Motivation in unfamiliar morphological blends from names and nouns.

This paper is an attempt at investigating meaning construction in unfamiliar morphological
blends within a comprehensive framework of analysis which brings together insights from
structural studies (e.g. Gries 2004, Gries 2006), psycholinguistics (Lehrer 2003), pragmatics
(Cacchiani 2007a), natural morphology (Thornton 1986) and the theory of naturalness
(Dressler 1987, 1999) within a usage-based model which combines insights from Kemmer
2003, Langacker 1987, 1991, and Ruiz de Mendoza’s 1998ff Combined Input Hypothesis.
After a preliminary discussion on the reasons for coining new blends despite their relative
degree of morphotactic and (to a much lesser extent) morphosemantic complexity, and, in
particular, on the need to be relevant and on the search for effectiveness. The focus will be on
unfamiliar blends from nouns and names (e.g. Appletizer < apple + appetizer, Governator <
governor + terminator, Brangelina < Brad Pitt + Angelina Jolie, Billary < Bill + Hillary) and
serving as identificatory and descriptive nouns or names (in the sense of Anderson 2007), on
the assumption that selecting nouns and names alike depends on different types of knowledge
on the part of the coiner and on his/her direct or surrogate experience of the related reference.
The other way round, understanding such blends depends on different types of knowledge on
the part of the listener/addressee and on his/her direct or surrogate experience of the related
reference. Ruiz de Mendoza’s 1998ff in particular will enable us to discuss different types of
(re)motivation (and expected degrees of morphosemantic complexity) within blends that
would otherwise be grouped together. To take one example, different types of relations
between SW, and SW, establish in blends like Brangelina and Billary, which can be
motivated on the basis of conceptual integration of different relevant features selected from
the source inputs. To take one example, Brangelina seems to be created exploiting what we
might call a pre-established constructional schema (cf. Langacker 1991), or, a pre-figured
schema traditionally considered to be an extremely common pattern used to identify couples
in American English (Marchand 1969), viz. the morphological blend of Name(male) +
Name(female). Positive connotations further attach to the couple on the basis of the
underlying frames and scripts. By contrast, Billary could, but doesn’t identify the Whitehouse
couple. Rather, it is used within the relevant context to as a derogatory for Hillary Rodham
Clinton, seen as an unattractive career woman, which is motivated by the speaker’s social and
moral evaluation of her behaviour on the basis of a set of culturally significant keywords (in
the sense of Williams 1983), in turn related to a set of culturally shared values and

stereotypes within the Western culture e.g. work, job, career, home, glass-ceiling.
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