sequences which constitute a distinct semantic unit or a complex lexical unit are characterized as having 
a compound phonological, lexical, and morphological structure and a non-compositional meaning 
(Gross 1982). Similarly, support-verb or light-verb constructions (LVCs henceforth), that is word 
combinations that consist of a support or light verb and a predicative noun are also ambiguous and 
variable across texts. However, the distinction between LVCs and VIDs is not always easy or 
straightforward and the line between the two is often fuzzy. One could even maintain that there is a 
visible scalar passage between the two types of structures (Fotopoulou & Giouli 2016). In other words, 
a number of expressions seem to bear properties normally inherent to LVCs despite their primarily 
being classified as fixed expressions and vice-versa.  

This contribution presents a Greek corpus annotated for LVCs in the framework of modelling verbal 
MWEs (VMWEs henceforth). The corpus is used to train and evaluate systems with regard to the robust 
discovery and identification of complex verbal predicates in running text. The corpus was developed in 
the framework of PARSEME, an initiative to create multilingual harmonized language resources, namely 
annotated corpora and dedicated tools that would serve as a workbench for the automatic detection 
of VMWEs (Savary et al. 2017; Ramisch et al. 2018; Ramisch et al. 2020). Annotation guidelines were 
universal but were adopted in a way that the idiosyncrasies of each language are taken into account; 
for this reason, language-specific guidelines were also elaborated. The corpus has been annotated by a 
group of linguists with prior background in MWEs and inter-annotator agreement was calculated to 
show discrepancies – and reveal fuzzy instances.  

We present the Greek corpus, the annotation specifications set for LVCs and the criteria set for their 
disambiguation, the annotation methodology adopted and our results in terms of the types and 
properties of LVCs identified in the corpus. We also report on the inter-annotator agreement focusing 
on the fuzzy instances that fall in between VIDs and LVCs posing thus a challenge with regard to their 
identification.  
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3 SVCS AND OTHER PERIPHRASES IN ARISTOTLE’S RHETORIC  

Tomas Veteikis, tveteikis@gmail.com, Vilnius University, Lithuania 

Keywords: Aristotle, translation (into Lithuanian), stylistics, object-oriented and subject-oriented verbs 

The contribution discusses the periphrastic constructions in Aristotle's Rhetoric (which I am currently 
translating into Lithuanian), some of which correspond to the canonical characteristics of so-called 
support-verb constructions (SVCs henceforth) or light-verb constructions (LVCs henceforth) (Langer 
2004; Tan, Kan & Cui 2006). LVCs, as recent research on the Lithuanian language shows, have certain 
limitations, and their properties vary between languages (Kovalevskaitė, Rimkutė & Vilkaitė-Lozdienė 
2020). It is therefore unsurprising that finding equivalents for Greek phrases in Lithuanian is challenging. 
Neither ποιεῖσθαι λόγον nor χάριν ἔχειν can be easily conveyed into Lithuanian with analogous 
"calques": the meanings of the relevant words must be selected carefully.  

Given that these constructions (cf. also δοῦναι δίκην, ἡσυχίαν ἄγειν, τελευτὴν ποιεῖν, all found 
incidentally in Aristotle’s Rhetoric) are not only valuable material for lexicography and grammar but also 
for the study of rhetoric (or stylistics), I would like to focus on rhetorical devices and consider LVCs 
periphrases, part of so-called figures of substitution. I assume that phrases (no less than other σχήματα) 
are original inventions by poets, writers, orators, and philosophers (named and unnamed), affected by 
certain circumstances. Multi-layered works such as Aristotle's Rhetoric show this because they quote 
and adopt the discoveries of others. In Aristotle's Rhetoric, there are numerous references to and 
quotations from other authors' texts (some even unidentified); in each case, when quoting or 
paraphrasing an original saying of, e.g. Euripides or Isocrates, Aristotle adopts the discovery of the 
earlier writers. 

The contribution compares various examples of parallel constructions from Aristotle's treatise that 
meet (or almost meet) the definition of LVCs. The focus is less on nouns than on phrasal verbs. I 
distinguish between extraversive, object-oriented verbs such as ποιεῖν, διδόναι, and introversive, 
subject-oriented ones like ἔχειν or λαμβάνειν. For nouns, I consider their substitutes too (e.g. adjectival 
complements). Some of the phrases used by Aristotle (both in the main text and references) coincide 
with popular examples of LVCs, while others are rarer (e.g. ποιεῖσθαι πίστεις or ἔχειν ἔνστασιν). The 
contribution summarizes the distribution of the phrases (with a special focus on periphrastic 
expressions that resemble SVCs) from Aristotle's Rhetoric and offers a twofold classification: one 
according to the semantic classes of the verbs, the other according to the possible stylistic function. 
The semantic aspects of verbs show the dynamics of inner relations between the subject (creator or 
benefactor) and the recipient. The stylistic function (identified by contextual elements) shows the tastes 
and strategies (esthetic or pragmatic) of the author. The linguistic and stylistic data from the multi-
layered text in question increase our knowledge of the variety of its phrases, the contribution of the 
LVCs and the rhetorical strategies employed in the use of phrases.  
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4 ANALYTICAL AND SYNTHETIC VERBS AND THE LIGHTNESS DEGREE OF ΠΟΙΕΩ 

Anna Pompei, anna.pompei@uniroma3.it, Roma Tre University, Italy; Eleonora Ricci, 
e.ricci@uniroma1.it, Sapienza University and Roma Tre University, Italy; Flavia Pompeo, 
flavia.pompeo@uniroma1.it, Sapienza University, Italy 

Keywords: Homer to Hellenistic times, noun incorporation, ποιέω, denominal verbs 

This talk aims at reflecting on the reason for selecting either support-verb constructions (SVCs 
henceforth), e.g. τέκνα ποιοῦμαι (Jiménez López 2011), or synthetic verbs, mainly incorporated verbs, 
e.g. τεκνοποιέω, and denominal ones, e.g. τεκνόω, in Ancient Greek.  

SVCs as well as incorporations are complex predicates, analytical and synthetic, respectively (Ricci 
2016). Diachronically, incorporations are usually considered as formations derived by conversion from 
both compound nouns (e.g. λογογραφέω < λογογράφος) and adjectives (e.g. καρπολογέω < 
καρπολόγος). However, when the incorporating verb can also occur as a free form, incorporation can 
also be considered as the result of a compounding process from SVCs, e.g., παιδοποιέω < παῖδας 
ποιοῦμαι; σιτομετρέω < σῖτον μετρέω (Pompei 2006; Pompei & Grandi 2012), at least in synchrony.  

Our hypothesis is that the correspondence between SVCs and incorporations occurs exclusively when 
the noun is referential (von Heusinger 2002), i.e. a first-order entity, in the terms of Lyons (1977). Ιn 
this case, the verb ποιέω retains its full meaning, of ‘to create, to realize’ – well defined by Plato (Sym. 
205b) with regards to ποίησις – as is very clear in many instances (e.g., οἰνοποιέω, τυροποιέω). 
Conversely, when SVCs are equivalent to denominal verbs (e.g. θήραν ποιέω/ ποιοῦμαι ~ θηράω), the 
eventiveness is entirely in the noun.  

In other words, our idea is that in incorporation ποιέω is not an effective ‘light’ verb, unlike what usually 
happens in SVCs. This means that incorporations are real collocations, whereas SVCs are normally 
considered as ‘unbalanced on the noun’ (Ježec 2016), i.e. collocations where the noun is the real 
nucleus of the predicativeness. The case of τεκνοποιέω is ambiguous, as τέκνον can indicate either a 
first-order noun, i.e. a result noun, or a second-order noun in Lyons’ terms, i.e. an eventive noun, by 
metonymy. Indeed, also τεκνόω exists.  

To sum up, we aim at focussing exclusively on SVCs with ποιέω and the corresponding synthetic verbs 
of the two types (i.e. incorporations and denominal verbs, but also primary verbs – e.g. μάχην ποιέω / 
ποιοῦμαι ~ μάχομαι). This implies considering a very large sample, starting from Homer up to the 
Hellenistic age (incorporations grow over time, especially since the Hellenistic age, whereas they are 
completely absent in Homer, unlike SVCs). The data will be extracted from the TLG (online edition). An 
initial examination of the data clearly shows that the hypothesis is plausible.  
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5 ΧΡΑΟΜΑΙ AS A SUPPORT VERB IN THE MEDICAL JARGON OF THE HIPPOCRATIC 
CORPUS 

Elena Squeri, elena.squeri@edu.unige.it, University of Genoa, Italy / Sorbonne Université, Paris, 
France 

Keywords: Hippocratic corpus, medical jargon, technical language, χράομαι, change of state 

Lately, the strictly predicative (Gross 2005; Gross 2017) – and thus non-referential (Givón 1978) – status 
of nouns involved in support-verb constructions (SVCs henceforth) has been challenged. Nouns as 
shower, are referential per se, but act as predicative when employed in SVCs (take a shower; Bowern 
(2008)). Also the semantic emptiness of the verb has been questioned, since its substitution can 
evidently produce meaning variations (enjoy a shower). These considerations have led to a redefinition 
of SVCs as ‘complex predicates’, in which predication is shared by both a noun and a verb (Bowern 
2008; Butt 2010; Pompei & Mereu 2019). A more reliable proof of the required semantic unity of SVCs 
is the existence of equivalent synthetic verbs (to shower; Langer (2004)).  

The present contribution applies this approach to a peculiar structure shown by the Hippocratic texts, 
which combines names of medical devices with the verb χράομαι, to express the same therapeutic 
action that could otherwise be predicated by a synthetic verb.  

Acut.Sp. 2, p. 69, 17 Joly (2, 398, 12 Littré): κλυσμῷ κατὰ κοιλίην χρῆσθαι.  

“Use an enema for the lower abdomen”.  

Mul. I 26, p. 72, 24-25 Potter (8, 70, 16 Littré): τὴν κοιλίην κλύσαι χυλῷ πτισάνης.  

“Make an enema for the lower abdomen with a barley decoction”.  

These structures often involve nouns derived from the verbs whose technical meaning is equivalent to 
the SVCs with χράομαι. However, these nouns are referential, since they refer to specific devices, for 
which concrete recipes are given in the Hippocratic Corpus.  

Moreover, these parallelisms may be found with non-deverbative nouns as well.  

Vict. III 78, p. 210, 12 Joly (6, 622, 12 Littré): τοῖσι δὲ σίτοισι χρῆσθαι τοῖσι δριμέσι καὶ ξηροῖσι.  

“Use acrid and dry food”.  

Acut.Sp. 20, p. 91, 15-16 Joly (2, 498, 3 Littré): ξηρὰ δὲ καὶ δριμέα ἐσθιέτω.  

“The patient must eat dry and acrid food”.  

That any object involved in a medical prescription is conceived as a means of healing may explain the 
choice of χράομαι. The selection of χράομαι to meet the expressive needs of the specific semantic field 
of medicine suggests that its semantic value is not completely bleached. Nevertheless, the verb does 
not have its standard value either. Dative arguments with verbs such as χράομαι are normally explained 
by the fact that their referents do not undergo any change of state (Luraghi 2010), while all arguments 
in the Hippocratic structures do. χράομαι acts as an SV since it prescribes to interact with a concrete 
object in a prototypical action still defined by that object. However, while acting as a medical instrument 
the object undergoes a somehow standardized change of state. The use of ποιέω would be impossible, 
since its combination with an argument referring to a concrete object would activate its full meaning 
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(‘to create’, ‘to realize’), and would therefore express the production of the medical device, not its use 
on the patient.  

This contribution thus supports the identification of SVCs as ‘complex predicates’, without the need for 
exclusively predicative nouns and semantically empty verbs. It also broadens the analysis of SVs in 
Ancient Greek to verbs other than ποιέω (Jiménez López 2011; Jiménez López 2012; Jiménez López 
2016; Jiménez López 2021; Marini 2010) and ἔχω (Tronci 2017; Vanséveren 1995), while suggesting 
that the choice of a specific SV may be influenced by specialised jargons.   
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6 ON SUPPORT VERB CONSTRUCTIONS IN THE CORPUS OF HERCULANEUM PAPYRI 

Maroula  Salemenou, maroula.salemenou@classics.ox.ac.uk, University of Oxford, UK 

Keywords: P. Herc. 118, personal register 
  
This contribution represents a preliminary analysis of support-verb constructions with ποιοῦμαι and 
other support verbs in the Herculaneum corpus. The data has been collected by sifting through the 
Digital Corpus of Literary Papyri and verified using the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae (TLG henceforth), as 
well as the unedited PHerc. 118, which is the subject of study in the AHRC-funded project ‘Living 
Virtually: Creating and Interfacing Digital Surrogates of Textual Data Embedded (Hidden) in Cultural 
Heritage Artifacts (2019 – 2023)’.  
 
The Herculaneum papyri represent, to some extent, the use of support-verb constructions in more 
personal and epistolary contexts that do not seem to share the same (Atticistic) features of much of 
the literature of this period (Bentein 2016; Bentein, Janse & Soltic 2017; Bentein & Janse 2020; Fendel 
2022; Rafiyenko & Seržant 2020). I set out the papyrological evidence for support-verb constructions 
within the corpus by considering their use in the text types represented by the papyri. I also investigate 
the possibility of a distinction between more ‘conventional’ syntactic constructions (formed with a verb 
and a direct object) with these support verbs and various other permutations between verbs and nouns, 
which form (more complex) predicates within the corpus. A more comprehensive scholarly analysis of 
support-verb constructions will elucidate the text that can be extracted from the Herculaneum papyri 
but will also help to identify the type of text represented by PHerc. 118.  
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7 SUPPORT THE SIN NOT THE SINNER: SUPPORT-VERB CONSTRUCTIONS AND NT 
ETHICAL FRAMEWORKS. 

Cressida Ryan cressida.ryan@wolfson.ox.ac.uk; University of Oxford, UK 

Keywords: New Testament Greek, exegesis, periphrasis, ποιῶ ἁμαρτίαν, ἀγαθοποιῶ 

In this contribution, I consider the development of support-verb constructions in New Testament Greek 
and the potential exegetical impact of philological developments. My key case study verb is ποιῶ (Cock 
1981; Ittzés 2007; Jiménez López 2011; Jiménez López 2016; Jiménez López 2017; Jiménez López 2021; 
Marini 2010). In 1 John, for example, both the verb ἁμαρτάνω and the construction ποιῶ ἁμαρτίαν are 
used. I investigate to what extent these may be considered synonymous and explore how the use of a 
support-verb construction may have an exegetical impact of distancing sin from sinner. This distancing 
allows for the construction of Christian personhood distinguishing between agent and action, which 
has significant moral implications. The New Testament moves towards periphrastic constructions in 
general (e.g. ἦν ἐκβάλλων instead of ἐξέβαλλε), and may therefore tend towards support-verb 
constructions. In this contribution, however, I argue that there is something specific happening with 
ποιῶ, especially in the case of sin.  

The verb ἁμαρτάνω initially refers to a physical missing of a mark with a bow and arrow, but by Christian 
times it refers to the process of sinning. In Homer, only the verb is used. In the whole Thesaurus Linguae 
Graecae (TLG henceforth) corpus, the noun ἁμαρτία has a frequency of 1.68:1 compared with the verb; 
Homer does not use the noun at all. Ratios for some other authors include Sophocles (0.18:1), Plato 
(0.16:1), Lysias (0.07:1), Aristotle (0.49:1), Plutarch (0.26:1) and Lucian (0.07:1). The noun becomes 
more frequently used (from zero in Homer to occasional in other authors), but remains less frequent 
than the verb. In the New Testament, however, the ratio is 4:1. This increase in the use of the noun 
over the verb makes sin into a substantive, rather than a process. In doing this, sin can be separated 
from sinner, made into something which can be removed from them and is not necessarily part of their 
identity.  

This move to a support-verb construction with a noun is also evident with the related noun ἁμάρτημα. 
I therefore consider its use in the New Testament (x4), particularly 1 Corinthians 6:18 where it is used 
with ποιῶ. The verb ποιῶ is also used compounded to give ἀγαθοποιῶ (x10) and κακοποιῶ (x3), and I 
consider how these compound verbs form a further part of the process of constructing a Christian 
ethical framework where sin is performed, and can be removed from the sinner by the redemptive 
power of Jesus.  

In conclusion, this contribution uses a data-driven analysis of support-verb constructions in the New 
Testament compared with other Greek genres / dialects to explore the exegetical relationship between 
philology and theology within an ethical framework. 
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8 THE GRATEFUL HEAD: ΧΑΡΙΝ ΟἶΔΑ AND MULTI-WORD EXPRESSIONS IN ATTICIST 
LEXICA 

Emmanuel Roumanis, emmanuel.roumanis@students.mq.edu.au, Macquarie University, Sydney, 
Australia 

Keywords: Second Sophistic, Phrynichus (Ecloga) and Moeris (Atticist), χάριν + verb, εὐχαριστέω 

The Atticist lexica of Phrynichus (Ecloga) and Moeris (Atticist) are two of the strictest such works that 
have come down to us from Antiquity. Composed during the Second Sophistic, they represent the 
apogee of linguistic Atticism—the tendency to pre- and proscribe particular forms—and contain 
comments that cut across the various linguistic domains (lexis; morphology; orthography; and syntax) 
and word classes (noun; verb; adjective; etc.). Of the 417 entries in the Ecloga, only 18 (4%), in the 
broadest sense, can be considered to be syntactic; similarly in the Atticist, which contains 919 entries, 
only 17 (2%) can be assigned to this domain (Bentein & Roumanis 2024). Most of these syntactic 
comments in both lexica pertain to the case, tense, and simple use of different kinds of verbal 
complements, the function and complementation of selected adverbs, and a few other oddities, 
including the prescription of Wackernagel’s Law (via μέν in Phryn. Ecl. 330) and a singular preference 
for the synthetic over the periphrastic (ἐτετάχατο vs τεταγμένοι ἦσαν in Moer. ε 47). 

There are, however, three entries in the Ecloga in which multi-word expressions (MWEs 
henceforth) are opposed to monolexical equivalents: Phryn. Ecl. 10 (χάριν εἰδέναι vs εὐχαριστεῖν to be 
grateful); Phryn. Ecl. 97 (εὖ σχολῆς ἔχειν vs εὐκαιρεῖν to have leisure); and Phryn. Ecl. 146 ([τὸ] ἐπὶ 
κόρρης πατάξαι vs ῥάπισμα a slap). Of these, the pre- and proscriptum of gloss 10 are well-attested in 
both the literary and documentary evidence of the Postclassical period (III BCE–VI CE); the prescriptum 
of 97 is not found anywhere (though σχολὴν ἔχω, inter alia, is); and those of 146 are nominal, and not 
relevant here. For this paper I focus on gloss 10, including other combinations of the collocation χάριν 
+ verb, while using the data of 97 as comparanda. 

Collocations and idioms are generally understood to be distinct sub-branches of what are 
commonly termed composites (Cowie 2001) or semantic phrasemes (Mel’čuk 1998), with the main 
difference between the two being thus: collocations display a (restricted) level of interchangeability in 
their components, of which one retains a figurative or specialized meaning; idioms, by contrast, though 
semantically non-compositional, have a figurative meaning that can in most cases be conveyed by a 
single word. This distinction, however, breaks down when applied to χάριν + verb, since although it can 
be substituted for the monolexical εὐχαριστέω, it nevertheless remains somewhat semantically 
decomposable. 

Whether the expressions χάριν + verb and εὐχαριστέω are functionally equivalent, and can be 
freely substituted, requires the collation and analysis of all combinations of the former, so that we might 
plot their semantic and pragmatic convergence in documentary (papyrological and epigraphic) and 
literary prose texts of the postclassical period, given their variation in Archaic and Classical Greek (VIII–
IV BCE) (Hewitt 1927; Löw 1908). I argue that we can better situate Ancient Greek MWEs as 
constructions in more fluid and adaptable Cognitive frameworks that emphasise the link between 
meaning and form (e.g. Croft & Cruse 2004), rather than focusing on their fixedness as formulaic 
phraseological units (e.g. Sánchez López 2020). 
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9 SUPPORT-VERB CONSTRUCTIONS IN POSTCLASSICAL GREEK AS LEVEL-OF-SPEECH 
MARKERS IN A CORPUS OF HAGIOGRAPHICAL LITERATURE 

Alfonso Vives Cuesta, alfonso.vives@uva.es, Universidad de Valladolid / Instituto Bíblico y Oriental, 
Spain 

Keywords: hagiography, diglossia, Symeon Metaphrastes, diachronic development 

This contribution demonstrates the functionality of certain support-verb constructions (SVCs 
henceforth) as sociolinguistic markers in a large corpus of hagiographical literature (4th-10th century 
AD). The study of postclassical Greek is necessarily confronted with the complexity of its diglossic 
situation (Rafiyenko & Seržant 2020). It is generally accepted that the models of scholarly Greek in the 
Byzantine period were Attic Greek, Koine Greek (in all its register heterogeneity) and the later Atticist 
Greek of the Imperial Period.  

It is well known that Byzantine literature can be placed on a continuum between two opposing levels 
of language, conventionally called (H)igh and (L)ow. H is the language acquired only by a cultural elite 
and L is the mother tongue of all speakers (vernacular). Since Ševčenko (1982) published his seminal 
work on the linguistic and literary variability of Postclassical Greek, some of the clearest descriptions of 
Byzantine diglossia use the obscure term 'style' instead of the sociolinguistic terms 'sociolect' or 
'diastratic variety' (Hinterberger 2010; Hinterberger 2014; Horrocks 2014a; Toufexis 2008). Previous 
attempts to characterise this type of variation have proved to be theoretically inconsistent (Schiffer 
1992; Schiffer 1999; Zilliacus 1938; Franco 2009). For this reason, a linguistic analysis is still needed to 
provide a clearer picture of this sociolinguistic polarization. In fact, some researchers have undertaken 
the task of identifying more specific syntactic (Kälviäinen 2013) and lexical markers (Hinterberger 2021) 
that distinctly identify them. However, none of them have found SVCs of particular interest, perhaps 
because of their interface position between lexicon and syntax.  

Recently, it has been observed that some SVCs were used by some authors in order to assign their texts 
to a particular sociolect (Churik 2019). However scarce, there are some clear examples, as has recently 
been shown by Vives Cuesta and Acero (2022: 320). 

(1a) Vita antiquior Sancti Danielis Stylitae 5.16 καὶ ἀπολύσας τοὺς γονεῖς αὐτοῦ μετὰ εὐλογιῶν 
παρήγγειλεν μὴ πυκνὰ ἔρχεσθαι πρὸς αὐτόν ‘and, bidding the parents farewell and blessing 
them, he asked them not to visit him often’ 

(1b) Vita sancti Symeonis Stylitae 5.23 ἐντειλάμενος δὲ τοῖς αὐτοῦ πατράσιν ὁ τῆς μονῆς 
προεστὼς μὴ πυκνὰς ποιεῖσθαι πρὸς τὸν παῖδα τὰς προσελεύσεις, χαίροντας ἐκπέμπει γονεῖς 
τὸ καινότατον υἱοῦ στερομένους ‘the abbot of the monastery, asking the parents not to make 
frequent visits to the child, bids the parents, who are happy for their surprising son, farewell’ 

A very prolific Byzantine author, Symeon Metaphrastes, whose style is usually classified as H, often 
rewrites earlier texts with more elegant variations. For example, he sometimes opts for H εὐχὴν 
ποιέομαι instead of L εὐχὴν ποιέω (Vives Cuesta & Acero 2022). These usage trends have been tested 
in a larger corpus of 20 hagiographic texts collected in the Menologion of Symeon (10th century CE). 
The author rewrites many original Lives of Saints (Βίοι or Vitae) and Μαρτύρια from a wider period (4th-
9th century AD) using the technique called μετάφρασις (metaphrasis is understood here as intralingual 
translation), which account for a total of about half a million words. Data selection has been done by a 
semi-automatic search of the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae database and the data has been tagged 
manually with the tool Atlas.ti. 
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The main reason for this selection is that it ensures a variety of levels of speech, since many ancient 
vitae are written in L-Greek, whereas Symeon had a preference for a higher koine (Høgel 2002; Høgel 
2021). The contribution draws on the work of the Spanish research teams Interacción del lexico y la 
sintaxis en griego antiguo y latino 2: Diccionario de Colocaciones Latinas (DiCoLat) and Diccionario de 
Colocaciones del Griego Antiguo (DiCoGrA) which have provided a detailed analysis of many types of 
SVCs in Classical and New Testament Greek (Jiménez López 2016). It analyses the extent to which these 
SVCs survive in postclassical Greek, how they evolve and how they are replaced in later periods. It 
concludes that the flexibility of the SVCs may have contributed to the marking of the linguistic change 
presupposed by the metaphrastic rewriting (μετάφρασις is understood here as intralingual translation), 
which Symeon applies with only limited systematisation in his Menologion (Signes Codoñer 2021; Høgel 
& Constantinou 2020). 
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10 WHAT CAN BE USED IN GREEK AND LATIN? A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF 
SUPPORT VERBS ΧΡΑΟΜΑΙ AND UTOR  

Lucía Madrigal Acero, lucimadr@ucm.es, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, Spain 

Keywords: χράομαι, utor, comparative approach (Latin, Greek), quantitative 

Support-verb constructions (SVCs henceforth) in Greek and Latin have been the subject of several 
papers by the members of the Spanish research project Interacción del léxico y la sintaxis en griego 
antiguo y latín 2: Diccionario de Colocaciones Latinas (DiCoLat) y Diccionario de Colocaciones del Griego 
Antiguo (DiCoGrA) (PID2021-125076NB-C42) and its previous editions, all funded by the Spanish 
Ministry of Science and Innovation (José Miguel Baños 2018; Jiménez López 2016; Jiménez López 2021; 
Jiménez Martínez 2019; Mendózar Cruz 2020; Tur 2020; Baños, Jiménez López, Jiménez Martínez & Tur 
Altarriba 2022).  The comparative approach taken by some of its contributions (Baños & Jiménez López 
2018; Baños & Jiménez López 2017; López Martín 2019) has proved productive, since SVCs are frequent 
in contexts with intense cultural and linguistic exchange and are easily transferred from one language 
to another (Bowern 2008; Fendel 2021). The different frequencies of SVCs in Greek and Latin texts have 
often been highlighted, i. e., Greek texts tend to contain more occurrences of simplex verbs than SVCs, 
whereas Latin texts show a significantly higher proportion of collocations (José Miguel Baños 2018). 
Nevertheless, the two also share some similarities.  

One of these similarities lies in the use that both languages make of χράομαι (1) and utor (2) ‘to use’ as 
support verbs with a surprisingly wide collocative spectrum. Both are often combined with a range of 
nouns which is difficult to organize under a few semantic or lexical labels. In fact, previous papers on 
utor, which overlooked this function of the verb, marvel at the diversity of objects it can take (Alonso 
Fernández 2010).  

(1) Λυδοὶ δὲ νόμοισι μὲν παραπλησίοισι χρέωνται καὶ Ἕλληνες (Hdt. 1.94.1), ‘the customs of 
the Lydians are like those of the Greeks’  

(2) ergo utar tuo consilio neque me Arpinum hos tempore abdam (Cic. Att. 9.6) ‘accordingly I 
shall follow your advice and not hide myself away in Arpinum at present’  

The objectives of this contribution are the following: (i) to observe the semantic domains in which 
χράομαι and utor operate; (ii) to analyze the properties and functions of the SVCs with χράομαι and 
utor, together with their distribution by text type and author; and (iii) to compare and contrast these 
SVCs in Greek and Latin.  

The corpus consists of a selection of classical texts from the TLG and the Latinitas Antiqua (Corpus 
Corporum) databases. In order to facilitate and organize data tagging and retrieval, a database has been 
created in Atlas.ti (https://atlasti.com/), a program which has often been used for qualitative analysis 
in Social Sciences and has a similar potential for Corpus Linguistics (Friese 2014).  
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11 PRESENCE AND ABSENCE OF SUPPORT VERBS FOR GREEK LOAN VERBS IN 
COPTIC 

Matthias Müller, matthias.mueller@unibas.ch, MF Oslo, Norway & University of Basel, Switzerland 

Keywords: differential object marking, Coptic, Stern-Jernstedt rule, Greek loan verbs, ⲉⲓⲣⲉ eire ‘to do’ 

Coptic is the final stage of the ancient Egyptian language (Afroasiatic, Egypt). It has two patterns of 
direct-object marking (Stern 1880: paras. 489–501; Reintges 2004: 217–226; Müller 2021: 431–432):  

a) Head marking, in which the verbal form incorporates the direct object resulting in destressed 
pattern of the whole string (the form the verb appears in is in grammars usually labelled as the 
construct state), and  

b) Dependent marking, in which the direct object is introduced by a case marking prefix while 
the verbal form appears with the lexical verb in the absolute state. 

The distribution of the two patterns is partly driven by syntactic rules. In Present-tense sentences, 
transitive verbs can only appear in the absolute, never in the construct state, i.e., the direct object must 
be dependent marked: 

ti-kôt   m-p-êi 

1S.PRS-build.INF.ABS OBJ-DEF.M-house 

‘I am building the house.’ 

Head marking is ungrammatical (i.e., ti-ket-p-êi is not possible). 

Outside the durative patterns, the speakers/writers can choose between either object-marking pattern, 
so both construed examples below are grammatical: 

a-i-kôt   m-p-êi 

1S.PRS-build.INF.ABS OBJ-DEF.M-house 

‘I built the house.’ 

vs 

ti-ket-p-êi 

1S.PRS-build.INF.CONST-DEF.M-house 

‘I built the house.’ 

In honour of the first scholars who described this distribution, it is called the Stern-Jernstedt-rule. There 
have been various recent attempts to motivate the choice of marking found in specific corpora, but so 
far with limited success (Engsheden 2008; Engsheden 2018). 

There are, however, exceptions to the rule of distribution (see already Depuydt 1993). Nouns without 
determiners and indefinite pronouns can be attached directly to the verb even in Present-tense 
sentences. In addition, various varieties of Coptic make use of the light/support verb ire, ‘to do’, when 
using loan verbs from Greek such as r-pisteuin, ‘to believe’. Other varieties do not use the light/support 
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verb but the Greek verb in the form pisteue (Hasznos & Müller 2017). Finally, there are lexicalised verbal 
compounds of a verb plus an incorporated noun such as ti-sbô, ‘to instruct (lit give-instruction)’ or r-
nobe, ‘to sin (lit. do-sin)’, which can appear in Present-tense sentences without being subject to a 
change in object marking. 

The contribution focuses on the use of the Greek verbal forms in several diachronic and diatopic 
varieties of Coptic. 
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12 ANNOTATION AND AUTOMATIC IDENTIFICATION OF LIGHT-VERB 
CONSTRUCTIONS IN THE PARSEME FRAMEWORK  

Agata Savary, agata.savary@universite-paris-saclay.fr, Université Paris-Saclay, France 

Keywords: PARSEME corpora, annotation guidelines, linguistic tests, automatic identification  

PARSEME is an international network of researchers dealing with multi-word expressions (MWEs). 
As a result of a collaborative effort, annotation guidelines for verbal MWEs (VMWEs), including light-
verb constructions (LVCs henceforth), were put forward. They are organized as decision trees over 
linguistic tests, and unified across 26 languages. On the basis of these guidelines, the same community 
constructs a multilingual corpus annotated for VMWEs, which is continuously enlarged and enhanced. 
The corpus has been used for linguistic studies and for the organization of evaluation campaigns 
dedicated to the task of automatic identification of VMWE in text, with 3 editions so far, covering over 
20 languages in total. Greek has been on board all these efforts from the very beginning and is one of 
the best covered languages in the PARSEME resources and tools. 

In my talk, I will summarize the PARSEME annotation framework and outcomes, as well as the results 
of the evaluation campaign, with a special focus on LVCs, notably in Greek. 
I will also stress the challenges that remain to be addressed for a better account of VMWEs, and LVCs 
in particular, in language resources and tools.   
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[VOLUME ONLY] 13 VERB-NOUN COLLOCATIONS IN THE NEW TESTAMENT: A 
COMPARATIVE STUDY BETWEEN GREEK AND LATIN 

José Miguel Baños, jmbanos@ucm.es, Universidad Complutense de Madrid, Madrid, Spain; M. Dolores 
Jiménez López, mdolores.jimenez@uah.es, Universidad de Alcalá, Alcalá de Henares, Spain 

Keywords: New Testament, comparative approach (Latin-Greek), translation, language contact 

The aim of this contribution is to give an overview of the use of verb-noun collocations (VNCs 
henceforth), or support-verb constructions in the broad sense, in the New Testament (NT henceforth), 
both in the original Greek version and in the Vulgate Latin translation. 

In the case of the Greek text, we analyse the most frequently used VNCs in the NT, distinguishing 
between two main types: 

(i) those which are a survival of classical Greek (πορείαν ποιοῦμαι 'to go, to walk', δεήσεις 
ποιοῦμαι 'to pray, to make a prayer', φόρον δίδωμι 'to tax, to pay tax'); 

 (ii) those which represent an innovation from a diachronic point of view.  

In this case, it is appropriate to distinguish collocations that illustrate the process of renewal that these 
complex predicates have undergone in Koine Greek (e.g. the use of the support verb ποιέω in the active 
voice instead of the middle: φόνον ποέω 'to murder, to commit murder', κρίσιν ποιέω 'to judge, to 
make a judgement'), from those others which are foreign to the Greek language and are, in fact, the 
fruit of linguistic interference with the other languages of their context (Marucci 1993; Adams 2003; 
Rochette 2010; Jiménez López 2017; Jiménez López 2018; Jiménez López & Baños 2022): Hebrew (τὴν 
ἀνομίαν ἐργάζομαι 'to commit iniquity, to act lawlessly', καρπὸν ποιέω 'to bear fruit') and/or Latin 
(συμβόυλιον δίδωμι, συμβούλιον λαμβάνω 'to form a plan', κῆνσον δίδωμι 'to tax, to pay tax'). From 
this perspective, we show some important differences between the four evangelists in the use of VNCs. 

For the Vulgate, we offer a typology of the Latin collocations of the NT according to their greater or 
lesser fidelity to the original Greek text (Baños 2015).  We distinguish between two types of examples: 

(i) the Greek text employs a VNC which is translated in the Vulgate in the regular way by a 
parallel collocation, but with two distinct possibilities: (a) the same support verb as in Greek 
(ἀπόκρισις δίδωμι = responsum do 'to give an answer, to respond', λόγον ποιέω = sermonem 
facio 'to speak); (b) a different support verb, but one that is more natural in classical or late 
Latin (ἐνέδραν ποιέω = insidias tendo 'to lay an ambush', λόγον συναιρέω = rationem pono 'to 
settle accounts'). This regularity presents some significant exceptions: on the one hand, a VNC 
like χρείαν ἔχω ('to need, to have need') is translated by different collocations (opus est, necesse 
habeo, necessitatem habeo), but also by a parallel verb (egeo, indigeo, desidero, debeo). On the 
other hand, exceptionally, a Greek VNC is translated by a simplex verb in Latin (ὁδόν ποιέω = 
preagredior 'to make their way, 'to walk'); 

(ii) Latin often uses a VNC where the Greek text has a simplex verb. In such cases, there are also 
two possibilities: (a) a Greek simplex verb is systematically translated by one or more Latin 
collocations (εὐχαριστέω = gratias ago 'to be thankful', ἐπιμελέομαι = curam ago/habeo 'to 
take care of'); (b) a Greek simplex verb is translated either by a collocation or by a parallel verb 
in Latin (Baños & Jiménez López 2017a; Baños & Jiménez López 2017b): μαρτυρέω 'to give 
evidence, to bear witness' = testor or testimonium habeo/perhibeo/reddo/do; μισέω 'to hate' 
= odi or odio habeo/sum). 



 19 

The study of VNCs in the New Testament, a crucial corpus in the history of the Greek language, offers 
valuable information for comparison with other stages or corpora of the Greek language (Janse 2002; 
Janse 2007; Horrocks 2014b; Joosten 2013; Porter 2014). Furthermore, the comparative analysis of the 
Greek text with the Latin translation of the Vulgate (Burton 2013; Houghton 2016), besides showing 
the linguistic interferences in the use of these idiosyncratic constructions, reveals the different use and 
functionality of VNCs in the two classical languages (Hoffmann 2014; Jiménez López 2016; Baños 2023). 
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[VOLUME ONLY] 14 PROTO-INDO-EUROPEAN LIGHT VERBS AND LIGHT VERB 
CONSTRUCTIONS 

Máté Ittzés, ittzes.mate@btk.elte.hu, Eötvös Loránd University, Budapest, Hungary 

Keywords: Proto-Indo-European, comparative method, *dheh1 ‘to put’, *deh3 ‘to give’, univerbation 

In the last decades, there has been a growing interest in the reconstruction of light-verb constructions 
(a.k.a. support-verb constructions or Funktionsverbgefüge) for Proto-Indo-European (PIE henceforth) 
(see, most importantly, the comprehensive monograph of Schutzeichel (2014) and many other 
individual papers and articles). However, there are several practical, theoretical and methodological 
problems with this nowadays apparently very popular approach. 

First of all, these reconstructions are, with few exceptions, not based on cognate syntagms of 
different Indo-European daughter languages, but merely on data taken from a single language, which 
means that they are transpositions (Transponats) whose PIE status is entirely uncertain rather than 
reconstructions in the methodologically true sense of the word. 

Secondly, although the phenomenon of lexical substitution is in fact a diachronic reality, which 
can be observed even in the case of historically attested light-verb constructions (cf., e.g., Old High 
German wara tuon vs. Middle High German wara niman treated by Hackstein (2012)), its application in 
reconstruction runs counter to theoretical and methodological principles of comparative historical 
linguistics and should therefore be avoided. The same is true for the rather vague notion of so-called 
“open-slot constructions”, which is applied to the problem of light-verb constructions by Hackstein in 
his above-mentioned article. 

Furthermore, at least since the often-quoted paper by Hackstein (2002), it has been routinely 
assumed that the PIE root extension *-dh- is the univerbated form of the root *dheh1, which points to 
an earlier existence of a PIE or Pre-PIE type of light-verb construction consisting of the light verb *dheh1 

and a nominal host. In the individual cases, however, the exact morphological make-up of the nominal 
host remains generally unspecified and reference is made, either explicitly or implicitly, to irregular 
phonological processes (such as “attrition”), which often accompany grammaticalization and which 
would prevent us from detecting the exact phonological and, consequently, morphological shape of the 
noun. Moreover, the apparently singular instance of a multi-word construction with *dheh1 which 
demonstrably undergoes univerbation in the Indo-European daughter languages (i.e. PIE *ḱréd(s) dheh1 

> Lat. credo vs. OIA śrád dhā) and which, therefore, plays a prominent role in the argumentation of the 
adherents of this approach, is in my view no (semi-compositional) light-verb construction at all but 
rather a (fully non-compositional) phraseological unit. 

In my contribution, I argue that, while typological considerations make it very likely that the 
category of N+V light-verb constructions as a type did in fact exist in PIE and the light-verb use of roots 
such as, for instance, *dheh1 ‘to put’ or * deh3 ‘to give’ may be reconstructed for the parent language 
with a sufficient degree of certainty, the reconstruction of specific constructions can probably never be 
successful, since apart from the lack, or at least extreme rarity, of exact correspondences between light 
verb constructions of the individual Indo-European languages, it also runs counter to various theoretical 
and methodological principles of comparative historical linguistics. 
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