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Abstract 
Recently, there is a growing interest regarding the nature of the morphological process of 
conversion as it poses a number of interesting questions to morphological theory. In this paper, I 
discuss conversion in Modern Greek. The aim is to show that conversion is mainly productive in a 
particular niche of formations, i.e. compounds with bound stems, and less productive in simple 
bases. The examination of the formations includes the analysis of many interesting formal and 
semantic properties of the members of the conversion pairs and some intriguing semantic 
correlations between the different parts of their members. These patterns offer important insights 
into the typological perspective of conversion and serve as a test bed for the theories proposed so 
far.     
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                                    ✦ 

1. Introduction 

Morphological processes of word (or lexeme) formation are generally classified into 
affixational and non-affixational. In affixational processes, it is usually easy to identify 
the different morphemes and determine their meaning, while non-affixational processes 
do not lend themselves to a straightforward analysis in terms of morphemes (Plag, 
2003:22). Since the early days of generative morphology, the focus has been mainly on 
affixational processes, while the non-affixational ones have been considered as 
exceptional or ‘exotic’, characterizing specific languages. However, a closer look at the 
non-affixational processes shows that they are not so exceptional and, thus, they deserve 
a thorough examination.    

Conversion is a case par excellence of a non-affixational word-formation process. The 
definition of conversion has been a matter of considerable discussion, since most of the 
attempts to define the process are inextricably interwoven with the theoretical framework 
followed in the analysis. A theory-neutral definition of conversion could describe the 

                                                           
1 I would like to express my gratitude to the organising committee of the PICGL3 for inviting me to give a 
guest lecture at the conference. Special thanks are due to Michalis Marinis for his generous support during 
the period of the conference and to Kristel Van Goethem for reading draft of the paper and suggesting 
revisions. This paper is part of the project ‘Morphology in language-contact situations: Greek dialects in 
contact with Turkish and Italian’ (Project code: 643) which is implemented under the ‘ARISTEIA’ Action 
of the ‘OPERATIONAL PROGRAMME EDUCATION AND LIFELONG LEARNING’ and is co-funded 
by the European Social Fund (ESF) and National Resources. 



29 Nikos Koutsoukos 
 

process as a change in the category or (some of) the inherent features of the base without 
a concomitant change in its (phonological) form (Booij, 2002).  

The most striking feature of conversion is the asymmetry between form and meaning 
(or function) in the morphological construction. From a cross-linguistic point of view, 
languages display a tendency towards isomorphism between units of form and units of 
content in the morphological structure, the so-called one-form-one-meaning principle, 
usually attributed to Von Humboldt (cf. Vennemann, 1972). In English, for example, the 
attachment of the verb-forming suffix -ify to the adjectival base in cases like [pure]A > 
[[pur]A-ify]V signals the derivation of a verb from an adjective, as well as the 
directionality of the process in terms of formal and semantic compositionality. However, 
as the definition of conversion suggests, conversion does not resemble canonical (or 
prototypical) derivational processes, since the form of the converted item does not overtly 
change, while its inflectional potential, its syntactic function and its meaning do (Valera 
2015). 

Recently, there is a growing interest regarding the nature of the morphological process 
of conversion (cf., among others, Bauer & Valera, 2005; Bauer et al., 2013; Nagano, 
2008; Tribout, 2010) as it poses a number of interesting questions to morphological 
theory. The interest regarding conversion centres upon three main questions:  
 

(a) Should we treat conversion as a derivational process similar to other affixational 
processes?  

(b) What is the relation between affixational processes and conversion in the diachronic 
development of languages?    

(c) Is conversion related to the typological/morphological characteristics of the 
languages involved? 

 
The first question has been matter of considerable discussion in the literature (cf. 
Koutsoukos, 2013a,b for an overview of this topic), while the second question has 
received much less attention (cf. Bauer et al., 2010; Kastovsky, 2005). In this paper, I will 
focus on the third question, that is, the relation between conversion and the typological 
profile of the languages involved. This question has been the subject of some recent 
publications (cf. Štekauer et al., 2012; Valera, 2014; 2015). Based on the findings of 
these publications, I describe conversion patterns in Modern Greek. 

Partly due to the deeply rooted assumption that conversion was rampant in Classical 
Greek and partly due to the recent theoretical assumption that conversion is typical of 
languages with poor inflection, conversion in Standard Modern Greek -with few 
exceptions- has not attracted much theoretical interest (cf. Αναστασιάδη-Συμεωνίδη, 
1996; Αναστασιάδη-Συμεωνίδη & Μασούρα, 2009; Αναστασιάδη-Συμεωνίδη & Βόγκα, 
2012; Ράλλη, 2005).  

In this paper, I discuss conversion in Modern Greek. I show that conversion is mainly 
productive in a particular niche of formations, i.e. compounds with bound stems, and less 
productive in simple bases. The aim is to discuss conversion patterns in Modern Greek in 
the frame of the questions described above. The examination of the formations includes 
the analysis of many interesting formal and semantic properties of the members of the 
conversion pairs and some intriguing semantic correlations between the different parts of 
their members. These patterns offer important insights into the typological perspective of 
conversion and serve as a test bed for the theories proposed so far.    
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The paper is structured as follows: in section 2, I discuss the criteria for the discussion 
of conversion from a cross-linguistic point of view, while, in section 3, I discuss 
conversion in Modern Greek. In section 4, I present some conclusions drawn from the 
analysis of the formal and semantic characteristics of conversion patterns in Modern 
Greek.     

2. Conversion: setting the criteria for a cross-linguistic examination 

A cross-linguistic perspective on derivation has been hampered by a view that might be 
too heavily Eurocentric (Lieber & Štekauer, 2014:7). For example, the term conversion is 
usually connected with the prototypical case of English conversion and recently it has 
been described in a number of Indo-European languages (cf., among others, Don, 1993 
for Dutch; Thornton, 2004 for Italian; Tribout, 2010 for French; Manova, 2011 for 
Bulgarian, Russian and Serbo-Croatian). While conversion may seem justified from the 
Indo-European linguistic perspective, it is not a priori justified that it may be so in other 
language families (Štekauer et al., 2012).  

What proves difficult in a cross-linguistic examination of conversion is to set a 
number of solid and uniform criteria which can apply to the patterns of conversion in 
typologically different languages.2 The description of conversion as a category change 
with no concomitant change in the form would make sense in languages like English, but 
English is not the best possible frame of reference for conversion. The term conversion 
becomes extremely problematic in languages which are heavily inflected or in languages 
which do not exhibit clear-cut divisions between syntactic categories (Valera, 2014). In 
this view, we need to seek for a set of criteria which will be applicable to a big number of 
typologically different languages and will give us a holistic picture of the phenomenon.3  

In Valera (2014), the examination of conversion is based on 64 languages tested for 
three variables, i.e. (i) the language type (i.e. analytic, synthetic, etc.), (ii) the type of 
conversion (stem-based vs word-based conversion), and (iii) the word classes involved. 
The examination of the data leads to the following conclusions (Valera, 2014:165-166):  
 
(a) In 44 out of 62 languages, there is a probability to use some kind of conversion which 

shows that conversion is a widespread derivational strategy and that a considerable 
proportion of languages do not use conversion in the wider sense. 

(b) No significant differences are found in the frequency of occurrence of the different 
types of conversion with respect to random distribution. In the languages where some 
kind of conversion exists, stem-based conversion, word-based conversion, and the 
combination of both occur with similar frequencies.        

(c) Concerning the language type, the only type sufficiently represented in the sample is 
the synthetic one (with 22 languages) and this group does not show any significant 
differences in the frequency of occurrence of stem-based conversion, word-based 
conversion, or the combination of both. 

(d) Concerning the word-classes, only the categories noun (N), verb (V) and adjective (A) 
were involved. The analysis of the deviation between the expected and the observed 
frequency shows: (i) a higher frequency than expected in A and N word-based 

                                                           
2 The reasons for this difficulty are explained in Štekauer et al. (2012) and Valera (2014).   
3 It is beyond the scope of the present paper to discuss the different formal manifestations and semantic 
characteristics of the process of conversion in the different languages.   



31 Nikos Koutsoukos 
 

conversion, (ii) a lower frequency than expected in A and N stem-based conversion, 
(iii) a higher frequency than expected in A and V stem-based conversion, (iv) a higher 
frequency than expected in N and V stem- and word-based conversion. 

 
Štekauer et al. (2012) confirm the result in (d) and mention that in their sample the 
majority of languages where conversion is recorded allow conversion within the 
categories adjective, noun, verb and, less markedly, adverb, while no records of other 
word-classes have been cited. 

Valera’s criteria prove very useful for the analysis of the relevant data. However, I 
would like to propose that two more morphological factors should be taken into account 
in the analysis of the patterns of conversion, especially when one examines languages 
with rich morphology. The first criterion that we would like to propose is the 
morphological complexity of the converted base. In this view, we need to examine 
whether conversion can interact with other word-formation processes. Van Marle 
(1985:161) has argued that ‘conversion on the basis of a complex starting-point is by far 
the most exceptional: “normally” conversion takes the simplex words of a word-class as 
its starting point’, while Aronoff (1980:747 ft. 2) claims that ‘it is well known that the 
rule is restricted to monomorphemic nouns’. 

Conversion from suffixed or prefixed bases is uncommon (Marchand, 1969:372-3). 
Marchand argues that the reasons for this are the following: first, the fact that suffixes are 
categorizers, i.e. determine the main features of the formations,4 and, second, it would be 
contrary to reason to form verbs out of deverbal nouns, e.g. arrive Verb > arrival Noun 
and then *arrival Verb. 

Olsen (2014) argues that conversion may interact with compounding at different levels 
of word formation and the result of the application of the process is a slight addition in 
meaning that clearly reveals the derivational history of the complex word. For example, 
from the nominal compound whitewash denoting ‘a liquid for whitening’ the denominal 
verb to whitewash ‘to whiten with whitewash, to gloss over or cover up’ can be derived 
via conversion. However, specific semantic restrictions seem to apply in the conversion 
of nominal compounds. For example, in English there is the nominal compound 
policeman, but conversion cannot apply in order to create the verb *to policeman.        

The second criterion is the overt realization of inflection. We usually classify 
languages on a continuum from heavily to poorly inflected. To the best of my knowledge, 
no procedure for the measurement of inflection (or inflectional types) has ever been put 
forward. Assessments of the inflectional profile of the languages are usually connected to 
qualitative criteria such as the formal distinctions in the verbal or nominal paradigms. 
Thus, inflection is often reported to be rich in some languages, such as German or Greek 
which have a number of different formatives for the morphosyntactic distinctions in the 
nominal and verbal paradigms, and poor in others, such as English where such 
distinctions are very limited.  

It has been claimed that there is an ad hoc connection between the appearance of 
conversion and the inflectional systems of the languages; that is, conversion is usually 
assumed to be a common phenomenon only in languages with weak (or restricted) 
inflectional systems and, from a diachronic point of view, the loss of endings gives rise to 
derivation by conversion. On this issue, Jespersen (1912:164) mentions with respect to 
                                                           
4 It is beyond the scope of the present paper to discuss whether this claim is arguable.  



Conversion in Modern Greek and the typological canvas: some remarks 32 
 

conversion in English that ‘As a great many native nouns and verbs had thus come to be 
identical in form […], and as the same thing happened with numerous originally French 
words […], it was quite natural that the speech-instinct should take it as a matter of 
course that whenever the need of a verb arose, the corresponding noun might be used 
unchanged, and vice versa.’ Jespersen calls this process as ‘specifically English’.   

Marchand however casts doubt on this claim and argues that the weakening of the 
inflectional system has anything to do with the problem of zero-derivation (conversion). 
He argues that conversion already existed in English when it was still a more amply 
inflected language and inflectional differences were more in evidence. The explanation of 
the relative productivity of conversion in English, unlike other languages, lies in the fact 
that English had hardly any competitive types (if we leave out the Old English period). 
As Marchand (1969:363) puts it: ‘derivation by a zero-morpheme is neither specifically 
English nor does it start, as Jespersen’s presentation would make it appear, when most 
endings had disappeared’. From a synchronic perspective, although it cannot be denied 
that conversion is very productive in languages with restricted inflection, this is not 
necessarily the case, since conversion can be productive also in languages with strong (or 
rich) inflection. 

Another interesting aspect of conversion which has not yet been discussed, concerns 
the specific semantic restrictions imposed on the process. Semantic restrictions on word-
formation rules can also be observed cross-linguistically. For example, Marchand 
(1969:368) argues that there are no names of flowers, trees and plants in English (with 
the exception of moss and mushroom) that form bases to zero-derivation. Hüning (2009) 
makes a cross-linguistic comparison and observes that conversion in Dutch does not 
show the same grammatical behaviour when compared with the same process in the 
genetically related languages German and English. More specifically, although German, 
English and Dutch show a relatively high productivity in the formation of verbs from 
corresponding nouns by means of the conversion, it is only Dutch that shows high 
productivity in the restricted area of sports, and in Dutch almost every name of a sport 
can be used as a verb, e.g. voetbalN ‘football’ > voetbal(en)V ‘to play football’. Hüning 
(2009) argues that word-formation processes often show semantic fragmentation and, 
over time, develop semantic niches, i.e. groups of words (subsets of a morphological 
category) kept together by formal and semantic criteria.  

In the light of the above mentioned considerations, I discuss conversion in Standard 
Modern Greek in the following section.   

3. Conversion in Modern Greek 

In this section, I discuss conversion patterns in Modern Greek.5 Conversion in Modern 
Greek applies mainly to nouns, either simple bases (1a) or compound formations (1b), to 
change them into verbs: 
 
(1) a. [[pygmàx]N-os]N

 6  ‘boxer’     >   [[pygmax]V-ó]V
7     ‘perform the activity of a boxer’ 

                                                           
5 It should be mentioned that conversion is much more common in Standard Modern Greek (SMG) than in 
Modern Greek dialects, so the discussion will be confined only to this system. 
6 Data and examples are given in the citation form, i.e. first singular present for verbs and nominative 
singular for nouns.  
7 According to the rules of Modern Greek orthography, the stress mark is obligatory. In the data under 
discussion, I indicate the stress mark since it is of particular relevance to our analysis.    
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  STEM-INFL                     STEM-INFL       
 b.  [[arthr-o-gràf]N-os]N      ‘columnist’      >    [[arthr-o-graf]V-ó] V ‘perform the activity of a columnist’                     
 STEM-CM-STEM-INFL                       STEM-CM-STEM-INFL 

      
In these data, we notice that there is a change in the category of the base (from noun to 
verb) without a concomitant change in the formal make-up and it should be clear that 
inflection does not participate in the derivational process and cannot change the category 
of the base. In the following sections, I examine each category separately. 

3.1. Conversion in compound formations with bound stems 

Conversion in SMG does not apply to all types of compounds, but it is predominantly 
productive in one specific pattern, i.e. compounds with a bound stem8 as their second 
constituent. A big number of data shows that conversion is very productive. Consider the 
following table:  
   

Noun Verb 
[[arthr-o-gráf]N-os]N  
STEM-CM-BOUND STEM(N)-INFL 
‘columnist’                                                                            

[[[arthr-o-graf]N]V-ó]V  
STEM-CM-BOUND STEM-INFL 
‘perform the activity of a columnist’ 

[[gloss-o-lóg]N-os]N  
STEM-CM-BOUND STEM(N)-INFL 
‘linguist’                                            

[[[gloss-o-log]N]V-ó]V 
STEM-CM-BOUND STEM-INFL 
‘perform the activity of a linguist’ 

[[theoritik-o-lóg]N-os]N  
STEM-CM-BOUND STEM(N)-INFL  
‘theoretician’                                                                  

[[[theoritik-o-log]N]V-ó]V  
STEM-CM-BOUND STEM-INFL 
‘perform the activity of a theoretician’ 

Table 1: Converted compounds in Modern Greek 

 
In table (1), we notice that verbs have the same morphological make-up as their 
corresponding nouns, but they differ from them with respect to their semantic 
compositionality.  

Let us now probe into the formal and semantic properties of these formations. First, 
we need to examine the directionality of the process. Anastasiadi-Symeonidi (1996) and 
Ralli (2008; 2013) have argued that conversion in compound formations with bound 
stems displays a clear direction of derivation; the nominal formations are to be considered 
as the input to conversion, whereas the verbal formations are to be seen as the result of 
the process. Robust evidence comes from the historical development of these formations. 
As a matter of fact, the nominal formations always precede the corresponding verbal 
formations during the history of Greek. 

Another interesting aspect of the conversion pairs is the accentual pattern of the verbal 
stems. In every verbal formation, there is a movement of the stress towards the last 
syllable of the verb, e.g. glossológos N ‘linguist’ vs glossologó V ‘perform the activity of a 
linguist’. Since this stress pattern is very systematic in conversion pairs, one may assume 
that the derivational process is expressed by a change in supra-segmental information, i.e. 

                                                           
8 The interested reader may read Ralli (2008; 2013) for a detailed discussion of the grammatical 
characteristics of compound formations with bound stems in Greek.   
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the stress pattern9. Both criteria prove useful in determining the direction of derivation in 
conversion pairs with bound stems.  

A notable semantic feature of the conversion pairs is the semantic compositionality of 
the formations. As shown in table (1), the verb always contains the meaning of the noun, 
not vice versa. For example, the verbal formation glossologó V has the interpretation 
‘perform the activity of a glossológos N ‘linguist’. Therefore, we can assume that the 
meaning of the verb is defined on the basis of the meaning of the corresponding noun. 
Some verbal formations, however, display a kind of semantic idiosyncrasy and they do 
not fit into this pattern. For example, the verb kinimatografó ‘to film’ is not connected to 
the corresponding noun kinimatográfos ‘cimena’.   

Denominal conversion in SMG is not without restrictions. It should be clarified, 
however, that the process does not apply blindly to all compound formations with bound 
stems to convert them. Moreover, there are some verbs without a corresponding noun. 
For example, the verb pliktrologó ‘to type’ does not have a corresponding noun 
*pliktrológos ‘typist’. 

From a semantic point of view, it is a commonplace in morphological theory that 
derivational processes may be sensitive to semantic restrictions imposed by the base. As 
mentioned earlier, Hüning (2009) argues that word-formation processes often develop 
semantic niches, i.e. groups of words (subsets of a morphological category) kept together 
by formal and semantic criteria. Conversion in SMG displays a similar kind of semantic 
fragmentation; that is, conversion is not applied blindly to all nominal formations. The 
following examples are illustrative:  
 

Nominal formation [+animate agent] Verbal formation 

arthrográf-os ‘columnist’                          arthrograf-ó ‘perform the activity of a columnist’ 
glossológ-os ‘linguist’ glossolog-ó ‘perform the activity of a linguist’ 

Nominal formation [-animate agent] Verbal formation               

tomográf-os ‘device for tomography’ *tomograf-í 3sg10 ‘produce an image of the inside of the 
human body or a solid object using X-rays or ultrasound’ 

logográf-os ‘device for recordings’                   *logograf-í 3sg ‘perform recordings’ 

Table 2: Selectional restrictions on conversion 

 
The data in table (2) imply that nominal compound formations with the semantic feature 
[-animate agent] cannot be subject to conversion. 

3.2. Conversion in simple bases  

Conversion can also be found in morphologically simple nominal bases (Αναστασιάδη-
Συμεωνίδη, 1996; Ralli, 1988). An examination of the data, however, shows that in 
Modern Greek there are no more than 30 conversion pairs of this type. Some conversion 
pairs with simple bases are presented in the following table:  
 

                                                           
9 A similar change in the stress pattern can be observed in a limited number of conversion pairs in English 
(see, principally, Kiparsky, 1982; Marchand, 1969). 
10 I use 3SG person instead of the standard citation form, i.e. 1SG, since I refer to devices.   
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Noun Verb 

[[pygmáx]n-os]n ‘boxer’ 
STEM(N)-INFL 

[[[pygmax]n]v-ó]v ‘perform the activity of a boxer’ 
STEM-INFL 

[[latóm]n-os]n ‘quarry man’ 
STEM(N)-INFL 

[[[latom]n]v-ó]v ‘perform the activity of a quarry man’ 
STEM-INFL 

[[dikogór]n-os]n ‘lawyer’ 
STEM(N)-INFL       [[[dikogor]n]v-ó]v ‘perform the activity of a lawyer’ 

STEM-INFL 

Table 3: Conversion of simple bases in SMG 

The conversion pairs in table (3) display the same formal and semantic characteristics as 
compound formations with bound stems: (a) asymmetry between form and meaning, i.e 
change in the category of the base without an overt morphological marker, (b) the same 
stress pattern, i.e. stress on the final syllable, and (c) the constituents of the conversion 
pairs display a dependency relation in terms of semantics. In some examples, however, 
the semantic relationship between the members of the conversion pair cannot be defined 
without avoiding circularity in the interpretation, e.g. odigos ‘driver’ versus odigo ‘drive’ 
where the verb does not contain the meaning of the noun. Thus, this relationship cannot 
be considered as an essential criterion for all cases of conversion pairs with simple bases.  

3.3. Conversion and inflectional classes in Modern Greek 

In this section, I discuss an interesting formal aspect of conversion patterns in Modern 
Greek, i.e. the assignment of inflectional properties to the output of the process. It has 
been argued that conversion may be connected with specific inflectional properties of the 
output. Thornton (2004:503) argues that converted formations are inflected according to 
the default inflectional class. The formal correlate between conversion and inflectional 
properties of the output can be more evident in languages with rich inflection. A classic 
example comes from Italian. In Italian, almost each word belongs to an inflectional class 
expressed by the endings in (nearly) all paradigm slots. Nouns formed by conversion are 
inflected according to two maximally productive subclasses (Dressler, 2003): 

 
(2) (a) degrad-are ‘degrade’                 il degrad-o   i degrad-i ‘degradation’       

       STEM(V)-INFL                 STEM(N).M-INFL                     STEM(N).M-INFL.PL 
 
(b) revoc-are ‘revoke’        la revoc-a  le revoch-e ‘revocation’       
        STEM(V)-INFL              STEM(N).FEM-INFL                 STEM(N).M-INFL.PL 
  

In order to examine the relation between conversion and inflectional class of the output, 
the first task is to outline the verbal system in SMG. The verbal inflectional system of 
SMG is organized around two major inflectional classes. The key feature for the 
classification of the verbal classes is the pattern of allomorphy followed by the verbs (cf. 
Ralli, 1988; Ράλλη, 2005). Verb stems belonging to the second inflectional class (IC2) 
display a pattern Χ(a)~ Χ(i/e) (X represents part of the stem and the vowel in parenthesis 
is the stem-final vowel), whereas the absence of this pattern characterizes verb formations 
belonging to the first inflectional class (IC1): 
 
 
 



Conversion in Modern Greek and the typological canvas: some remarks 36 
 

(3) (a)  lyn-o  ‘to solve’         ~    ely-s-a (IC1) ‘I solved’ 
            STEM-INFL                              STEM-ASP-INFL 
  
   (b)  agapa-o ‘to love’       ~     agapi-s-a (IC2) ‘I loved’ 
            STEM-INFL                          STEM-ASP-INFL  
 

Inflectional class 1 is a very productive inflectional pattern and should be considered as 
the default inflectional class in SMG. Inflectional class 2 can be further divided into two 
sub-classes (Ralli, 1988; Ράλλη, 2005):  

 
(4)  IC 2a: Xa ~ Xi, e.g. agapa-o ‘to love’ ~ agapi-s-a   

   IC 2b: X ~Xe, e.g. diair-o ‘to divide’ ~ diaire-s-a     

 
These subclasses display major differences which can be easily detected in the paradigms 
of the present and the aorist: 
 

 IC2a: X(a) ~ Xi IC2b: X ~Xe 
 Present Aorist Present Aorist 
1SG agap(á)-o agápi-s- a diair-ó diaíre-s-a 
2SG agapá-s agápi-s-es diair-eís diaíre-s-es 
3SG agapá (-ei) agápi-s-e diar-eí diaíre-s-e 
1PL agapá-me~ 

agap-oύme 
agapí-s-ame diair-oúme diairé-s-ame 

2PL agapá-te agapí-s-ate diair-eíte diairé-s-ate 
3PL agapá-ne~ 

agap-oúne 
agápi-s-an diair-oún diaíre-s-an 

Table 5: Inflectional Class 2 

Let us now turn to the examination of the converted stems. The examination of the data 
shows that conversion and inflectional class of the output interact. Attention should be 
drawn, however, to the kind of interaction involved, since converted verbs in SMG are 
not inflected according to the default inflectional class.  

Converted verbs are associated with some inflectional properties which uniquely 
characterize this type of formation. Converted verbs, both simple bases and compound 
formations, display a pattern of allomorphy which can be considered as a synthesis of the 
sub-classes of inflectional class 2. This can be shown in the analysis of the inflectional 
paradigms of the compound formations:  

 
 Present,  

Future  
[perfective] 

Imperfect Aorist Future  
[+perfective] 

1 
SG 

glossolog-ó  
(θa) 

glossolog-oús-a glossológi-s-a glossologí-s-o (θa) 

2 
SG 

glossolog-eís  
(θa) 

glossolog-oús-es glossológi-s-es glossologí-s-eis (θa)   

3 
SG 

glossolog-eí 
(θa) 

glossolog-oús-e glossológi-s-e glossologí-s-ei (θa)   

1 
PL 

glossolog-oúme (θa) glossolog-oús-ame glossologí-s-ame glossologí-s-oume (θa)   

2 
PL 

glossolog-eíte  
(θa) 

glossolog-oús-ate glossologí-s-ate glossologí-s-ete (θa)   
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3 
PL 

glossolog-oún  
(θa) 

glossolog-oús-an glossológi-s-an glossologí-s-oun (θa)   

 IC2b IC2a 

Table 6: Inflectional patterns of converted stems 

 
As the data in table (6) suggest, in Present, Future [-perfective] and Imperfect tense, 
converted stems display the pattern of allomorphy which corresponds to IC2b, whereas in 
Aorist and Future [+perfective] tense they display the pattern of allomorphy which 
corresponds to IC2a. In other words, converted verbs (both simple bases and compound 
formations) display a pattern of allomorphy which can be considered as a synthesis of the 
two major patterns of allomorphy; this kind of phenomenon has been generally described 
as heteroclisis.  

The pattern of converted verbs can be schematically represented in the following: 
 

Inflectional class Pattern of allomorphy 
Verbs: Inflectional class 2a Xa ~ Xi 
Verbs: Inflectional class 2b X ~ Xe 
Converted verbs: Inflectional class 2c X ~ Xi   

Table 7: Allomorphy patterns in Modern Greek 

 
On this view, I claim that conversion in SMG behaves similarly to other languages with 
rich inflection and, thus, the hypothesis that conversion and inflection interact is 
reinforced. However, it is not necessarily the case that conversion should be connected to 
the default inflectional class of the output. Conversion in SMG is connected to an 
inflectional class which is less productive. 

It should be mentioned that a number of simple bases also follow the same inflectional 
pattern. For example, the verb tilefono ‘to call’, in Present, Future [-perfective] and 
Imperfect tense display the pattern of allomorphy which corresponds to IC2b, whereas in 
Aorist and Future [+perfective] tense it displays the pattern of allomorphy which 
corresponds to IC2a. The basic difference between simple bases and converted verbs is 
that the latter are systematically connected to this pattern, whereas simple bases are not. 

As a side remark, it should be mentioned that although IC2b is not very productive in 
SMG, it keeps (or reinforces) its productivity in converted formations from nominal 
bases. Productivity should be regarded as a phenomenon with a gradient character (cf. 
Bauer, 2001). Lieber and Baayen (1993) have argued that an affix which is not terribly 
productive may in fact gather strength in some well-defined subset of formations and 
reemerge as highly productive there.        

A possible counterargument to this analysis would suggest that some verbs which 
synchronically belong to the class of converted verbs and descend from Ancient Greek 
may keep some inflectional properties of their Ancient Greek antecedent. For example, 
the verb philosopho ‘a person who talks about philosophy’, which synchronically belongs 
to the class of converted verbs, can also be found in Classical Ancient Greek. In this 
view, one may well assume that the pattern of allomorphy which corresponds to the 
Aorist and Future [+perfective] tense is not the pattern of the IC2a, but a relic from 
Ancient Greek verbal paradigms. Contrary to this claim, it should be mentioned that 
conversion is not restricted only to formations coming from Ancient Greek, since we find 
converted verbs which are not attested in Ancient Greek. For example, the verb 
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glossológos is a newly coined formation which was not attested in Ancient Greek as 
compound.  

The question that comes next is how best to represent the inflectional properties of the 
output verb. One may well assume that the inflectional properties of the verb can be 
considered as inherent lexical information of the converted formations. However, this is a 
questionable assumption since converted verbs do not correspond to a uniform 
inflectional pattern of the system.  

4. Conclusions 

Conversion is a very interesting non-affixational word-formation process which has 
attracted the interest of typological research in the recent years. The most intriguing 
question about the typological perspective on conversion is the establishment of a number 
of criteria which will be applicable to a number of different conversion patterns attested 
cross-linguistically. Valera (2014) has proposed three variables which can prove very 
useful for a cross-linguistic comparison. I have argued that two more variables, i.e. 
morphological complexity of the converted base and the overt realization of inflection 
can also give us some important insights into the relevant discussion.  

In this paper, I focused on conversion in SMG. I argued that this type of conversion is 
mainly productive in compound formations with bound stems and very limited in simple 
bases. I also presented the formal and semantic properties of the output verb. Among 
others, I showed that the output verb has a specific stress pattern and its meaning contains 
the meaning of the corresponding noun. Moreover, I showed that the formation of the 
verb is subject to semantic restrictions linked to the feature [animate] of the input. Among 
the formal properties of the output, the most dramatic one is the assignment of 
inflectional properties which are characteristic of this type of formations. The inflectional 
class of the output can be considered as a synthesis of two different inflectional classes in 
SMG, i.e. inflectional class 2a and 2b. Neither of these classes is the default one in SMG.  

The examination of the Modern Greek data confirms the claim that conversion is 
much more common between noun and verbs. However, the analysis of the data falsifies 
the claim that conversion is mostly productive in simple bases and shows that conversion 
can also be productive in compound formations. Moreover, contrary to the general 
assumption, it shows that conversion can also be found in languages with rich inflection. 
However, it remains to be examined whether there is a deterministic relation between the 
two factors, that is, the inflectional profile of the language and the process of conversion. 
Last but not least, converted formations in SMG validate the general hypothesis that 
conversion may be related to the inflectional properties of the output, but they do not 
seem to validate the claim that the output of the process is inflected according to the 
default inflectional class.  
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