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Abstract:

This study examines the predictability and familiarity ratings of 199 Greek idiomatic expressions,
building on the random sample used by Lada et al. (2024). The primary goals are to explore
correlations between predictability, familiarity, and idiom dimensions such as decomposability,
subjective frequency, and ambiguity, and to investigate the relationships between idiom
familiarity, predictability, and participants' bilingual/multilingual profiles and reading habits.
Sixty-three native Greek-speaking students at Democritus University of Thrace completed
familiarity and predictability assessments based on a random selection of idioms from
Vlaxopoulos (2007). Correlational analyses, aligned with Lada et al. (2024), show that subjective
frequency is positively correlated with both ambiguity and decomposability. In addition,
familiarity is weakly correlated with ambiguity, moderately correlated with decomposability,
and strongly correlated with subjective frequency and predictability. Furthermore, predictability
is weakly correlated with ambiguity, moderately correlated with subjective frequency and
decomposability, but strongly correlated with familiarity. Logistic regression analyses reveal that
the number of foreign languages spoken negatively predicts correct idiom completion in the
predictability task, with more languages associated with lower predictability scores. Mixed-
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effects linear models indicate that higher reading frequency is linked to lower familiarity ratings,
whereas more books read is associated with higher familiarity. These findings provide novel
insights into idiom comprehension among bilinguals, highlighting the influence of language
profiles and reading habits on idiom familiarity and predictability. Limitations include the binary
approach to predictability scoring and the lack of language-specific details. We hence suggest
future studies consider typological factors and alternative results’ interpretation for idiom
predictability.

Keywords: idioms, familiarity, predictability, Greek, bilinguals

1. Introduction

In literal language processing, the meanings of individual lexical and phrasal components are
combined to derive the overall meaning of an expression or a sentence. However, this compositional
approach is insufficient for idiom processing. Idioms are expressions whose meaning cannot be derived
by combining the meanings of their constituent words (Glucksberg, 1991). On the contrary, their
comprehension depends on other factors including not only their complex linguistic characteristics, but
also prior knowledge, contextual cues as well as grasping the speaker’s intentions and recognizing
cultural conventions (Nunberg et al., 1994). Therefore, idiom processing refers to the cognitive and
linguistic mechanisms involved in recognizing and interpreting them. In the same vein, successful
idiom processing might be facilitated by frequent reading (Cain et al., 2009) and/or speaking multiple
languages (Wolter & Gyllstad, 2011). However, such factors are not thoroughly examined in the up-
to-date literature, especially in those understudied languages such as Greek.

2. Literature Review

2.1 Idiom dimensions

Idioms vary across several linguistic dimensions that are thought to influence how they are processed
in the brain (Lada et al.,, 2023). Some key dimensions are familiarity, frequency, ambiguity,
decomposability, and predictability, all of which contribute to idiom linguistic complexity (Lada et al.,
2024; Sprenger et al., 2019). Familiarity refers to the extent to which a person knows or recognizes an
idiom. Frequency relates to how often an individual encounters an idiom in speech or writing.
Ambiguity is concerned with whether an idiom can be interpreted both literally and figuratively
(ambiguous idioms) or solely in a figurative sense (unambiguous idioms). Decomposability describes
the degree to which the individual words within an idiom contribute to understanding its figurative
meaning. Predictability, on the other hand, refers to how easily a missing word in an idiomatic
expression can be guessed, with more predictable idioms being easier to complete or understand when
partially given.

2.2 Familiarity and predictability as key dimensions

Among the various idiom dimensions affecting idiom processing, familiarity and predictability play
a significant role. These linguistic dimensions underscore the cognitive complexity involved in idiom
processing. For instance, concerning familiarity, Schweigert (1986) demonstrated that in a self-paced
reading task, participants took longer to read unfamiliar idioms compared to familiar ones. Later, Haibo
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and colleagues (2017) found that during a semantic judgment task paired with EEG, participants
exhibited higher accuracy rates for familiar idioms, while event-related potential (ERP) data revealed
an earlier N400 (mainly used to investigate semantic processing) latency for familiar idioms, indicating
faster processing. Similarly, Libben and Titone (2008) conducted a series of online and offline
experiments—including whole-sentence meaningfulness judgments, word-by-word self-paced
reading, and word-by-word fixed-rate meaningfulness tasks—and consistently found that idiom
familiarity facilitated comprehension across all tasks. According to the authors, this facilitative effect
likely reflects how idiomatic strings are stored and accessed in memory, suggesting that familiar idioms
may be partially retrieved from memory during comprehension.

Furthermore, studies have consistently shown that idiom predictability too plays a significant role
in idiom processing. For example, Hubbard and colleagues (2023) examined how idiom predictability
influences electrophysiological responses during language processing. In their study, participants
completed an acceptability judgment task, revealing a significant link between cloze probability and
N400 and P600 amplitudes specifically for critical words in idiomatic contexts. This finding suggests
that the extent to which compositional analysis is involved in understanding figurative language may
depend on the idiom’s predictability with more predictable idioms being more holistically processed
but still engaging compositional processing. Furthermore, the authors observed greater gamma activity
for more predictable idioms, indicating faster processing, as these idioms are easier to anticipate and
complete. Along the same lines, Libben and Titone (2008) showed that predictable idioms facilitate
faster and more efficient processing.

While various idiom dimensions influence idiom processing, predictability and familiarity are
particularly important because they capture two key aspects of idiom processing: how easily an idiom
is retrieved from memory (familiarity) and how easily it is inferred compositionally (predictability).
These two dimensions are often correlated (e.g., Titone & Connine, 1994b; Libben & Titone, 2008;
Bulkes & Tanner, 2017), but their precise interaction remains unclear: does higher predictability always
lead to higher familiarity, or are there cases where idioms are familiar but not predictable (or vice
versa)? Studying their relationship can provide insights into whether idioms are predominantly
processed holistically (as stored lexical units) and/or compositionally (via word-by-word analysis).

Furthermore, it is important to consider that idiom processing heavily depends on a network of
interrelated dimensions, including decomposability, frequency, and ambiguity. For example, prior
research has shown that predictability and decomposability are linked - more predictable idioms tend
to be more decomposable (Libben & Titone, 2008; Bulkes & Tanner, 2017) - but this has not been
systematically examined in Greek. Similarly, familiarity may be influenced by frequency. However,
some idioms are highly familiar despite being low in frequency. By examining how predictability and
familiarity interact with the rest of idiom dimensions, this study aims to examine the way idioms are
processed and how their idiom dimensions affect their reliance on memory and/or compositional
processes. In addition, given that Greek idioms have not been systematically examined in this way, this
research provides an opportunity to expand our understanding of figurative language processing
beyond well-studied languages like English. Currently, only one study (Lada et al., 2024) has examined
Greek idioms, assessing 400 expressions for (subjective) frequency, ambiguity, and decomposability.

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
BY


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.en

Anastasia Lada et al. New Perspectives on Languages
Issue 3

However, data on Greek idioms' predictability and familiarity, and their potential correlations, are still
lacking. This study aims to address this gap, providing new insights into idiom processing in Greek.

2.3 Idiom processing and reading habits

Reading habits are defined here as the patterns that people exhibit when it comes to reading. This
encompasses different aspects such as the frequency and duration of reading as well as the types of
material people engage with (Riffo et al., 2024). Research has shown that reading habits affect the
development of cognitive skills that can facilitate inference-making (Kendeou et al.,2014).
Specifically, Kendeou and colleagues (2014) explain that “inferences allow readers to construct
meaningful connections between text and relevant background knowledge” (p.11) while adding that
readers who are weak in inference-making exhibit difficulties in the comprehension of even simple
texts. This could be justified as frequent readers are often exposed to multiple types of contexts that
can strengthen their ability of inference-making.

Along these lines, inference-making is important for the successful processing of idiomatic
expressions. Idiom familiarity and predictability are linked to reading habits. According to Snow
(2002), proficient readers are typically skilled in recognizing words automatically and have extensive
background knowledge, both of which aid in effective reading and can also enhance idiom familiarity.
Automatic word recognition, for instance, allows readers to quickly process language, supporting the
understanding of complex expressions such as idioms. Cain and colleagues (2009) also emphasize the
importance of contextual inference, which is crucial for both reading comprehension and idiom
processing. As people read more frequently, they become better at using the surrounding text to process
ambiguous expressions such as idioms. This skill is especially useful when interpreting unpredictable
idioms whose meanings cannot be easily retracted and are more reliant on compositional processes.
Nippold and Duthie (2003) further point out that understanding idioms is part of lexical development
that begins in childhood and continues as individuals are exposed to more complex language. Thus, we
would expect that frequent readers are more likely to become adept at inferring their meanings through
context, reinforcing their familiarity with these expressions over time as well as facilitating idiom
predictability.

For the purpose of this research, we will primarily focus on reading habits related to literature in
either of the languages spoken by participants.

2.4 Idiom processing and bilingualism

In today's increasingly interconnected world, finding individuals who exclusively speak a single
language, commonly referred to as "pure monolingual speakers," has become a challenging endeavor.
Therefore, this study places its focus on “functional” bilingualism. Studies by Pliatsikas and colleagues
(2017) have demonstrated that simultaneous bilinguals and sequential bilinguals, with frequent use of
their second language (L2) show the same volumetric changes, functional changes and display
resembling activity. They argue that actual “language use” may be a factor as important as “age of
acquisition” in relation to participant selection for studies on bilingualism.

Idiom processing and by extension idiom familiarity have frequently been linked to a bilingual
advantage. More specifically, research has suggested that bilinguals may have an advantage when it
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comes to processing language, largely due to their enhanced cognitive flexibility and the ability to draw
on a broader range of linguistic resources (Bialystok et al., 2012). This advantage, however, extends
beyond simple knowledge of words, as bilinguals may experience cross-language effects even in the
processing of multi-word expressions like idioms. For example, Wolter and Gyllstad (2011) observed
that Swedish-English bilinguals processed word pairs more quickly when the collocations were
congruent in both Swedish and English compared to those that only existed in one language. This
finding indicates that bilinguals may experience facilitation when processing idiomatic expressions as
well, particularly when those expressions overlap across their languages. Moreover, Carrol and Conklin
(2014) conducted a study in which English-native and Chinese-English bilinguals were presented with
English idioms, their Chinese translations, and control phrases (i.e., literal phrases) in a lexical decision
task. The results indicated that bilinguals were faster at recognizing translated idioms than control
phrases, and their recognition speed mirrored that of native English speakers when processing English
idioms. This suggests that bilinguals may have access to more idiomatic expressions than
monolinguals, leading to faster processing and greater familiarity, particularly when idioms in both
languages share similarities.

The assumption that bilinguals can be more familiar with idiomatic expressions is not unanimously
supported by research. While bilinguals may enjoy cognitive advantages and have access to more
linguistic resources, their familiarity with idiomatic expressions in their first language (L.1) can be
influenced by various factors, including language dominance, frequency of language use, and the
context in which they encounter idiomatic expressions (Du et al., 2021). For instance, bilinguals might
have more exposure to idioms in their L2, which could reduce their familiarity with idioms in their L1.
As a result, bilinguals might not always be more familiar with idioms overall, especially if they use
their L1 less frequently. This highlights the importance of considering the context in which bilinguals
are exposed to idioms when evaluating their familiarity with these expressions.

Most research on bilingualism tends to focus on how L1 influences L2 processing, but less attention
has been given to how knowledge of an L2 might affect processing in L1, particularly in the context of
idioms. There is evidence that even a less dominant L2 can influence how L1 is processed. For example,
van Hell and Dijkstra (2002) showed that bilinguals responded faster in lexical decision tasks to L1
words that had cognates in their L2, suggesting that processing of L1 words can be facilitated by
knowledge of L2. This phenomenon is consistent with the idea that bilinguals' language systems are
interconnected, and that processing in one language can influence the other. In a similar vein, Du and
colleagues (2021) argue that bilingual memory operates in a parallel, non-selective way, where the
activation of one language can influence the processing of the other, even when the task is conducted
entirely in L1. Their study, which involved English-Chinese bilinguals, found that L1 binomials (fixed
pairs of words) that were congruent with their L2 counterparts showed faster lexical decision times,
providing evidence that L2 processing can affect L.1 even when the task is strictly in L1.

These cross-language effects have important implications for how bilinguals process idiomatic
expressions. Although bilinguals' exposure to idioms in both languages might expand their idiomatic
knowledge, providing them with a larger pool of idioms to draw from, which could lead to increased
familiarity with idioms overall, especially if there is overlap between idioms in the two languages, this
advantage may come with a potential cost. If L2 idioms are activated during L1 processing, it could
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introduce interference, particularly if there are similar or congruent idioms across the two languages.
This could complicate the task of interpreting idioms, as bilinguals might be more prone to confuse
idiomatic expressions from both languages. Therefore, bilinguals’ knowledge of idioms might not
always result in better performance, particularly if there is a significant overlap between idioms in the
two languages or if their L1 is underused compared to their L2. In sum, while bilinguals may have
access to a broader range of idioms, this could lead to both advantages and challenges in idiom
processing, also affecting their idiom familiarity and potentially predictability.

The relationships between idiom familiarity, reading habits, and bilingualism can also extend to
idiom predictability, which is frequently correlated with idiomatic familiarity in various studies (e.g.,
Bulkes & Tanner, 2017; Tabossi et al., 2011). Notably, predictability plays a key role in idiom
recognition, as it often requires the correct completion of an idiomatic string, making it another
indicator of idiom processing and comprehension. This study’s second aim is to explore the potential
associations between reading habits, bilingualism (and multilingualism), and both idiom familiarity
and predictability, offering a comprehensive view of how these factors might interact in processing
Greek idiomatic expressions.

3. The Present Study

This study analyzed predictability and familiarity ratings for the same 199 Greek idiomatic
expressions assessed by Lada et al. (2024) for their random sample. The main goal was to explore
potential correlations between predictability, familiarity, and the other idiom dimensions tested in the
earlier study. Additionally, this study aimed to examine the relationship between reading habits,
bilingualism (and multilingualism) and idiom predictability and familiarity. Here, it is important to
note that there are no studies, to the best of our knowledge, investigating the effects of predictability
and familiarity in bilingualism. In this study, all participants spoke at least one foreign language and
therefore, they are not considered as “pure monolinguals”. To this end, this study seeks to answer the
following research questions.

1) To what extent do predictability and familiarity correlate with each other in the
dataset of Greek idioms?

2) How do predictability and familiarity correlate with other idiom dimensions such as
(subjective) frequency, ambiguity and decomposability?

3) To what extent are predictability and familiarity predicted by participants’ bilingual
(and multilingual) profile, as well as their reading habits?
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4. Methods

4.1 Participants

In this study, the authors recruited the same participants as in the study by Lada et al. (2024),
specifically, sixty-three healthy, native Greek speakers studying Greek Philology at Democritus
University of Thrace in Komotini, Greece. To gain further insights into participants’ demographic
profiles, they were asked to provide some personal information before beginning the questionnaire on
idiom predictability. To gain further insights into their demographic profiles, participants were asked
to provide some personal information before beginning the questionnaire on idiom predictability,
including their educational level, number of foreign languages spoken (previously collected by Lada
et al., 2024), the number of languages they use daily, their frequency of reading literature, and the
number of books they read annually. These questions regarding reading habits were intended to explore
potential correlations between participants' engagement with literature and their ability to predict
idiomatic expressions, as well as to assess their general familiarity with idioms. Finally, it is important
to note that all participants spoke at least one foreign language but not all of them are considered
functional bilinguals since only a few use more than one language for their everyday communication
needs.

4.2 Materials and design

For the assessment of predictability and familiarity, 200 idioms were randomly chosen from the
dictionary of Vlaxopoulos (2007). The list of the idioms is identical to the one used by Lada et al.
(2024) in their random sample and was used for both questionnaires created for this study. Specifically,
every second or third idiom from each page of the Greek dictionary was selected until they reached a
total of 200. However, in the predictability task, one idiomatic expression was not correctly presented
in the questionnaire and therefore it was excluded from the analysis. Therefore, only 199 idioms are
considered for this study. Similarly to Lada et al. (2024), we constructed two questionnaires aiming to
test idiom predictability and familiarity following the research design by Libben and Titone (2008) and
Titone and Connine (1994).

The idiom predictability questionnaire presented participants with a cloze task, where they were
asked to fill in the missing word for each idiomatic expression. Specifically, the missing word was the
final constituent of each idiom, selected because it significantly contributes to the idiom's figurative
meaning. If the last word served mainly a syntactic function without adding lexical or conceptual
weight, the penultimate word was removed instead. Next, the questionnaire on idiom familiarity asked
participants to rate how well they know each idiomatic expression using a six-point Likert scale.

1) Predictability Assessment

All participants completed a cloze task consisting of 199 idiomatic expressions
embedded in carrier sentences with neutral contexts. They were instructed to fill in the
gap with the word that best completed each idiomatic expression. To aid their responses,
the meaning of each idiom was provided in parentheses immediately following the
carrier sentence. If participants could not determine the missing word, they were asked
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to enter an "X" or in the gap. Below, the instructions translated into English are

provided.
Instructions

This questionnaire includes different idioms in Greek. Each idiom is placed between
single quotes. All the following idioms have a missing word. For each idiom, you are
asked to fill in the word that best completes the idiomatic expression. Write the word
you think is missing in the blank provided. To help you, we suggest you consider the
meaning of each idiom between brackets. In case you find it difficult to find the missing
word, write a hyphen (-) or an X in the blank.

2) Familiarity Assessment

All participants completed a questionnaire with the same 199 idiomatic expressions.
However, the idioms were not presented within carrier sentences to avoid context
biasing their judgments. They were instructed to decide on how well they knew the
idioms presented to them. There were no idiom definitions provided. Participants had
to decide using a rating scale ranging from (0), defined as “I do not know its meaning
at all”, to (5), defined as “I know its meaning very well”. Below, the instructions
translated into English are provided.

Instructions

This questionnaire includes different idioms in Greek. All of them have a metaphorical
meaning. For the following idioms, you must decide whether you know their meaning.
Your scores will be on a scale from 0 to 5 where number 0 means that an idiom is
completely unknown and you do not know what it means at all, while number 5 means
that an idiom is very well known, and you know very well what it means. The
intermediate values on the scale should indicate your judgment about how well you
know each idiom. Use the full scale to indicate your judgments.

4.3 Procedure

The procedure replicated that of Lada et al. (2024), as this study complements their work by
providing data on two distinct dimensions of idiom comprehension. Consequently, all sixty-three
participants completed both assessments. As outlined by Lada et al. (2024), a within-subjects design
was chosen to gather normative data, given that these ratings are not independent measures but instead
reflect participants’ deeper perceptions of idiomatic expressions. Participants were tested in two
different sessions, each focusing on the assessment of an idiom dimension. First, participants were
asked to complete the questionnaire on idiom predictability. This session lasted approximately 40
minutes. Then, to avoid participant fatigue, participants were required to complete the second
questionnaire on a different day. The participants completed the first questionnaire on predictability
before completing any other questionnaire, including those administered in the context of the study by
Lada et al. (2024). This is important since the questionnaire on predictability asks participants to fill
one missing word in the idiomatic expression and therefore, earlier contact with any other questionnaire
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would provide them with the answers. Both assessments were administered online, through Google
Forms and they were automatically randomized for stimulus order.

5. Results

5.1 Participant profiles

The study included healthy participants, aged 19-39 years (M = 22.2, SD = 2.94), 58 females, 3
males, and 2 individuals who preferred not to disclose their gender. All participants were native Greek
speakers, free of any neurological disorders, and had received tertiary education: 44.4% had 1-3 years
of higher education, 42.9% had 4-6 years, and 12.7% had more than 6 years. English was their second
language, with 44.4% speaking one foreign language, 41.3% speaking two, and 14.3% speaking three,
while none could communicate in more than three languages. This demographic information aligns
with data provided in the study by Lada et al. (2024). In terms of daily language use, 47.7% used one
language, another 47.7% used two languages, and 4.6% used more than two languages, indicating that
over half of the participants were functional bilinguals (i.e., actively using more than one language for
their everyday communication needs). Regarding reading habits, 3.1% reported not reading literature
at all, 18.5% read occasionally during the week, 23.1% read monthly, and 53.8% read occasionally
throughout the year, with one participant not responding. Additionally, 4.6% reported reading zero
books annually, 78.5% read 1-5 books per year, 12.3% read 6-10 books, and 4.6% read more than 10
books per year. The questions about participants' reading habits focused on literature reading but did
not differentiate between recreational reading and reading within educational contexts. Consequently,
it's worth noting that all participants were university students and therefore, on average, frequent
readers, likely exhibiting higher-than-average reading habits compared to the general population.

5.2 Database

In Appendix A, all 199 idioms are presented with participants’ answers on familiarity as well as
their responses in the predictability cloze task for 199 idioms.

5.3 Reliability of familiarity ratings

To assess the internal reliability of familiarity ratings, the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC)
was calculated following Lada et al. (2024) and similar to Hubers et al.” (2019). The internal reliability
was calculated with the parameters “two-way mixed” and “absolute agreement”. The ICC calculations
showed that the mean ICC was 0.96 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from 0.95 to 0.97 (F =
45.353, p <0.001).

5.4 Descriptive statistics

The average rating, standard deviation, range, minimum and maximum values, and total number of
idioms analyzed for predictability and familiarity are presented in Table 1 below. Figure 1 shows how
the ratings of familiarity and predictability are distributed across the scales similar to Lada et al.’
(2024). Last, Table 2 presents examples of high and low predictable and high and low familiar idioms.
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Predictability and Familiarity of the Greek Idioms

Familiarity Predictability
Average rating 4.21 051
Std. Deviation 0.84 0.36
Range 4.03 1.00
Minimum 0.97 0.00
Maximum 5.00 1.00
Total No. of Idioms 200 194
" St Dav. - 845
N =200

50

40

30

20

10

.00 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00

Ratings (0-5)
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30 Mean = .51
Std. Dev. = 369
N =199

.00 20 A0 60 E-1v} 1.00

Responses (0-1)

Figure 1. Histogram Plots Showing the Distribution of All Greek Idioms for the Ratings of Familiarity
(First Histogram) and Predictability (Second Histogram). Indications on a Likert Scale of 0-5 for
Familiarity and 0-1 for Predictability

Table 2. Examples of Idioms Rated as High or Low for Familiarity and Predictability. Each Example
Shows the Greek Idiom and its Figurative Meaning in Parentheses, Followed by the English Translation

Low Av.Rate High Av. Rate
Farniliarity Hap oty kepopbia pou (sxap tow  (0.87) Kpatdw to  dawvap (= (5.00)

EpWTa pou) Sieukohiww TV EpwTisn

Favaring my tile (=because of my love for guvelpeosn)

someane) | keep the lantem (= | facilitate

the sexual encounter)

Kat naipvel ta odin (savefaivel Jinhda) (1.98) Tayohdooue (=hadwvioape) (4.72)

Something takes the heights (=Something We broke them down ([=we
goes high in the sky) disagreed)
Predictability  Kivi 1o vepd pou (= oupw) (003) Me nmaipver o Omwoc (= (1.00)
| do miy water (=l pee) anoKoLLol o)
The sleep takes me (=1 fall
asleep)
Bootdw yaparktipa (= wéww motde) (0,02} Exw owag tag dpévag (=elpo  (0.97)
| keep character (=1 remain faithful} Aoyuweoc)

| have safe brakes (=l am in my
right mind/ | act logically)
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5.5 Correlational analyses

For this study we have included the normative data collected by Lada et al. (2024) in their random
sample for subjective frequency, ambiguity and decomposability. However, since predictability
responses were available for 199 idiomatic expressions, we excluded that single idiomatic expression
from all the rest of the datasets. More specifically, the correlational analyses showed data almost
identical to Lada et al.” (2024) results regarding subjective frequency, ambiguity and decomposability.
More specifically, subjective frequency was positively correlated with both ambiguity (r = .288, df =
199, p <.01) and decomposability (r = .670, df = 199, p < .01). Therefore, the degree of an idiom’s
subjective frequency is weakly related to the degree of its ambiguity and strongly to its degree of
decomposability. In addition, decomposability was positively, and moderately correlated with
ambiguity (r = .355, df =199, p <.01).

Next, considering idiom predictability and familiarity positive correlations were found with all the
rest of the idiom dimensions. Specifically, familiarity was weakly correlated with ambiguity (r =.178,
df=199, p <.01), moderately correlated with decomposability (r=.669, df =199, p <.01), and strongly
correlated with subjective frequency (r = .869, df =199, p <.01) and predictability (r =.701, df = 199,
p < .01). Next, predictability was weakly correlated with ambiguity (r = .267, df = 199, p < .01),
moderately correlated with subjective frequency (r = .697, df = 199, p < .01), and decomposability (r
=.500, df =199, p <.01), while it was strongly correlated with familiarity (r =.701, df =199, p <.01).
Table 3, below, presents the correlations matrix.

Table 3. Correlations Matrix for all Idiom Dimensions

IDICM DIMENSION 1 2 i 4 5
1. Subjective Freguency

2. Ambiguity 2EEHH

3. Decomposability B0 355%*

4. Familiarity .1 ATE* BEa**

5. Predictability EO7 2ETEE SO0 F01Es

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level [2-tailed); N=199,

5.6 Effects of participant language profile and reading habits on predictability

To investigate predictability’s link to participants’ language profiles as well as their reading habits,
we conducted binary logistic regression. The results showed that only the languages spoken by
participants act as significant predictors for correctly completing the idiomatic expressions. More
specifically, the logistic regression with the number of foreign languages spoken by participants as the
independent variable showed that it significantly predicted the responses in predictability task.
Interestingly, participants who spoke more foreign languages were less likely to respond correctly in
idiom predictability. The model showed that with each additional foreign language spoken, the
likelihood of a correct response in predictability decreased by approximately 15%, as shown by the

This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License
BY

12


https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/deed.en

Anastasia Lada et al. New Perspectives on Languages
Issue 3

odds ratio (B=-.159, Exp(B)=0.853). The model was a moderate fit to the data as indicated by Hosmer
and Lemeshow test (p=.010). Additionally, the model accurately classified 52.9% of the cases. The
regression analyses showed no significant results for the number of languages participants used daily,
the frequency of their literature reading or the number of books they read.

5.7 Effects of participant language profile and reading habits on familiarity

As a next step, we conducted mixed-effects linear models to examine whether the abovementioned
parameters predicted participants’ ratings on familiarity. Only participants’ reading habits were
significant predictors of the familiarity ratings. First, a mixed-effects linear model was conducted to
examine whether the frequency of reading (ranging from 0 = never to 4 = daily) predicts familiarity
ratings on a scale from 0 to 5. The fixed effect of frequency of reading was statistically significant,
with an estimate of -0.240 (SE = 0.073, p = 0.001), indicating that higher frequency of reading was
associated with lower familiarity ratings. Regarding the random effects, the variance of the random
intercept was 0.223 (SE = 0.043), suggesting that there is notable variability in familiarity ratings
between participants. The intraclass correlation (ICC) for the random intercept was 0.278 (adjusted)
and 0.273 (conditional), indicating that a substantial proportion of the variability in familiarity ratings
is due to between-participant differences. The model fit was assessed using the Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC = 43342.1346) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC = 43357.0072), both of
which suggest an adequate fit. The significance of the fixed effect of frequency of reading was further
assessed using Type III fixed effects, which revealed a statistically significant effect on familiarity
ratings, F (1, 107.606) = 10.706, p = 0.001.

Then, a mixed-effects linear model was conducted to examine whether the number of books read
(ranging from 0 = none to 3 = more than 10 books per year) predicts familiarity ratings on a scale from
0 to 5. The fixed effect of the number of books read was statistically significant, with an estimate of
0.156 (SE=0.065, p=0.044), indicating that a higher number of books read was associated with higher
familiarity ratings. Regarding the random effects, the variance of the random intercept was 0.604 (SE
= (.252), suggesting that there is considerable variability in familiarity ratings between participants.
The intraclass correlation (ICC) for the random intercept was 0.125 (adjusted) and 0.125 (conditional),
indicating that a moderate proportion of the variability in familiarity ratings is due to between-
participant differences. Model fit was assessed using the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC =
43308.7827) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC = 43338.5278), both of which suggest an
adequate fit. The significance of the fixed effect of the number of books read was further assessed using
Type 111 fixed effects, which revealed a statistically significant effect on familiarity ratings, F (1, 7.890)
=5.704, p = 0.044.

6. Discussion

This study has provided complementary normative data for the random sample of 199 Greek idioms
in Lada et al. (2024). Particularly, this study attempts to provide normative data on predictability and
familiarity, investigate potential correlations between them as well as subjective frequency, ambiguity
and decomposability. In addition, since participants employed for this study could speak at least one
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foreign language, the study provides results concerning the effects of bilingualism or multilingualism
as well as participants’ reading habits on idiom predictability and familiarity.

First, concerning the relationship between familiarity and predictability, spearman’s correlation
coefficients showed that there is a significant strong positive correlation between the two dimensions
in Greek idioms. This entails that for the Greek idioms analyzed, better-known idioms were also easier
to complete in the cloze task. This agrees with other studies providing normative data showing
significant strong correlations between predictability and familiarity (Bonin et al., 2013; Libben &
Titone, 2008; Tabossi et al., 2011; Titone & Connine, 1994). Nevertheless, the results showed that this
relationship is not arbitrary and there are instances of highly familiar idioms that are not very
predictable. For example, the idiom “Byaive yehaopévos” (= I am deceived) was rated as a highly
familiar idiom with a mean score of 4.34 on a Likert scale ranging from 0 to 5 where 5 corresponded
to highly familiar and 0 to completely unfamiliar. However, the idiom was totally unpredictable with
a score of 0.0 indicating that none of the participants was able to correctly complete the idiomatic
string. This is very indicative of the dynamic and complex nature of idiomatic expressions (Titone and
Libben, 2014).

Considering the relationship between idiom familiarity and other idiomatic dimensions, we found
moderate to strong positive correlations with idiom decomposability and subjective frequency, and a
weak positive correlation with ambiguity. This indicates that more familiar idioms are often
encountered more frequently and are more decomposable (Tabossi et al., 2011; Nordmann et al., 2014;
Gavilan et al., 2021). The connection between familiarity and frequency is intuitive, as idioms that are
encountered more often are likely to be better acquired. Similarly, decomposable idioms may be more
familiar because their constituent words facilitate easier processing, which in turn supports their
acquisition. Lada et al. (2024) explained that when someone encounters a familiar idiom, they cannot
inhibit their knowledge and assess an idiom’s decomposability (Keysar & Bly, 1995). Last, the weak
correlation between familiarity and ambiguity may suggest that idioms with both literal and figurative
interpretations are more familiar. Nordmann and colleagues (2014) support that it is possible that when
someone encounters an idiom that is well known, they lose their ability to inhibit their knowledge and
assess an idiom’s ambiguity very similar to what is happening between familiarity and
decomposability. One possible explanation is that such idioms, with their dual meanings, might be
encountered more frequently, leading to higher familiarity. Gibbs (1980, 1986) reported this as a
memory advantage explaining that since ambiguous idioms need to be processed dually -literally and
figuratively- they can be more easily recalled. Since they can be interpreted in multiple ways, they may
appear more often in different contexts, reinforcing their recognition. However, given the weak nature
of this correlation, it is difficult to draw definitive conclusions, and further research is needed to clarify
this relationship.

Considering the relationship between idiom predictability and other idiomatic dimensions, we found
moderate to strong correlations with idiom decomposability and subjective frequency, and a weak
correlation with ambiguity, much like the pattern observed with idiom familiarity. These results suggest
that more predictable idioms tend to be both more frequent and more decomposable. One possible
explanation is that idioms encountered more often in everyday discourse are easier to predict when a
constituent word is missing (Libben & Titone, 2008). In a similar vein, idioms whose constituent words
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are closely linked to their figurative meanings are processed more efficiently, aiding their predictability
and leading to more successful completion of the idiomatic string. Additionally, the relationship
between predictability and ambiguity shows that more predictable idioms tend to be more ambiguous.
This can be explained by the fact that ambiguous idioms are often more widely used and exposed in
daily communication, making them more predictable despite their multiple meanings.

We also investigated whether bilingualism (and multilingualism) and participants’ reading habits
were predictors for their familiarity ratings and their successful responses in idiom predictability in a
cloze task. First, the analyses showed that participants who spoke more foreign languages were less
likely to correctly complete the idiomatic string in the cloze task assessing idiom predictability. This
is in line with the studies showing that there is a cross-linguistic interference in bilingual speakers (Du
et al., 2021). Bilinguals or multilinguals might experience interference from their foreign languages
making it harder to find the correct missing word in the idiomatic string. At this point, we need to
emphasize that in some idiomatic expressions participants provided responses that were semantically
related to the correct word. Such partially incorrect responses might be linked to bilingual or
multilingual processing showing that the meaning of the idiom is available and accessed but
interference from second languages leads to cognitive overload and incorrect responses. Another
explanation could be that people who speak less foreign languages have more exposure to their L1, in
media and everyday discourse, leading to higher predictability of idioms in L1.

Second, the statistical analyses revealed that idiom familiarity was significantly predicted only by
participants’ reading habits. Notably, higher reading frequency was associated with lower familiarity
ratings. This finding contradicts studies suggesting that frequent readers, who often encounter idioms
in written language, tend to become adept at inferring idiomatic meanings through context, thus
reinforcing familiarity over time (Snow, 2002). In contrast, in our study, participants who read more
frequently reported lower familiarity with idioms. One possible explanation may relate to the type of
reading participants engaged in. If they primarily read academic texts or materials with a refined,
sophisticated writing style, this could account for lower familiarity with idioms, which are generally
colloquial expressions encountered more often in casual, everyday language. This difference in
exposure context could limit familiarity with idioms typically used in daily conversation rather than
formal written materials.

Finally, the number of books participants read annually was linked to higher familiarity ratings.
While this may seem counterintuitive given the findings on reading frequency, a possible explanation
is that participants who read more books per year likely engage in longer, more immersive reading
sessions. This type of engagement could be associated with better retention of idioms, in contrast to
those who read frequently but in shorter sessions. However, these divergent results regarding reading
habits might reflect differences in the genres participants read, their reading styles, and the depth of
their engagement with the material. Additional information on participants' specific reading habits
could offer further insights into these patterns.
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7. Limitations and Future Directions

This study comes with certain limitations. First, the questionnaire designed to assess idiom
predictability involved removing a single, key constituent word from each idiomatic expression (mostly
at the ultimate or penultimate position), and only content words were removed. However, some idioms
may contain multiple content words, each with varying significance for completing the idiom. Future
research could refine the predictability assessment by accounting for the differing contributions of
multiple content words in idioms. Additionally, the analysis of participant responses in the
predictability task was conducted in a binary manner, thus excluding other potentially insightful
responses. For instance, some participants gave semantically related responses that were incorrect for
the target word but still demonstrated relevant understanding, while others provided responses that
completed a different idiomatic expression correctly. Future studies could enhance predictability
analysis by ranking answers based on the semantic similarity between the intended word and alternative
responses. This is especially interesting in the case of Greek idioms where an idiom’s constituent word
could be replaced with another, and an alternative idiom would come up that would still be semantically
and pragmatically equal (Mazi, 2014).

Furthermore, although participants reported their language profiles, there was no detail regarding
the specific foreign languages they spoke. Typologically distant languages may influence language
processing differently, which could impact idiom familiarity and/or recognizability. Additionally,
factors like proficiency and language dominance, along with the specific genres or types of reading
participants engaged in, could be considered in future studies. Similarly, the participants in this study
were all Philology students at Democritus University of Thrace, meaning their reading habits may not
align with average measurements. Finally, the inter-contradictory findings regarding reading habits and
familiarity could be better understood with additional questions addressing the genres participants read,
as well as their reading purposes and depth of engagement with the material.

8. Conclusion

This study provided complementary data on predictability measurements and familiarity ratings for
199 Greek idioms, which consisted of the random sample in the study by Lada et al. (2024). Analyses
of the idiom dimensions revealed a strong positive correlation between idiom predictability and
familiarity, with both dimensions showing moderate positive correlations with decomposability and
subjective frequency, and a weaker positive correlation with ambiguity. Furthermore, the statistical
analyses demonstrated that participants’ reading habits significantly predicted familiarity ratings, while
the number of foreign languages spoken was a significant predictor of idiom predictability.
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Appendix A

A list of 199 idioms rated in familiarity and predictability. The list below provides the mean score and
standard deviation for each idiomatic expression. For familiarity the means range from 0 to 5 while for
predictability the means range from O to 1.

IDIOMS Familiarity | Std. Deviation | Predictability | Std. Deviation
TuhAOG oTnV ayarn (= eivat

TIOAU EPWTEUEVOCG) 4.46 1.062 .49 .504
nailpvw tov aépa (= amoKTw

8dppoc) 4.62 1.011 .80 408
kavw T'oAatiol (=6€pvw OAL) | 2. 54 2.085 42 496
Tiepl avEPWV KAt uSATWY

(=pAaw yevika xwpig ouvaoia) 4.68 .812 .98 .126
apov dpov (= oAU BLaoTikd) 4.88 650 98 126
TEVIWVW T QUTLA

pou (=akoUw TPOCEKTLKA) 4.55 .902 .98 126
dépw Baptwg (=viwdw

apfxava e€attiag peiwong tng

0&LOTIPEMELAG o) 2.03 1.887 .18 .368
avoiyw To Brjpa pou

(=mepratdw ypryyopa/

emtayuvw) 4.34 1.176 72 .455
dépvw BoAta

(=oaynvebw/meibw) 4.72 .696 A1 317
v Bpiokw (=

Slookedalw/mepvaw KaAd) 4.69 .748 71 .463
Byaivw yeAaopévog (=

amatoupalt) 4.34 .889 .00 .000
L€ TO YAUKO (=TPOOEKTIKA Kal

amnoAad) 2.89 1.838 .00 .000
TpaBaw ypappn (=mnyaivw

katevBeiav) 4.15 1.278 .05 .215
XUvw Kpokodeidla dakpua (=

TpocoToLloU AL cUyKivhon) 4.43 1.212 .94 .246
Bplokw To 6iKL0 pHoU (=

Swkatwvouat) 4.80 .833 .97 126
naipvw tov oAleBbnpo Spduo

(=mapaoctpatw) 3.80 1.471 .86 .353
TAw ano ekel mou Npba (=

Suwyvopat) 4.62 .979 .98 .126
oKAw TNV {axapévia pou

(=avnouxw/otevoxwpLépal) 4.45 1.046 .20 .396
Sev ue BAEmeL o NAlog (= Sev

Byaivw amno to omity) 4.68 731 .94 .215
nédptw Tou Bavatd (=to maipvw

Katakapda) 4.43 1.299 78 419
dépvw oe SUoKoAN Ban

(=mpokaAw apnyavia) 4.92 322 1.00 .000
bev exw 1béa (=€ yvwpitw) 4.89 472 86 336
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IDIOMS Familiarity | Std. Deviation | Predictability | Std. Deviation

Bplokopat emt ta {xvn (=gtpo
otov owoTtd 6pdo va Bpw

KAL) 2.98 1.883 .05 215
adnvw KAykeho (= ekmAnoow) 4.66 776 05 215
odiyyeLo

KaLpog (=kahokatpldlel) 4.06 1.391 43 499
ota KoAd kaBouUpeva (=

Eadvika) 4.88 .650 .97 177
BA&lw KAATN (=O€Tw

unoPndotnta) 2.17 1.710 .02 126
HE uLO'I"] Kap&d (= 6[0TO£KTLK('1) 4.83 575 1.00 .000
Sev pou kaiyetal kapodl (=

adladopw) 4,91 .384 .98 126

naipvw Katt
Katakapda (=otevaywplépat

TIOAU yLaL KATL) 4.78 .800 78 .408
XAPLG OTNV KEPAWULSLA LoU

(=e€autiag Tou £épwTta pou) .97 1.479 .00 .000
OTL LoV KATEREL 0TO KEDAAL

(=otL okedpTw) 4.85 .565 .85 .368
KAvVwW Kamotov KEdL (=oupmabw

Karmolov / Tov eykpivw ) 4.23 1.183 .51 .504
oTtéKopal kKhapivo (= eipat oe

otdon MpPocoxng) 3.48 1.760 .05 .215
omdel KokoAa (=ival

avurodopo) 3.82 1.457 22 .396

£vag KOUmog éxel otabel otov
Ao pou (= SuckoAelopal va

AN ow) 4.72 .625 .94 .246
KAvw KOpTe (=PAeptdpw) 1.65 1.940 .02 126
e onkwvw KouBévta (= elpatl

OLETATIELOTOC) 4.89 .359 .63 .485
amno kouvia (=avekaBev) 4.58 950 29 463

yivopat kouddg Kat LoUyKOG (=
TipocomoLoU AL oTL SV aKOUW

KL 6ev amokpivopat) 3.52 1.572 12 .336
N TUXN HOU KPEUETAL OO KATL

(=e€aptwpat amo katt) 4.62 1.041 .37 .485
v Byalw AddL (=abwwvopalt,

Sev TlpwpoLpal) 4.52 1.077 .35 .485
bev Byddw Aegn (=bev phaw) | 4,75 685 .03 177
yivopat Atdda (A Atapda)

(=pebaw) 3.91 1.748 .05 177
pHacnuEva AoyLa (=umekbUYEG,

neplotpodEg ota AdyLa) 4.22 1.244 .02 126
€pXouaL ota AdyLa

(=Aoyopaxw) 4.12 1.420 .03 177
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IDIOMS Familiarity | Std. Deviation | Predictability | Std. Deviation
adrivw ota Kpua Tou Aoutpoul
(=mapatdw) 4.66 .957 .95 .215
HE TiLaveL Avooa (= viwbw
€vtovn oe€ovalikn embupia) 4.43 1.015 .05 .215
Aéw TO HaKpU POV KAl TO KOVTO
pou (=pAdw avBaipeta) 4.74 .815 .98 126
Ta KAVW OAOL pavTdapa
(=6nuoupyw avatapayn) 4.74 .815 .28 447
BAEMW UE PLOO patL (=6ev
epmotevopaL) 4.80 .642 .97 177

avolyw Ta HATLA KATTOLoU
(=BonBaw kamotov va

OUVELSNTOMOLNOEL TNV

T(POYLLATLKOTNTA) 4.86 464 91 .296
€XW TA HLATLO LOU TECOEPQ

(=mpooéxw moAU) 4.26 1.266 .00 .000
KAvVw Ta oTpafad patia (=

napaBAEnw) 4.83 486 .98 126

LOU KOBEeTaL TO YEALO payaipt
(= otapatdw andtopa va

YeAw) 4.80 .506 .51 .504
elpal péoa ota mpaypota
(=yvwpllw oAU KaAd) 4.85 .537 .58 499

pall WAAUE KaLl xwpLa
kataAaBawvopoaote (= ev

GUVEVVOOUUOOTE) 4.63 .876 .69 469
mouAdw polpn

(=umepndavevopat) 4.68 .868 .63 .485
TPWW TA HoUTPA OV

(=amotuyxavw) 4.85 .507 .85 .353
HE maipvel n unala (=pplokw

TOV UMEAA pou) 4.85 441 .95 .215
TPWW TO UTIEPVTAXL LOU (=pE

S8€pvouv) 1.15 1.813 .06 .246
KOAAQLW HLO UTTOUVLA (=

ypovBokonw) 3.77 1.656 .48 .504
HoU yupilel Ta puaAd (=aAAalw

YVWUN yLa authv) 4.46 1.147 .75 441
Twalw Ta LUAAAQ Hou OToV

a€pa (= 0UTOKTOVW UE OTTAO) 4.82 .583 .98 .126
KOBEL TO LUOAO pou (=eipal

€€umvog) 4.88 .545 .78 .408
KATL otpldoyupilel oto LUaAo

pou (=okédtopal KATL) 4.74 .644 .54 .502
n otopia puplle (=Atav

unorntn) 3.74 1.623 .05 .215
Sev BAEnw MEpa amo T HUTN

pou (=6gv eipal Slopatikdc) 4,71 744 .80 .408
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pou TEPTEL N LUTN MoU Kot Sev
oKkUPBw va TNV mapw (=eipat

unepridavog) 3.18 1.845 .08 272
LE Tolmasl poya (=aAaiw
Eadvika cuunepidopad) 4.77 .766 .97 177

TNyalvw L To VEPA KAToLou (=
Séxoual g anoPelg kamolou

yla va pnv e€ayplwBet) 491 423 .92 272
KAVw TO VEPO poU (= 0upw) 1.86 1.911 .03 177
KAVW TIOAENO VEUPWV OF

Kdamolov (= ekveupilw kamolov) | 4.18 1.379 .51 .504
pou Balouv védtt (=fLalopat

urepPBoAika) 3.31 1.870 .29 .455
Balw pe to vou pou (=

okédtopat) 4.72 .839 .45 .501
KoLTAw To Tafadve (=sipat

adpavng) 4.55 1.146 .69 .469
Tinyaivw vtouypouU (=mnyaivw

kateuBeiav) 4.65 .891 A1 .296
€XW TO KOKAAGKL TNG

vuytepidag (=elpat Tuxepog) 3.88 1.816 77 429

KATIOLOG UE EXEL
Eeypaupévo (=kamolog Bswpel

otTL 6ev £xw eAmidec) 4.78 .573 .38 .490
Eepvaw oA (=phaw pe kakia) | 4 29 1.296 15 368
peAavialw KAmoLov oTo

gUAo (= xTumaAw kamotlov MoAU) | 4.63 .928 75 429
OVELPO BEPLVAG VUKTOG

(=ampaypatonointo 6velpo) 3.88 1.772 78 419
€XW KAmolov ota ona ona (=

dpovtilw kamotlov olaitepa) 4.86 .583 .62 .490
MEDTW Ao Tov oupavo (=pévw

EKTTANKTN) 4.72 .927 72 447
TO TPABAEL O OPYAVIOUOG

KAmolou (=To avtéxel kamowog) | 4.62 .979 .89 317
OTAW ToV Tayo (=Eemepvaw

TNV apXLKn apnyovia) 4.78 .696 .97 177
naeva et (=5nhadn) 4.58 998 92 272
XAVW TO TtaLXvidt

(=amotuyyxavw) 4.78 .625 .20 .396
naipvw KATL Ttiow (=avakoAw) | 4.77 702 91 296
elval yla ta mavnyupla (=sivat

yeholiog) 4.77 .606 .32 469
£pXOVTaL TO MAVW KATW (=€xeL

nipokAnBel avaotdtwon ) 4.88 415 .98 126
vivopat Bamdpl (=eéopyitopar) | .72 1.807 .00 .000
TPWW TO MOPAUUOL (=TLoTELW

o€ KATL) 4.83 .486 .35 .485
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avolyw maptideg (= éxw
OXEOELG) 4.51 .986 46 .503
K&vw ndoa (=5ivw) 4.20 1.427 35 481
mataw otn yn (=eipat
PEAALOTAC) 4.62 .860 .86 .353
Kavw meodpouto (=va
ekTopvelopaL) 3.38 2.044 .25 429
Balw otov melpacud
(=5eNedlw) 4.65 874 40 496
El'.u(lL T[EpS'LKI. (=El'.uO(L K(l}\('x) 4.86 556 .69 469
ndave 6Aa mepinato (=xdvovtal) | 431 1.117 08 272
Twalw to nétoda (=nebaivw) 4.03 1.610 66 481
HEVW TIETPWHEVOG (=péEVWw
akivntoc) 3.54 1.640 .00 .000
Tou MEPTEL (=Ttou Bpioketal) 4.05 1.556 43 496
HoU Ttnyaivel (=pou tapldlel) | 4.75 952 94 246
HE TIAVEL KATL (=ME ayyilel
KATL) 4.58 .827 A1 .317
elpaL mouAi tng mudartoag (=eipat
£UTELPOC OTIC GUVAANAYEC) 3.22 1.892 .15 .368
£XW TUPAN TtioTn (=€xw
anoAuTn epmiotoouvn) 4.54 .937 A1 317

LE €koPe MAAyLa (=pe
TapATAPNOE LE TO TTAAL TOU

patiou) 2.09 1.826 .03 177
KATOLOG LOU KAVEL XOVTPN

mAdaka (=kamolog pe Eeyehael) | 4.63 .928 .22 419
€XW KAMOLOV 0TNV MAATH LoU

(=kamolog pe emiBaplvel) 4.26 1.163 74 .439
EUVW aALEG TTANYEG (=Bupitw

TAALEG TTANYEC) 4.83 .698 .89 317
Batw mhwpen (=katevBuvopal) | 4.20 1.252 38 485

KAvw tnv {wr KAmolou
nodnAato (= TaAamwpw
Karolov) 4.29 1.271 .05 126
Tatdw To OSL pou (=mnyaivw) | 4.17 1.398 1.00 000
prepbevopal ota odla
KATOLOU (=0mooTmw KAToloV
amo TNV gpyacia Tou) 4.78 .673 .92 272
TIOU O€ TOVEL KalL TToU o€
odalel (=kAmoLov Tov XTUTIoUV

TIOAU) 3.00 2.000 .34 475
KaTeBAalw HEPLIKA TTOTNPAKLA

napanavw (=pedaw) 4.75 .685 74 447
péoa ota mpaypata (=eivat

Yvwotncg) 4.65 .975 .62 .493
KaBwG mpéret (=aflompenig) | 485 537 98 126
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TpooYyeLWONKe avwpoAa
(=€advidotnke apvnTika) 4.12 1.244 .03 .126
TUAVEL TTOUALA OTOV aépa (=€XEL
taxeia avtiAnyn) 4.83 .575 .98 126
yivopat up kat pavia
(=e€opyilopat) 4.69 .828 .94 .246
Hévw péotog (=Eeuevw) 2.98 2.080 .03 126

TO pixvw oto fekdpPwto (=Aéw
KATL OTAV SEV TO TEPLUEVEL

KAToLog) 3.91 1.355 .03 177
Bynkav poAoL (=Atav otnv wpa

ToU¢) 3.68 1.511 .03 177
Byaivw armod ta pouya Lou

(=e€opyiCopat) 4.88 .673 .92 .246

LLOU TPEXOULV Ta OGALA
(=emBLUW KATL TTOU SEV PMopw

Va OIOKTHoW) 4.97 .248 .98 126
naipvw ofdpva (=mapacupw) 4.75 830 48 504
1o KAlpa onkwveL (=ot

ouvOnkeg eivatl katdAnAeg) 4.65 .799 .48 .503
MEDTEL pavpn oLWN

(=emikpatei andAutn owwnn) 3.88 1.409 .26 447
TOL OKOTWVW (=0moTuyXavw) 4.62 896 12 336

KAVW O€ KATOLOV OKNVN
(=toakwvopal ya Adyoug

{n\ototumiag) 491 341 .66 481
TPWEL KATIOLOV TO LOUpOo
okotadt (=mebaivw) 3.63 1.567 12 .336

O€pVWw O€ KATolov 6oa &
poaleVel n okouma (=Aéw oe
KAmolov MoAAG aoxnua

mpayuota) 2.31 1.819 22 419
Sev elvat ool (=6gv elval KaAng
noldtnTog) 4.22 1.340 17 .383

KAglvw KATmoLou to omitt
(=xavw tnv neplovaoia

Karolou) 4.49 1.033 .88 .336
kateBalw otaupolg Kal

MNavayieg (=ppllw ta Ocia) 4.72 .839 .51 .504
vivopat otiAn (=raydvw) 2.60 1.910 .06 215
Balw kATl 0TO OTOUA OU

(=tpww Alyo) 4.63 1.009 .83 .383
oTov AaLuo pou KaBetal

(=avtumabw kamolov) 4.85 .537 .98 126
ninyaivel otpadt (=xaverai) 4.88 415 60 493
HE hEPVOUV OTA GUYKAAAQ OV

(=pe k@vouv va cuvéNBw) 4.66 .735 .55 499
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HOU €XEL TAPEL TA GUANOIKA
HOU (=€ €XeL KaTAyOoNnTEVOEL) 1.72 1.883 .00 .000
Tpww odpaiidpa (=pe
X0.oTOUKi{ouVv) 4.66 .735 A1 .296
TO £XW KECO OTO CWO UOU
(=elvat otn pvon uou) 3.42 1.638 .03 177
yivouatl og kamotlov tayapt
(=evoxAw kamolov) 1.29 1.465 .00 .000
LOU £pXETAL TOUTTAAS (=pHéVw
EKTTANKTOG) 4.22 1.463 17 .383
X0peLW KATIOLOV OTO
taPi (=Tohaumwpw KAamolov) 4.71 .843 .97 177
TPEXW HE T
téoogpa (=umakolw) 2.37 1.884 .03 177
TO KL TO (=P AETTOUEPELEG) 4.52 1.200 83 383
€KTOC TOTOU KoL XpOVOU
(=exTOC MpaypaTIKOTNTOC) 4.88 451 1.00 .000
TPABa pe Kot ag KAaiw
(=kAvw KATLTTOPOAO TIOU poU
elvat Suodpeoto) 4.77 .679 .98 126
ME TUAVEL JLa TPEAA (=
Aettoupyw mapdloya) 4.69 .846 72 .455
Ba tov dpape (=6a
ETILKPATI OOV LE, Ba ToV
VIKHOOUUE) 4.14 1.102 .05 .215
Ta Aéw otnv tpixa (=ta
SinyolpaL AEMTOUEPWG) 2.62 2.074 .08 272
Ba yuploel o TpoxoG (=Tta
npaypata 8a aAAafouv) 4.80 .617 .88 .336
pou édaye (=pou ExAee) 3.62 1.578 23 408
Toaumna kot Bepeoé (=xwplg
Abyo) 4.12 1.463 .57 .501
elvat Tounnuévog (=eivat
EPWTEUPEVOC) 4.60 .862 .14 .353
Bpalel To TOOUKAAL
(=e€aodaAilw ta mpog o Inv) 2.25 1.888 .05 .215
MAAW pE TNV TOXN Hou (=elpat
TuXEPN) 3.82 1.550 .65 481
oKAeL ano vyeia (=eivat
QMOAUTA UYLEC) 4.66 .834 .78 419
HE TTallpVEL O
UTVOG (=amoKoLULEMAL) 4.80 .592 1.00 .000
naipvw ta 0PN (=aveBaivw
oAU PnAd) 1.98 1.781 .05 215
LE TLAVEL n dayoupa
(=emBupw) 4.03 1.323 .03 177
KPOTW OE KATIOLOUG TO dpavapl
(=61eUKOAUVW TNV EPWTIKN
ouvelpean) 5.00 .000 1.00 .000
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Bplokopat datoa (=etpatl
QTEVAVTL) 3.05 1.789 .03 177
v d€pvw o€ KATIOLOV
(=e€amatw kamolov) 4.63 .858 .75 429
elpal péot (= eipat
pebuopévog) 3.60 1.818 .00 .000
Byalw to ¢idtL and tnv tpuNaA
(=Bplokw tnv AUon) 4.74 .776 .94 .246

naipvw katt dlthocodikd
(=avTipeTwnilw KATL pe

npeuia) 3.02 1.644 .00 .000
Byddw otn dopa (=kowomnoww) | 4 g8 451 95 215
otnv ¢olpLa o WE TILAVEL

(=otnv Blaclvn pou) 3.38 1.588 12 .336
£xw owag tag dpévag (=elpat

Aoyikn) 4.85 .507 .97 177
T dpridyvw pe (=€xw deopd) 4.45 1.347 18 383
Sev kavw oUTe yLa ptuoLUo

(=bev afitw) 4.72 .650 .06 .246
Ta puodel (=eivat mhovolog) 3.60 1.703 26 439
wtiyw pa dwvh (=pwvalw) | 423 1.308 74 439
avapw wtid otnv Kapdld

KAamolou (= oaynvelw kamotov) | 4.51 .904 72 447
yivetal xaBpa twv loudaiwv

(=yilvetal moAAn dpacapia) 2.52 2.251 .48 .502
To Yahdoope (=SladpwvAcape) | 4.7 820 77 432
0 KOOUOG va XaAdoel (=0,TL Kal

€av oupPetl) 4.88 484 .92 272
$ravw xapnAa (=geneptw) 3.91 1.588 18 383
ta 'Yaoca (=fadvidotnka,

caotoa) 4.83 486 72 .455
Baotaw yapaktnpa (=pévw

TILOTOG) 4.02 1.305 .02 .126

Seiyvw ta xoptid pou
(=amokaAUTTW TLG TPOBECELG
Hou) 4.48 1.062 37 490
elpat 6Ao yoyoxa kat
xouxouxou (=eipat

xooxapoUEVOG) 4.86 496 .89 .296
amAwvVw XEPL (=KAEPw) 4.42 1.158 .94 .246
Balw to XEpL Hou otn dwTLd

(=elpat andAuta olyoupoc) 495 .276 .98 .126

OTL TEPVAEL Ao TO XEPL OV
(=otL pmopovoa/eixa TNV

Suvatotnta) 4,78 .625 .98 126
€pXOMOL OTa XEPLA
(=6tamAnktitopat) 4.60 1.028 .48 .502
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KOAUMTAW oTO Xpuoddt (=eipal
TAUTAOUTOG) 4.23 1.284 .02 .126
pixvw og kamotov
XUlomuta (=amoppintw
KAmoLov) 4.92 444 .29 .463
T Papla mavw (=t
avtihappavopat/katarapaivw) | 4.46 1.147 .94 .246
ta PEAVW amo tnv KaAn
(zemuumAnTTW) 448 1.133 48 .502
YrRvw kamotov (=nelbw
KAoLov) 4.71 .701 .25 439
yla éva KOPATL YPwul (=moA0
$Onva) 4.62 979 .95 .215
yia PpUAou indnua (=pe to
TLAPALKPO) 4.63 .993 .89 317
NG KAKLAC wpag (=KoKAC
notdtntag) 4.88 484 .97 177
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