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OF VERBAL PAIRS IN MODERN GREEK

In this paper, we focus on verbal doublets in Modern Greek. The term doublet
is used to describe derived formations that share a common base and have the
same formal make-up but differ in their derivational exponents. Although verbal
doublets are quite common cross-linguistically, this topic has not been examined
thoroughly. Based on our previous analysis of verbal doublets in Modern Greek,
in this paper, we take a step further by examining the semantic and inflectional
properties of verbs that belong to pairs which are considered synonymous. More
specifically, we examine the actual use of some verbal doublets in corpora by
checking their occurrences, the selectional preferences of each member of the
verbal pair and we analyze the inflectional properties of each member of the verbal
pair. We argue that verbs which show semantic overlap can hardly be considered
absolute synonyms. A careful examination of the corpora shows that the two
members of the pair usually differ in use and/or in their inflectional characteristics.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In Modern Greek, we notice groups of two or three verbal formations
(doublets and triplets respectively) which share the same nominal base and have
the same formal make-up. For example, we notice formations such as avakart-
eU(w) [anakatévo] vs avakat-wv(w) [anakatdno] ‘(to) blend; mix; mess up’, vootiu-
(f(w) vs vootiu-eu(w) vs vootiu-aiv(w) ‘make tastier’ which have the same base
and they are formed along the same pattern (i.e., [X-verbalizer]). In some groups,
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the members have similar meanings, while in some others there is no semantic
overlap. For example, we notice the formation Yap-eu(w) [psarévo] ‘fish’, but we
also notice the formation Yap-wv(w) [psaréno] ‘confuse’. The two formations are
formed along the same pattern [Base (noun) — verbalizer], they have the same
base (i.e., Yapt [psari] “fish’), but have different meanings. Triantafyllides (2002
[1941]: 348 ff) mentions that two different verbs can be produced from the
same root of a word with two different derivational suffixes, and he defines such
formations as parallel verbs (“mapdAAnia pipota”).

Doublets (or triplets) are not so uncommon cross-linguistically (cf., among
others, Van Marle 1985; Corbin 1987; Plag 1999; Dressler 2001; Bauer 2001,
2006; Bauer et al. 2010, Bauer et al. 2013; Rodrigues Soares 2015; Aronoff 2019;
Gardani et al. 2019; Fradin 2019; Nagano 2022). The members of these pairs
(or triplets) usually differ in various formal and/or semantic-pragmatic aspects
(cf., among others, Fradin 2019; Nagano 2022) and create synchronic variation
(paradigmatic pleonasm) which raises questions about the motivation behind this
phenomenon and the outcome of this struggle (cf., Kroch 1994; Laks & Yousef
2020; Aronoff 2020).

Based on our previous analysis of verbal doublets in Modern Greek (cf.,
Koutsoukos & Efthymiou 2021), in this paper, we take a step further by examining
the semantic and inflectional features of verbs that belong to pairs which are
considered synonymous. More specifically, we examine the actual use of some
verbal doublets in corpora by checking their occurrences and the selectional
preferences of each member of the verbal pair and we analyze the inflectional
properties of each member of the verbal pair. The analysis of verbal doublets
shows how the members of the pairs may or may not be semantically and
functionally differentiated. These issues open the way to discuss some broader
problems in morphological theory, such as the productivity of verbalizers, the
existence of synonymity at a certain stage of a given language and the notion of
competition.

After thisintroduction, we present a brief literature review of the verbalizers
and verbal pairs in Modern Greek (Section 2) and then we explain the methodology
of our data collection and we present some facts about the distribution of the
verbalizers in verbal pairs in Modern Greek (Section 3). In Section 4, we provide
a refined analysis of some doublets by analyzing the semantic and pragmatic
information about each member of the pair and their inflectional features. In the
last section, we present some conclusions.

2. VERBALIZERS AND VERBAL PAIRS IN MODERN GREEK

Verb-forming suffixes (verbalizers) form a rich paradigm in Modern Greek
(cf., among others, Anastassiadis-Symeonidis 1986, 1996; Efthymiou 2018;
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Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b; Thomadaki 1996; Ralli 1988, 2022; Charitonidis 2005,
2011). There are —approximately— seven verbalizers creating several semantic
patterns (Efthymiou 2011, 2013a,b, 2014, 2018; Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b).2
Verbalizers differ in their productivity and compete for the creation of new
verbs; their distribution is determined by several formal and semantic factors
(cf., Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b; Efthymiou 2018; Ralli 2022). In Modern Greek, all
verbalizers are found in doublets, a fact which leaves room for the discussion of
the competition between suffixes.

In this paper, we use the term doublet to describe derived formations
that share a common base and have the same formal make-up but differ in
their derivational exponents. In other words, we focus on formations in which
the same base can take two different suffixes or two different prefix-suffix
combinations. In Greek, doublets are a diachronic phenomenon attested at all
periods.* For example, in Classical Greek, we notice the verb pupilw ‘smell’ that
displays a parallel form pupdw which are linked through the common base uvpov
‘sweet oil, unguent, perfume’. In Medieval Greek, we notice the parallel forms
kepbai(v)vw, kepbilw, kepdw, kepbelw ‘win; gain; profit” which are linked through
the common base képbdo¢ ‘profit’ and are derived from different suffixational
processes.’ In (Standard) Modern Greek we found numerous formations that have
been inherited from previous stages of the language and form verbal pairs. This
situation became even more perplexed due to diglossia between Katharevousa,
which reintroduced phonological and morphological forms of Classical Greek, and
Demotic, which reflected spoken language.

The most comprehensive treatment of verbal pairs in Modern Greek is by
Triantafyllides (2002 [1941]). Triantafyllides (2002 [1941]: 348-352) makes the
following classification of verbs:

(a) pairs of verbs that are derived by different suffixes from the same base
and have the same (or almost the same) meaning, e.g., avakatwvw

3 Following our previous analysis, we did not include the formative -Uv(w) as a separate verbalizer
(cf., the discussion in Efthymiou et al. 2012a). This formative derives verbs from learned adjectives in
-Ug, e.g., oéuc [oksis] ‘acute, sharp’ - oéuvw [oksino] ‘sharpen’, and adjectives in -o¢, e.g., Aaunpoc
[labrés] ‘bright” > Aaumpuvw [labrino] ‘brighten’, and nouns in -og, e.g., uéyedog [méyebos] -
ueyeduvw [meyeBino] (Ralli 2022).

4 There are different aspects of verbal doublets that have been examined in the literature. Among
others, Hatzidakis (1905, 1928), Babiniotis (1972), Katsouda (2007), and Papanastasiou (2007, 2008)
examine the remodeling of verbal stems that may result in parallel forms (pairs) in the system, while
lordanidou (2004) examines the parallel verbal forms in relation to their stylistic differences based
on corpus examples.

> We do not treat Classical and Medieval Greek periods as homogeneous systems (with no dialectal
differentiation), but, in this paper, we will not further discuss the methodological problems arising
from the examination of these periods.
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[anakatdno]vs avakatevw [anakatévo] (‘parallelverbs’in Triantafyllides’s
terms),

(b) pairs of verbs that are derived by different suffixes from the same base
and have different meanings, e.g., kovtaivw [kodéno] ‘shorten’ vs
kovteUw [kodévo] ‘(to) approach’ (from kovta [koda] ‘nearby’ or kovtog
[kodds] ‘short’),

(c) pairs of verbs that that are derived by different suffixes from the same
base and have different argument structure (diathesis), e.g., mkpaivw
[pikréno] ‘embitter’ vs mikpilw [pikrizo] ‘have bitter taste’,®

(d) double-formed verbs (“diplosximatista”), that is, pairs of verbs that have
the same meaning and have the same base, but differ in their formal
make-up, e.g., akovi{w [akonizo] vs akovw [akond] ‘sharpen’,’

(e) pairs of verbs that do not have the same meaning and coincide
phonologically is some cells of their paradigms, but differ in the present
tense form, e.g., umnyw [biyo] ‘stick in’ vs umnlw [bizo] (tig dwvec)
‘shout’.

We should mention that are some double-formed verbs with phonological
variants, e.g., okil(w) [skizo] vs oyil(w) [scizo] (Triantafyllides 2002 [1941]:
348). In this classification, we should also include pairs of verbs that appear in
different constructions, such as pairs of verbs in which one member of the pair
appears autonomously, while the other member of the pair appears only in
derived formations or compounds, e.g., okaAilw [skalizo] ‘dig’ vs avaokadevw
[anaskalévo] ‘root around’ (Triantafyllides 2002 [1941]: 349).8

Setatos (1969) in his comprehensive treatment of what he calls
“gTupoloyLkd onpootoloyika Zevyn” (etymological semantic pairs) examines
different types of doublets in Modern Greek that result from the parallel use of
two different varieties, i.e., Katharevousa and Demotic. Regarding verbal doublets,
he adopts the classification into double-formed and parallel verbs as proposed by
Triantafyllides (2002 [1941]).

6 Very often the forms in —i{(w) have a causative meaning (Triadafilidis 2002 [1941]: 350).

”In double-formed verbs, we usually find verbs that differ in their structural make-up, such as pairs
in which one member of the pair appears without a derivational suffix (bare stem) while the other
appears with a verbalizer (cf., Koutsoukos 2021).

8 Setatos (1969) does not analyze such cases as doublets.
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3. DATA COLLECTION AND DISTRIBUTION OF THE VERBALIZERS IN
VERBAL PAIRS

At the first stage of our research (cf., Koutsoukos & Efthymiou 2021), we
collected data from different sources following a bottom-up approach.® First,
we collected some raw data from the Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek and
the Reverse Index of Modern Greek —without any filter. We searched for verbal
formations that share the same nominal base but differ in the verbalizers. This
dataset was supplemented by some data mentioned in the relevant bibliography
(Hatzidakis 1905, 1928; lordanidou 2004; Triantafyllides 2002 [1941]; Katsouda
2007; Papanastasiou 2008). At that phase, we collected 167 verbal formations
that share a common base and follow the same structural pattern (with or without
semantic relevance). The raw data was checked carefully to filter out verbal pairs
that are found only in dialects and verbal pairs in which one member of the pair
has limited productivity (1 or 2 occurrences on Google). We also excluded cases
in which two forms originally have the same etymology but synchronically one
member of the pair is not considered derived, puupilw [mirizo] ‘smell’ (not a
derivative) and pupwvw [miréno] ‘rub with ointment’ (derivative).*®

Our data was annotated for: (a) the verbalizer that appears in the pairs,
(b) the lexical category of the base, (c) the structural pattern of the formations
(suffixation or parasynthesis),’* and (d) the semantic overlap between the
members of the pairs. A quantitative analysis of the verbalizers gives some
interesting results about the distribution of the verbalizers in suffixal doublets.
First, we focused on the distribution of the suffixal doublets with nominal bases.
We found 27 different combinations of competing verbalizing patterns which give
101 doublets. In Table (1), we present the number of occurrences of each pair in
our dataset.

° The website Slang.gr is an invaluable source of such pairs.

10 Similarly, Setatos (1969: 80) argues that some formations should not be considered pairs because
speakers do not see the etymological connection between the two formations.

1 Parasynthesis can be defined as the simultaneous addition of a prefix and a suffix to a base
(Efthymiou 2015, 2018, 2022). Parasynthesis is a controversial process, and the analysis of the
relevant data depends on the theoretical model one adopts regarding the formation of new words.
In Modern Greek, there is a long discussion on whether parasynthetic formations are the result of
simultaneous addition of a prefix and a suffix to a certain base, or the result of multiple hierarchically
structured processes (cf., Ralli 2004; Efthymiou 2014, 2015, 2018, 2022).
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Table 1. Patterns of combinations of verbalizers with nominal bases

By examining the data, we notice that the most frequent suffixal pair is
-taf(w)/-wv(w) (19 occurrences), e.g., youpualw [xuftcdzo] vs youptwvw
[xufténo] ‘grope’, toskoupwvw [tsekurdno] vs toekouptalw [tsekurjazo] ‘axe;
hatchet’. Quite frequent are also the pair -ap(w)/-épv(w)** (14 occurrences), e.g.,
youotapw [yustaro] vs youotépvw [yustérno] ‘like, be into’, mapkdpw [parkaro]
vs napkepvw [parkérno] ‘(to) park’, the pair -tad(w)/-i¢(w) (11 occurrences), e.g.,
Kitpwilw [citrinizo] vs kitpwialw [citrinazo] ‘yellow’, yaumoapilw [xabarizo] vs
xaumnapialw [xabarjazo] ‘cop on’, and the pair -i¢(w)/-wv(w) (8 occurrences), e.g.,
aAarornunepilw [alatopiperizo] vs aAdatonitepwvw [alatopiperdno] ‘to put salt and
pepper (in food)'. As shown from the data above, the verbalizer -tal(w) frequently
co-occurs with the verbalizers -wv(w) and -({(w), which are highly productive (cf.,
Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b).

The suffix -dp(w) has been well described in the literature due to its strict
combinatorial properties. This suffix is a borrowed element from Venetian that is
almost exclusively combined with foreign bases to create verbs in Modern Greek,
e.g., oout [sut] ‘shoot’ - goutapw [sutdro] ‘(to) shoot’ (Ralli 2022). In our dataset,
the suffix -ap(w) forms doublets with native suffixes, such as (a) the suffix -i{(w)

2 |n our dataset, the suffix -€pv(w) occurs only in pairs with the suffix -dp(w) (cf., Koutsoukos &
Efthymiou 2021). This fact shows that it is still an open question whether -épv(w) is a free variant
form of the suffix -ap(w) or a separate suffix in Standard Modern Greek. However, in some dialects
(for example the dialect of Lesvos) the suffix -€pv(w) is an autonomous formative.
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(3 occurrences), e.g., ykouykAdpw [guglaro] vs ykouykAilw [guglizo] ‘(to) Google’,
(b) the suffix -wv(w) (5 occurrences), e.g., ToluevTapw [tsimedaro] vs ToluevTwvw
[tsimeddno] ‘(to) cement’ and (c) the suffix -eu(w) (2 occurrences), e.g., yakdpw
[xakdro] vs yakeUw [xakévo] ‘(to) hack'’.

Another interesting point is that some verbalizers compete with formations
that are formed by parasynthesis. In our data, parasynthetic formations may
compete with suffixed formations giving some pairs. For example, the most
frequent pair of this type comprises formations that follow the pattern [ek-
X-ltw] which compete with formations with -rmot(w)* (7 occurrences), e.g., &¢-
eAMnv-il(w) [ekselinizo] vs eAAnvo-rrot(w) [elinopid] ‘to turn into Greek’ (common
base EAAnvag ‘Greek’). Most examples of this type comprise ethnic nouns as
bases. Other less frequent cases comprise competition between the pattern [ek-
X-ltw] and the suffix -ev(w) (1 occurrence), e.g., avdpwnev(w) [anBropévo] vs
eéavipwrifw [eksanBropizo] ‘humanize’, competition between the pattern [ek-X-
wvw] and the suffix -ev(w) (1 occurrence), e.g., ayptev(w) [ayriévo] vs eéayplwv(w)
[eksayridno] ‘enrage’, competition between the pattern [amo-X-wvw] and the
suffix -i(w) (1 occurrence), e.g., &evif(w) [ksenizo] ‘to be strange or unusual’ vs
anoéevwv(w) [apoksendno] ‘alienate’. We should also mention that two different
patterns of parasynthesis may also compete for the same formation. For example,
the pattern [€e-X-aiv(w)] competes with the pattern [€e-X-1af(w)] (1 occurence),
e.g., éexoutiaiv(w) [ksekutgéno] vs Eekoutial(w) [ksekutcdzo] ‘be dazed'.

Some verbal pairs are based on lexical items that do not belong to the
category of the stem, i.e., they cannot stand autonomously even with the
addition of the necessary inflection. For example, in the verbal pair ée-mpoB0o6b-
wv(w) [kseprovodono] and ée-mpoBod-il(w) [kseprovodizo] ‘see off’, the base
poBob- does not have the status of bona fide stem (cf., Corbin 1987; Voga &
Anastassiadis-Symeonidis 2018; Anastassiadis-Symeonidis 2020). For this type of
formation, we introduce the label ‘categorially unspecified base’. In Table 2, we
present the occurrences of each pair in formations with categorially unspecified
bases.

13 The morphological status of the formative -mot(w) is a hybrid mix of affix-like and stem-like
properties. According to Anastassiadis-Symeonidis (1986), -rtot(w) is a bound formative with affix-
like properties. Ralli (2013) focuses on the formal properties (presence of preceding compound
marker, argument structure of the verb) of the formations in which this formative participates and
considers it stem. The same formative is frequently classified as suffixoid —rtot(w) (Giannoulopoulou
2000; Ralli 2013; Efthymiou 2015, 2018; Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b). In this paper, we group -mot(w)
along with verbalizing suffixes based on the following facts: (a) it competes with bona fide suffixes
in suffixal doublets, (b) its semantic profile and productivity is comparable with -€0(w) and -dp(w)
(Anastassiadis-Symeonidis 1986; Efthymiou et al. 2012b), and (c) it is semantically opaque in several
formations and not directly linked to its ancestor, that is, the Classical Greek verb motéw/mol@
‘make, produce’ (Efthymiou et al. 2012b).
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2 2

aive-ito apo-£pve apo1ale eim-1ale ilo1alo ilo-ove

Table 2. Pairs of verbalizers with categorially unspecified bases

These verbs were included in the analysis as they raise questions about
the direction of derivation of these formations. More specifically, in classic item-
and-arrangement or item-and-process models, suffixes attach to bona fide stems
which are specified as to the lexical category and derivation is information-
increasing, that is, it works incrementally. However, since the base cannot stand
autonomously (even with the necessary addition of the inflection), it is an open
guestion whether derivation takes place with the attachment of the suffixes to
the base. We assume that it would rather take place with replacement of the
suffixes. We call this type of formation secondary competition (cf., Koutsoukos &
Efthymiou 2021).

In our dataset, we also noticed some triplets of verbalizers, that is, groups
of formations in which three formations are in competition, such as the verbs
vootiui{(w) [nostimizo] vs vootiueu(w) [nostimévo] vs vootiuaiv(w) [nostiméno]
‘make tastier’. Triplets appear only with nominal bases. In Table 3, we present the
occurrences of the triplets in our dataset.

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
FCR ,\@'@ «@;@ & S S & & & )94@
& % ; & & & / /
& 5 o & & i & g & & &
&7 & S * s & & @;M & o '@4@ &
2 & s b-dv . @ﬁ, ~ & ad & & " @’@
RS , é"’@ & "

Table 3. Triplets of verbalizers with nominal bases
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Triplets are not very frequent in our data, but they also give some interesting
hints about the distribution of the verbalizers. For example, we notice the co-
occurrence of some verbalizers, such -il(w) and -eu(w), which is not attested in
doublets (cf., Koutsoukos & Efthymiou 2021).

In Table 4, we present the occurrences of each verbalizer in the doublets
and triplets of our dataset.

62

59

53

| | 2
ilo ovo wleo apo

In this table, we notice that the verbalizer -i{(w) shows 62 occurrences,
the verbalizer -wv(w) shows 59 occurrences and the verbalizer -ta{(w) shows
53 occurrences. These facts corroborate the analysis of the productivity of
the verbalizers by Efthymiou et al. (2012a,b) and show that the frequency of
the verbalizers in doublets is correlated with their productivity. The verbalizer
-tal(w) shows high frequency in doublets and triplets although it is not generally
considered productive (cf., Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b; Efthymiou 2013b; Ralli 2022).

Let us now turn to the semantic properties of the pairs. According to the
relevant bibliography (cf., among others Marchand 1969; Szymanek 2005), pairs
of competing formations should be semantically differentiated. Otherwise, they
create synchronic variation which may be resolved at later stages. Thus, in our

pairs we check the semantic overlap between the formations. In table 5, we
present the results of this analysis.

=)

25
17
16 14
[ ]
Fa110)

agive  épve mod VO

Table 4. Occurrences of the verbalizers
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=Yes =“No

Table 5. Semantic overlap between the pairs/triplets

In this chart, verbs are classified into two groups: in the “Yes” group, we
include pairs (or triplets) which show overlap in at least one of their meanings,
such as {ayapwv(w) [zaxaréno] vs laxaptal(w) [zaxarjazo] ‘(for sugar) crystallize’,
while, in the “No” group, we include pairs (or triplets) which have completely
different meanings, such as riikpil(w) [pikrizo] ‘taste bitter’ vs mikpaiv(w) [pikréno]
‘embitter sb’.2* For verbs which show some kind of semantic overlap we checked
which semantic patterns are the most frequent.

Verbs which show some kind of semantic overlap are considered to be in
competition. However, in the next section, we put our data under close scrutiny
in order to check their actual use.

4. ANALYSIS OF THE COMPETITION BETWEEN
THE MEMBERS OF THE PAIR

Although pairs are usually considered competing formations, an in-depth
analysis usually shows that the members of the pairs have complementary
distribution (cf., Plag 1999). Synonymous (or nearly synonymous) doublets
usually differ in their pragmatic use and/or grammatical features (cf., among
others, Setatos 1969; Plag 1999; Fradin 2019). Thus, in this paper, we argue that
an important aspect of the competition between the members of the verbal pairs
is their frequency. Thus, we selected 10 pairs of synonymous or near synonymous
doublets and examined the frequency of these pairs in the corpora and the
use of each member of the doublet in certain collocations. We used the Greek
Web 2019 (elTenTen19, Kilgariff et al. 2014) corpus which contains 2,3+ billion
tokens. For each member of the pair, we noted the number of occurrences in the
corpus by checking all the possible morphological (allomorphic) and phonological
variations of the stem'> and possible typographic mistakes.’® For example, for

% In some dialects (such as the dialect of Lesvos), these two forms may have the same meaning.
It should be mentioned that in Modern Greek, verbs of Inflectional Class 2 display systematic
allomorphic variation, while verbs of Inflectional Class 1 display phonological allomorphs according
to the last segment of the stem (cf., Ralli 2022).

16 For example, the stem aoynuatw- has an allomorphic variant aoynuuv- which also appears as
aoxnutv- in the corpus.
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the verb stem aoynuatv- we checked the verb form with and without the stress
mark (i.e., aoynuaiv-* and acynuatv-) and the allomorphic variant that is used
in [-perfective] context (i.e., aoynuuv- and aocyuunv-). The dataset was filtered
to exclude items that are not relevant to our analysis. For example, for the verb
stem kwtpwi*,Y” we had to filter the results to find only the occurrences that are
relevant to our analysis since the same string of characters can also be found in
other words forms (such as the derived form kitpwida ‘yellowness’). In Table 6,

we present the results of this search.

Pairs

Member
1-Occurrences

Member
2-Occurrences

aoxnuaivw [asximéno] — aoxnuilw
[asximizo]*® ‘become/make ugly’

aoxnuoivw: 309
occurrences

aoxnuilw: 125
occurrences

adeA\nvilw [afelinizo] —
amoeAAnvornolw [apoelinopid]
‘remove the Greek character of’

adpeAAnvilw: 524
occurrences

arnogA\nvornoww: 4
occurrences

LowWVW [is¢ono] — owalw [is¢azo]
‘(to) level; straighten’

wowwvw: 4238
occurrences

Lowaw: 63 occurrences

Kuepwvidw [kitrinizo] — kitpvidiw
[kitripnazo] ‘(to) yellow’

Kitpwidw: 5359
occurrences

Kitpwidlw: 43
occurrences

Kopvilapw [kornizaro] — kopvilwvw

kopvi{apw: 694

Kopviwvw: 90

[kornizéno] ‘(to) frame’ occurrences occurrences
Aaonwvw [laspono] — Aaomialw Aaoniwvw: 4869 Aaordalw: 7
[laspgazo] ‘cover with mud’ occurrences occurrences
puTOWVW [ritiddno] — putidLalw puUTLdWVwW:788 putidLalw: 405
[ritidjazo] ‘get wrinkled’ occurrences occurrences
taykilw [tatizo] — tayklalw [tajdzo] | Taykilw: 89 Tayklalw: 26
‘become rancid’ occurrences occurrences

TolEVTAapw [tsimedaro] —
TOWEVTWVW [tsimeddno] ‘(to)
cement’

ToleEVTapw: 238
occurrences

TOLLEVTWVW: 565
occurrences

xoudtwvw [xufténo] — xoudtialw
[xuftgazo] ‘(to) touch; grope’

Xoudptwvw: 1915

xouodtialw: 42

Table 6. Differences in frequencies between the members of doublets

17 This form includes both the verbal allomorph that occurs in both [+perfective] and [-perfective]
contexts, i.e., kttptvio- and kitpwil- respectively.

18 We should also mention that the antonym verb, i.e., opoppaivw ‘beautify’, does not display a
competitive form in -i{(w), i.e., *ouoppilw.
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The results in Table 6 show that the members of some doublets do not
show great differences in their frequencies, as in taykilw [tajizo] vs taykialw
[tatdzo] ‘become rancid’. However, we also notice that in some doublets the
two members of the pair show significant differences in their occurrences as in
Kitpwilw [kitrinizo] vs kitpviadw [kitrindzo] ‘(to) yellow’ and Aaontwvw [laspdno]
vs Adaomialw [laspgdzo] ‘cover with mud’. These differences show that although
the two members are considered synonymous, their actual use in the corpora
does not corroborate this claim. These results can also be linked to the analysis of
the productivity of the verbalizers (cf., Efthymiou 2018; Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b).
For example, the verbalizer -ta{(w) which is not very productive in Modern Greek,
it is also less frequent in the verbal pairs, while the verbalizer -i(w) which is very
productive, it is also very frequent in verbal pairs.?

Along with the frequency of the members of the pairs, we also checked
their semantic properties and their collocations.? In some doublets, one member
of the pair is semantically specialized. For example, in the doublet Aaonwv(w)
[laspdno] vs Aaomial(w) [laspgazol, the verb Aaomial(w) is mostly used for over-
cooked pasta, while the verb Aaonwv(w) in most cases keeps its prototypical
meaning or has a metaphorical meaning (i.e., besmirch). Similarly, in the doublet
puttdwv(w) [ritiddno] vs putidtal(w) [ritidjazo], the verb putidwv(w) is mostly
used for humans or body parts, while the verb putidial(w) is used for both
animate and non-animate nouns (e.g., surfaces).

This semantic specialization is also reflected in their complementation.
For example, in the doublet youptwv(w) [xuftdono] vs youetial(w) [xuftcazo],
the verb youptwv(w) has a vulgar meaning and takes certain nouns (body parts)
as complements. On the contrary, the verb youetial(w) keeps a more neutral
(and literary) meaning and takes several complements. In the doublet kitpwif(w)
[kitrinizo] vs kitpwvial(w) [kitrindzo], the verb kitptvilw may have a metaphorical
meaning (e.g., in football games when the referee shows yellow card), while the
verb kitpvialw takes as a complement nouns denoting surfaces (e.g., skin, paper
etc.).

Besides the quantitative differences between the members of the pair,
some verbs may also show differences in their inflectional profile. For example,
the verb aoynuaiv(w) [asximéno] has a defective inflectional paradigm as it does
not form passive perfect participles (PPP).?* On the contrary, the verb aoynuif(w)
[asximizo] forms numerous participles —as evidenced by the corpora. In the pair
Kitpwil(w) [citrinizo] vs kitpwial(w) [citrindzo], the verb kitpwvial(w) mostly

% However, the verbalizer -aiv(w), which is not very productive, appears in formations with high
frequency, a fact which corroborates previous findings (see, among others, Efthymiou et al. 2012a,b).
20 1n previous research, we have checked the stylistic differences between the members of the pairs
(cf., Koutsoukos & Efthymiou 2021 on -dp(w) vs -€pv(w)).

21 The same holds for most of the verbs with the verbalizer -aiv(w).
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occurs in the participial form (33 out of 43 occurrences).?? Another interesting
case is the pair towwv(w) [is¢éno] — total(w) [is¢azo]. The verb wowal(w) appears
mostly in the present tense and with va and Ga in the perfective stem (e.g.,
va/Sa towaéouv), while the verb towwv(w) appears in several forms. In the pair
kopvi{wv(w) [kornizéno] vs kopvilap(w) [kornizaro], we notice that although
the verb kopvilwv(w) is less frequent in the corpus, it is more frequent in some
cells of the paradigm of the aorist: 1% person singular kopvi{woa (5 occurrences)
vs kopvilapa (1 occurrence), 3™ person singular kopvi{woe (8 occurrences) vs
kopvifape (1 occurrence). This can be explained by the fact that verbs in -dp(w)
do not display the prototypical formal distinction between the imperfective and
the aorist (i.e. the addition of the suffix -s) which is very crucial for Modern Greek
verbs (see, among others, Efthymiou 2013a, Veloudis 2009).%

5. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we showed that the semantic interpretation of the verbal
doublets forms a continuum; In doublets, some verbs do not display semantic
overlap, while some others may overlap — but in different degrees. Verbs which
show semantic overlap can hardly be considered absolute synonyms. A careful
examination of the corpora shows that the two members of the pair usually
differ in their usage. For example, one member of the verbal pair covers a wider
semantic range and has less selectional restrictions, while the other displays
semantic specialization (forming a semantic niche) and/or metaphorical meaning.
Some verbs may also combine with certain complements to form collocations.
The members of the verbal pairs also differ in their inflectional characteristics.
For example, some verbs have a defective inflectional paradigm which may be
complemented by the other member of the pair.

In general, verbal doublets illuminate an interesting aspect of synchronic
morphological variation. Although the members of verbal doublets are usually
considered synonymous, a careful examination of the relevant data shows that
they usually have specific domains in which they are (more) frequent (and/or
productive). Verbs in doublets usually compete only regarding certain contexts.
These findings are in accordance with other analyses which show that competition
between doublets is usually resolved as the two forms create their own distinctive
profile (see, among others, Plag 1999; Fradin 2019; Nagano 2022).

22 Although the form kitpwiouévog is also frequent.

2 The form tpdkapa is ambiguous as it can be parsed as both 1sG imperfective or 1sG aorist. As one
the reviewers rightly points out, some verbs display alternative forms in the aorist such as tpdkapa
and tpakaptoa (1sG) (cf., Efthymiou 2013a).
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AyyeAwki EvBupiou
Anpokpitelo Mavenotipo OpAakng,
Naudaywytkd TuARpa Anpotikig Eknaideuong, ZxoAr Emotnuwv Aywyrg

Niko¢ KoutoouUkog
Naveniotruio Natpwv,
Tunua @oloyiag, £xoAr) AvOpwrioTikwv Kot Kowwvikwv Emotnpwy

KAITIKEZ KAl ZHMAZIOAOTNIKEZ IAIOTHTEZ TQN PHMATIKQN ZEYTQN 2TH NEA
EAAHNIKH

NepiAnyin

Y10 Mapov apBpo, e€eTAloupe Ta pNUATKA LeUyn TG NEag EAANVLKAG. QG pnUaTIKA
Telyn opiloupe opadeg SUO N TPLWV PNUATIKWY OXNUATIOUWY TIOU £X0UV ThV (6la 6unon
OAAG SLadEpouV WG TIPOG TA TTOPAYWYLKA OTOLKELD TToU T oxnuatilouv. Ta pnUATIKA (eV-
yn €ivat éva oAU cuxvo dawvopevo tooo otn Néa EAAnVIKN 660 Kal SlayAwootkd aAd
Sev €xouv peletnOel apketd. Mpoekteivovtag mponyoU eV €PEUVA HAG, O OTOXOG TOU
mapovTog apbpou elval va eEETACOULE TIC ONUACLOAOYLKEG KOl KALTIKEG LBLOTNTEG {ELYWV
TIOU prmopouVv va BewpnBolv CUVWVUUA. JUYKEKPLUEVA, EEETATOUME TNV KATAVOUN KA-
Tolwv JEVYWV LECO OE CWHATO KELLEVWV Kol AVAAUOUE TOL GUUTANPWUATA TOUG KAL TLG
ouudpaoelg HEoa OTLG omoieg epdavilovral KaBwWE Kat TIG KALTIKEG TOUG LBLOTNTES (Keva
oTnV KAlon Kot epdavion KALTKwY TUTwV). Yrtootnpiloupe 0TL Sev uApXoUV artOAUTa oU-
VWVU O pNUaTIKG (eyn KaBwg pia mpooekTIKOTEPN avaAuch Toug SeiyveL OTL Umopel va
SlodpEpouv e KATIOLEG ONUACLOAOYLKESG XPNOELG 1} VO €X0UV SLadopeTIKO KALTIKO TtpodiA.
H mapoloa £peuva 0ToXeVEL OTO VA CUUPBAAEL 0T oUTATNON YLO TOV OPLOUO TNG CUVW-
vuplag ota pnpatika Zevyn Kol va GwTLoEL pia akOpa TAEUPA AUTOU ToU dalvopévou.

NEEEIG-KAELBLA: pnpaTkd {elyn, ONUOGCLOAOYIKEG LOLOTNTEG, KALTIKEG LELOTNTEG,
Néa EAAnviKa, mapaywyn
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