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BLENDS IN GREEK DIALECTS: a morphosemantic analysis

Abstract

The basic aim of our paper is to focus on the morphosemantic status of approximately
eighty Greek dialectal blends. The paper is organized in three units: in the first we give an
outlook of the basic theoretical references for blending, in the second we present the lexical
categories which are involved in the formation of Greek blends, and in the third we attempt
their morphological analysis and semantic interpretation.

1. Introduction

With the exception of some descriptive articles, restricted in presenting catalogues of
Greek dialectal blends and an article of Arvaniti (1998) on the phonological status of a
series of blends used in recent Greek jokes, no other linguistic work is known to have
shown interest in Greek blending, and particularly in examining their morphosemantic
behavior. Actually, Standard Greek doesn’t seem to offer for such a word formation
process, while Greek dialects seem to be rich in blends.

The source of our data includes written as well as living speech mainly from Samos,
Crete, Cyclades, Cyprus and Messinia.

2. References

Blends, also called portmanteau words, are formed by means of fusing two words into
one new word, where portions of the base words are often subtracted. For example, the
English blend motel has been formed by combining motor and hotel and subtracting the
string <tor.ho> (Bat E1:1996).

Scalise (1984) and Spencer (1991) mention blends in a footnote, along with acronyms
and clipping as not ‘of any importance to morphological theory’ or as a ‘minor word
formation process’. Two more linguists, Bauer (1983) and Berman (1989), are often
reluctant to conclude that blends have a grammar, nevertheless they specify some degree of
restriction.

Bauer (1983) presents four kinds of English blends: ‘in most cases the new word is
created from parts of two other words, with no apparent principles guiding the way in
which the two original words are mutilated” and ‘the coiner is apparently free to take as
much or as little from either base as is felt to be necessary or desirable’ (a). However, in
some cases ‘the rules for blending are more obvious’, since ‘the two words are simply
merged where they overlap, so that no information is lost, but repetition of letter
combinations is avoided’ (b). A third kind of blend, is the type where ‘the new lexeme
looks as though it is or might be analyzable in terms of other word-formation processes, in
particular as neo-classical compound’ (c). Finally, under blends there are words whose
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‘precise status in the taxonomy is difficult to discern’, since ‘they keep one of the two bases
intact’.

(1) a. flimsy + miserable > mimsy
parachute +  balloon - paraloon
b. slang + language - slanguage
guess +  estimate - guestimate
¢. architectural + ecology - arcology
automobile +  suicide -> autosuicide
d. car +  barbecue - carbecue
boat +  hotel - ‘boatel

Berman’s study of Hebrew blends (1989), based on the ability of speakers in coining
and selecting new terms, concludes that Hebrew blending is a productive device of word-
formation but not a systematic one, since Hebrew does not as yet possess structure-
dependent mechanisms or sets of rules for blend-formation, of the kind which govern and
constrain the construction of new words and of new compounds. She notes, however, that
there may be quite general agreement as to which forms are more or less acceptable -hence
more or less likely to be incorporated in the conventional lexicon.

Unlike the studies mentioned above, Kubozono’s (1990) analysis of blending in English
and Japanese strongly suggests that blending is a part of the grammar: blending refers to
grammatical structures and constraints, it does not have any characteristics which are not
found in natural language and blends can be analyzed only within a constraint-based
framework such as Optimality Theory, which allows constraints to be violated.

Bat El (1996) provides further support for Kubozono’s view. On the basis of the
principles of Optimality Theory and Correspondence Theory she suggests that Hebrew
blending is governed by hierarchically ordered well-formedness constraints, all
phonological in nature, such as phonological entities, segmental and prosodic. Furthermore,
she discusses the non-prosodic morphological aspects of Hebrew blends: the elements in
the base of the blend are not restricted to particular lexical categories, the notion of head is
not relevant for either the base of the blend or the total blend and the order of the elements
in the base is not given by an independent principle.

Finally, Arvaniti (1998) examines the phonological processes that give a series of
semantically surreal blends used in recent Greek jokes. Following the principles of
Optimality Theory, she notices that they are based on hierarchically ranked well-
formedness constraints and suggests that alignment procedures show evidence for foot
structure in Greek.

(2) xapxapiog + kavapivi > kapyapivi

[karxarias] [kanarini] [karxarini]
shark canary

aetdg + 1001 2>  oetdéor
[aetds] [tost] [aetdst]

eagle tost
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3. Lexical Categories

Blends are generally classified as nouns, verbs, adjectives and pronouns. They are made
up of constituents, each belonging to the category of noun, verb, adjective or pronoun. In
the following list, there are representative examples of the most frequent blend types.
Nouns are given by convention in nominative singular, adjectives in nominative singular of
the masculine, and verb forms are cited in the first person singular of the present tense:

(3) a. NOUNS
N+N
youPa + naTog > YOUTaTO Messinia/Samos
[yiava] [patos] [yupato]
hollow bottom hollow in a rock
KAGpa + povvta > KAOQOUVTO Samos
[klara] [fada] [klafida]
brunch wft tuft with brunch
aktd + HovTo > navto Samos
[paltd] [mado] [pado]
overcoat coat kind of light coat
napadelcog  + KéAaon 2> mapoxoracn Samos
[paradisos] [kolasi] [parakélasi)
paradise hell in between
paradise and hell
A+N
Aavog + Aovpa > Aavoipa Samos
[£anos) [lura] [£andra]
thin rod thin rod
b. VERBS
V+V
yapalw + avoiw 2> xapovoin Rhodes
[xarazo] [anio] [xaranio]
engrave open open by engraving
KOpotdehm + YEAG® > KOPOYEAG® Messinia
[korojdévo] [jelao] [korojelao]
mock laugh mock and laugh
metuyaive + Aayaivo > netvhayaive Crete
[petigéno] [lagéno] [petilagéno]
achieve meet meet with
N+V
yavtéxt + KOPw > YavTaKopo Rhodes
[xadaci] [kovo] [xadakovo]

ditch cut cut a ditch
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c. ADJECTIVES

A+A
Yikdg + YOvIpog > YwvTpog Cyprus
[psilds] [xodros] [psidros]
tall fat tall and fat
d. PRONOUNS
P+P
70100 + Tivog > nivog Kefallonia
[peu] [tinos] [pinos]

4, Morphosemantic analysis and categorization

According to Bauer (1983) there appears to be a central core of strongly morphological
processes, made up of prefixation, suffixation, backformation and neo-classic
compounding. Outside that central core, clipping, blending and forming acronyms appear
as processes that are much less morphological. Blending is not well-defined and tends to
shade off into compounding, affixation, clipping and forming acronyms. Nevertheless, it is
a very productive source of words in both literary and scientific contexts.

Blending is usually treated as a process on the boundaries of morphology and phonology
(a case of phonology-morphology interface) lying between compounding and acronyms.
According to our corpus, the Greek dialectal blends could be categorized under the
following four groups on the basis of morphosemantic criteria: compound-like blends,
false-blends, infixed blends and acro-blends:

(4) The Morphological Continuum

COMPOUNDS BLENDS ACRONYMS
compounds clipped compound- | false- |[infixed | acro-
compounds | like blends | blends | blends |blends

4.1. Compounding

Compounding in Greek is traditionally defined as an association of two or more stems,
which always occur as one unit. According to Ralli (1992), Greek compounds are generated
by a general context-free rewriting rule of the following type: X > Y Z (specific values for
X, Y and Z may range among the categories of ‘Stem’ and ‘Word’ depending on the type of
the compound). According to the different combination possibilities between a ‘Stem’ and a
‘Word’, the general rule pattern for Greek compounds could be formulated as follows (cf.
Ralli 1992, 1999, Nespor & Ralli 1996):

(5) a. Stem > Stem Stem
aypr-o-nepiotep(o) < aypi(og) nePoTEP(L) Standard Greek

[ayrioperistero] [ayrios] [peristéri]
wild pigeon wild pigeon
b. Word - Stem Word
TUP-0-CaAGTA < Tup(() coidta Standard Greek
[tirosalata] [tiri] [salata]

cheese salad cheese salad
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¢. Word - Word Word

povpn Afota < pavpn AioTa Standard Greek
[mavri lista] [mavri] [lista}
black list black list

The transitional area between compounds and blends is occupied by a particular case of
compounding, called clipping compounding, which refers to shortened compounds by
means of truncation of some segment (cf. Aronoff 1976). The discriminating feature of the
words in this category is the existence of the linking vowel -o- between the two
constituents, a major characteristic feature of Greek compounding (cf. Ralli 1992):

(6) orovm-o-yavialw < darovm-o-moyavialem < oiovmoy  moyovid{w  Samos

[alupoyanézo] [alupopayanazo] [alupt] [payanazo]

chase a fox chase a fox fox chase

ToOKp-0-TETPa < toaxpok-O-metpa < TOOKMHOKL TETPO Samos
[tsakmoépetra] [tsakmaképetra] [tsakmaci] [pétra]

enlighter enlighter lighter stone

4.2. Acronyms

On the other end of the morphological continuum, Greek acronyms are formed on a
pattern common to other languages: the first letters or syllables of a series of words are
combined in order to name organizations, services, political parties etc. The basic similarity
between acronyms and blends is that they are both made up of parts of other words.
However, there are three points in which they are differentiated: 1) The constituents of the
acronyms may exceed the number of two, while in blends the participating constituents are
restricted to two, 2) The combining parts of words are usually shorter in acronyms and 3)
Blends have a more distinct, analyzable and morphosemantically transparent structure:

(7) |HA | velvio PA | nelinio Universal Standard Greek
20 | cwioTikd SO | sialistiké Sosialistic
K | ivnpa K [ inima Party

4.3. Blends

On the blending area of the morphological continuum, there is a category of words
which shares common characteristics with compounds but should be treated as a borderline
case between compounding and blending and should be considered as a first stage process
of blending, under the proposed term compound-like blends.

This type of words seems to follow Ralli’s general rules of compounding, which
adjusted to the case, could be formulated into the following three rules:

(8) a. Stem > Stem Syllable + Stem
yovmat 0 |<|yoY|P|a|+|mdt|og Messinia/Samos
yupat 0 ya|vi|a pat | os

hollow in a rock hollow bottom




b. Word = Stem Syllable + Word

Khogovvt | a | < |kha]pla|+[podv|a Samos
klafud a kla|r|a fid |a
tuft with brunch tuft brunch
c. Stem > Stem + Stem Syllable
ylouvkdyav | a | <| yrouvk |6¢|+|(A| Gxav |a Asia Minor
ylukéxan a yluk |6s| [l]éxan]a
sweet cabbages sweet cabbages

The proposed term ‘Stem Syllable’ indicates the shortened stem of the first or the second
constituent, which usually coincides with its first syllable (e.g. yav- > yu-, klar- > kla- etc.)
and its final form is dominated by phonological and mainly phonotactic constraints (e.g.
klar- > *klfada etc.). In most cases, the shortening of a stem involves the apocope of the
first or the last phoneme, depending on its position, righthand or lefthand. However,
although they share significant common elements with compounds, there is a strong
ar%ument that these words differ from compounds, since no linking vowel is involved (cf.
6) .

The following category of blends could be sited on the further side of compounds.
Morphologically, it is considered a classic case of blending, also found in other languages,
such as English and Hebrew: a consonantal or vocalic sound of one of the constituents is
added to or substitutes a sound of the other constituent. Nevertheless, there seems to be a
significant semantic difference in Greek blends: their referent is not ‘something’ between
the referents of the two constituents but one of the constituents functions as a folk
etymology marker of the other. The influence of the folk etymology marker may be either
external (a) or internal (b). We propose for these blends the term false-blends, since they
satisfy only the morphological criterion for blending and not the semantic one.

(10) a. |kaotpit|ng| < | k |dotpo | + | acTpit Samos
kastrit | is k | astro astrit | is
snake castle snake
Aaytapid | a | < [Aaytap| a |+ {voytep |6 | a Crete
laxtarid | o laxtar | o nixter |i5| a
bat fright bat

' Some compound-like blends can also be found in Standard Greek:

(9) tapalem + KOUV® > TOPOKOLVA)
[tarazo] [kund] [tarakund]
to disturb to shake to disturb by shaking
8pvrog + Aéwv > fpurémv
[Orilos] [léon] [Oriléon]

legend lion the mascot of a football team



b. | Aicog [og] < |Aicw| n [og]+ | 00 |9} 6¢ Macedonia
ésop |os €so | p | 0s so | f{ ds
Aesopus Aesopus wise

Another case of blending, which is not frequent in Greek dialects, involves the infixation
of a syllable or a shortened stem of one of the constituents into the stem of the other. For
this type of blends, we propose the term infixed blends:

(11) | toaxhaxid |w | < |too | kid [0 ]|+ ] Kha | KéT | &g Samos
tsaklakis |ja tsa | kis | ja kla | két |es
dancing devices broken items castanets

The last category of the blending area seems to be very close to acronyms and is
frequent not only in Greek dialects but also in English and Hebrew as well: the first
syllable/s of the first element is/are combined with the last syllable/s of the second element.
Like acronyms, they are combinations of syllables, but not the first of each word. Due to
their similarity to them, we propose the term acro-blends:

(12) [ ro | vio | < | na | A16 |+ | po | vid Samos
pa | do6 pa | Ité ma | do
light coat overcoat coat
avtd | haypodg | < | avtd | pa |+] aha | Aaypog Myconos
ada | laymos ada | ra ala | laymés
storm-like shout storm shout of joy

So far, the present study of Greek blends has proved that they constitute morphological
constructions. There are four arguments supporting the outcome: 1) Most of them have a
degree of analyzability and morphosemantic transparency, 2) Like Greek compounds, they
are usually right-headed (cf. Ralli 1992), 3) The deverbal blends have a verb as a head and
an internally satisfied argument of the verb by the non-head (cf. Ralli 1992, Di Sciullo &
Ralli 1994), e.g. an object argument, which semantically corresponds to a theme (a), and 4)
Some of them can be productive (b):

(13) a. yoviexofe <  yoaviaxi +  xOpw Rhodes
[xadakévo] [xadaci] [kévo]
cut a ditch ditch cut
panpedkw < @antd +  ponpedKw Pontos
[fairéfko] [faitd] [mairéfko}
cook food food cook
b. LaPove  + Prokdve > LaProxdveo  + emd. -pa > Cafraxopa
[zavono] [vlakéno] [zavlakono] suff. -ma [zavidkoma]
render sb. render sb. make sb. the state of

an idiot a fool fool and idiot being like that
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ooyAGpw + Koroumouvpilm 2 coyrapmovpile +emf. -pa > CoyAAUTOVPICHA

[saxlaro] [kalaburizo] [saxlaburizo] suff. -ma  [saxlabdrizma]
to talk to make to make the act of
nonsense jokes nonsense jokes ‘saylaburizo’

In terms of the morphological interpretation of the formation of Greek blends, we
suggest that compound-like blends and acro-blends could be possibly explained by means
of either a truncation of segment (cf. Aronoff 1976) or a shortening of one or both of the
stems with absence of a linking vowel. Concerning false-blends, they could be explained by
means of either an extension of a stem or reanalysis due to a folk etymology process.

Despite the morphological status of Greek blends, we shouldn’t at all ignore the
involvement of phonology for their formation: morphology interferes with their internal
morphematic structure, whereas phonology interferes with the phonological constraints that
are taken into account for their formation. Compound-like blends and false-blends seem to
be closer to morphological constructions than infixed blends and acro-blends, where
phonology seems to be of a higher priority. As a result, the more a blend is far from
compounding, the more phonology interferes with its formation and morphosemantic
transparency is reduced. Correspondingly, the more a blend is near compounding, the more
phonology does not interfere with its formation and morphosemantic transparency is
increased.

5. Semantic interpretation of the blends
5.1. Semantic relation of the elements

In order to examine the meaning of the outcome, one has to look at the semantic
relations between the source words, as well as the strength of the relationship between
them. Compositional analysis of lexical meaning has been proposed to elucidate semantic
relations among lexical items and constraints on possible interactions of the constituents of
conceptually complex words.

In these terms one can identify several types of semantic relationship between the two
constituents: absolute synonyms (a), near synonyms graded in terms of their contiguity in
meaning, to the mere similarity of being in the same broader semantic field (b), words that
share some common component of meaning and their overlapping area is not extended (c),
words not semantically related (d) and antonyms (¢e):

(14) a. opikn +  1popog 2> opipog Samos
[frici] [tromos] [frimos]
horror terror more than horror
diaorog +  ootavig 2> Sidtavog Crete
[3jaolos] [satanas] [3jatanos]
devil devil curse used to avoid
either term
KatoiKo +  yida -2 Kotoyida Samos
[katsika] [jida] [katsjiaa]
goat aged goat ugly goat
Yopa +  kohopmolpt D yapopumovpl Samos
[xara) [kalaburi] [xarabri]

joy fun joy and fun
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b. avtapa +  dAodaypog > avTOAQypHoOg Mykonos
[adara] [alalaymos] [adalaymds]
storm shout of joy storm-like joy
ToATO +  pavid 2> novid Samos
[palto] [madd) [padd]
overcoat coat kind of light coat
Eid +  lodud 2>  thoda Samos
[ksiai] [1a3ja) [tziladja]
vinegar oil spot a mixture of oil
and vinegar
yapumfic  +  UAOLVATOQ D YOPUTVATOU Samos
[yarbis] [bunétsa] [yarbnatsa)
SW wind stillness a very calm
SW wind
c. ouwrpifo + Povidlw -2 ovvipifoviidle Messinia
[sidrivo] [vukazo] [sidrivukéazo]
to crash to sink to crash and destroy
Bpovyhuar +  poyaiilm =2  Bpovyorilm Crete
[vruxéme] [roxalizo] [vruxalizo]
to growl to snore to snore growling
onniwd +  MBapt 2> oninddpt Messinia
[spisa] [liBari] [splifari]
cave stone a cave-like rock
d. gumédio +  épyo 2>  éumepyo Pontos
[ebodio] [éryo] [éberyo]
obstacle deed a deed
full of obstacles
Topalom +  1tlovAdm 2> 1tupatloviaw Messinia
[tarazo] [tzouldo] [taratzoulao]
to disturb to squeeze to disturb and squeeze
e. Yuog +  yovipog 2 ywvipdg Cyprus
[psilos] [xodros] [psidrés]
slender fat slender and fat
moOvVe +  onKOVe 2>  mbwonKhve Crete
[piBdno] [sikéno] [pifosikdno]
to place to lift up to place sth down

and then to lift it up

5.2. Meaning of the blends

In all cases the meaning of a blend is different from that of each of the elements.
Specifically, it can be: a near synonym, to both or one of the elements, being different due
to some supplementary semantic component which in some cases may trigger for the
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speakers certain associations, or have a strong carry-over from being often used (a), a
specialization of the meaning of the elements (b), a contradictory meaning, when the
elements are opposites (c), a novel, unknown meaning, producing an effect of novelty,
usually filling in a gap in the vocabulary (d), or a redundant meaning (e), when there is
really no semantic information added, serving, perhaps,: to emphasize some semantic
component (cf. Nida 1975, Fass 1993): .

(15) a. courilm + HOVTaAGVE 2 OQAVIOAGVY Kefallonia

[sfalizo] [madalono] [sfadalono]
to secure to close to close and secure
Covmam + TAaxlalo 2> {ovmaxidlo Messinia
[zupéo] [placazo] [zupacazo]
to squeeze to fall on sth to squeeze sth by falling on it

b. xiapa + QovvTa 2 Khogovvia Samos
[klara] [fada] [klafada]
branch tuft a branch with a tuft
yovPa + TATOg - yovmato Messinia/
[yava] [patos] [yupato] Samos
hollow bottom a hollow with a bottom

€. KVAoTOG + aovpog 2 xvdovpog Pontos
[knastos] [4uros] [knduros]
ripe or mature unripe or green ripe but also green
aveéQopov * opdiy 2 avegopdhw Pontos
[anéforon] [omalin] [anefomalin]
ascent even an even ascent

d. povkhpan + ykapilw -2 povykopilw Kythira
[muko6me] [garizo] [mugarizo]
to bellow cry of to bellow like a donkey

a donkey
TOATO + pLavto 2>  mavid Samos
[paltd] [mado] [padd]
overcoat coat a garment that is a combination
of a coat and an overcoat

e. opikn + TpOLLOG 2 opipog Samos
[frici] [trémos] [frimos]
horror terror more than horror
KoToiko + yida -2  xotoyida Samos
[katsika] [jioa] [katsjiza]

goat aged goat ugly goat
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5.3. Contribution of each constituent
Another aspect of the semantic analysis of blends is how much each of the elements

contributes to a novel or specialized meaning expressed by the word constructed. In
compounds the portion of morphemes retained from the elements is normally adequate to
convey the meaning necessary for the interpretation of the new word. The construction of
the meaning of a blend requires a mental process similar to that of compounding. The
difference is that in blends the portion "saved" from each of the base word varies a great
deal. Sometimes the discarded part of a base word is so big, that, the associations required
for the interpretation, are not readily provoked (Warren 1990). Furthermore, as is also the
case with compounds, the way the new word is interpreted is closely related with the extra-
linguistic knowledge that the speaker and the receiver share.

Regarding the way the recoverability functions in Greek blends, Arvanity (1998) says
that it is not clear and she figures that two parameters are involved: 1) The way words are
perceived in speech, that is the determining of their identity (and this concerns mainly the
first constituent), and 2) The syllable templates which together with the stress allow the
identification of the second element. However, the new meaning is predictable due to the
added content morpheme and provided there exists the particular extralinguistic knowledge
required.

The examination of the blends has showed that the amount of notion conveyed by the
constituents is analogous to the length of the morphemic body saved from the base words:

e In compound-like blends, the not-shortened constituent maintains its total meaning,
while the shortened constituent does not really offer much information, that is the
second constituent cooperates with more semantic components to the interpretation of
the blend (a),

e In acro-blends, where both of the base words are presented in a shortened form, the
portion of semantic content offered by the two constituents is almost the same, and
neither of them has a crucial role in the meaning of the blend (b)

e In false-blends, the semantic head maintains its total meaning, while the other
constituent functions as a folk etymology marker of the semantic head (c):

(16) a. yopalw + avoiw = yopoavoim Rhodes
[xarazo] [anio] [xaranio]
engrave open open by engraving
yopa + KaAoumovpt > Xopapmodpt Samos
[xara] [kalabri] [xarabiri]
joy fun joy and fun

b. moAto + uavto > Tavto Samos

{palto] [mado] {padd]
overcoat coat kind of light coat
opikn i TPOHOG > opinog Samos
[frici] [tromos] [frimos]

horror terror more than horror
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c. hoytapa  + vuytepida 2> AoyTopida Crete
[laxtara] . [nixterida] [laxtarisa]
fright bat bat

5.4. Order of the elements

For Kubozono (1990) blends preserve the attributes of the compounds, that is the right
end is the thematic base. Bat-El (1996) disagrees and says that one of the reasons blending
differs from other types of word formation is the absence of constraints in the order of the
base elements, since the order is indirectly determined by the interaction of independently
motivated constraints, and none of the constraints is related with the semantic content of the
elements.

The examination of the blends of our corpus has led to some suggestions about the
order of the elements. It seems that there exists a mechanism for handling semantically
illformed blends by means of certain constraints which function only in certain conditions
to block the formation of meaningless blends. They tell us the way some pairs of lexemes
can combine meaningfully so that the interpretation of the blend is semantically acceptable:
e In blends with constituents that are synonyms, the "uniqueness" constraint, as Bat El

(1996:288) names it, helps to avoid semantically related homonyms. In such cases, the
reverse order would give blends, which are not phonologically and semantically distinct
from one of the base words (a)

e In acro-blends, the second constituent should come from the base word with more
syllables, so that the first base word can be different from the blends (b) or the word
which seems semantically more important or marked, becomes the first element of the
blend (c)

e The elements of some blends are put in order following protoypes like positive-
negative, sequence of actions, known patterns etc. (d):

(17) a maktd +  povto 2>  7ovio

pavto +  moktod 2> *poAto

b. yapa +  kodopmovpt > yopaumovpl
kodaumovpt  +  yoap@ 2> *kohopmovpd

c. opikn +  1pOpOG 2> opipog
horror terror more than horror

d. mopddeoog +  K6hoon 2 mopoKOACT)
paradise hell in between paradise and hell
xapalo +  avoiw 2> xopavoim
engrave open open by engraving

In cases of blends which could have very well been constructed in a reverse ordering
of their constituents and still no inconsistency or nonsensical effect would be produced by
the matching of their meanings, one could say that it is the knowledge of the subject that
determines which combination is more likely, and the interpretation is not mainly
determined by any formation rule or the kind of the input constituents. Speakers are guided
by their knowledge of the referents of the base words and select the components of meaning
they want to transfer.
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(18) sumddio +  épyo > gumepyo
épyo +  gunodo 2> *gpyddio
KOpOISEVW +  yeAGw 2> KOPOYEAGW
YEAG® +  Kopoidghw > *YEAQTIBEDM
YAdg +  yovipog 2> YvTpog
XOVTPOG + YOG 2> *YOvTAOG

Actually, it is essential for the interpretation of a blend that the hearer recognizes the
elements of the base and that he knows their referents. It is often stated that the mapping
between lexical and conceptual structures matches the relatively stable linguistic
knowledge to the changeable world knowledge (Sowa 1993). There is an interaction of the
two kinds of knowledge. Speakers of a language make their choice from the available
options their linguistic knowledge offers for the creation of blends, knowing how these will
transmit their meaning and how other people will understand it, with the help of the
general, background knowledge they possess. That is why blends are readily interpretable
by speakers handling the same variety, while for others, having different lexical and
conceptual patterns, the interpretation is doubtful (Saeed 1997).

Up to here there have been examined only some of the modern Greek dialects, mainly
from south Greece and there is more work to be done exploring the "wealth" of northern
varieties. In the process of future research perhaps new findings will come up which will
elucidate new aspects of the notion of blends.
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