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Abstract
This paper deals with the semantic structures of the Event -izo derivatives in Modern Greek,
appearing in the syntactic frames NP, __ NP and NP __ . The present analysis incorporates a

version of Ray Jackendoff's conceptual semantics (1983, 1990, 1992). Special attention is
paid to the semantic under-determination of word-formation rules. Semantic fields,
conceptual functions, formation rules, and mechanisms/rules involved in -izo derivation are
presented. A principled account of various ambiguous structures is also provided. In the last
part, the conceptual structures in -izo derivation are finally laid down and the question of
keeping these structures minimal while extending the semantic fields is once more addressed.

1 Introduction

This paper addresses some aspects of -izo derivation in Modern Greek using the model of
conceptual structures by Jackendoff (1983, 1990, 1992), whereby special attention is paid to
the semantic under-determination of word-formation rules. For the analysis, 182 -izo
derivatives with a monomorphemic/simple base were considered (see appendix 1).! These
were extracted from a total of 3506 -izo verbs from the online version of the 'Reverse Index of
Modern Greek' (Anastasiadhi-Simeonidhi 2002).2 The selected 182 verbs had to conform to
the embedding of the content of the base into a minimal conceptual structure and to appear
inside a group of alternation classes (see below). Verbs with an irregular semantic connection
to their base were not considered (the members of this category can be thought of as products
of once-only-rules, approximately). Strong metaphorical and literary uses were also
excluded.? Note that only NP, __ NP and NP __ frames are addressed in this paper, whereby
an -izo derivative appears as a causative active a variant or as a non-causative active/non-
active b variant, respectively.*

2 Conceptual constituents and semantic fields

Jackendoff (1990: 22) argues that 'the essential units of conceptual structure are conceptual
constituents, each of which belongs to one of a small set of major ontological categories...
such as Thing, Event, State, Action, Place, Path, Property, and Amount."”

* This paper is a revised and extended version of Charitonidis (2005: 43-62).

1 These verbs are called 'synchronically related verbs' in Charitonidis (2005). | have chosen this suffix because
of the variety of the bases to which it is attached (i.e. N, A, V, ADV). This is universally more promising since
generalizations across categories can be made, especially in terms of the conceptual model at hand.

2 The output list of the 3506 verbs was taken by entering the end string -iCew in the search box at
http://www.komvos.edu.gr:8080/dictionaries/dictOnLine/DictOnLineRev.htm, accessed June 6, 2007.

3 For a complete view of the exclusion criteria see Charitonidis (2005: 35-37).

4 This selection of syntactic frames has a concrete motivation: it is connected to the assignment of a derivative to
a set of alternations (see footnote 9).

5 The definition of these conceptual constituents is made in Jackendoff (1983: 41-56).
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These conceptual constituents define an argument structure at the conceptual level which is
not identical to the syntactic argument structure. The former consists of conceptual
constituents which completely define the content of a lexical unit in relation to cross-
classifying semantic fields in conceptual structure (see below), whereas the latter refers to
'what makes a lexical head induce argument positions in syntactic structure' (LL).

This means, for example, that in a sentence like (1) the conceptual structure contains one
Event with three arguments in the spatial field, i.e. the Things [JORGOS]® (agent), [FAI]
(reference object), and [ALATI] (theme), represented by the base of alatizi, whereas the
argument structure in syntax contains the predicate alatizi with two arguments, i.e. to fai
(theme) and o Jorgos (agent).

(1) O hiwpyog aratiler To pai.
O Jorgos alatizi to fai.
the Jorgos he.salts the meal
'Jorgos salts/is salting the meal.'

-1zo derivatives show the following correspondence between (some of) the conceptual (or
ontological) categories above and the lexical category of the base:

A Noun can express a Thing (see aldti in alatizo), an Event (see laxtdra in laxtarizo), an
Action (see zori in zorizo), a Place (see aloni in alonizo), and a Property (see sosialismos or
sosialistikos in sosializo). An Adjective can only express a Property (see prdsinos in
prasinizol) and finally, an Adverb can express an Event (see xardmi in xaramizo) or a Place
(see adikri in adikrizo).

Before we proceed, two important issues must be mentioned. The first is the reference of the
base. According to the Referentiality Principle, all phrases that express [TOKEN] conceptual
constituents in the spatial field are referential unless there is a linguistic marking to the
contrary (Jackendoff 1983: 94). If we extend this principle to verb morphology, the
conceptual content of the base of a derivative is considered as referential, provided that it is
embedded in a conceptual structure in the spatial field independent of external (syntactic)
factors. Such factors would prescribe, for example, that the presence of an article is
indispensable to settling the reference for a noun in Modern Greek. A linguistic marking that
the conceptual content of the base is not referential may be, for example, the existence of a
phrase in syntax with the same indexing (see rule of Argument Fusion in section 1.3).

The second issue is the conceptual category of the base. As Sasse (1993: 204) states, a list of
ontological categories does not warrant the complete differentiation of the content of lexical
units since the same unit can be thought of as an instantiation of another category of the same
set, e.g. a Thing can be considered as Property. In my view, the embedding of the content of
the base in a conceptual structure (e.g. as theme or goal) related to narrow and extended
semantic fields (see below) can, for the most part, account for these ambiguous
considerations, explaining how different verb readings are produced (see various ambiguous
structures in section 1.4). I don't mean that the task of defining the conceptual category of the
base is always easy, cf. the derivative onidhizo whose base onidhos can be considered to
denote an Event or a State. In cases like this, I have favoured an interpretation which
conforms to the structural position of the conceptual constituent and the overall attested
patterns (see section 1.4).

6 With the exception of whole Events or States, conceptual arguments are enclosed in brackets and indicated
with capital letters.
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The fixing of the above correspondence between lexical and ontological categories connected
with minimal lexical decomposition (see the next sections) has major consequences for a
thematic relations approach.

To understand this, let us first look at a well-known formulation of such an approach, i.e. the
Thematic Relations Hypothesis by Jackendoff”:

(2)  Thematic Relations Hypothesis (TRH)
In any semantic field of [EVENTS] and [STATES], the principal event-, state-, path-,
and place-functions are a subset of those used for the analysis of spatial location and
motion. Fields differ in only three possible ways:
a. what sorts of entities may appear as theme;
b. what sorts of entities may appear as reference objects;
c. what kind of relation assumes the role played by location in the field of spatial
expressions.
(Jackendoff, Semantics and Cognition 1983:188)

In the following, five cross-classifying semantic fields are presented, i.e. the fields of spatial,
temporal, possessive, identificational, and circumstantial. For these, I sometimes use the term
narrow semantic fields in order to distinguish them from the extended semantic fields or
simply semantic fields (introduced by the author and indicated with capital letters) which are
related to the situational context of the Event.8

7 This hypothesis is a version of Gruber's hypothesis (1965).

8 Situational fields represent a complex of features. I did not attempt to integrate them into the formalism, since
they rather relate to the alternations component and the action frames in which the derivatives appear (see note
9). The starting point for their differentiation is the content of the base. For example, from the two main semantic
elements which compose the meaning of the verb stubizo 'pestle, i.e. INSTRUMENT & CONTACT BY
IMPACT, the dominant semantic field is INSTRUMENT, since it immediately represents the content of the base
stiibos. We can call the field CONTACT BY IMPACT, an accompanying semantic feature/field, since it figures
only after the association of the base with a conceptual structure, i.e. a conceptual structure which contains a
theme moving to a reference object, cf. the following sentence with its conceptual structure (LCS1):

(1) H Magpio orovumiet ta auvydala.
O Marfa stubizi ta amigdhala.
the Marfa she.pestles the almonds
'Maria pestles the almonds.'

CAUSE(IMARIA], [GO([STUBOS], [5,,TO[AMIGDALA]])])

The clear-cut distinction between a dominant semantic field and an accompanying semantic field/feature is not
always obvious, cf. the derivative ramfizo, whose base rdmfos denotes a BODY PART and an INSTRUMENT
or xastukizo, whose base xastiiki only implies (but does not denote) a BODY PART or an INSTRUMENT. Cases
like these are decided again according to the content of the base: the dominant semantic fields are BODY PART
in ramfizo and CONTACT BY IMPACT WITH BODY PART in xastukizo since their bases rdmfos and xastiiki
denote a Thing or Action, respectively.

A more difficult case is represented by verbs like afionizo, whose base afioni can be thought of to refer to the
fields FOOD/DRINK, SUBSTANCE, or PSYCHOLOGICAL. Since afioni refers to an object, the
FOOD/DRINK or SUBSTANCE option seems more adequate. But in a situational approach the regarding of this
field as dominant can only partially account for the semantics of the derivative. In this context, a principled
solution cannot be offered. Cases like this are accounted for by means of complex semantic fields, e.g.
FOOD/DRINK & SUBSTANCE & PSYCHOLOGICAL for afionizo (whereby the field PSYCHOLOGICAL
may be inferred from the other fields).

Let us try to summarize the process of accessing the semantic fields of -izo derivatives:

(a) The content of the base of the derivative sets the frame of a semantic field, (b) there is a dominant field
related to the denotatum of the base of the derivative and an accompanying field or feature related to its whole
conceptual structure, and (c) if the content of the base fails to represent the Event denoted by the derivative, then
the content of the whole situation can be represented by a complex of semantic fields/features (the
argumentation in this note is adopted from Charitonidis 2005: 80f).
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1. The following sentence exemplifies an Event in the spatial field:

(3) Alarieto pai
Alatizi to faf.
he.salts the meal

The theme in the above sentence is the Thing [ALATI], represented by aldti, the base of
alatizo. Tt moves to another Thing, i.e. the reference object [FAI] 'meal,’ which represents the
role of location. In an alternations approach, where it is assumed that lexical units are
primarily stored on the basis of the participation of an agent in coherent recurrent Events,’ the
spatial field must be further specified, namely it has to be extended to the semantic field
SUBSTANCE, which is the super-category of the entity denoted by the base and perhaps in
addition to COOKING.

2. According to the Thematic Relations Hypothesis in the femporal field, Events and States
appear as theme, Times appear as reference object, and Time of occurrence represents the role
of location (Jackendoff 1983: 189), cf. the following sentence:

9 In Charitonidis (2005) nine alternations were asserted, i.e. Ja/b: Active Causative / Active Auto, 2a/b: Active
Causative / Passive Auto, 3a/b: Active Causative / Active Reflexive, 4a/b: Active Causative / Passive Reflexive,
5a/b: Active Causative / Active Reciprocal, 6a/b: Active Causative / Passive Reciprocal, 7a/b: Active Causative
/ Active Control, 8a/b: Active Causative / Passive Control, and 9: Passive Participle (with only one member).
These alternations were defined according to discussions of relevant phenomena in Levin (1993) and Smith
(1978). The final definition of the alternations was made according to the morphological system of the Modern
Greek verb, in which active or non-active morphology can sometimes be used indifferently, cf. the verb forms
skorpizo (active) and skorpistika (nonactive) with the same meaning (= "I was scattered" —alternations /b and
2b, respectively). The basis of the analysis was ultimately the conceptual structures and functions introduced by
Jackendoff (1983, 1990), further developed by the author.

In the following, I describe the semantics of these alternations in brief:

The causative variant (indicated with a above) involves an agent as instigator of an Event. The auto variant (see
1b and 2b) refers to Events where an agent may have initiated a process, but this process is conceptualized
independently of him. The reflexive variant (see 3b and 4b) refers to an Event where the goal of the control
action of an agent is himself or a part of himself. The reciprocal variant (see 5b and 6b) refers to Events in
which each agent is the goal of the action of the other agent. In the control variant (see 7b and 8b), the agent is
present during the whole Event, esp. he defines beginning, end, and perhaps even particular stages of the Event.
The passive participle (alternation 9) denotes an established end state (see Charitonidis 2005: 7-24 for details).
To give an example of the action frames defined by (some of) these alternations, see how the senses of the verb
kapnizo are differentiated in the following table:

kapnizo
Verbs Senses Alternation Classes  Semantic Fields Conceptual
Structures
kapnizol 'smoke,’ 1*alb_*9 EMISSION/ LCS4
'give off smoke' (No alternations) ENDOGENOUS PRODUCT
kapnizo2 'smoke,' 'cure' 2alb_8alb_9 COVERING LCS1
kapnizo3 'smoke,' 'puff’ 8a/b_9 EMISSION/ LCS4

ENDOGENOUS PRODUCT

1*a/b_*9: *Causative Active/Auto Active_*Passive Participle

2a/b_8a/b_9: Causative Active/Auto Passive_Causative Active/Control Passive_Passive Participle

8a/b_9: Causative Active/Control Passive_Passive Participle

As becomes apparent from this table, three components co-operate, i.e. conceptual structures, alternation classes,
and semantic fields, the most important component being the alternations component, which sets the action
frames and ultimately differentiates the meanings (see also Charitonidis 2006).
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(4)  Ouovvoudies TeoudTioav/teQuatioTnxay.
I sinomilies termatisan/termatistikan.
the talks ended/were ended
"The talks ended.'

In (4), the Event [SINOMILIES], represented by the subject-NP i sinomilies 'the talks,
appears as theme and the time Event [TERMA], the content of the verb base férma 'end,
appears as the reference object and represents the role of location (in other words, 'the talks
came to an end'). Likewise, in an alternations approach the temporal field to which the verb
termatizo belongs, must be further specified as TIME & END according to the content of the
base.

3. In the possessive field, Things appear as theme, Things appear as reference object, and
being alienably possessed plays the role of location!® (Jackendoff 1983: 192), e.g. in (5)
[KERDHOS], the content of the verb base, appears as Theme and [MARIA] appears as
reference object, simultaneously playing the role of location (in other words 'the gain went to
Maria').

(5) H Maplia xégdioe éva avtoxivyto.
I Maria kérdhise éna aftikinito.
the Maria she.won one car
'Mary won a car.'

We do not have to assume a different extended field in order to accommodate the semantics
of the Thing denoted by the base, since kérdhos 'gain' denotes possession anyway (for the
fusion of the contents of kérdhos and aftokinito see the rule of Argument Fusion in section
1.3).

4. The identificational semantic field appears often among the examined -izo derivatives: it is
closely related to Events of change of state or ascription of properties. In the latter case, an
adjective usually appears as the base of the derivative. In this field Things appear as theme,
Thing types and Properties appear as reference objects, and being an instance of a category or
having a property plays the role of location (Jackendoff 1983: 194),!! cf. the following
sentence:

(6) O ovpavog xoxxrivioe.
O uranés kokinise.
the sky it.reddend
"The sky reddend.'

In (6) uranos 'sky' represents the theme [}JRANOS] and adjective kodkinos 'red,' the base of
the verb kokinise, represents the entity [KOKINOS], which plays the role of location (in other
words 'the sky turned red'). So that the verb can be embedded in a situational frame, the

10 Inalienable possession is, for example, the possession of a Thing like someone's own nose (see Jackendoff
1983:191 and the relevant references there). Jackendoff relates location not only to a single reference object,
because he examines verbs like give, involving the participation of more than one individual, or transaction verbs
like buy, for which both the location is thought of as a transfer of Things from one individual to another, e.g. in
the case of the English verb buy, the course of a Thing (theme) going from one individual to another constitutes
a location as a whole. For the syntactic frames NP; _ NP / NP__ and under a minimal lexical decomposition
approach (see section 3.5), these structures are not relevant.

11 As in the case of the possessive field, being an instance of a category or having a property can appear as a
complex reference object, cf. the English sentences 'The coach changed from a handsome young man into a
pumpkin' and 'Sally is three inches shorter than Bill' (see Jackendoff 1983: 194ff). Again, for the syntactic
frames examined here (see note 10 above), these cases need not concern us.
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semantic field must be further specified as COLOUR denoting the super-category of the
Property denoted by the base.

5. In the circumstantial semantic field, Things appear as theme, Events and States appear as
reference objects and 'x is a character of y' plays the role of spatial 'x is at y.' (Jackendoff
1983: 198). To exemplify this let us look at the following sentence:

(7) O Tlwoyos Laytdowoe Ty Magla.
O Jorgos laxtarise ti Marfa.
the Jorgos he.gave.a.turn the Maria
'Jorgos gave Maria a turn.'

In (7), Thing [MARIA] appears as theme, Event [LAXTARA], the content of the base of the
verb, appears as reference object, and 'IMARIA] is a character of [LAXTARA]‘ plays the role
of spatial 'x is at y' (in other words, 'Jérgos has acted so that Maria was propelled into a
frightened state''?). As in previous cases, we have to extend the semantic field of this verb
defining it as PSYCHOLOGICAL in order to properly accommodate the content of the
base.!3

I have assumed that the psych-noun laxtdra denotes an Event and not an Action. In this Event
an animate Thing, cf. [MARIA] in (7) is conceptualized as a kind of Actor (or lower agent)
who can have control over the flow of the Action coming from another animate Thing.!4
Important in this respect is that this kind of Actor cannot be omitted in the conceptual
structure. If this were the case, laxtdra would denote an Action and not an Event.!5

The narrow semantic fields in 1-5 offer the basis for the licensing of the content of concrete
lexical categories in concrete structural positions, e.g. in Modern Greek only the contents of
Ns and As can appear as Properties in the identificational field. That is of course a language-
specific preference.

On the other hand, the assertion of extended semantic fields defines situational information as
an indispensable part of lexical meaning. This information is principally encoded in the base
of the derivative which now has one more role to play in addition to denoting an argument in
the conceptual structure.!®

3 Functions and formation rules in the spatial field

In the previous section we have seen the minimal units which compose conceptual structures,
i.e. a set of conceptual constituents. According to the TRH, different semantic fields are
related by means of a set of event-, state-, and place-functions (conceptual primitives) which
are principally used for the description of notions of place and location. Therefore, we must
first see how these functions operate on conceptual constituents in the spatial field in order to
gain an overview of the processes in all fields. We will concentrate on the Event structures of
-1zo derivatives mainly using the definitions made by Jackendoff (1983, 1990).

12 The conceptual status of this 'state’ is regarded as an Event in which Maria is the main protagonist.

13 Jackendoff (1983: 198) argues that 'syntactically, circumstantial verbs always subcategorize a subordinate
clause that expresses the reference [EVENT] or [STATE].' We have shown that in the PSYCHOLOGICAL field
as an extension of the circumstantial field, this is not always the case.

14 Cf. the relevant argumentation for the psych-verbs in Charitonidis (2005: 16f).

15 See Charitonidis (2005: 69f) for a structural definition of Actions and Events.

16 The main issue which arises from the analysis is the inter-defining of narrow and extended semantic fields.
Some more elaboration of the narrow semantic fields is needed, cf. the verb magnitizo for which the spatial field
was assumed. In this case a candidate field were "TRANSFER OF ENERGY" and the like. I leave this issue for
future research.
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A function uses given information from a conceptual constituent and produces a result i.e.
another conceptual constituent according to a formation rule. For example, a formation rule!”
for Path is:

(8)  Path — ,,, TO[THING/PLACE]

Path function TO produces the meaning that an object (i.e. theme) moves to another object
(i.e. the reference object). The formation rule in (8) says that TO operates on a Thing or Place
(enclosed in brackets) in order to produce a Path (see the subscript on the left of the function).
For example, in order to describe the Path constituent in the conceptual structure of the verb
derivative alatizo, the TO function must be used operating on a reference object such as [FAI]
'MEAL].' In this way, the Thing/theme [ALATI] '[SALTY]' (see content of the verb base), can
be thought of as an entity traversing the produced Path. Therefore, the Path conceptual
constituent of a sentence like (9) is decomposed as in (10).

9) O udyeipac alatilel o ¢pai.
O médjiras alatizi to faf.
the cook he.salts the meal
'"The cook salts the meal.'

(10) 5, TO[FAI]

As the main Event function, GO produces the meaning that something is happening. It takes
two arguments: the first argument is the Thing in motion, i.e. the theme and the second
argument is the Path that the theme traverses on. In other words, GO maps both arguments
(Thing/theme and Path) into an Event. A formation rule for Event which includes the rule in
(10) is the rule in (11).

(11)  Event — .., GO(ITHING], [, TO[THING/PLACE]])

Event

Not taking the agent into account, the Event constituent of sentence (9) is decomposed as
follows:

(12) GO([ALATT], [5,, TO[FAI]])

Event

Another formation rule for Path is given in (13).
(13) Path — ,,,FROM [THING/PLACE]

Path function FROM produces the meaning that an object (i.e. theme) moves from another
object (i.e. the reference object). The rule in (13) says that FROM operates on a Thing or
Place in order to produce a Path. The conceptual structure of a verb like axnizo has to contain
this function that operates on a reference object like [KATSAR()LA] 'KETTLE]' in order to
produce the Path that traverses the Thing/theme [AXN()S] '[STEAM],' represented by the
verb base, in the course of its motion. Therefore, the Path constituent of a sentence like (14) is
decomposed as in (15).

(14) H xatoapola ayviCet.
I katsardla axnizi.
the kettle it.steams
'"The kettle steams.'

17 A list of basic formation rules is found in Jackendoff (1990: 43).
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(15)  ,,FROM [KATSAROLA]

The conceptual structure in (16) describes the whole Event contained in sentence (14) by
means of the function GO.

(16) £ GO(TAXNOS], [, FROM [KATSAROLA]])

The meaning that an object (i.e. theme) moves through another object (i.e. a reference object)
is produced by the function VIA. The formation rule in (17) says that VIA operates on a
Thing or Place in order to produce a Path. That means that in order to describe the relevant
Path in sentence (18), the VIA function must operate on a reference object like [PISTOLI]
'[PISTOL],' represented by the base of the verb pistolizo, producing the Path which traverses
an implied Thing/theme like [SFERA] '[BULLET] in the course of its motion. Therefore, the
Path constituent of (18) is decomposed as in (19).

(17) Path — ,,, VIA[THING/PLACE]

(18) O oxomevtiic motoAilel éva umovxdit.
O skopeftis pistolizi éna bukali.
the shooter he.shoots one bottle
"The shooter shoots a bottle.'

(19) Path — ,,, VIA [PISTOLI]

Similarly, in order to produce the Event reading contained in (18), we have to use the function
GO. This time the conceptual structure which describes the main thematic configuration has a
non-specified Thing as its theme and the Path constituent which describes details of this
motion is subordinated as a modifier. (20) is the conceptual structure of (18), without
involving the agent yet.!3

(20)  yenGO([rying-nON specified-1, [y, TOlmyne BUKALI]])
PathIA [ThingPISTOLI]

The Path and Event formation rules seen so far do not explain how an agent can be
incorporated into the conceptual structures of sentences (9) and (18). This is made by a
formation rule described in (21) which uses the function CAUSE in order to map a Thing (the
agent) and an Event into another Event.

(21) Event — . CAUSE([THING], [EVENT])

Event

(22) and (23) contain sentences (9) and (18) together with their complete conceptual
structures. Indexing is used to describe the correspondence between syntactic and conceptual
constituents (i is used for the "external" argument, i.e. the subject, and j is used for the object).

18 In (20), the constituent pVIA [PISTOLI] modifies the main constituent [pan TO[ingBUKALI]]), producing a
complex Path. Under the current approach, the instrument role is ascribed to the semantic field INSTRUMENT
(see section 6 and note 8 of this paper for further details). In Jackendoff (1990: 142-145), the instrument role is
mainly indicated by the function BY.
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(22) O udyepac alatitel To ¢pai.
O médjiras alatizi to faf.
the cook he.salts the meal
'"The cook salts the meal.'

[s [np o mdjiras]; [ypalatizi [ypto fai]]]
£ven CAUSE([141, MAJIRAS],, [5,en GO([ALATT], [, , TO[FAT]])])

(23) O oxomevTis MOTOAILEL TO UTOVHAAL.
O skopeftis pistolizi to bukali.
the shooter he.shoots.with.a.pistol the bottle
'"The shooter shoots the bottle (with a pistol).'

[s [xp O skopeftis]; [y, pistolizi [y, to bukali];]]*°

EvemCAUSE( [ThmgSKOPEFTI’S ] it [EveanO( [Thing_non SpeCified_] s .
[PalhTO [ThingB UKALI]J] )] )

v VIA 1, PISTOLI]

In this section we have seen that in the spatial field, the conceptual structures of -izo
derivatives related to Events involve the following formation rules:

(24) a. Path — ,,, TO[THING/PLACE]
b. Path — ,,, FROM[THING/PLACE]
c. Path — ,,, VIA[THING/PLACE]
d. Event — ., GO(ITHING], [,,, TO[THING/PLACE]])
e. Event — ., ,CAUSE([THING], [EVENT)

These rules must be extended in order to produce the conceptual structures of -izo derivatives
appearing in the other fields, e.g. adding a [PROPERTY] as first argument of GO in the
identificational field (see (31a)), or an [EVENT] as argument of TO in the circumstantial
field. A complete list of the conceptual structures produced is given in section 6 under (45).

4 Argument Fusion

We have so far accepted that the base of a derivative can represent an incorporated argument,
e.g. the contents of the bases aldti and axnds are theme arguments in the conceptual structures
of alatizo and axnizo, respectively. In these two verbs there is no conflict in the matching of
conceptual and syntactic constituents: the incorporated argument simply received an
additional role that was relevant in the conceptual structure (but not in the syntax, see section
2). However, there can be special mappings between conceptual and syntactic constituents, cf.
the following sentence:

(25) H Maoia »éodioe éva avtoxivyTo.
I Maria kérdhise éna aftokinito.
the Maria she.won one car
'Maria won a car.'

As regards to the conceptual structure of (25), [MARIA] is the goal and the base of the
derivative kerdhizo, i.e. kérdhos, represents the theme [KERDHOS].

19 From now on, | give the syntactic structure only for cases in which the correspondence of the conceptual to
syntactic arguments needs clarification, cf. the cases of Argument Fusion in the next sections.
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However, what happens if someone tries to integrate this information coming from the
conceptual structure and the information coming from the syntax, i.e. that kerdhizo is a
predicate with an internal argument (object)?

The syntactic and conceptual structure of sentence (25) is given in (26).

(26) a. Syntactic structure
[s[xel Maria]; [ypkérdhise [yp€na aftokinito]]]
b. Conceptual structure

venGO(IKERDHOS],, [1,,TOL 1,0, MARIAL])

Index j indicates that the internal argument of the verb in the syntax and the incorporated
argument of the verb in the conceptual structure correspond to each other. In order to integrate
the information coming from the NP éna aftokinito in the conceptual structure of (26b) we
cannot simply delete the information contained in the incorporated argument. This strategy
would make kerdhizo a synonym of apokto 'obtain.' One has ultimately to infer that Maria
obtained a car and that this car was simultaneously a gain. In other words, éna aftokinito must
have properties of a gain in order to be the object of the verb kerdhizo. This latter requirement
leads to the conclusion that incorporated arguments can appear as selectional restrictions in
the syntax (see Jackendoff 1990: 50ff).

Therefore, there must be a rule which computes the information coming from the incorporated
argument in the conceptual structure and the internal argument in the argument
structure/syntax. Jackendoff proposes the following rule:?°

(27) Argument Fusion
To form the conceptual structure for a syntactic phrase XP headed by a lexical item H:
a. Into each indexed constituent in H's LCS,?! fuse the conceptual structure of that
phrase YP that satisfies the co-indexed position in H's subcategorization feature.
b. If H is a verb, fuse the conceptual structure of the subject into the constituent indexed
iin H's LCS.
(Jackendoff, Semantic Structures 1990: 53)

The rule under (27a) suggests that in the case of (25), in order to form the conceptual structure
for the VP kérdhise éna aftokinito which is headed by the V kerdhizo, one has to fuse the
conceptual structure of the NP éna aftokinito that satisfies the co-indexed position in V's
subcategorization feature into the indexed constituent in V's LCS, i.e. [KERDHOS] (see the
structures in (26)).

On the other hand, the rule under (27b) is required for the interpretation of sentences like (28).

(28) O Maptoéro vrelariCel Ta véa.
O Marcello delalizi ta néa.
the Marcello he.announces.as.a.town.crier the news
'Marcello announces the news (as a town crier).'

The corresponding syntactic and conceptual structures of (28) are given in (29).

20 | yse a simple formulation of this rule and not its final version, which is integrated in a theory of linking (see
Jackendoff 1990: 264).
21'L_Cs' stands for 'Lexical Conceptual Structure.'
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29) a. Syntactic structure
[s[xpO Marcello]; [ypdelalizi [ypta néa]]]
b. Conceptual structure

EvemCAUSE([ThingDELALIS]i)’ [GO([ThingTA NEA]J’ [PalhTO([Thing ])])])22

In (29) index i indicates that the external syntactic argument o Marcello and the incorporated
argument DELALIS in the conceptual structure correspond to each other. In order to integrate
the information coming from the NP o Marcello into the conceptual structure, we cannot
simply substitute the information DELALIS 'town crier' represented by the incorporated
argument. In the best case, namely if the properties of the subject could be inferred, this
would make delalizo a contextually dependent verb. As in the case of (25), the incorporated
argument functions as a selectional restriction for the external argument, i.e. Marcello must
have essential properties of a town crier or be a town crier himself. The rule under (27b)
suggests that in order to form the conceptual structure for the V delalizo, one has to fuse the
conceptual structure of the subject NP o Marcello into the constituent indexed 7 in V's LCS,
i.e. [DELALIS] (see (29)).

Furthermore, the solving of reference issues by means of Argument Fusion also suggests that
this rule plays an important role in the derivation process and the right interpretation of
sentences containing a verb derivative. In section 1.1, I mentioned that a linguistic marking,
indicating that the conceptual content of the base of a verb derivative is not referential, is the
existence of a phrase in the syntax with the same indexing. As has been shown, the rule of
Argument Fusion merges the content of the base and that of the co-indexed syntactic phrase,
so that reference is established after the operation of the rule.

5 Ambiguous structures

So far I have presented the main formation rules generating the conceptual structure of the
majority of the Event -izo derivatives. In order to get a complete picture of the formation
rules, we first have to discuss a case which Plag (1998, see 1999 as well) has pointed out
concerning the semantics of English -ize derivatives.

Plag's analysis concerns 284 -ize derivatives which all are 20" century neologisms. The
ambiguous conceptual structure in (30) summarizes his discussion.

(30) LCS of -ize verbs (generalized) (Plag 1998: 234)
([ Ipase -izely

{ NPI _ NPTheme’ NPTheme }
CAUSE ([ ....... ] i2 [GO ([Properly ,Thing ]Theme/Base; [TO [Property ,Thing ] Base/l"heme] )] ) ’

whereby the line contained in { } defines the syntactic environments involved. The broken line under CAUSE
indicates the optionality of the agent.

, NP,

1

The restricted semantic pattern in (30) can be accounted for by the following facts:

-ize was introduced in English in the 13" century following the structure of French and Latin
words. From that time on -ize is almost entirely used to derive verbs from Romance
vocabulary. In addition, English speakers respect this preference for the base when they
produce neologisms although they may know nothing about its origin (see
http://www.ling.upenn.edu/courses/Fall_1998/ling001/morphology2.html, accessed June 6,

22 The empty Thing slot of the Path argument in (29b) can be filled with the content of a NP, like péli 'town,’
contained in a PP, like stin poli 'in the town.'
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2007). Consequently, -ize derivatives are connected to a refined style of speech which for the
most part involves abstract scientific and journalistic uses.?

On the other hand, the continuous presence of Modern Greek -izo from ancient times up to
now is manifested in a variety of patterns: -izo derivatives with a monomorphemic base relate
in their majority to casual activities involving various thematic relations, especially in the
spatial semantic field (cf. alatizo, axnizo and other MG formations), and they are not
restricted to a particular base or style preference, i.e. verbs with bases of various origins can
be produced connected to different styles (see the Main subclass inside alternation classes in
Charitonidis 2005: 87-130). But let us now see how the pattern in (30) is applied to -izo
derivation.

In (31), the first argument of GO (theme) can be a Property or a Thing which is transferred
onto another Property or Thing. What is special here is that "it is either the referent of the base
that is transferred to the referent of the object or the other way round" (Plag 1998: 224). To
make this clear let us look at the two readings of a MG sentence which suggest this pattern:

(31) O unyavixos uoyvytiCer to vAxO.
O mixanikés magnitizi to iliko.
the engineer he.magnetizes the material
'The engineer magnetizes the material.'

a. CAUSE([ 11, MIXANIKOS], [GO([,pery MAGNITIKOS], )
[pat TOlin ILIKOID])

"The engineer induces magnetic properties in the material.'

b. CAUSE( [ThingMIXANIKOS] , [GO( [ThingILIKO], [pn TO [ThingMAGNfTIS]])])
"The engineer converts the material into a magnet.'

Magnitizo is a neologism/translation loan created on the pattern of French magnétiser
(DCMG) and mainly a scientific term (cf. the discussion about the English -ize neologisms
above). The lexical category of the base cannot be unequivocally defined. According to the
two readings in (31) it can be both A magnitikos 'magnetic' (31a) and N magnitis 'magnet’
(31b).

The possibility of a Property appearing as theme is to be thought of as an extension of
Jackendoff's TRH: in the identificational field only do Things occupy this position (see
section 2). The ambiguous pattern in (31) can be explained if we look at the conceptual
category of the base: it can either be a Thing/Type or a Property, i.e. conceptual categories
which are closely related.?*

Similar verbs are kanonizo and pseftizo.
Let us now consider other ambiguous patterns and their explanation.

The verb aerizo has the following structure:

(32) a. CAUSE(l1n,. 1. [GO([1ing AERAS], [pTOlmyne  1D1)

b' CAUSE([.”[hjgg ....... ] ] [GO( [Thing ] s [PalhTO [ThingAERAS] ] )])

Sentence (33) can be interpreted in two ways: either Jorgos produces the effect that aéras 'air'
comes to the clothes, e.g. opening a door (see (33a)), or he brings the clothes to aéras where
under aéras is rather meant a place (see (33b)). In both cases the Event takes place in the

23 See a list of 20" century neologisms in Plag (1998: 239-241).
24 For further justifications of this structure see Charitonidis (2005: 65-68).
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spatial field. The ambiguity seems to be due to a metonymy mechanism where the contained
Thing can be thought as the container.

(33) O lwoyos agpiCel Ta govya.
O Jorgos aerizi ta rixa.
the Jorgos he.airs the clothes
'Jorgos airs the clothes.'

a. CAUSE([Thm JORGOS [GO( [ThmgAERAS] [PdIhTO [ThngUXA] ] )] )

______________ gt AN

b' CAUSE([Thm ORGOS [GO([ThngUXA] [PdlhTO [ThmgAERAS]])])

______________ gt AN

Akonizo is a slightly different case. Its structure is given in (34).

(34) a. CAUSE( [Thing [GO([ThmgAKONI] [PdlhTO [Thmg ]])])
b . CAUSE( [Thing [GO( [Thmg ] [PdlhTO [ThmgAKONI] ] )] )

Sentence (35) means that either Jdnis moves a knife to a fixed grindstone/whet-stone (Gr.
akoni the related base of the derivative), or that Jdnis moves a (mechanic)
grindstone/whetstone to a fixed knife (see (35a) and (35b), respectively). As in (33), both
Events are in the spatial field and the conceptual categories in the theme and goal positions
are the same, i.e. Things. In addition, the presence of the agent in (35) is obligatory, as
opposed to (33). The ambiguity is due to real-world factors exclusively.

(35) O Tavvnys axoviCer to uayaiot.
O Janis akonizi to maxéri.
the Jdnis he.grinds/he.whets the knife
'Janis grinds/whets the knife.'

a. CAUSE( [ThngANIS [GO( [ThmgAKONI] [PdlhTO [ThmgMAXERI] ] )] )
b . CAUSE( [ThngANIS [GO( [ThmgMAXERI] [PdlhTO [ThmgAKONI] ] )] )

Similar verbs are plevrizol, plevrizo2 and troxizo.

The structure of the derivative plimirizo is given in (36).

(36) a. CAUSE( [Thmg ------ [GO([ThmgPLIMIRA] [PdlhTO [Thmg ]])])

b . CAUSE([Thmg ------- ] [GO( [Thmg ] [PdlhTO [Thlng/TypePLIMIRA] ] )] )

In structure (36a) the base N plimira has the meaning 'large amount of water' and in structure
(36b) the meaning 'flood,' 'overflow.' These structures relate to the spatial and identificational
field, respectively. The ambiguous structure is due to the fact that the base N is principally
related to two different conceptualizations of the end state of the Event, i.e. that some place is
covered with large amounts of water. On the other hand, these two options can be inferred in
relation to the Thing involved in the two Events, cf. [IP()JIO] in (37a) and [POTAMI] in
(37b).

(37) a. To vaoyeto TIANUUVOLOE.
To ip6jio plimirise.
the basement it.flooded
'The basement was flooded.'

GO([1ipgPLIMIRA], [, TOl 1,1, IPOJIO]])
b. To motdut TAnuuvoLoe.
To potdmi plimirise.
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the river it.overflowed
'"The river overflowed its banks.'

GO( [ThmgPOTAMI] s [pan TO [Thmg/rypePLIMI’RA] )
The verb asfalizol has the following structure:

(38) a. CAUSE( [Thing ]’ [GO([Thing ]a/[PalhTO [PropertyASFALES]])])
b . CAUSE( [Thing ] ’ [GO( [ThingASFALIA] ’ [PalhTO [Thing ] ] )] )

A asfalés 'secure' and N asfdlia 'lock' can appear as bases of the derivative, cf. (38a) and
(38b), respectively. The former reading denotes that someone secures something in the
identificational field and the latter reading denotes that someone attaches a Thing like
[ASFALIA] '[LOCK]' to another Thing in the spatial field. (39) can have both readings. Its
ambiguity seems to be due to a conceptual mechanism which relates a goal/Property to a
theme/Thing.

(39) O yéoovrag aopaliCel To vdyeELo.
O jérodas asfalizi to ipgjio.
the old.man he.secures/he.locks the cellar
'"The old man secures/locks the cellar.'

a.  CAUSE([5,,JERODAS], [GO([13;psIPOIIOL, [5,TO[pyopery ASFALES]])])
b. CAUSE([14inJERODAS],[GO([ 14ing ASFALIA], [pys TO[ 13in IPOJIO] 1)

A slightly different case is onidhizo which has the following structure:

(40) a. CAUSE( [Thing ]’ [GO([Thing . ]a [PalhTO [EvenlONIDHOS]])])
b' CAUSE( [Thing ] ’ [GO( [ThingONIDHOS] ’ [PalhTO [Thing ] ] )] )

Base N onidhos appears in (40a) with the meaning 'disgrace' and in (40b) with the meaning
'blame.' The former reading denotes that someone brings someone or something in disgrace in
the circumstantial field and the second reading denotes that someone expresses a blame
against someone or something in the spatial field. (41) can have both readings.

(41) H avuwmoditevon ovedilel tov mowOvmovgyo.
I adipolitefsi onidhizi ton prothipurgd.
the opposition he.disgraces/he.blames the prime-minister
"The opposition disgraces/blames the prime-minister.'

a.  CAUSE([1yn, ADIPOLITEFSI], [GO([13;,,PROTHIPURGOS],
. . [PalhTO [EvemONIDHOS] ] )])
b.  CAUSE([1, ADIPOLITEFSI], [GO([ 1, ONIDHOS], )
[pan TOlmnin PROTHIPURGOS]])])

In both readings, the main extended semantic field is CONFLICT. The ambiguity seems to
come from the fact that in structure (41b) the semantic field VERBAL is added, which
favours a spatial interpretation of the Event.?

Similar verbs are midhenizo2 and kakizo.

Real-world factors define the ambiguity of the verb orkizo. Its base drkos can mean 'oath' or
'swearing,' cf. the following structure:

25 See Charitonidis (2005: 65-68) for the exact conceptual specification of verbal units as themes.
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(42) a. CAUSE( [Thing ] ’ [GO( [ThingORKOS] ) [PathTO [Thing ] ])] )
b' CAUSE( [Thing ] ’ [GO( [Thing ] s [PalhTO [EvemORKOS] ] )] )

(43) can be interpreted in two ways: either o pritanis addresses an oath to the graduates
(reading (43a)) or he brings the graduates to the Event of swearing to something (reading
(43b)). In the first case the Event takes place in the spatial field and in the second case in the
circumstantial field. The ambiguity seems to come from the fact that the focus on the initial or
final state of the whole Event suggests the interpretation of the content of the base of orkizo as
Thing or Event, respectively: The one focus point consists of someone addressing an oath to
another person at the beginning of the Event (reading (43a)) and the other of the addressee
swearing to something at the end of this Event (reading (43b)).

(43) O movravyg opxilel ToVS AmOPOiTOVS.
O pritanis orkizi tus apofitus.
the rector he.puts.under.oath the graduates
"The rector puts the graduates under oath.'

a.  CAUSE([r,PRITANIS], [GO([ 1y, ORKOS], [5,TO[y, APOFITI]])])
b . CAUSE( [ThmgPRITANIS] ’ [GO( [ThingAPOFITI] s [PthTO [EvemORKOS] ] )] )

So far we have examined ambiguity cases, in which the conceptual structures always
contained a Path TO function. The last case involves the shift of the Path function which
results in different readings, cf. the following two examples and their corresponding LCSs.

(44) a. O xaraotyuatdoyns OetyuatiCel to. mpoiovta oty Piroiva.
O katastimatdrxis dhigmatizi ta proidda sti vitrina.
the shopkeeper he.samples the products in-the shop.window
"The shopkeeper puts the products as samples in the shop window.'

[s [np o katastimatdrxis]; [y, dhigmatizi [y, ta proidda]? [ se [yp ti vitrina],]]]

CAUSE([ 1,1, KATASTIMATARXIS],, [GO([1,,, DHIGMAL,, /
[PalhTO [ThingVITRINA] k] )] )

b. O yewmovog OevyuatiCel To faupdxt.
O jeopdnos dhigmatizi to vamvaki.
the agronomist he.samples the cotton-plant
'"The agronomist takes a sample from the cotton-plant.'

CAUSE([ 1, JEOPONOS], [GO([ 1, DHIGMA], /
[PathROM [ThingVAMVAKI] ] )] )

In both sentences, the base N dhigma of the verb dhigmatizo denotes a theme. The different
readings are related to the fact that the LCS of (44a) contains a Path TO function and the LCS
of (44b) contains a Path FROM function.

26 Index j indicates that the conceptual content of the argument proidda in the syntax and the conceptual content
of the argument dhigma in the LCS are to be fused.
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To summarize: In relation to -izo derivatives, the following elements play an important
conceptual role:

The conceptual (ontological) category of the base, cf. magnitizo, asfalizo.

The narrow semantic field, cf. plimirizo, asfalizo.

The extended semantic field, cf. onidhizo.

Metonymy mechanisms, cf. aerizo.

Real-world factors, cf. akonizo.

Situational factors related to different Path functions in the conceptual structure, cf.
dhigmatizo.

S o

There can be no evaluation of these factors, since the attested ambiguity phenomena must be
tested on a larger corpus of data and with different suffixes in order to be validated. The
corresponding conceptual structures are marginal, i.e. the only ones which appeared in the
analysis. The main point to be made here is that the used conceptual model covers all these
factors and sufficiently explains the ambiguities.

6 Conceptual structures in -izo derivation (overview)

In the previous section, I completed the presentation of the basic LCSs involved in the Event -
izo derivatives. The list in (45) gives an overview of the discussion so far. It refers to the
syntactic frame NP, ___ NP and a verb in the causative active form. 'TA' stands for the
incorporated argument. The broken line under CAUSE indicates that the agent can be absent
in the b alternation variant.

(45) LCSI: C_A_U_S_E.([Ihmg------.11:. [GO([Thing_IA_]’ [PalhTO[Thing DD

LCS2: _C_AU_S.E.([Thmg ...... ].1: [GO([Thing 1, [PalhTO[Thing,Property,Evem_IA_]])])

LCS3: a. _CAI:_]_S_E(,[Thing ...... Ii [GO([Thing,Property_IA_]’ [PalhTO[Thing 1D]) or
b. CAUSE(Ling.....-.Ji» [GO(ming 1 [patn TOlthing property mven-TA-1D1)

LCS4: CAUSE([1ping .. Jis [GO(LningIA-], [FROM[ 1y, - 1D1)

LCS5: CAUSE([thing 16 [GO(mming 1+ [pan TOlming ~ 1DD)
VIA [ ying-IA-]

LCS6: CAUSE([1pingTA-1), [GO(Lthing 1> [pan TOLming 1D

Syntactic frame: NP, ___ NP, {PP, }

Sentences (46)-(52) exemplify the structures in (45). Some examples have already been used
in the previous sections and are repeated here. All verbs are in the causative active form.

(46) LCS1%
O udyewag alatitel to paynto.
O médjiras alatizi to fajitd. (base: N aldti 'salt")
the cook he.salts the meal
"The cook salts the meal.'

CAUSE([11,, MAJIRAS], [GO([14i0 ALATT], [, TO[ 14, FAITTOI])])

27 Note that this example refers to an LCS1 whereby an agent cannot be absent in the b alternation variant of the
derivative. However, this is not always the case, cf. verbs like progizo2 and skonizo in Charitonidis (2005). In
LCS1 under (45) | have explicitly indicated that the agent is optional, i.e. absent in the b variant. As far as the
content of the derivation base occupies the theme position in both cases, the optionality of the agent in the b
variant is assumed at a more general level of conceptual structure.
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(47) LCS2
H yvvaira xabapilet to movxduioo.
I jinéka katharizi to pukdmiso. (base: A kathards A 'clean')
the woman he.cleans the shir
"The woman cleans the shirt.'

CAUSE([ 13, JINEKA], [GO([ 13, , PUKAMISOL, [, TO[propery KATHARO]1)])

(48) LCS3a
O unyavixog uoyvytiGer to vAxo.
O mixanikés magnitizi to iliko. (base: A magnitikds 'magnetic')
the engineer he.magnetizes the material
'The engineer magnetizes the material.' (he induces magnetic properties in the
material)

CAUSE([ 134 MIXANIKOS], [GO([pperty MAGNITIKOS], [,y TOl 1,0, ILIKOID])

(49) LCS3b
O unyavixog uoyvytiGer to vAxo.
O mixanikés magnitizi to iliko. (base: N magnitis 'magnet")
the engineer he.magnetizes the material
'The engineer magnetizes the material.' (he converts the material into a magnet)

CAUSE (L1, MIXANIKOS], [GO([ 1y ILIKOL, [, TOL 13, MAGNITISTD])

(50) LCS4
O TI'iweyos xamviCel éva totydo.
O Jorgos kapnizi éna tsigdro (base: N kapnds 'smoke")
the Jorgos he.smokes one cigarette
'Jorgos smokes a cigarette.'

CAUSE([ 1, JORGOS], [GO([1,1,,KAPNOS], [FROM[y,,,,, TSIGARO]])])

(51) LCS5
O oxomevtis motoAilel éva umovxdit.
O skopeftis pistolizi éna bukali. (base: N pistdli 'pistol’)
the shot he.shoots one bottle
'"The shot shoots a bottle (with a pistol).'

CAUSE([14,,,SKOPEFTIS], [GO([ ;-0 specified-1, [, TOLryin BUKALI]])])
VIA[ 11, PISTOLI]

(52) LCS6
O Magptoélo vredadilel ta véa otnv mOAY.
O Marcello delalizi ta néa stin poli. (base: N deldlis 'town crier')
the Marcello he.announces.as.a.town.crier the news in-the town
'Marcello announces the news in the town (as a town crier).'

CAUSE([1,,DELALIS]), [GO([1410eNEA], [p4t; TO[ 141, POLII])])

Two parameters are crucial for the differentiation of the structures in (45), i.e. the position of
the content of the incorporated argument in each conceptual structure and the Path function
used.

Furthermore, in the LCSs in (45), the main thematic Event appears in a minimal structure. In
this way, structural similarities or differences between lexical units are pointed out more
strikingly. The most important consequence of such an approach is that extended semantic
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fields are needed in order to compensate the reduction of the conceptual structures. Let us
look at an example:

Jackendoff (1990: 142-145) defines the instrument role structurally by means of the action
tier,”8 e.g. the conceptual structure of (53) should contain the two action tiers in (54), which
denote that the actor acts on the instrument and the instrument acts on the patient,
respectively.

(53) H youd paBoitet ta xladid.
I grid ravdhizi ta kladhid.
the old.woman she.hits.with.a.stick the twigs
'"The old woman hits the twigs with a stick.'

(54) a.  AFF([GRIA], [RAVDHI])
b.  AFF([RAVDHI], [KLADHIA])

If we extend the spatial semantic field to the situational field INSTRUMENT, there is no need
for the structural definition in (54). LCS1 must be only used in order to define that the
incorporated argument [RAVDHI] '[STICK]' moves to another entity, leaving the flow of the
action described in (54a) to be inferred from the INSTRUMENT field. On top of this, the use
of the same extended field makes the description of the opposite case, in which the instrument
is the goal of the action, simpler, cf. (55).

(55) H eoydrota uacovoilet to vijua.
I ergdtria masurizi to nima.
the factory-girl she.winds.onto.a.reel the thread
"The factory-girl winds the thread onto a reel.'

(55) denotes a situation in which an agent uses both hands. In the one hand there is a thread
and in the other a reel. If we follow the action tier solution like that in (54), we should have to
invent a structure containing two action pairs, i.e. the pairs in (56) and (57), in order to
describe two simultaneous movements.

28 The six presented LCSs for the -izo verbs refer to the thematic tier, the conceptual part dealing with motion
and location. Jackendoff (1990, 125ff) introduces an additional level of conceptual structure, i.e. the action tier,
dealing with Actor-Patient relations. He uses the function AFF ("affect") to denote these relations.

This function has two optional arguments. The first argument is the "Actor" and the second argument is the
"Patient" or the "affected entity," e.g. the action tier of (i) is (ii).

@) O dyiog axovtiGet To Piot.

O gjios akodizi to fidhi.

'The saint hits the sneak with a javelin.'
(ii) AFF([AJIOS], [FIDHI]),

where [AJIOS] is the Actor and [FIDHI] is the Patient.

The AFF function is elaborated, among others, into AFF* which indicates an Event in favour of the Patient and
AFF" which indicates an Event against the Patient (as in the sentence above).

The action tier in (ii) is an example of AFF". Sentence (iii) contains AFF" (see iv).

(iii) O Tidpyog képdioe évo. avtoriviTo.
O Jorgos kérdhise éna aftokinito.
‘Jérgos won a car.'

(iv) AFF([ ], [JORGOS])

The Actor or the Patient slot can be empty, cf. (iv) with an empty actor slot.
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a. AFF ([ERGATRIA], [MASURI])
b. AFF ([MASURI], [NIMA])

(57) a. AFF ([ERGATRIA], [NIMA])
b. AFF (INIMA], [MASURI])

LCS2 gives a more natural solution: it describes that the theme [NIMA] comes to the
incorporated argument [MASURI], which is the main thematic Event. As in (53), the field
INSTRUMENT takes over details of the action which are not visible in syntax.?’

(56)

In a similar way, the structural complexity and plurality of functions in verbs of touching,
pure contact, attachment, and others (see Jackendoff 1990) are reduced by means of extended
(= situational) semantic fields like CONTACT, ATTACHMENT, etc., which now mark the
conceptual arguments without further decomposition.3®

There is thus a counter-balancing of conceptual structures and semantic/situational fields: the
richer the fields the poorer the structures and the other way around.

The collapsing of the conceptual categories Thing and Place into a single Thing category as
argument of the functions TO and FROM, as well as the use of TO and FROM as general
direction functions, are two further structural reductions related to the minimal conceptual
structure approach adopted here, cf. (52) where [POLI] is, strictly speaking, a Place and not a
Thing and (46) where [ALATI] comes on the meal suggesting the function ON instead of TO
in the Path constituent. As mentioned above, the aim of this tactic is to isolate the core
thematic Event by focusing on essential similarities or differences between lexical items.

In conclusion, the set of conceptual structures appearing in -izo derivation show that there is
no restricted pattern in this domain, in that the content of the derivation base can assume a
variety of semantic roles. Therefore, I cannot give any justice to the claim that morphological
productivity is always based on a semantically restricted and homogeneous pattern connected
with a limited range of choices which a native speaker makes when producing new words (cf.
van Marle 1988, Plag 1998, 1999).3!

7 Conclusion

By taking for granted that the derivational process is based on overt morphological processes,
the content of the derivation base receives a prominent status: the derivation base points to a
semantic/situational field and this field should not be ignored or decomposed into a detailed
conceptual structure. By means of this strategy, many ambiguities in the meaning of the -izo
derivatives can be explained (see section 5).

29 For further justifications of the INSTRUMENT field see Charitonidis (2005: 80-82).

30 Cf. the treatment of kapnizo in note 9.

31 For example, van Marle (1988) assumes that the decrease in productivity of the Dutch suffix -lijk (with the
basic meaning 'having the nature of,' ‘possible") is ascribed to a basic tripartite semantics of the suffix, together
with other factors such as the rise of 'modal’ features and metaphorical readings in the respective adjectives. An
important note: the structures in (45) represent a group of basic semantic patterns attested among 182
'synchronically related' -izo derivatives (cf. note 1). Opaque derivatives and derivatives as products of once-only-
rules or metaphorical shifts were not taken into account. Given the fact that all the latter constitute a significant
part of the verbs examined (101 verbs out of a total of 283), we get a much more heterogeneous set of forms—a
fact which strengthens our claims. In addition, the structures in (45) were attested both in new and old
derivation: as concerns the conceptual structure of the verbs in the new derivation (the verbs of this class are
called 'Main verbs' in Charitonidis 2005), in a total of 50 derivatives, LCS1 was attested in 22 derivatives, LCS2
in 18 derivatives, LCS3 in five derivatives, LCS4 in two derivatives, LCS5 in one derivative, and LCS6 in two
derivatives. As concerns the conceptual structure of the verbs in the old derivation, in a total of 112 derivatives,
LCS1 was attested in 44 derivatives, LCS2 in 55 derivatives, LCS3 in six derivatives, LCS4 in six derivatives,
LCS5 in one derivative, and LCS6 in one derivative (see Charitonidis 2005: 80-84).
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Further significant points made in this paper were the co-operation of narrow and extended
semantic fields (the latter always related to the situational content of the derivation base —see
section 2) and the disconnection of productivity from a limited and homogenous semantic
pattern (see section 6).

It remains to be seen how this approach can be further developed through its application to
Greek derivatives with various suffixes or other affixed elements.

Abbreviations

A Adjective

AF Argument Fusion

AFF~ Negative Affect

AFF* Positive Affect

DCMG Dictionary of Common Modern Greek (Leksiko tis Kinis Neoelinikis)

H Head

IA Incorporated Argument

LCS Lexical Conceptual Structure

LL Lexicon of Linguistics (http://www2.let.uu.nl/UiL-OTS/Lexicon/, accessed
June 6, 2007)

MG Modern Greek

N Noun

NP Noun Phrase

TRH Thematic Relations Hypothesis

Vv Verb to Verb (morphological subclass)
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Appendix 1: 182 synchronically related verbs in -izo appearing inside alternation classes

adhinatizo
adikrizo
aerizo
afionizo
afrizo
akonizo
alatizo
alonizo
anthizo
armirizo
aromatizo
arxizo
asfalizol
asfalizo2
asprizol
asprizo2
asximizo
axnizo2
batirizo
blavizo
delalizo
dhigmatizo
dhraskelizo
dhrosizol
dhrosizo2
evnuxizo
exmalotizo
fanatizo
fenakizo
fevgatizo
filakizo
fortizo
fotizo
foverizo
fovizo
friganizo
frodizo

fronimatizo
furkizo
furnizo
gremizo?2
ikizo
ionizo(iodizo)
ipnotizo
kalafatizo
kanonizo
kapnizo2
kapnizo3
kapsalizo
karpizo
katharizo
kazadizo
kedrizo
kerdhizol
kimatizo
kitrinizo
kokinizol
kopanizo
koskinizo
krimatizo
ksilizo
ksinizol
ksinizo2
ksirafizo
kutsulizo
lanarizo
laxtarizo
lianizol
lonxizo
luludhizo
madrizo
magnitizo
makarizo
mastizo

mavrizo
meremetizo
merizo
midhenizol
midhenizo2
mistrizo
molopizo
Murmurizo
nostimizo
onidhizo
onomatizo
oplizo
orizol
orjizo
orkizo
ovelizo
panijirizo
papagalizo
paspalizo
patsizo
peanizo
pexnidhizo
pikrizo
pipilizo
pitsilizo
planizo
plevrizol
plevrizo2
plimirizo
plumizo
plutizol
podizo
pomatizo
prasinizol
prasinizo2
prionizo
progizo2
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provlimatizo
psalidhizo
pseftizo
psifizo
psithirizo
psonizo
ravdhizo
ripizo
rithmizol
rokanizol
sapunizo
satirizo
sekletizo
serjanizo
sfaliarizo
sfrajizo
sfugarizo
silavizo
sinetizo
sinexizo
skonizo
skorpizol
skorpizo2
skorpizo4
skupizol
sofronizo
stalizo
stavlizo
stigma-tizo
stiximatizo
Stixizo2
stolizo2
strovilizol
strovilizo2
stubizo
suvlizo
svarnizo

SVUTIZO
sximatizol
sximatizo2
tagizo
telonizo
temaxizo
termatizol
thiafizo
thorakizo
thrimatizo
tiganizo
tixizo
tonizol
torpilizo
travmatizo
troxizo
tsiknizo
tufekizo
vasanizol
vithizo
votanizo
VUrtsizo
xalalizo
xaramizo
xastukizo
xeretizol
xrimatizol
XTisSizo
xromatizo
Xtenizo
zalizo
zijizol
zografizo
Z0riZ0
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Appendix 2: List of -izo verbs discussed

Note: form and meaning of the (related) base is given in Modern Greek! '~' next to the base
indicates the immediate derivative (see Verb-to-Verb (VtV) subclass in Charitonidis (2005:

33f).
Verbs in -izo (Related) Base
adikrizo 'see’, 'meet’ adikri ADV |'facing',
'vis-a-vis'
aerizo air’ aéras N |'air
afionizo 'give sb opium' afioni N |'opium'
akodizo 'hit with a javelin' akodio N |'javelin'
akonizo 'grind', 'whet' akoni N |'grindstone’',
(~akonéo) 'whetstone'

alatizo 'salt’ alati N |'salt'
alonizo 'thresh' aloni N |'threshing floor'
asfalizol 'secure’, lock’ asfalis A 'secure’
axnizol 'steam’, 'emit steam’ axnos N |'steam'
delalizo 'announce sth as a town delalis N |'town crier'

crier'
dhigmatizo 'put a sample on show', dhigma N |'sample'

'take a sample'
kakizo 'disgrace’, 'disapprove' kakos A |'bad'
kanonizo 'regulate’, 'adjust’, etc. kandnas N 'precept’, 'rule’
kapnizol 'smoke’, 'give off smoke' kapnos N |'smoke'
kapnizo2 'smoke’, 'cure’ kapnés N |'smoke'
kapnizo3 'smoke’, 'puff’ kapnos N |'smoke'
katharizo 'clean’ katharoés A |'clean'
kerdhizol 'earn’ kérdhos N |'profit, 'gain'
kokinizol 'redden’, 'make sth red' kokinos A 'red'
laxtarizo 'give sb a turn' laxtara N |'fright, 'turn’
magnitizo 'magnetize’' magnitis, N, A |'magnet’,

magnitikos 'magnetic'

masurizo 'wind sth on a reel' masuri N |'reel
midhenizo2 'reduce to zero' (for midhén N |'zero'

counter), 'give no marks at

all' (literally 'give the

mark 0')
onidhizo 'disgrace', 'blame' 6nidhos N |'disgrace', 'blame'
orkizo 'put sb on/under oath', orkos N 'oath’, 'swearing'

'swear in'
pistolizo 'shoot with a pistol', pistoli N |'pistol'

'shoot'
plevrizol 'anchor’, 'drop/cast plevro N |'side'

anchor'
plevrizo2 'come up to', plevré N |'side'

'draw/come alongside'
plimirizo 'overflow', 'flood' plimira N |'overflow', 'flood'
prasinizol 'make green' prasinos A |'green'
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progizo2 'shy' (animal), 'scare’' proga N |'aggressive
teasing'

pseftizo 'reduce the quality of sth' pséftis N |'liar'

ramfizo 'peck (at)', 'pick’ ramfos N | 'bill, 'beak’

ravdhizo 'beat with a stick' ravdhi N | 'stick'

skonizo 'cover with dust' skoni N |'dust

sosializo 'have a socialistic sosialismos, N, N |'socialism',

attitude/behaviour' sosialistis 'socialist’

stubizo 'pestle’ stitbos N |'pestle'

termatizol 'bring to an end' térma N |'end

troxizo 'whet', 'grind' troxos N  |'whetting/
grinding wheel'

xaramizo 'waste' xarami ADV |'in vain', 'be
wasted'

xastukizo 'slap sb in the face' xastuki N |'slap/smack in the
face'

zorizo 'put pressure on sb' z0ri N |'stress', 'force'
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Appendix 3: Verb endings in Modern Greek

1" conjugation 2" conjugation: 2" conjugation:
ype A type B
Active voice: Sg. Pl Sg. Pl Sg. PL.
Present -0 “-ume -0 -dme -0 -lime
-is -ete -4s -ate -is -ite
-1 “-un -ai -un -i -uin
Imperfect “--a -ame -tisa -tisame -tisa -tisame
--es -ate -lses -lsate -lses -lsate
--e --an -lise -lisan -lise -Usan
Dependent “-0 “-ume “-0 ‘-ume -0 ‘-ume
-is “-ete -1s “-ete -is “-ete
-1 “-un -1 “-un -1 “-un
Simple past = ‘-ame = ‘-ame “-a “-ame
--es “-ate --es -ate --es “-ate
--e ‘--an --e --an --e “--an
Imperfective --e/"-e -ete -a -4te -1 -ite
imperative
Perfective --e/’-e -(e)te --e “-te “--e “-te
imperative
Gerund -odas -0das -0das
Passive voice: | Sg. Pl. Sg. Pl. Sg. PL.
Present “-ome -Omaste -iéme -idmaste -ime -Umaste
-ese “-este -iése -iéste -ise -iste
“-ete “-ode -iéte -idde -ite -lide
Imperfect -Omun -Omastan | -idmun -ibmastan | -umun -limastan
-Osun -Osastan -iésun -i¢sastan -Usun -Usastan
-Otan “-odan -iétan -iddan -tidan -Udan
Dependent -0 -ime -0 -ime -0 -ime
-is -ite -is -ite -is -ite
-{ -uin 1 -Uin 1 -Uin
Simple past “-ika -fkame “-ika -fkame “-ika -tkame
“-ikes -ikate “-ikes -ikate “-ikes -ikate
“-ike “-ikan “-ike “-ikan “-ike “-ikan
Imperfective (lacking) (lacking) (lacking)
imperative
Perfective “-u -ite “-u -ite “-u -ite
imperative

Adapted from Holton, David/Mackridge, Peter/Philippaki-Warburton, Irene (1997): Greek. A
comprehensive grammar of the modern language. London: 116, with permission.
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