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Abstract

In this dissertation, I investigate a number of interrelated developments affecting the
morphosyntax of nouns in Cappadocian Greek. I specifically focus on the development
of differential object marking, the loss of grammatical gender distinctions, and the
neuterisation of noun inflection. My aim is to provide a diachronic account of the
innovations that Cappadocian has undergone in the three domains mentioned above.
All the innovations examined in this study have the effect of rendering the
morphology and syntax of nouns in Cappadocian more like that of neuters. On
account of the historical and sociolinguistic circumstances in which Cappadocian
developed as well as of the superficial similarity of their outcomes to equivalent
structures in Turkish, previous research has overwhelmingly treated the Cappadocian
developments as instances of contact-induced change that resulted from the
influence of Turkish. In this study, I examine the Cappadocian innovations from a
language-internal point of view and in comparison with parallel developments
attested in the other Modern Greek dialects of Asia Minor, namely Pontic, Rumeic,
Pharasiot and Silliot. My comparative analysis of a wide range of dialect-internal,
cross-dialectal and cross-linguistic typological evidence shows that language contact
with Turkish can be identified as the main cause of change only in the case of
differential object marking. On the other hand, with respect to the origins of the most
pervasive innovations in gender and noun inflection, I argue that they go back to the
common linguistic ancestor of the modern Asia Minor Greek dialects and do not owe
their development to language contact with Turkish. I show in detail that the
superficial similarity of these latter innovations’ outcomes to their Turkish
equivalents in each case represents the final stage in a long series of typologically
plausible, language-internal developments whose early manifestations predate the
intensification of Cappadocian-Turkish linguistic and cultural exchange. These
findings show that diachronic change in Cappadocian is best understood when
examined within a larger Asia Minor Greek context. On the whole, they make a
significant contribution to our knowledge of the history of Cappadocian and the Asia
Minor Greek dialects as well as to Modern Greek dialectology more generally, and
open a fresh round of discussion on the origin and development of other innovations
attested in these dialects that are considered by historical linguists and Modern Greek
dialectologists to be untypically Greek or contact-induced or both.
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The following abbreviations are used in the main text, the footnotes as well as in the
glosses of the linguistic examples:

3 third person

ABL ablative case
ACC accusative case
¢ common gender
cL noun class

DAT dative case

DIM diminutive

DEF definite

F feminine gender
GEN genitive case
INDEF indefinite

LOC locative case

M masculine gender
N neuter gender
NOM nominative case
OBJ object marker
PL plural number
POSS possessive

PREP preposition

SG singular number
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List of Symbols

The following symbols are used in the linguistic examples to represent sounds that
are not found in Standard Modern Greek:

Symbol IPA Symbol Description Example
a £ near-open front unrounded vowel  Pontic Adkd ‘stain’
b [b] voiced bilabial plosive, used for the Cappadocian unabd
non-prenasalised pronunciation of ~ ‘father’
un word-medially
d [d] voiced alveolar plosive, used for Cappadocian
the non-prenasalised vrwdeka ‘twelve’
pronunciation of vt word-medially
3 [w] close back unrounded vowel Cappadocian aAtdv
‘gold piece’
i [i] used to represent an [i] sound that ~ Pharasiot yiddt
does not undergo synizesis ‘cow’
g [g] voiced velar plosive, used for the Cappadocian uepigé
non-prenasalised pronunciation of ~ ‘a day’s wage’
yk word-medially
{ [3] voiced palatoalveolar fricative Cappadocian {vudp
‘dough’
K (k"] aspirated voiceless velar plosive Cappadocian
Kouvtd ‘push’
£ [kf] combination of the unaspirated silliot £umvdd ‘to
voiceless velar plosive [k] with the  wake up’
voiceless postalveolar fricative [f]
o [ce] open-mid front rounded vowel Silliot dumpi ‘life’
i [p"] aspirated voiceless bilabial plosive  Cappadocian rtayv
‘thick’
q* [q] voiceless uvular plosive Cappadocian qugd
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‘head’
3,¢ [f] voiceless postalveolar fricative Pontic 6€p(iv)**
‘hand’
T [t"] aspirated voiceless alveolar plosive ~ Cappadocian tig
‘who’
6, T¢ (4] voiceless postalveolar affricate Rumeic kovpitéo
‘girls’
w( [d3] voiced postalveolar affricate Pharasiot t{efvo
‘that (pronoun)’
) [y] close front rounded vowel Cappadocian oUyt
‘to press’
P [pf] combination of the unaspirated Pontic yn ‘soul’
voiceless bilabial plosive with the
voiceless postalveolar fricative [f]
o [(w] voiced labiovelar approximant Pharasiot y*dooa
‘tongue’

* Dawkins uses this symbol to represent the “Turkish q (gaf, 3)”, which, according to
him, “keeps its Turkish sound, a hard back k” (1916: 86), that is, a voiceless uvular
plosive [q] in (a) his Greek transliteration of words of Turkish origin such as qapd
‘head’ (< Turkish kafa) and rariGayAdq ‘kingdom’ (< Turkish padisahlik), and (b) his
rendering of the initial sound of words such as gdAa ‘milk’, gduo¢ ‘wedding’ and
qovpyovp ‘throat’ from Malakopi, Phloitd and Silata Cappadocian respectively that
appears in the place of original, inherited [y] (cf. ydA«, yduoc and yovpyoup in other
Cappadocian varieties). Recently, however, Janse has expressed the view that what
Dawkins transliterates as g in words such as natidaxAdq and qdAa did not in reality
differ from the voiceless velar plosive [k]. Therefore the two words should be written
as mati6oyAdk and kdAa respectively (personal communication). Nevertheless, as the
issue remains open to debate and due to the lack of conclusive evidence in favour of
the one or the other position, I will use ¢q in my examples coming from the Dawkins
corpus with the aim to remain faithful to the original documentation of this
phonological problem.

** Brackets indicate sounds that are subject to dialectal variation or sounds that do
not occur synchronically in the data due to historical phonological developments.



Introduction

This dissertation is a study of a number of interrelated developments that
diachronically affected the morphosyntax of nouns in Cappadocian Greek (henceforth
Cappadocian), a Modern Greek (henceforth MGr) dialect that was originally spoken by
the Greek Orthodox communities of Cappadocia, in south-eastern Asia Minor, until
1923 when Greece and Turkey exchanged populations in accordance with the Treaty
of Lausanne. I focus on the development of differential object marking (henceforth
DOM); the loss of grammatical gender (henceforth gender) distinctions and
agreement; and the neuterisation of noun inflection. The aim is to provide a
diachronic account of the innovations that Cappadocian has undergone in these three
domains.

DOM is the phenomenon wherein the head nouns of noun phrases
(henceforth NPs) found in typically accusative-marked syntactic contexts, such as the
direct object position, are marked with a morphological accusative case only if the
NPs in question are definite; the head nouns of indefinite NPs are marked with a
morphological nominative. Consider, for example, otavpd ‘cross.acc’ in the definite
direct object NP in (1a) as opposed to otavpds ‘cross.NoM’ in the indefinite direct object

NP in (1b). The overwhelming majority of the other MGr dialects, with the exception



of Pharasiot, do not make such a distinction. In Standard Modern Greek (henceforth
SMGr), for instance, the head nouns of all NPs in accusative contexts are uniformly
marked by a morphological accusative, irrespective of definiteness. Compare, in this

connection, the Cappadocian examples in (1) with their SMGr equivalents in (1').

(1)  Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/812, 52, 87)
a. Povrovv 10 OTOUPS o« VEPX
they.dip the cross.acc in.the waters

‘they dip the cross in the water’

b. @kidvovv oty Y oTaUPO§
they.make in.the ground cross.Nom

‘they form a cross on the ground’

(1) SMGr
a. Povrovv 10 OTAOUPS  OTx  VeEPA
they.dip the cross.acc in.the waters

‘they dip the cross in the water’

b. @rdyvovv otn Y aTavpd
they.make in.the ground cross.acc

‘they form a cross on the ground’

The loss of gender distinctions becomes manifest in the formal invariability
of elements that cooccur with nouns whose cognates in other MGr dialects differ in
terms of gender. All agreement targets in Cappadocian appear in what is from a
historical point of view their neuter form, regardless of the semantic and
morphological properties of the nouns that control them. In (2a), the definite article
7o, the object clitic pronoun 7o and the passive participle ganadiuévo ‘closed’ bear
neuter morphology in spite of modifying and/or referring to 8dpa ‘door’, which is
known to have been historically feminine in gender. Similarly, in (2b), the indefinite
article éva and the adjective kaAd ‘good’” are morphologically neuter even though they

modify yekiung ‘doctor’, which inflects in the same way as masculine nouns in other



MGr varieties. Compare the formal invariability of the various agreeing elements in

(2) with the variability of their SMGr cognates in (2').

(2) Cappadocian'
a. 7o Bvpax  nupav 0  qamadiuévo
then doorr they.found it shutN
‘they found the door shut’ (Silata, Dawkins, 444)

b. mepvav v kaAd  xekiung

he.passes.by anN goodN doctor.m

‘a good doctor is passing by’ (Ax6, KMS/M&K, 196)
(2') SMGr
a. v mopta T Pperkav KAewoth

the.r doorr her they.found shut.r
‘they found the door shut’

b. nepvdel Evag KaAds  yiaTpog
he.passes.by am goodm doctor.m

‘a good doctor is passing by’

The term “neuterisation of noun inflection” refers to the use of the endings
-100 and -1, which are characteristic of i-neuter nouns such as oniti ‘house’ and modi
‘child’, to form the genitive singular/plural and the nominative/accusative plural of
nouns that do not synchronically or historically belong to the i-neuter inflectional
class. There are two morphological processes of this kind, which differ with respect to

the unit to which -100 and -1 attach in realising the said case/number combinations:

' In (2) as well as in all subsequent Cappadocian examples in this dissertation, agreement controllers
and targets (nouns; articles, adjectives, participles, pronouns, numerals) are glossed as masculine,
feminine or neuter strictly for illustrative and historical reasons. In nouns, the gender glossed refers to
the original gender value of each noun, that is, the one it had before gender distinctions were lost.
Glossing is based on the gender of cognate nouns in other MGr dialects. In the case of nouns that lack
cognates, inflection provides the evidence for glossing. Agreeing elements are glossed on the basis of
their morphology.



(a) neuter heteroclisis; and (b) ‘agglutinative™ inflection. In neuter heteroclisis, the
two endings attach to noun stems as in (3a), in which the heteroclitic form mérikiov
‘shepherd.sc.GEN’ consists of the stem midrik- of the o¢-masculine noun mérikdg and
the i1-neuter genitive singular/plural ending -i00. In ‘agglutinative’ inflection, the
i-neuter endings attach to what appear to be nominative singular forms of nouns. For
example, the ‘agglutinative’ form kaAdyepooia ‘monk.pr.acc’ in (3b) is structured into a
unit kadoyepoo- that is formally identical with the nominative singular form of the
noun kaldyepo¢ and the i-neuter nominative/accusative plural ending -ia. The
corresponding inflected forms of the two nouns in SMGr are shown in (3'). Note that
méTikdg is not found in SMGr; the genitive singular form in (3a’) is the one the noun
would have if it were found in the standard variety. In the standard language,

kaAdyepog belongs to the o¢-masculine inflectional class.

(3) Cappadocian
a. ey Kelta v méTIKIoU vaiko
here therelies a  shepherd.sc.cen wife

‘the wife of a shepherd lives here’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 214)

b. waod kaAdyepoaix  mHjpe TO  METOXI-TVE

from.the monk.rr.Acc he.took the dependency-their

‘he took the dependency from the monks’ (Phloit4, ILNE/811, 98)
(3) SMGr
a. & evar N yvvalka €vo¢  TIOTIKOU
here there.is the wife a shepherd.sc.cen

‘the wife of a shepherd lives here’

? 1 enclose the term in single quotation marks to indicate my disagreement with the view that inflected
forms such as kaAdyepooix in (3b) are agglutinative, that is, as consisting of a free base kaAdyepo¢ and an
inflectional ending -wxr that solely expresses number in a one-to-one relation between form and
function. However, since the term is used widely in previous analyses of the phenomenon in the
literature, I will use it for ease of reference.



b. and  tovg KaAdyepovs  mHpe TO  uEToYL ToUg
from the monk.pr.acc he.took the dependency their

‘he took the dependency from the monks’

All the innovations illustrated above have the effect of rendering the
morphology and syntax of nouns in Cappadocian more like that of neuters. This is
most obvious in the loss of gender distinctions, as a result of which all nouns in the
dialect behave as neuters for the purposes of agreement. In the domain of inflectional
morphology, following the development of neuter heteroclisis and ‘agglutinative’
inflection, nouns belonging to all inflectional classes form parts, or even the whole, of
their inflectional paradigms on the model of i-neuters. Lastly, by making obligatory
the use of a morphological nominative in accusative contexts, DOM introduced a
novel instance for the prototypically neuter syncretism of the two core cases—
nominative and accusative—in masculine nouns, which previously were not formally
identical.

From an explanatory point of view, these innovations have been
overwhelmingly treated in previous research as instances of contact-induced change,
resulting from the influence of Turkish (see, among others, Thomason & Kaufman
1988: 215-222; Winford 2005: 402-409). The only exception to this generalisation is
neuter heteroclisis, which has otherwise gone largely unnoticed in the literature.
There are two main reasons for the focus on language contact: one involving the
historical and sociolinguistic circumstances in which Cappadocian developed in time,
and one based on the superficial similarity of outcomes of the Cappadocian
innovations to their Turkish equivalents.

As regards the former, the early invasions of the Seljuq Turks in parts of
Cappadocia in the 11" century CE, the subsequent political separation of the
Cappadocian speaker communities from the Byzantine Empire in the west, and the
consecutive dehellenisation and turkicisation of much of Asia Minor resulted in
Cappadocian developing for many centuries in relative isolation from other Greek-
speaking communities, on the one hand, and in intense and long-standing contact
with Turkish, on the other. These circumstances had a direct impact on the dialect,
which preserves numerous grammatical features characteristic of earlier stages in the

history of Greek but also presents a considerable number of structural innovations



that distinguish it from other varieties of MGr. In many of these Cappadocian
innovations, the linguistic effects of language contact with Turkish are indeed
evident. In other, less clear cases, however, it appears that language contact has been
evoked as an explanation by previous scholars based on what Poplack and Levey
identify as “the widespread but unfounded assumption that linguistic differences
occurring in bilingual contexts are necessarily (...) contact-induced” (2009: 397-398).

It is true that the outcomes of several Cappadocian innovations, including the
developments in the morphosyntax of Cappadocian nouns exemplified in (1)-(3)
above, are reminiscent of Turkish grammatical structures. Turkish has a DOM pattern
that is highly similar to the Cappadocian one, the only difference being that in
Turkish it is specific rather than definite NPs whose head nouns are marked by the
accusative case. Turkish, like Cappadocian, lacks gender distinctions, while the
inflected forms of nouns are built by attaching the various inflectional endings to a
unit that is always formally identical with the nominative singular in a fashion similar
to the formation of Phloitd Cappadocian kaAdyspoowx in (3b). In the literature (see
references above), these correspondences between the relevant Cappadocian and
Turkish structural features have been used as evidence to establish language contact
with the latter as the single cause for the developments in the former without,
however, accounting for the actual linguistic mechanisms and processes that resulted
in these changes. On the contrary, the Cappadocian innovations are generally
portrayed in a way that gives the impression that they occurred rapidly and abruptly,
without undergoing intermediate stages of development. On the whole, previous
accounts fail to demonstrate satisfactorily that the innovations examined here are
indeed the product of language contact and not of language-internal processes.

In this study, I aspire to overcome these methodological and analytical
shortcomings by placing particular emphasis on the geographical context of
Cappadocian and on its genealogical relationships with the other MGr dialects that
were spoken in Asia Minor, namely Pontic, Rumeic, Pharasiot and Silliot. In spite of
the differences between them that justify their being considered separate linguistic
entities, all the Asia Minor Greek (henceforth AMGr) dialects share a significant
number of innovative characteristics that render them distinctively different from
other, more mainstream MGr dialects. More importantly, these characteristics

constitute evidence that the various different dialects are related by descent from a



common ancestor, a dialectal form of Greek that was spoken in inner Asia Minor in all
likelihood during medieval times. Based on this dialectological background and in
light of the fact that developments parallel to the ones Cappadocian has undergone in
terms of DOM, gender and inflection are attested in all the other dialects of the AMGr
group, [ set a methodological framework that offers an alternative to contact-oriented
approaches and calls for a revision of accepted views on the language-internal and
-external dynamics that shaped Cappadocian into its modern form.

My dialectological approach benefits from the diversity found among the
AMGr dialects, some of which are more conservative while others more innovative
with respect to the innovations examined here. This is a major methodological
advantage in that the various dialects essentially illustrate distinct developmental
stages in the course of the various changes, which assists in the reconstruction of
their origins and the trajectories that they followed over time. Along these lines, my
comparative analysis of a wealth of dialectal data from all the AMGr dialects as well as
from a number of Northern Greek dialects shows that language contact with Turkish
can be identified as the main cause of change in Cappadocian only in the case of DOM.
On the other hand, with respect to the origins of the more pervasive innovations in
gender and noun inflection, I argue that they go back to the common linguistic
precursor of the modern AMGr dialects and did not result from language contact with
Turkish. T show in detail that the superficial similarity of these latter innovations’
outcomes to Turkish grammatical structures represents in each case the final stage in
a long series of typologically plausible, language-internal developments whose early
manifestations predate the intensification of Cappadocian-Turkish linguistic
exchange.

Regarding gender, I argue that its loss in Cappadocian is a second level
development that followed and built upon an earlier AMGr innovation, that of
semantic agreement whereby inanimate masculine and feminine nouns triggered
agreement in the neuter gender on targets controlled by them. Evidence from
Medieval Pontic as well as the occurrence of reflexes of semantic agreement in all
core AMGr dialects suggests that the earlier manifestations of its development must
go back to the common ancestor of the modern dialects, that is, at a time before
language contact with Turkish. In that light, I analyse the generalisation of neuter

agreement in Cappadocian as the result of the progressive extension of semantic



agreement in the neuter with respect to agreement targets, domains and, crucially,
with respect to semantic noun types that trigger it. This process was driven by the
strong correlation between gender and inflection that holds in all dialects and
varieties of MGr.

As for the developments in noun inflection, I make the case that neuter
heteroclisis emerged at a time before the genetic split of the AMGr and NGr dialect
groups based on its attestation in all the dialects of the AMGr group and in the NGr
dialects of Lésbos and Kydonfes, and Sdmos. Neuter heteroclisis is therefore a very
early innovation that I postulate came about in order to overcome uncertainty as to
stress placement in the genitive singular and plural of paroxytone o¢-masculine and
o-neuter nouns, and in the genitive plural of parisyllabic a-feminine nouns. From that
locus, it was extended as a repair strategy to other noun types that presented
different structural difficulties in their paradigms. As a consequence, large numbers of
nouns in the AMGr dialects became morphologically associated with the neuter
gender and, in particular, the i-neuter inflectional class. Neuter heteroclisis also
strengthened the grammatical correlation between the inanimate semantic type,
neuter gender, and the i-neuter class, thus forming conditions that favoured the
development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection in Cappadocian.

Unlike the dominant view, which treats ‘agglutinative’ inflection as having
been modelled on the Turkish inflectional system, I account for it in strictly language-
internal terms. I show that noun paradigms which have been analysed as
agglutinative by previous researchers are not actually agglutinative when examined
in the context of the system defining properties of noun inflection in Cappadocian.
From a synchronic point of view, I consider nouns thought to have ‘agglutinative’
paradigms to belong to the i-neuter inflectional class. From a diachronic point of
view, I take this to evidence a historical shift of non-i-neuter nouns to the i-neuter
inflectional class that was initially triggered in order to repair prototypicality
deviations within the masculine and feminine inflectional classes by assigning
inanimate nouns to a semantically appropriate class. Owing to these shifts, the
i-neuter class gained significantly in productivity, which gradually allowed for the
generalisation of the shifts to nouns of other semantic types (animal, human).

The dissertation is structured as follows: in Chapter 2, I present the social,

cultural and linguistic history of Cappadocian and its speakers and describe in detail



the dialectological framework within which I examine the developments in the
morphosyntax of Cappadocian nouns. I look at the development of DOM in Chapter 3
and deal with the loss of gender distinctions in Chapter 4. In Chapter 5, I consider the

developments in noun inflection and conclude the dissertation in Chapter 6.



The Modern Greek dialect of Cappadocia

2.0 Introduction

In Chapter 1, I briefly underlined the importance I attach to the relations between
Cappadocian and the other MGr dialects of Asia Minor for the study of the
developments in the morphosyntax of Cappadocian nouns. This chapter presents the
social, cultural and linguistic history of the Cappadocian dialect and its speakers with
the aim of advancing our understanding of its dialectological background of
Cappadocian—which remains under-investigated—and overcoming the weaknesses of
previous research that has focused largely on the effects of language contact with
Turkish in order to explain the neuterising innovations in Cappadocian nominal
morphology. The historical and linguistic investigation in this chapter contributes to
the aims of the dissertation in two major ways. First, the systematic grammatical
similarities shared by the modern AMGr dialects suggest a common linguistic ancestor
to which many distinctive Cappadocian innovations trace their origin. Second, the
divergent evolutionary paths that the various AMGr dialects followed can shed light
on the developmental stages that certain of these innovations went through en route
to their present synchronic form in Cappadocian. Based on this language-internal

approach, I make the more general case that the triggers, origins and subsequent
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development of diachronic change in Cappadocian are best understood within a larger
AMGr dialectological context.

The chapter is structured as follows: after a brief outline of the geography of
Cappadocian in §2.1, I present the social and cultural history of the Cappadocian-
speaking communities in §2.2. In §2.3, I review the available sources of material on
Cappadocian. §2.4 discusses the effects of the Cappadocian speakers’ history on their
language and critiques the analytical emphasis that previous research has placed on
the effects of Turkish influence. In §2.5, I elaborate on the dialectological background
of Cappadocian by examining shared innovations and convergent developments in
the AMGr dialects; based on these considerations, I then present the basic principles
of the methodological approach that I followed in this study. §2.6 concludes this
chapter.

2.1 The language

Cappadocian Greek is a MGr dialect cluster comprised of a number of closely related
subdialects or varieties that were originally spoken by Greek Orthodox communities
indigenous to the Cappadocian plateau of south-eastern Asia Minor (today’s Turkey).
At the beginning of the 20™ century, the use of the dialect had been geographically
reduced to twenty villages located in the rural areas between the Ottoman cities of
Nevsehir (Greek NedmoAn), Kayseri (Greek Kaiodpeir) and Nigde (Greek Niydn) that
were either entirely or partially inhabited by Cappadocian-speaking communities:
Delmesd, Ferték, Aravan, Ghurzono, Ulaghatsh, Semenderé, Misti, Dila, Tsharakly,
Jeklék, Ax6, Trokhd, Malakopi, Phloitd, Silata, Anakd, Sinasés, Zaléla, Potamia, and
Arabisén (Dawkins 1910: 115-117, 1916:10).” The exact location of the Cappadocian-
speaking area as defined by these villages and their relative positions are shown in

Maps 2.1 and 2.2 below.

* In early works written by Greek authors, some of the Cappadocian villages are referred to by names
that differ slightly from the ones given by Dawkins (1910, 1916). These are either the original Greek
names of the villages or hellenised renderings of the names recorded by Dawkins. For example, Rizos
(1856: 98, 105) uses the name TeAuioods to refer to Dawkins’s DelmesS, whereas Karolidis (1874: 96)
replaces the t of the consonant cluster in the name of Mist{ for a more Greek 6 (Mig6i). In this study, I
use the names of the Cappadocian-speaking villages as they were transliterated and used by Dawkins.
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Map 2.1. The major Greek-speaking communities of Asia Minor at the beginning of the 20" century.
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Map 2.2. The Cappadocian-speaking villages at the beginning of the 20™ century (based on Dawkins
1916).
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Recently refining a classificatory scheme proposed by Dawkins (1916: 209),
Janse (2008a: 191) groups the varieties of the Cappadocian villages on geographical
terms as shown below. The variety of Delmesd, which he includes in the Northeastern
group despite of its being geographically located in the southwest of the Cappadocian-
speaking area next to Ferték, Aravan and Ghurzono, is the only exception to Janse’s

grouping.

(a) Northern Cappadocian varieties:

i. Northeastern varieties: Delmesd, Sinasds, Potdmia

ii. Northwestern varieties: Silata, Anakd, Phloitd, Malakop{
(b) Central Cappadocian varieties: Axd, Misti
(c) Southern Cappadocian varieties:

i. Southwestern varieties: Ferték, Aravan, Ghtrzono

ii. Southeastern varieties: Ulaghdtsh, Semenderé
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Alektoridis was the first to use the term Cappadocian to describe the MGr
varieties of these villages (“1) kata trjv Kannadokiav év yéver Aadovuévn éEAAnvikr”; 1833:
486). His use of the term appears to be more geographical than linguistic since it
encompasses the dialects of the towns of Pharasa and Silli which, as we will see later
on, are related to those of the twenty Cappadocian villages but do not belong to
Cappadocian proper from a genetic point of view. In any case, what should be borne in
mind is that Cappadocian is a learnéd designation that speakers of Cappadocian did
not use to refer to their language. Instead, they employed glossonyms derived from
their respective villages of origin. For example, the variety of Axé was called
aéevidtika (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: xiii) whereas that of Misti is still
called wiéwrka by its speakers (Janse 2007: 73). As all other Greek-speaking people,
Cappadocian speakers, by virtue of their religious affiliation, belonged during
Ottoman times to the millet-i Riim, the confessional community headed by the Greek
Orthodox Patriarch of Constantinople. Therefore they also referred to themselves as
Romans, as evidenced by the following description of the population of Aravin by one

of its inhabitants at the beginning of the 20" century:

20 ApaPavi Tovpkor dév 'dar oUAM & Pwunot vda.

‘At Aravan there are no Turks, all are Romaioi.” (Dawkins 1910: 284-

284; translation and emphasis of the original)

The population of the Cappadocian-speaking area including Pharasa and Silli
amounted to 37,650 inhabitants, according to an estimate of Papadopoulos (1998
[1919]: 109), based on Dawkins (1916). Of these, 17,500 were speakers of Cappadocian
(Janse 2007: 70); the rest spoke Turkish.

2.2 The social, cultural and linguistic history of the Cappadocian
speakers

The Cappadocian-speaking communities trace their origin to the Byzantine, Greek-

speaking people that populated Asia Minor prior to the first Turkish invasions of the

early 11" century (Vryonis 1971: 448-452). Until that time, Cappadocia was the

southeasternmost confine of that part of the Byzantine Empire in which Greek was
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predominantly spoken by the overwhelming majority of the population, following a
long process of linguistic and cultural hellenisation that was only completed around
the 4™ to 6™ centuries CE (Anastasiadis 1975: 153; Karolidis 1885: 7; Vryonis 1971: 42-
55). However, owing to its location at the frontier between Byzantium and Arab lands
such as Syria and Mesopotamia, Cappadocia was found as early as the mid 7" century
in the heart of the confrontation between the Byzantine Empire and Islam. The Arab
raids that penetrated deep into the Empire disrupted Byzantine cultural and linguistic
continuity in Cappadocia and led to cultural, social, political, and linguistic contact
between the Greek-speaking Christian population of Asia Minor and non-Greek-
speaking Muslim invaders (Kaegi 2008; Treadgold 2002: 129-131).

In the centuries that followed, the effects of the early disruption that was
caused by the Arab invasions became progressively more pronounced, chiefly as a
result of events of decisive importance involving another Muslim ethnic group: the
Seljuq Turks. By the mid 11* century the Seljuq Turks had become a serious threat to
the Byzantine Empire. Under Alp Arslan, the Seljugs descended from the Caucasus,
taking advantage of the Empire’s unpreparedness to withstand attacks at its
northeastern border. By 1070/1071, they had made their way inland as far as Chonai
in western Asia Minor, having first reached important southeastern territories and
cities, including Cappadocia and Cilicia, and Caesarea and Ikonion (Turkish Konya).
The mounting warfare between Byzantines and Seljugs reached its peak with the
historic battle of Manzikert in 1071, which saw the crushing defeat of the Byzantine
army by the Seljuq troops. In the aftermath of the battle, the Byzantine Empire lost
control of Asia Minor forever. What had been the heart of the Empire until then now
passed to the Seljugs and other Turkic tribes, and its greater part was incorporated
into the political entities that they founded, particularly the Great Seljuq Empire and
its continuation, the Seljuq Sultanate of Rm. The only exceptions were the Empire of
Trebizond at the southeastern coast of the Black Sea, which remained Greek, and the
Armenian Kingdom of Cilicia at the northwest of the Gulf of Alexandretta
(Korobeinikov 2008; Magdalino 2002: 184-189).

The Seljuq conquest had far-reaching consequences for the cultural and
linguistic history of the Greek population, a proportion of which fled the Turkish
invasion by seeking refuge in the mountainous areas and fortified towns of Asia Minor

and even in the Aegean islands off its western coast (Vryonis 1971: 169-184).
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Separated from the Orthodox Christian, Greek-speaking contingent of the west, the
Greeks who remained in their Asia Minor homeland after 1071 entered a four century
long period marked by a gradual religious and linguistic transformation, which,
presumably through a considerable amount of ethnic mixing, ultimately led to their
islamisation and concomitant turkicisation. Owing to the vastness of the area and
other geographic and demographic factors, though, this process of cultural change
did not proceed uniformly throughout Asia Minor. Augustinos (1991: 15) notes that
the Greek people of more densely populated western and northeastern coastal areas,
such as Pontus, continued the popular traditions of Byzantine civilisation longer. The
Pontic Empire of Trebizond, the last standing Greek political entity in Asia Minor, was
overthrown by the Ottoman Turks only in 1461, after they had established their
sovereignty over the totality of the peninsula as successors of the Seljugs and other
Turkish beys. Cultural change in these areas was not as dramatic and thorough as in
the more sparsely populated interior of Asia Minor that crucially included
Cappadocia, where islamisation and turkicisation advanced at a much faster rate
(Tsalikoglous 1970). In a famous memorandum dated 30 July 1437, we read that even
the clergy in Turcia, that is, inner Asia Minor, had by that time shifted to speaking
Turkish:

Notandum est, quod in multis partibus Turcie reperiuntur clerici, episcopi et
arciepiscopi, qui portant vestimenta infidelium et locuntur linguam ipsorum
et nihil aliud sciunt in greco proferre nisi missam cantare et evangelium et
epistolas. Alias autem orationes dicunt in lingua Turcorum.

‘It must be noted that in many parts of Turkey, there are found
clergymen, bishops and archbishops who are dressed in the
garments of infidels and speak their language and are not able to
carry out anything else in Greek other than sing the Mass and the
Gospel and the Epistles. All other speech they do in the language of
the Turks.” (Anonymous 1910: 366; my translation).

The same situation is reported in a more geographically precise testimony
written by Hans Dernschwam, a German traveller who spent two years in
Constantinople between 1553 and 1555. According to Dernschwam, migrants coming
at the time from Caramania, a land including parts of Cappadocia and Cilicia, spoke
Turkish but were of the Greek Orthodox faith and held Mass in Greek, which to them

was incomprehensible:
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Nicht weit von abstander burg, (...) wont ein cristen volkh, nent man
Caramanos, aus dem landt Caramania, an Persia gelegen, seind cristen,
haben den krichischen glauben. Vnd ire mes haltten, sy auff krichisch vnd
vorstehen doch nicht krichisch. Ir sprach ist turkisch. Nit weiss ich, ab sy
anfenglich turkische sprach gehapt haben.

‘Not far from the castle, (...) there lives a Christian people, whom one
calls the Caramanos. They come from the country of Caramania,
which borders on Persia. They are Christian and profess the Greek
faith. They hold their mass in Greek, but they do not understand
Greek. Their language is Turkish. I do not know whether Turkish was
their original language.’ (Babinger 1923: 52; translation by Chris
Geissler)

In a remarkable display of persistence in the face of sweeping cultural
assimilation, a number of Orthodox, Greek-speaking communities in northeastern and
central Asia Minor were able to survive as such through the range of social and
political changes that drove the lengthy transition from the Byzantine Empire to the
Seljuq Sultanate, and from that to the Ottoman Empire. In some cases, this survival
can be attributed to physical seclusion, due to which certain Greek communities had
always existed semi-independently from decision-making centres in the west and
relied more heavily on their own political and cultural resources even during
Byzantine times. Such is the case of Pontus, in which Greek Orthodoxy and the Greek
language, or, to be more precise, the Pontic dialect of the Greek language persisted
even after 1923. In smaller Greek communities, the preservation of traditional religion
and language was facilitated by their geographic location mainly in rural areas where
Turkish settlements occurred at a later time and in fewer numbers than in other
regions. This is the case of the Cappadocian-speaking villages (Augustinos 1915: 17;
Vryonis 1971: 451-452). Despite the different reasons for their survival, all of these
communities represent what Vryonis (1971: 444-497) has termed the Byzantine
residue in Turkish Anatolia, which “developed local cultures derived from the
particular physical and social environment that distinguished them from Greeks in
other territories” (Augustinos 1992: 5).

At the beginning of the 20" century, Greek-speaking communities were
found in the locations listed below (see Map 2.1); their members are thought to have
descended from the indigenous Greek population that predated the Seljuq invasions,
as opposed to later settlements of populations from Greek-speaking areas outside of

Asia Minor (Dawkins 1916: 5, 1940: 23-24; Papadopoulos 1998 [1919]):
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(a) Pontus;

(b) the area between Pontus and Cappadocia;
(c) Cappadocia;

(d) Phérasa;

(e) silli;

(f)  Livisi;

(g) Bithynia; and,

(h) Gyoélde.

To these we should add Mariupol on the coast of the Sea of Azov, where
Rumeic, a dialect closely related to that of Pontus, is still spoken by the Greek
community of the city that traces its origin to Pontic settlers from Crimea (Pappou-
Zhouravliova 1995; Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999). The examination of these locations
in Map 2.1 shows them to be separated by vast geographical distances, and in many
instances by largely impermeable physical boundaries. In light of this, it becomes
obvious that these Greek-speaking pockets represent only a small fraction of the
historical Greek population of the area that survived the Turkish invasions. It
therefore stands to reason to assume that—at least in the first centuries after the
invasions—Greek in Asia Minor must have continued to be spoken much more widely
than what the map allows us to gather. However, it should be noted that, despite the
geophysical difficulties and the relatively early (near) completion of the linguistic
turkicisation of Asia Minor, the communities found in the locations listed above did
not remain totally isolated from each other from a linguistic point of view, as
movements of mostly male populations were very common within the Ottoman
territory from the 15" century onwards, bringing together speakers from the various
Greek enclaves. A well-known example in that connection is the emigration from
Cappadocia that became particularly intense during the 18" and 19" centuries. During
that time, the capital, Constantinople, the Pontus, Smyrna and the western coast of
Asia Minor but also some cities in its centre such as Adana (Greek "Adava), Konya
(Greek Ikdvio), Mersin (Greek Mepoivn) and Ankara (Greek ‘Aykuvpa) received large
numbers of migrants who left their homes due to the scarce agricultural production
and the lack of safe conditions in the countryside (Dawkins 1916: 14, 23; Karachristos
2003a, b, ¢, d; Phosteris 1952: 142-144).
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As would be expected, the preservation of the inherited language in the
Greek communities of Asia Minor was not always favoured by historical
circumstances, and in certain locations the use of Greek was seriously threatened by
its sociolinguistic position and other factors external to its native environment. As a
result of the early Seljuq invasions and of the later establishment of the Ottoman
Empire, AMGr speakers spent most of their history in societies in which the language
of the dominant political authorities was Turkish. As such, Turkish was spoken by the
overwhelming majority of the population in all aspects of life: political, economic,
social, and cultural. Greek, the language, which had dominated in the area until the
11™ century, thus became one of many languages that were sociolinguistically
dominated by the Turkish of the Seljugs and the Ottomans. This situation gave rise to
a considerable amount of Greek-Turkish bilingualism, which came to define the
speaker communities of the Greek-speaking enclaves of Asia Minor almost without
exception (Vryonis 1971: 457-459).

By the end of the 19" century, in some communities the use of Turkish
alongside Greek had been so pervasive as to oust the use of the latter altogether. This
has been recorded for the Cappadocian villages of Andaval and Limna, where Greek
had by then become extinct (Archelaos 1899: 126; Dawkins 1916: 11; Karolidis 1885:
37). In other Cappadocian villages the shift from Greek to Turkish appears to have
been well on its way to completion, as well. According to Krinopoulos (1889: 14),
Turkish was the language predominantly spoken in Ferték, where the use of Greek
was at the time limited to old women, an account later confirmed by Dawkins (1916:
14). In Ulaghdatsh, Dawkins “even heard women talking Turkish to their children, a
sure sign of the approaching extinction of the Greek dialect” (1916: 18); he reports the
same for Semenderé. These extreme cases notwithstanding, there is no safe indication
that bilingualism posed a very serious threat to the continuous use of Greek by its
speakers in the majority of Asia Minor enclaves, at least at that time. Until 1923, the
language was spoken without any apparent signs of being in danger of extinction in
the large communities of Pontus, where a number of Pontic Greek varieties are still in
use by Muslim communities (Bortone 2009; Sitaridou 2010), and in Phdrasa, in Silli,
and even in some of the smaller Cappadocian villages. Dawkins writes with respect to
the future of the Cappadocian variety of Axé: “there being no Turks and the

population large and not given to going abroad, the dialect is in no danger of
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disappearance either by giving way to Turkish or by being purified by the influence of
common Greek” (1916: 22).

As pointed out in Dawkins’s quotation, apart from Greek-Turkish
bilingualism, “common Greek” was the other important factor that exerted a major
influence on the preservation or loss of indigenous Greek in the Asia Minor
communities. Common Greek here most probably refers to a linguistic version of MGr
based on Anuortiky, the vernacular form of the language naturally acquired and spoken
in Greece and the other contiguous Greek-speaking areas of the west, containing a
good deal of grammatical and lexical archaisms characteristic of KaBapsvovow, the
purifying form of Greek that was employed solely for educational, literary and official
purposes (Mackridge 2009: 81). Common Greek reached the Asia Minor enclaves more
intensely after the establishment of the first Greek state and the contemporaneous
rediscovery of the Cappadocian Greek-speaking communities in the fourth decade of
the 19" century (Balta & Anagnostakis 1994; Sapkidi 2002a, b) at which time Greek
schools were founded in many Cappadocian villages (for Sinasds, see Archelaos 1899:
22; Eleftheriadis 1879: 29; for Silata, see Farasopoulos 1895: 43). It is unclear whether
Greek in these schools was taught in the form of KaBapetovoa or in the common Greek
described above. Whichever the case, due to centuries of linguistic separation, both
forms were incomprehensible to the Greeks of Asia Minor (Janse 2002: 360), despite
the continuous presence in their communities of KaBapevovoa in which the liturgical
texts of the Orthodox Church were written. The invasion of such foreign forms of
Greek into the life of Asia Minor communities—encouraged by Greek nationalism
stemming from the newly founded kingdom—had, in certain cases, the same effects as
extensive Greek-Turkish bilingualism, ousting the use of Asia Minor Greek in favour of
common Greek. Dawkins reports for Sinasds that “at present the old dialect largely
gives way to the common Greek (...) Its schools and its flourishing condition have now
at all events set it firmly on the path of the modern Greek xoiwvr], and it is, as the
inhabitants boast, an Hellenic oasis, where even some Moslems know Greek” (1916:
27-28).

The continuous use of Greek in Asia Minor was brought to an abrupt end as a
consequence of the defeat of the Greek army in the Greco-Turkish War (1920-1922),
the Mikpaowatikrj Kataotpogr] as it came to be known (Jensen 1979). In accordance with

the Convention Concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations that was signed
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by the governments of Greece and Turkey at Lausanne, Switzerland on the 30™ of

January 1923 shortly after the end of the war,

As from the 1st May, 1923, there shall take place a compulsory
exchange of Turkish nationals of the Greek Orthodox religion
established in Turkish territory, and of Greek nationals of the
Moslem religion established in Greek territory.

These persons shall not return to live in Turkey or Greece
respectively without the authorisation of the Turkish Government
or of the Greek Government respectively. (Article 1)

The Greek speakers of Asia Minor were thus uprooted from their eastern
homelands and forced to relocate mainly in the recently acquired northern parts of
Greece as refugees. There, they either inhabited existing towns and villages or
founded new ones often named after their places of origin in Asia Minor (Kitromilides
& Mourelos 1980-1982). Unlike refugees from more densely populated enclaves such
as Pontus, Cappadocian refugees did not manage to establish large, homogeneous
communities within Greece. Due to their small number and the lack of an organised
displacement plan, the inhabitants of the various Cappadocian villages were scattered
around the country. For example, refugees from Misti moved to villages and towns in
western and eastern Macedonia (Aghionéri and Xirochéri Kilkis, Kavéla), Thrace
(Alexandroupoli, Xanthi), Thessaly (Mdndra Larissis), and Epirus (Kénitsa).’

In the context of this new geographical and social setting, Cappadocian
Greeks experience new cultural and linguistic assimilation pressures, this time
exerted by SMGr and the various MGr dialects native to the refugees’ new homes.
Combined with the native prejudice against the language of the refugees (Bortone
2009: 67-68; Clogg 1992: 101), linguistic assimilation within Greece was thought to
have been completed by the end of the 20" century at which time Cappadocian was
considered extinct (Kontossopoulos 1981: 7; Sasse 1992: 66). This assertion was based
on the assumption that the dialect was only spoken natively by refugees of an older
age who had acquired it while still in Asia Minor and that the natural language
transmission process was interrupted after the population exchange. The descendants

of refugees were therefore considered to have knowledge only of SMGr and/or MGr

> Source: http://kappadokes.gr/english/history/history2/history2_enhtm (Accessed on 19 January
2011).
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dialects indigenous to Greece. It was not until 2005 that Mark Janse and Dimitris
Papazachariou drew international attention to the fact that MiGwrk«, the Cappadocian
variety of Misti, is still spoken in Greece in a number of dialect pockets mainly in rural
areas of the north, with speakers also found isolated in cities elsewhere in the
country. Today, what appears to be the last surviving Cappadocian variety is used not
only by elderly people who came to Greece in 1923 at a very young age, but also by
second and third generation refugees of middle age who acquired it as native or semi-
native speakers from their parents and grandparents. Unfortunately, Miditka is now
seriously facing the prospect of extinction (Janse 2007: 71-74, 2008a: 125-129, 2009: 38-
39).

2.3 The linguistic record

The old diglossic tradition prohibiting the use in writing of any form of Greek other
than the high, elevated code that was superposed upon the spoken form of the
language during Byzantine times (Horrocks 2010: 213-214; Toufexis 2008), combined
with the cultural and literary standstill to which the Greek territories occupied by the
Seljuq and Ottoman Turks were brought after the turn of the second millennium
(Horrocks 2010: 406) entailed that there is an almost complete dearth of dialectal texts
or any other material known to be written in any of the different AMGr dialects in the
period before the 19" century (see also Horrocks 2010: 281). The enumerable cases in
which dialectal features can be identified with a relative degree of certainty in Greek
texts dated earlier than that time involve mainly lexical items. More rarely, they show
morphological or syntactic constructions geographically confined to the area, but do
not allow for the further specification of a particular AMGr dialect. The attested
dialectal features constitute innovations characteristic of all the modern AMGr
dialects and sometimes even of dialects outside of Asia Minor.

The nature of the few available texts in which AMGr dialectal features are
found varies greatly depending on their region of origin, each text presenting
different philological difficulties. Dialectal features in sources originating in Pontus
have to be sought in long texts that are otherwise written in the high Greek code of
Byzantine times for official or semi-official purposes, such as the Vazelon Acts of the
homonymous monastery, which were written over a period spanning the years 1245-

1702 (Ouspensky & Bénéchevitch 1927), or the Trebizond Almanac of 1336 (Lamprou
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1916). In these texts, the occurrence of dialectal features is attributed to slips and
errors by the authors or copyists (Lampsides 1952; Vayacacos 1964). The frequent use
in the Vazelon Acts of the accusative for indirect objects in examples such as é5wkd tov
Kol €yw TO xwpd@iov To0 dAwviov ‘1 gave him the field by the threshing floor’ (Act 45,
lines 3-4, 1260-1270; Ouspensky & Bénéchevitch 1927: 23) is particularly notable in
that connection. As will be shown below, this feature appears in all of the modern
AMGr dialects and probably originated in Constantinople, where it emerged as early
as the 5™-6™ century (Manolessou & Beis 2006: 221).

Texts from areas closer to Cappadocia present difficulties of a different
nature as they are written in the Perso-Arabic script. This obscures their use of
vernacular forms of Greek, which could, in principle, be considered an advantage
compared to the use of the high code in the Pontus texts. Due to the lack of vowel
pointing, the use of the Perso-Arabic script makes reading the Greek texts extremely
difficult, allowing for various Greek transliterations, and therefore different readings
as well. There are two such sources: the Greek verses in the poetry of Jalal al-Din
Muhammad Rimi and his son Baha al-Din Muhammad-i Walad that were written in
the area of Ikonion in the 13" century (Burguiére & Mantran 1952; Dedes 1993;
Mertzios 1958; Meyer 1895; Theodoridis 2004); and the Greek words listed in the
Rasfilid Hexaglot, a multilingual glossary compiled by the Rasfilid ruler of Yemen, al-
Malik al-Afdal Dirgam ad-Din al-‘Abbas, at the end of the 14™ century (Golden 1985
[1987]; Halasi-Kun et al. 2000). Like that of the Pontus texts, the Greek language of
these two sources is characterised by dialectal innovations that are found widely in
Asia Minor and are not restricted to any particular modern dialect. For example, the
use of the accusative instead of the genitive for indirect objects that I noted for the
Vazelon Acts also occurs in one of RUmT’s poems: 1€ ue ti énabeg, né ue ti éxaoes ‘tell me
what happened to you, tell me what you lost’ (bwld (&3 can il 5 oy {1273y,
manuscript Ne 67, Museum of Konya; Dedes 1993: 21). As for the Greek words in the
Hexaglot, a handful of them appear to have undergone phonological, morphological
and semantic changes that are again attested in more than one AMGr dialect. For
example, the Ancient Greek yeiuwv ‘winter’ is attested in the Hexaglot as ysiudg (o<
f. 4vB26, 192B26; Halasi-Kun et al. 2000: 136), having shifted from the ancient third to
the second declension. This shift is also found in modern Pontic and Cappadocian,

where the noun is recorded as dewud¢ and yeiuds, respectively. The distinctively Pontic
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and Pharasiot adjectival formation okvion¢/okviép ‘lazy’ is attested in the Hexaglot as
dkvidpng ‘stupid, lazy’ (o= WSsh f, 4RA21, 191A21; Halasi-Kun et al. 2000: 118),
illustrating a stage prior to the monophthongisation of unstressed /ia/ diphthongs to
[2] and [e] that followed in the history of the two dialects. Overall, it seems that the
dialectal features in these sources point towards an early dialectal separation of the
whole of Asia Minor, but do not show any evidence of intradialectal differentiations,
at least at the early time of the available texts.

It is not until the rediscovery of the Greek-speaking “living monuments” of
Cappadocia in the 19" century and the publication in 1833 of Alektoridis’s glossary of
the Cappadocian variety of Ferték (“As&iddyiov tob év deprakaivois tii¢ Kanmadoking
YAwooko0 Siduarog”) that sources begin to appear more regularly containing
linguistic material that can be uncontestedly identified as Cappadocian. This material
is found in the form of sometimes very short grammatical outlines included as part of
either historical and ethnographic works on Cappadocia and the Cappadocian villages
(Archelaos 1899: 148-155; Krinopoulos 1889: 33-40), or glossaries of specific
Cappadocian varieties (Anonymous 1914: 45-46; Alektoridis 1833: 487-491; Archelaos
1899: 216-281; Karolidis 1885: 109-129; Vasileiadis 1896). Following a practice common
in the description of non-standard varieties of MGr, both the authors of the
grammatical outlines and the compilers of the glossaries do not treat Cappadocian as
a linguistic system in its own right, but instead as a set of deviations from SMGr and
the more mainstream MGr dialects spoken in mainland Greece and the other
contiguous Greek-speaking areas of the west. What is found in these sources are those
grammatical—almost exclusively phonological and morphological—features and
lexical items for which Cappadocian shows stark differences with respect to SMGr.
These are generally presented in pre-theoretical terms and, in most cases, with very
little detail. Alektoridis, for instance, describes the nominal inflection of Ferték

Cappadocian in the following three sentences:

H Jvouaotiky t@v devtepokAitwy amoPader wg émi t0 mAeiotov TO
teMikdv ¢ olov kaAd &vBpwmo, oepvikd kTA. H yevikr) oynuatileto
TPOOTIOEUEVTS, adIKPITWS YEVAV, Th¢ KataAéews 100 1] auéowg i¢ THv
dvouaotiknv (0eyo, vaika yev. Oeyo100, yev. vaika-100) 1j ei¢ thv pilav
(&vOpwmo, yev. avOpwm-100) 1 avth katdAnéic mpootibetar kal TEOG
OXNUATIONOV TG Yevikfi¢ mAnOuvrikfg. H dotikr) oxnuatileror S trig
mpodéoews "o, 1ftic kat éué eive oUvOeToc ék Th¢ mpobéoews i kai ToD
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dpbpov = €ig to, ‘00 vaika Tfj yvvauki, ‘oo 00pa = tfj OUpg, Kata THV
KaxOwUAnuévnv, €ig v Bvpav.

‘The nominative of second declension nouns generally drops the
final ¢ as in kado dvBpwmo, oepvikd etc. The genitive is formed by
adding the ending 100, irrespective of gender, either directly to the
nominative (0syo, vaika gen. Oeyolol, gen. vaika-100) or to the stem
(&vBpwmo, yev. avbpwn-100); the same ending is added to form the
genitive plural, as well. The dative is formed by the preposition ‘oo,
which, according to me, is composed of the preposition eig and the
article = i¢ o, ‘0o vaika to the woman, ‘oo 6Upa = to the door’ (1833:
487; my translation)

As a result, very little of the linguistic material in these sources can be used
for linguistic analysis in a constructive way, most of it being suitable for indicative
purposes only.

Folk songs recorded around the end of the 19" century in the Cappadocian
villages (Archelaos 1899: 155-171; Gourgoutis 1893 [1922]; Pachtikos 1905: 3-43) are
another source of linguistic material that could, in principle, represent spoken
Cappadocian of the time. However, the language of these songs is highly problematic
in that it shows no evidence of several significant grammatical developments that, as
we will see below, define not only Cappadocian but AMGr as a whole. The folk songs
instead appear to illustrate an older stage in the history of AMGr, one prior to the
introduction of its characteristic innovations; the language also happens to be
suspiciously reminiscent of Dawkins’s “common Greek” of the time. For example, in
his grammatical outline of the Cappadocian variety of Sinasds, Archelaos (1899: 150)
notes the use of the neuter form of adjectives when they modify inanimate masculine
or feminine nouns, a semantic agreement pattern that is, however, not observed in
the folk songs he provides later in his work. For example, the adjectives and the
adjectival participle in 0 kdouog ovAog ‘the.m whole.m world.M’, abAaic uapuapwuévaig
(sic) ‘marbled.F yards.F” and xpvo# Aaundda ‘golden.r candle.r” (1899: 158, 160) appear
in their masculine and feminine forms, thus agreeing with the nouns they modify in
gender, as in common Greek. Such contemporary anachronisms cannot but be
attributed to the influence of common Greek, noted by Dawkins as one of the factors
that threatened Cappadocian; and that is only if one decides not to question the
credibility of the folk song editions by addressing issues of editorial intervention.

Alternatively, it could well be the case that the Cappadocian folk songs survived in an
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earlier linguistic form due to their traditional nature. Factors such as meter and
verbal formula might have helped preserve original characteristics in their
transmission, including their language. In any case, the language of these sources
cannot be considered to represent the spoken Greek of Cappadocia at the time.

The first significant, comprehensive and reliable source of data on
Cappadocian is, without doubt, Dawkins’s study entitled Modern Greek in Asia Minor: A
Study of the Dialects of Silli, Cappadocia and Phdrasa with Grammar, Texts, Translations and
Glossary published in 1916 (for reviews see McKenzie 1916; Psaltes 1918; Taylor 1918).
In this celebrated work (Mackridge 1990), a short version of which appeared in the
form of a journal article (Dawkins 1910), Dawkins reports the results of fieldwork he
conducted in Silli, the Cappadocian villages and Pharasa in the summers of 1909, 1910
and 1911, shortly before the Greek-speaking communities of these enclaves were
uprooted from Asia Minor. Drawing on a wealth of primary linguistic material
collected from his field trips, Dawkins produced a detailed grammatical description of
the phonology and morphology of the Greek dialects of the area examined within
their historical, cultural and sociolinguistic context, which he presents thoroughly in
the study’s introduction. The grammatical description is further supported by a range
of materials, some of which may well be thought to surpass the grammatical
exposition in importance. The most remarkable contribution is the transcription of a
large corpus of spoken Silliot, Cappadocian and Pharasiot that occupies more than
half of the study’s length, supplemented by a glossary compiling the recorded lexical
stock. Comprising folk tales narrated by local Greek speakers—whose demographic
details and linguistic background are duly reported—the corpus captures the spoken
language of Silli, Cappadocia and Phérasa at the very last stages of its continuous use
by its speaker communities in their native environments. The historical significance
of the corpus therefore cannot be underrated. In that light and taken as a whole,
Dawkins’s collection of data, his grammatical description, the texts and glossary, and
the account of the relevant historical and sociolinguistic background, compose what
still remains the richest and most complete documentation of the MGr dialects of the
inner Asia Minor enclaves to date.

The dramatic events of the Greco-Turkish War, the resulting population
exchange and the relocation of the Greek-speaking communities in Greece called a

halt to the documentation and description of Cappadocian and the other AMGr



27

dialects. Nearly three decades after the exchange, at which time the resettlement of
Asia Minor refugees had for the most part been completed, researchers from the
Centre for Asia Minor Studies and the then Historical Dictionary of Modern Greek of
the Academy of Athens finally resumed fieldwork in the refugee reception areas with
the aim of collecting ethnographic and linguistic material from the refugees. The
documentation of the AMGr dialects in their new geographical setting led to the
publication of a number of monographs and journal articles focusing on the dialects of
specific refugee communities based on their region of origin in Asia Minor (Andriotis
1948 for Pharasiot; Andriotis 1960 for Livisiot; Costakis 1964 for Anakd Cappadocian;
Costakis 1968 for Silliot; Kesisoglou 1951 for Ulaghatsh Cappadocian; Mavrochalyvidis
& Kesisoglou 1960 for Axé Cappadocian; Phosteris 1952, Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960
for Aravan Cappadocian). Written by trained linguists in collaboration with native
speakers of the AMGr dialects, the monographs of linguistic documentation follow the
model of Dawkins (1916). They contain grammatical descriptions predominantly of
the phonology and morphology of the dialects under investigation, in many parts in
considerable detail, and also deal preliminarily with their syntax, a clear advantage
over the total lack of syntactic analysis in Dawkins. The grammatical descriptions are
supported by corpora of texts, which are rather small but include such kinds of folk
texts as proverbs and sayings. Glossaries are also included, overall forming a set of
fairly accurate and reliable sources of linguistic data on Cappadocian and the other
AMGr dialects.

Not all of the material collected by this latter set researchers in Greece went
to press. A great deal of primary linguistic data remains unpublished in the archives
of the Centre for Asia Minor Studies and of the Research Centre for the Study of
Modern Greek Dialects and Idioms (Historical Dictionary of Modern Greek) of the
Academy of Athens. The Manuscript Archive of the latter institution has in its
possession five particular manuscripts containing abundant linguistic material
collected in the 1960s by Costakis and Tsitsopoulos from refugees coming from the
villages of Misti and Phloitd (manuscripts Ne 755 (1959), 811 (1962), 812 (1962), 826
(1963), and 827 (1967)). These could be used to produce a monograph on their
Cappadocian varieties on the model of the published works mentioned above. Yet,
even if such monographs were ever produced, it will still be a misfortune that the

varieties of only a small portion of the original AMGr communities will have been
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documented and described in more than one source at more than one points in time;
the language of such Cappadocian villages as Delmesd, Potamia, Malakopi, Ferték, and

Ghurzono will remain known only through Dawkins (1916).

2.4 The effects of early linguistic separation and intense
language contact on Cappadocian

The social and cultural consequences of the military and political events that shaped
the history of the Greek Orthodox communities of Cappadocia from the 11* century
onwards had a direct impact on the Cappadocian dialect. Greek in Cappadocia
developed in isolation from that of the contiguous Greek-speaking areas of the west,
on the one hand, and in the context of intense language contact with the Turkish of
the Seljuq and Ottoman conquerors, on the other, for a significant amount of time.
The effects of both these conditions are vividly illustrated in the grammar of the
modern dialect.

Owing to the early separation of the Cappadocian communities from the
western Greek-speaking contingent, Cappadocian presents numerous grammatical
features characteristic of earlier stages in the history of Greek, particularly the Early
Medieval and the Late Medieval periods (500-1100 CE and 1100-1500 CE, respectively,
according to Holton & Manolessou 2010: 541). Some of these features represent early
developmental stages in the course of long-term grammatical changes that Greek is
known to have undergone during medieval times and which in most MGr dialects
were succeeded by later stages of development. Others have to do with the absence in
Cappadocian of grammatical innovations that most MGr dialects underwent after the
Early and Late Medieval periods. Based on the evidence of these archaic features, the
Greek speakers of Cappadocia can be considered to have belonged until the Late
Medieval period at the latest to the same contiguous Greek-speaking community as
that to which the speakers of all the MGr dialects trace their origin. The most
important archaisms found in Cappadocian that support this conclusion are listed in
Table 2.1 (see also, Anastasiadis 1995; Horrocks 2010: 399-400; Papadopoulos 1998
[1919]: 91-95).
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Table 2.1. The major Cappadocian archaisms.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Sporadic retention of the pronunciation of ancient n [¢:] as [¢], and not as [i],

mainly in unstressed syllables (Dawkins 1916: 67):

elxou meyddio exel ‘we had wells there’ (Anaku, KMS/C, 82; cf. SMGr nnyddic)
Eva YeAd apdmng ‘a tall black person’ (Aravan, KMS/P&K, 104; cf. SMGr ymAdc).

Use of various forms of possessive pronouns for the first and second person
originating in the ancient possessive pronouns gud¢-€ur-éudv/nuétepog-
nuetéoa-nuétepov and o6¢-01-00v/Vuétepog-vuetépa-vpustepov, and not in

101k6¢-161ki-181kSv (Dawkins 1916: 120-124):

to uo to omt ‘my house’ (Phloitd, ILNE/812, 123 ; cf. SMGr to §ikd uov to omiti)
0T euét T uépeg ‘in our days’ (Phloita, ILNE/811, 88; cf. SMGr oti¢ Sikés uag Tig
uépe).

Use of va to mark a present as future, an expression of futurity that fell out of
use in the Late Medieval period in favour of constructions that later gave rise

to MGr 6« (Horrocks 2010: 301; Markopoulos 2009: 223):

«T1 va T0 moikelg;» Ki ekeivo eimev, «Na petpriow Aipeg» “What will you do with
it?” And she said, “I will measure gold pieces™ (Potdmia, Dawkins, 454; cf.
SMGr Tt O« To Kdveig; O uetpriow Mpeg.)

va katefeic 0o kdTw oov kdouo ‘you will go down into the underworld’ (Silata,

Dawkins, 450; cf. SMGr O« katefeic ooV KATW KOOUO).

Retention of ancient k-less stems in the formation of the aorist passive

(Dawkins 1916: 144-146):

oy @ofrifa ‘T was scared’ (Misti, ILNE/755, 88; cf. SMGr @ofr0nka)
nvépn oo vrua ‘she went up on the roof’ (Ghurzono, Dawkins, 346; cf. SMGr

avépnke).
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(e)

(f)

(g

(h)

Retention of the ancient v-less endings -oduat/-ovtai/-ovvrai in the formation
of the present passive of verbs in -dvw originating in ancient contracted

verbs in -dw (Dawkins 1916: 141):

otepavoutai To ‘he marries her’ (Axd, KMS/M&K, 214; cf. SMGr oTepavveral)
onkovvtar mdAe ‘they get up again’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 31; cf. SMGr

ONKWVOVTAQL).

Absence of periphrastic constructions formed with the auxiliary éyw and the
aorist infinitive for the expression of the pluperfect and perfect tenses that
developed near the end of the Late Medieval period (Aerts 1965; Holton &
Manolessou 2010: 551-553; Horrocks 2010: 300-301; Moser 1988).

Distribution of enclisis and proclisis with respect to object clitic pronouns
that is reminiscent of that found in the Late Medieval period: pronouns in
principle follow the verb but precede it if the verb is immediately preceded
by modal and negative markers, complementisers, wh-expressions or fronted
adverbials (Condoravdi & Kiparsky 2001, 2004; Janse 1993, 1994, 1997, 1998a,
b, 2006; Mackridge 2000; Pappas 2004):

vTev unop va o n6ag (...) méav to ‘he cannot catch her (...) he catches her’ (Ax4,
KMS/M&K, 210; cf. SMGr 8ev umopel v tnv midoe (...) Thv mdvet)

Ekprpe¢ Ywul, vidka or ékpupeg Aepd (...) vié o1 viwka ‘you asked for bread, 1
gave you bread; you asked for water, I did not give you water’ (Misti, ILNE/755,

52; cf. SMGr oov €8woa (...) 8¢ oov édwon).

Retention of the relative use of the definite article that was fully integrated
into the grammatical system of Late Medieval Greek around the 12™ century,
and the absence of the indeclinable relativiser (d)mov and of the relative
pronouns o omoiog/n omoie/To omoio, whose use was generalised much later

than that time (Horrocks 2010: 293-295; Manolessou 2003; Nicholas 1998):
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ounpd vra naivov via kaveioix ‘the people who go ahead’, lit. ‘ahead that they
go the people’ (Ulaghétsh, Kesisoglou 1951: 51; cf. SMGr o1 dvpwmor o1
omoiol/mov TNyaivovy umpootd)

T popwvels T goptoés ‘the clothes which you wear’, lit. ‘that you wear the
clothes’ (Ax4, Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 90; cf. SMGr & povya T«

omoio/Tov Popds).

Besides the survival of grammatical and lexical archaisms, the long linguistic
isolation of the Cappadocian speaker communities provided the necessary conditions
for the development of a significant number of structural innovations that distinguish
Cappadocian from the other MGr dialects. Such defining innovations are found in all
components of Cappadocian grammar, from phonology and morphology to syntax. It
is in many of these innovations that the linguistic effects of language contact with
Turkish, whose influence kept growing in the centuries that followed the Seljuq and
Ottoman conquests of Asia Minor, become particularly evident. As a direct result of
extensive Greek-Turkish bilingualism and the consequent linguistic interference from
the latter to the former, there can be found in Cappadocian a number of grammatical
features whose occurrence can be incontrovertibly attributed to the replication of
Turkish linguistic matter and, in some cases, of grammatical patterns as well (in the
sense of Matras 2009; Matras & Sakel 2007; Sakel 2007). The most distinctive features
of this kind are shown in Table 2.2. In cases such as (a)-(e) in the table, Cappadocian
has incorporated identifiable Turkish sounds and sound shapes of words and morphs
alongside their grammatical meaning and function. In cases such as (f) and (g), it has
replicated the organisation, distribution and mapping of grammatical and semantic
meaning of Turkish grammatical patterns using available Greek linguistic material,

that is, without borrowing the actual forms used in Turkish.
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Table 2.2. Distinctive contact-induced grammatical features in Cappadocian.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Introduction into the Cappadocian phonemic inventory of Turkish phonemes
such as /&/, /y/, /w/, /x/, /q/, which are found mainly in the great masses
of Turkish loanwords that were borrowed into Cappadocian (Janse 2009: 39,

49):

ka1 0 KIGAU AdAoe vro opré-t ‘and the villager spoke the truth’ (Ulaghatsh,
KMS/K, 160; cf. Tr. kdylii);
t6ayapvTd naryiov vro udve ‘he calls the boy’s mother’ (Ferték, Dawkins, 328; cf.

Tr. cagirmak).

Extension of the Turkish aspirated stops [p"], [t"], [k"] from loanwords to
words belonging to the inherited Greek lexical stock (Janse 2009: 40):

ki dAAo rtaryv ‘thicker’ (Axd, KMS/M&K, 190; cf. SMGr mav)
tivo¢ kepd) va kdt¢ ‘on whose head it will sit” (Axd, KMS/M&K, 218; cf. SMGr
Tivog)

a¢ To Kovvrroovu pakpid ‘let us push it away’ (Axd6, KMS/M&K, 212).

Use of the interrogative particle ui (< Tr. mI) to mark yes/no and alternative

questions:

Savd-vea ui 1t vro xepigog; ‘Is this man crazy?’ (Ulaghatsh, KMS/K, 156)
Mebepd-¢ Maps-von ut mébavev ui; ‘Is your mother-in-law alive or is she dead?

(Phloitd, ILNE/811, 26).

Use of the complementiser ki, borrowed from Turkish ki (itself a Persian

loan), to introduce direct speech:

€76 €imev Ki, «Oeds v ue §Wkev éva kopits..» ‘he said, “If God had given me a
girl” (Silata, Dawkins, 440)
vta @Géa-t émav Ki, «BaPd,..» ‘his children said, “Father, ..”” (Ulaghdtsh,

Dawkins, 346).
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(e)  Use of the particle ev (< Tr. en) to form the superlative (Dawkins 1916: 117):

v 1o wikpd-t to moal ‘his youngest child’ (Ulaghétsh, Dawkins, 370; cf. Tr. en
kiiciik oglu; SMGr To uikpdtepd Tov mondi)
av To wikpd to kopit¢ ‘the youngest girl’ (Axd, Dawkins, 394).

(f)  Formation of the comparative on the model of Turkish, using the adjective in
the positive degree preceded by a prepositional phrase formed with ag or and
‘from’, whose prototypical meaning matches that of the Turkish ablative

(-DAn) case (Dawkins 1916: 116):

eV TOAKT §€ka Popé¢ o uawtou-T uéya ‘a palace ten times bigger than his’, lit.
‘from his big’ (Phloita, ILNE/811, 62; cf. Tr. kendisinden biiyiik ‘lit. from his big’;
SMGr ueyaAutepo and to §ikd Tov)

an’ euds to wikpd to kopit¢ ‘the girl who is younger than us’, lit. ‘from us the
young girl’ (Delmesd, Dawkins, 316; cf. Tr. bizden kiiciik kiz, SMGr to uikpdtepd

UG KopiTot)

(g) Formation of the pluperfect on the model of (one of the ways to form) the
Turkish pluperfect, whereby the third singular form of the past copula is
invariably attached to the finite forms of the aorist that inflect for person
(Dawkins 1916: 147; Janse 2009: 43; Lewis 2000: 129-130; Winford 2005: 405-
406):

ndywoav frove ‘they had frozen’, lit. ‘they froze it was’ (Silata, Dawkins, 446; cf.
Tr. buz kesildilerdi ‘they had frozen’ < buz kesildiler ‘they froze’ + idi ‘it was’)
tpavoe fitov ‘he had seen’, lit. ‘he saw it was’ (Ulaghatsh, Dawkins, 372; cf. Tr.

gordiiydii ‘he had seen’ < gordii ‘he saw’ + idi ‘it was’).

In other cases, language contact appears to have resulted in the loss of
inherited Greek distinctions that are not found in Turkish, such as that between the
interdental fricatives /0/ and /8/, which in some Cappadocian varieties are replaced

by the corresponding dental stops /t/ and /d/. For example, in Ulaghétsh
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Cappadocian: édeoe vro dAoyo-t ‘she tied her horse’, vro tipa oumpd ‘in front of the
door” (KMS/K, 140; cf. SMGr £8eoe, OUpx).

Perhaps the most characteristic grammatical innovations that define
Cappadocian as a distinct linguistic entity among the MGr dialects, including those of
Asia Minor to which it is a close cognate, are the result of the developments in the
morphosyntax of nouns that were introduced in Chapter 1 as the object of this study:
namely, the loss of gender distinctions, the emergence of ‘agglutinative’ patterns in
noun inflection, and the development of DOM. The loss of gender could be seen as
comparable to the loss of interdental fricatives, whereby a grammatical distinction is
lost under the influence of Turkish, which lacks noun classification distinctions
altogether. ‘Agglutinative’ inflectional patterns and DOM, on the other hand, could be
thought to have developed through the replication of Turkish grammatical patterns
in a way similar to the development of (f) and (g) above; Cappadocian appears to have
reorganised and adapted its inherited grammatical resources and rules in a way such
that they become more similar or even identical to corresponding structures in
Turkish. As already outlined in Chapter 1, however, language contact can
satisfactorily account only for the development of DOM. On the other hand, I will
argue extensively in Chapters 4 and 5 that the loss of gender distinctions and the
innovations in noun inflection should be treated as language-internal developments
whose incipient manifestations predate the intensification of Cappadocian-Turkish
cultural and linguistic contact. These developments are language-internal despite the
typological similarity of their outcomes to Turkish structural features from a
synchronic point of view.

Finally, there are certain cases in which language contact with Turkish
appears to have favoured grammatical and structural variants that are generally
marginal or marked in MGr and which, in Cappadocian, have become the unmarked,
default options by virtue of their correspondence to Turkish grammatical and
structural patterns. The shift from head-initial to head-final constituent order in
adnominal genitives and relative clauses is a relevant example. In Cappadocian,
genitives and relative clauses precede their nominal heads (Dawkins 1916: 200-202;
Janse 1999; 1998; 2002: 364-370; 2003): ywpiov vtx okvlid ‘the village’s dogs’ (Misti,
ILNE/755, 58), Ayid Mdxkpivag to mavayvp ‘Saint Makrina’s feast” (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 66)

(for examples of relative clauses, see the list of Cappadocian archaisms above). In MGr,
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adnominal genitives and relative clauses typically follow their heads. The head-final
order is a marked alternative, reserved mainly for focus constructions (Manolessou
2000: 122). In Turkish, by contrast, head-final constructions are the only grammatical
option; genitives and relative clauses always precede their nominal heads. It therefore
appears that the prenominal genitives and relative clauses already available in
Cappadocian lost their marked status and became default options due to the influence
of Turkish. The effect of this influence is best illustrated in the case of multiple
genitives, which in Cappadocian are consistently prenominal, giving rise to
constructions that are not allowed in MGr. For example, the structure corresponding
interlinearly to Axé Cappadocian t fadidiov t vueg tar poproés ‘the king's bride’s
clothes’ (KMS/M&K, 192) is grammatical in Turkish (padisahin gelininin elbiseleri
‘king.GEN bride.3s6.GEN clothes.3sc) but ungrammatical in MGr (*rov faocidid tn¢ vigng
01 POPEDIES).

Commenting on the interlinear correspondence between Cappadocian and
Turkish with respect to constituent order in head-final constructions as well as in a
good deal of idiomatic expressions and light verb formations that were calqued in
Cappadocian on the model of Turkish, Dawkins phrased the famous statement that in
Cappadocian “the Turkish has replaced the Greek spirit; the body has remained Greek,
but the soul has become Turkish” (1916: 198). This view was echoed much later by
Kontossopoulos, who, in an equally expressive way, wrote: “moio¢ dxover (...) thv
kannadokikn Siddekto, dev Eéper av €xel va kdvn ué TOUPKIKX 0 EAAMNVIKO OTOUX 1 Ué
EMnvika o¢ otdux Tovpkiko” ‘whoever hears the Cappadocian dialect does not know
whether s/he is dealing with Turkish in a Greek mouth or with Greek in a Turkish
mouth’ (1981: 7). Owing to its vividness, Dawkins’s proclamation became so oft-cited a
quotation that the primacy of Turkish influence it conveys with reference to head-
final structures and idiomatic expressions has become quasi programmatic for modern
linguistic research dealing with any aspect of the Greek of Cappadocia. Language
contact is viewed as the principal, and often the only, cause of all grammatical
developments in Cappadocian, which are usually treated as typical instances of
contact-induced language change in historical linguistics and language contact
literature.

Thomason and Kaufman'’s discussion of Silliot, Cappadocian and Pharasiot

(1988: 215-222; see also Thomason 2001: 63-64, 66-67) is the best-known example in
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this connection. Thomason and Kaufman make such a strong case for language
contact in the three AMGr dialects as to claim that, while most of them “clearly retain
enough inherited Greek material to count as Greek dialects in the full genetic sense, a
few dialects may be close to or even over the border of nongenetic development”
(1988: 93-94). Drawing on Dawkins (1916), they enumerate a variety of lexical and
grammatical innovations found in the three dialects, including those that I presented
above, whose development, they argue, must be attributed to borrowing, the
incorporation of Turkish grammatical features into the Greek grammatical system on
behalf of Greek bilingual speakers. Using these features as criteria, Thomason and
Kaufman classify Silliot, Cappadocian and Pharasiot as “an excellent example of heavy
borrowing - category 5” (1988: 215), which, on their borrowing scale, is the result of
very strong cultural pressure and involves the incorporation of major structural
features that cause significant typological disruption (1988: 74-76; see also Thomason
2001: 70-71).

Revisiting roughly the same set of Cappadocian innovations listed by
Thomason and Kaufman, Winford (2005: 402-409; see also 2003: 83-84) recently
reaffirmed the claim that they “testify to a strong and pervasive influence by Turkish
on Greek” (2005: 407). He takes issue, however, with Thomason and Kaufman’s
assertion that the agents of these changes were monolingual or more proficient in the
latter. Within the theoretical framework developed by Van Coetsem for the study of
contact-induced language change (1988, 2000), Winford considers some “deep and
pervasive changes” (2005: 408) to be symptomatic of imposition, the process whereby
linguistic material is transferred into the grammatical system of the recipient
language, in our case Cappadocian, by speakers who are linguistically dominant in the
source language, in our case Turkish. Based on such developments as the emergence
of ‘agglutinative’ patterns in noun inflection or of head-final constituent orders,
Winford postulates a reversal in the linguistic dominance relations between
Cappadocian and Turkish, whereby some Cappadocian speakers who were dominant
in Greek during the first centuries of language contact with Turkish later lost
competence in Greek due to growing bilingualism and became more proficient in
Turkish. Therefore, according to Winford, the deepest and most pervasive changes
observed in Cappadocian were brought about by speakers who were less proficient in

Greek.
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Both Thomason and Kaufman’s and Winford’s accounts of the changes that
Cappadocian has evidently undergone suffer from many of the methodological and
analytical shortcomings recently pointed out by King (2000: 46-48, 2005: 234-236) and
Poplack and Levey (2009) regarding research on contact-induced language change.
Their major shortcoming is that they fail to demonstrate satisfactorily that the most
defining Cappadocian innovations are indeed the product of language contact and not
of language-internal motivations. The principal reason for this shortfall lies in what
Poplack and Levey identify as “the widespread but unfounded assumption that
linguistic differences occurring in bilingual contexts are necessarily (..) contact-
induced” (2009: 397-398). Adopting an ahistorical approach, Thomason and Kaufman
and Winford subject the set of innovative grammatical features in Cappadocian to
typological comparisons with corresponding structures in Turkish and SMGr on a
strictly synchronic level. These scholars bring forth superficial structural similarity
and, in many cases, interlinear morphemic correspondence between Cappadocian and
Turkish structural features as evidence to establish language contact with the latter as
the single cause for developments in the former. “Deep and pervasive” changes such
as the loss of gender distinctions in Cappadocian are presented in a way that creates
the impression they occurred rapidly and abruptly, without undergoing intermediate
stages of development. What is more, neither analysis accounts for the actual
linguistic mechanisms and processes that resulted in such changes (for a similar
point, see Heine & Kuteva 2005: 8), nor do they make any attempt to define the earlier
linguistic form of Greek against which the changes in Cappadocian are shown to have
been induced by language contact after systematic diachronic examination. SMGr, the
contemporary standard variety of MGr, instead serves as the point of reference on
account of yet another unfounded assumption that SMGr is the most relevant and
appropriate MGr variety that can form the basis of comparison in assessing the
impact of Turkish on Cappadocian grammar.

This strong analytical emphasis on the effects of language contact is clearly
the result of the fragmentary reading and interpretation of Dawkins’s study and his
discussion of the various innovative grammatical features found in the three AMGr
dialects he investigated (1916: 192-214). This becomes clear especially in the light of a
list Dawkins compiles in which he records a number of Cappadocian developments

“which may be put down to Turkish influence” (1916: 203; emphasis added) and which
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coincide with the ones reviewed by Thomason and Kaufman and Winford in their
respective analyses. In addition to this list, Dawkins later categorises in his discussion
the varieties of the Cappadocian villages according to the degree of Turkish influence
in each of them, which surely contributed to much of later research’s emphasis on
language contact to explain changes in the dialect.

In Dawkins’s classificatory scheme, Turkish influence is measured using the
following criteria, drawn from the aforementioned list of Cappadocian developments:
(a) the preservation or loss of the Greek interdental fricatives and their replacement
by dental stops; (b) the preservation or loss of traces of the Greek gender system; (c)
the absence or presence of ‘agglutinative’ patterns in noun inflection; and (d) the
degree of use of Turkish constituent orderings and idiomatic calques (1916: 208-211).
On the basis of these features, the Cappadocian varieties are classified into five groups
(I-V) that can be thought of as forming the continuum graphically illustrated in Figure
2.1. At the left end of the continuum are varieties considered less influenced by
Turkish, such as Delmesé or Potdmia Cappadocian. At its right end are those varieties
“where the Turkish element is at its strongest” (Dawkins 1916: 209), namely,
Ulaghdatsh and Semenderé Cappadocian. Note that this classification corresponds to
the geographically defined grouping recently refined by Janse (2008: 191) who drew
on Dawkins’s early observation that the groups below correspond to the geographical

locations of the Cappadocian villages.

Figure 2.1. Dawkins’s classification of the Cappadocian varieties based on the extent of Turkish

influence (1916: 209).

+ Greek - Greek
-—

- Turkish + Turkish

I. II. I11. IV. V.

Sinasds Silata Ax6 Ghirzono Ulaghétsh

Zaléla Anaku Trokhé Aravéan Semenderé

Potdmia Phloit4 Mist{ Ferték

Delmesé Malakopi Dila

Tsharakly

Jeklék
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Dawkins’s list of Turkisms and his use of them in grouping the Cappadocian
varieties indicate beyond doubt that he, too, attributed the development of several
Cappadocian innovations to the influence of Turkish. For example, he writes with
respect to the loss of the interdental fricatives /6/ and /3/ and their replacement by
/t/ and /d/: “The general explanation of these phenomena is that the people, from
constantly talking Turkish, found a difficulty in pronouncing these non-Turkish
sounds, and these substitutions are the results of their efforts” (1916: 79). Modern
linguistic research on Cappadocian draws heavily on this and other accounts by
Dawkins along these lines.

What has largely escaped the attention of historical linguists and scholars
working on language contact is a proposal of a different nature, first put forth by
Dawkins with reference to the loss of gender distinctions in Cappadocian (1916: 116).
Dawkins correctly identifies that this Cappadocian innovation is related to
developments affecting gender agreement in Pontic, in which the distinction between
animate and inanimate nouns determines the selection of gender in the forms of
agreeing nominals such as adjectives and pronouns (see Chapter 4 for details). In light
of this relation, he introduces the idea of a link that connects many defining
Cappadocian innovations with similar developments occurring in the other AMGr
dialects, most notably Pontic and Pharasiot, and which may explain the synchronic
occurrence of many of the Cappadocian peculiarities (see also Dawkins 1937: 30).
Dawkins goes on to support this idea further by listing the grammatical features
found in all Cappadocian varieties that justify their treatment as forming a single
dialect (Dawkins 1916: 212-213). He clarifies that these features, “which mark the
Greek substratum of the Cappadocian” (1916: 212) and which cannot be attributed to
the influence of Turkish, are also found in both Pontic and Pharasiot. Among them is
found the morphosyntactic expression of the animacy-based distinction mentioned
above, but also the extension of the endings of the i-neuters to nouns belonging to the
masculine and feminine inflectional classes. As 1 will show in Chapter 5, both are
related to the emergence of the ‘agglutinative’ inflectional patterns in Cappadocian
nouns. Dawkins thus unwittingly provides the crucial suggestion (without elaborating
on the specifics) that such “deep and pervasive” Cappadocian changes as the loss of
gender or ‘agglutinative’ inflection might actually owe their development to the

inherited Greek substratum of the dialect. They may therefore be best understood in
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the dialectological context of the various AMGr dialects as having been internally
motivated, rather than as the exclusive outcome of language contact with Turkish
when examined in isolation. This would then lead to the unsurprising conclusion that
the early linguistic separation of the Greek communities of Asia Minor from the Greek
contingent of the west created the conditions necessary not only for language-
external—that is, contact-induced—but also for language-internal developments, a
possibility that remains unexamined (cf. Poplack and Levey’s quote of criticism above)
and for which I aim to provide corroborating evidence in the remainder of this

chapter.

2.5 Cappadocian in the dialectological context of Asia Minor

2.5.1 The common linguistic ancestor of the modern Asia Minor Greek

dialects

From a genetic point of view, Cappadocian along with Pontic, Rumeic, and Pharasiot is
found at the core of the AMGr dialect group, which also encompasses Silliot as a more
peripheral member (Andriotis 1995: 100-107; Arapopoulou 2001: 175; Drettas 1999: 15;
Horrocks 2010: 398-404; Kontossopoulos 1981; Triantaphyllides 2002 [1938]: 273-295).
The group is identified primarily on the basis of a set of pervasive linguistic
innovations that are shared by all of the above dialects, with the exception of some
that are not attested in Silliot, but also of most of the grammatical archaisms that
were pointed out in §2.4 with reference to Cappadocian. These indicate the early
linguistic separation of the AMGr speaker communities from the Greek-speaking
contingent of the west following the Seljuq invasions of the 11™ century. More
importantly, they collectively distinguish the AMGr dialects from other MGr dialects
and dialect groups, including those that were spoken in the western coastal areas of
Asia Minor, such as the dialect of Kydonies and Moschonisia or that of Livisi, but
which do not show evidence of the characteristic innovations found, for example, in
Cappadocian or Pontic. A distinction should therefore be drawn between those
dialects that are classified as AMGr in the genetic sense and those that are so called
solely in the geographic sense of the term. This study is concerned only with the

former group of dialects.
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The most important shared innovations that distinguish the AMGr group

from the rest of the MGr dialects are given in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3. The shared innovations of the AMGr dialects.

(a)

(b)

Deletion of the high vowels /i, u/ and raising of the mid vowels /¢, o/ to /i, u/
in unstressed post-tonic syllables found mainly, but not exclusively, at the
end of the word (Andriotis 1948: 22-24; Costakis 1968: 30-31, 33-34, Dawkins
1916: 42, 62-64, 149-151; Oeconomides 1958: 56-64; Papadopoulos 1955: 17-19;
Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 21-24):

oo omut ‘to the house’ (Silata Cappadocian, Dawkins, 444; cf. SMGr omit1)

vd tov BydAov ‘T will fetch it out’” (Misti Cappadocian, Dawkins, 386; cf. SMGr v«
o fydAw)

kaveic Ki &ep ‘nobody knows’ (Stavrin Pontic, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 330; cf.
SMGr &pet)

Tov kovpits pagt ‘the girl is sewing’ (Rumeic, Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 255;
cf. SMGr to kopitot pdpet)

o dtoeg; ‘where have you been walking?’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 486; cf.
SMGr RdTnoES)

tovtous dptovmovg ‘this man’ (Silliot, Dawkins 1916: 292; cf. SMGr tovrog,

dvBpwmog).

Development of the postalveolar fricatives /f, 3/ and palato-alveolar
affricates /tf, dz/ before the front vowels /i, ¢/ and the glide /j/ as a result of
the palatalisation of inherited velar consonants /k, g, x/ (Andriotis 1948: 27-
28; Costakis 1968: 49; Dawkins 1916: 45, 70, 154; Oeconomides 1958: 90-97;
Papadopoulos 1955: 27-28; Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1995: 30-32):

tpia Tovptd(or) ‘three Turks’ (Misti Cappadocian, ILNE/755, 48; cf. SMGr
ToUpkot)
ei6e tpia moadio ‘he had three children’ (Ano Amisés Pontic, Lianidis 2007

[1962]: 24; cf. SMGr &iye)
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(c)

(d)

ta kovpita-u ‘my girls’ (Rumeic, Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 254; cf. SMGr
KopiTola)
t(eivo o @ovkapdc ‘that poor man’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 492; cf. SMGr
EKEIVOC)
Tov Gewud €pbitt ‘winter comes’ (Silliot, Costakis 1968: 118; cf. SMGr yeiuwvac,

goyetan).

Simplification of the /st/ cluster to /s/ in amalgams consisting of the
prepositions o¢ ‘in’ and ag ‘from,” and the various forms of the definite article

(Andriotis 1948: 32; Dawkins 1916: 83; Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1995: 35);

naivioka 0o axdAeto. Tov EPa doo axdAeio ‘1 went to school. When I finished
school’ (Phloit4 Cappadocian, ILNE/811, 18; cf. SMGr ato ayoAsio, an’ to oyoAeio)
on otpdrav ‘on the way’ (Kotyora Pontic, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 196; cf. SMGr
0T OTPATW)

oov dpovg ‘to the mountain’ (Rumeic, Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 254; cf. SMGr
0T0 0p0g)

o0 t6obdvov to téadipt ‘to the shepherd’s tent’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 494;

cf. SMGr otov Toomdvov).

Extension of the genitive singular and plural, and nominative/accusative
plural endings of the i-neuter nouns to masculine, feminine and other neuter

nouns (neuter heteroclisis; see Chapter 5 for details):

k\e@TB10U To ked ‘the thief’s head’ (Ghurzono Cappadocian, Dawkins, 344; cf.
SMGr kAéptn)

oo otddix ‘in the rooms’ (Phloitd Cappadocian, ILNE/811, 70; cf. SMGr ovtddec)
Kaupds Tov Ogprouatiov ‘reaping season’ (Ano Amisés Pontic, Lianidis 2007
[1962]: 34; cf. SMGr Oepiouatog)

npoPati’(ov) kpeyidta ‘sheep meat’ (Rumeic, Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999:
138; cf. SMGr mpofdrov)

T mapdde (< mapddi) Tov ‘his money’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 520; cf. SMGr
Topddeg)
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(e)

(f)

Tl poUxe ‘priests’ robes’ (Silliot, Costakis 1968: 60; cf. SMGr nanddwv).

Use of the suffix -10k- and various related reflexes to form the imperfect
active (Andriotis 1948: 43-44; Costakis 1968: 81-82; Dawkins 1916: 53-56, 132-
135, 180-183; Oeconomides 1958: 280-282; Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 72):

de okovAnkididkav ‘they would not get eaten by worms’ (Anaku Cappadocian,
KMS/C, 82; cf. SMGr okovAikialav)

yrviéke ‘she used to cook’ (Ghtirzono Cappadocian, Dawkins, 340; cf. SMGr
£ymnve)

e{iviokave odvtida ebéhevave ‘they lived like they wanted to’ (Oende Pontic,
Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 214; cf. SMGr {ovoav)

naxivke 0o okoAeio ‘he used to go to school’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 506; cf.
SMGr mrjyauve)

kaowovt{iokat xwpic {ovAeid ‘they would sit around without working’

(Silliot, Dawkins 1916: 286; cf. SMGr k&Bovrav).

Null realisation of the nominative singular and plural forms of the masculine
and feminine definite article (Costakis 1968: 54-55; Dawkins 1916: 46-47, 87-
89; Oeconomides 1958: 154-156; Papadopoulos 1955: 157-158; Symeonidis &
Tompaidis 1999: 44-45, 80-81):

Xebg Uéev ta ko vaika ouve oo péay ‘God heard them and the woman became
pregnant’ (Aravdn Cappadocia, KMS/P&K, 98; cf. SMGr o Oedg, 1 yvvaika)

vt evtder adelori-u ‘how is my sister?” (Ano Amisés Pontic, Lianidis 2007
[1962]: 410; cf. SMGr 1 adeA@rj uov)

Povuaiyor &povv ta A ma ‘those Greeks, they know it all’ (Rumeic,
Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 44; cf. SMGr o1 Pwuiof)

Kkdpe¢ maaivoudt ‘the girls go’ (Silliot, Costakis 1968: 128; cf. SMGr o1 k6pec).
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(g

(h)

Development of obligatory definiteness spreading, that is, the appearance of
the definite article before both the head noun and any preceding adjectival
modifiers in definite noun phrases (Kesisoglou 1951: 29; Papadopoulos 1955:
157; Tompaidis 1980: 234-235, 1996: 106-107):

0T’ avauuévov to govpvo uéoa ‘in the lit oven’ (Ax6 Cappadocian, KMS/M&K,
206)

n tpavéoowa n vige ‘the oldest daughter-in-law’ (Stavrin Pontic, Lianidis 2007
[1962]: 332)

T Bapén T xpdvia ‘the difficult years” (Rumeic, Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999:
82)

o uéyov t’ o vyidg ‘his oldest son’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 488).

Replacement of the lost dative case by the accusative for the morphological
expression of indirect objects (Andriotis 1948: 50; Costakis 1968: 104;
Papadopoulos 1955: 159-160; Pappou-Zhuravliova 1995: 211-212):

t0 GKkUAL eimev v ykdta ‘the dog said to the cat’ (Potdmia Cappadocian,
Dawkins, 464; cf. SMGr tn¢ ydrac)

Swokev o dvo ypovéa ‘he gave him two piastres’ (Phloitd Cappadocian, ILNE/811,
56; cf. SMGr tov £€0woe)

ginev tv nebepdv-atg, «moioov ue to dafpiv» ‘she said to her mother-in-law,
“prepare the rod for me” (Kerasounta Pontic, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 138; cf.
SMGr t1j¢ ebepdc g, PTidée uov)

to¢ Aéer tnv ‘he says to her’ (Rumeic, Pappou-Zhuravliova 1995: 254; cf. SMGr
e Aéel)

va ue dwg o payoouut ‘for him to give me a baby’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916:
488; cf. SMGr va uov doet)

AaAel T61 evaika tov ‘he says to his wife’ (Silliot, Costakis 1968: 120; cf. SMGr

NS yuvaikag Tov).
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(i) Extended use of neuter forms in gender agreement targets (articles,
adjectives, participles, pronouns, numerals) controlled by masculine and

feminine nouns (see Chapter 4 for details):

0’ éva opavd vekkAndd ‘in a deserted church’ (Phloitd Cappadocian, ILNE/812,
114; cf. SMGr o€ wix op@avr ekkAnoic)

oUAa vovudre @oPripav ‘all the men were scared’ (Aravdn Cappadocian,
KMS/P&K, 82; cf. SMGr 6Aot o1 VOUETEC)

kav Tpio AMpag ‘around three liras’ (Ofis Pontic, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 238; cf.
SMGr tpeig Mpeg)

povuaiikov yAwoow ‘Greek language’ (Rumeic, Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999:
82; cf. SMGr pwuaiikn yAddoox)

ar{eivo o @ofdc ‘that coward’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 550-551; cf. SMGr
gkelvog o poPnroidpnc).

(j)  Use of the proximal and distal locative adverbs as proximal and distal
demonstrative pronouns respectively (Costakis 1968: 74; Dawkins 1916: 51,

126, 175):

exel t{addosc mad To eldav ‘those witches saw him again’ (Delmesé
Cappadocian, Dawkins, 322; cf. SMGr kel ‘there’)

éByrn at(el oo midi ‘he climbed up that pear tree’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916:
175)

pw ta tékva ‘these children’ (Silliot, Dawkins 1916: 51; cf. SMGr £d ‘here’).

This set of innovations is considered to be so unique within the realm of MGr
dialectology that the AMGr dialects are, as a rule, not included in the traditional
classification of the MGr dialects into Northern (henceforth NGr) and Southern
(henceforth SGr) (Anastasiadis 1976: 5; Triantaphyllides 2002 [1938]: 276; Trudgill
2003: 50). AMGr presents features that are characteristically associated with both the
NGr and the SGr group. For example, the deletion of high vowels and the related
raising of mid vowels in (a) above, and the use of the accusative to express the

indirect object in (h) are characteristic of NGr. On the other hand, the development of
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postalveolar fricatives and palato-alveolar affricates in (b) is typically found in
dialects belonging to the SGr group, such as Cypriot or Cretan Greek (Newton 1972:
13-18; Trudgill 2003: 53-57). The occurrence of such geographically disparate features
in AMGr suggests that the AMGr speakers were linguistically separated from the rest
of the Greek-speaking contingent at a time prior to the geographic consolidation of
grammatical variation with respect to features that later formed isoglosses for the
classification of the MGr dialects into NGr and SGr. It appears that AMGr did not
participate fully in the dialect formation processes that resulted in the major MGr
dialect divisions, which, according to Horrocks (2010: 382; see also Holton &
Manolessou 2010), had already been set in motion by the middle of the Late Medieval
period. The history of the Greek-speaking communities of Asia Minor supports this
hypothesis. The AMGr dialects can therefore be considered to have followed common
evolutionary paths to those MGr dialects that developed in the contiguous Greek-
speaking areas of the west and are typically grouped into NGr and SGr only until the
Late Medieval period. On account of the subsequent long history of linguistic
separation, the latter two MGr dialect groups, including the standard variety of the
language that developed out of them, cannot be used as the basis for comparison in
investigating diachronic developments in AMGr.

On the contrary, what forms the most appropriate point of reference in
historical investigations of the AMGr dialects is the picture of linguistic unity that
emerges from the innovative grammatical characteristics that they have in common.
These show that before they started differentiating from one another Cappadocian,
Pontic, Pharasiot and Silliot formed a single dialectal variety that must have been
spoken in an area of inner Asia Minor minimally defined by the modern AMGr

speaking enclaves, as shown in Map 2.3.



47

Map 2.3. The AMGr-speaking area during medieval times (approximation).

Pontus
Bithynia
Cappadocia

Phdrasa

Cyprus

It is in this historical variety that the innovations in Table 2.3 above are thought to
have first become manifest. This hypothesis was brought forward by Dawkins, who
treated the systematic similarities between the modern AMGr dialects as evidence for
the existence of a medieval AMGr Koiné whose idiosyncratic development possibly
preceded and was certainly facilitated by the Seljuq invasions of the 11" century
(1916: 205, 213, 1940: 6, 14; see also Browning 1983: 130; Horrocks 2010: 382;
Triantaphyllides 2002 [1938]: 277). In that connection, some scholars have gone as far
as to claim that at least some of the distinctive developments of AMGr originate in the
regional form of Koiné Greek that was spoken in Asia Minor and adjacent islands such
as Cyprus during Hellenistic and Roman times (Thumb 1914: 199; Kapsomenos 2003
[1985]: 63; see also Drettas 1997: 15; Thumb 1901, 1906). However, pace Horrocks (2010:
113-114), there appears to be little relation between the grammatical innovations
shared by the modern dialects and the region-specific characteristics of the
Hellenistic Koiné of Asia Minor recorded by Brixhe (1987) and Bubenik (1989: 237-252).
In that light, and taking into consideration the relation between the AMGr dialects
and the other MGr dialects, I would follow Dawkins in placing the formation of the
common ancestor of the modern AMGr dialects after the beginning of the Early
Medieval period (500-1100) and before the end of the Late Medieval period (1100-
1500) in the history of Greek.

To return to the methodological and analytical shortcomings that King (2000,
2005), and Poplack and Levey (2009) have pointed out with respect to the study of
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contact-induced language change, it becomes clear that questions regarding the
causes and triggers—either language-internal or -external—as well as the subsequent
development of diachronic innovations in the AMGr dialects cannot be adequately
addressed without taking into account the grammatical characteristics of their
linguistic precursor: the medieval AMGr Koiné. Unfortunately, as we saw in §2.3, there
is an almost complete dearth of written evidence on AMGr in the period before the
19" century which makes it difficult to carry out a systematic comparison between
early, intermediate and most recent stages of development in order to identify what
has changed over time and what the linguistic processes and mechanisms of change
were in cases where change has indeed occurred. Fortunately, however, the lack of
historical records that would grant direct access to the medieval AMGr Koiné is
counterbalanced by the diversity found among the modern AMGr dialects themselves,
some of which are more conservative while others more innovative with respect to a
significant number of developments, including two of the three Cappadocian
innovations that constitute the object of this study. This situation provides a
methodological advantage in that the various dialects often illustrate different
developmental stages of the change in question, which assists us in reconstructing the
trajectories that they followed over time. In the discussion below, I show how such a
reconstruction can be implemented based on the differentiation of the medieval

AMGr Koiné into the distinct modern AMGr dialects.

2.5.2 The dialectal differentiation of Asia Minor Greek

Dialectal differentiation within the AMGr dialect group is generally taken to be the
indirect result of the advancement of linguistic turkicisation in Asia Minor that was
particularly intensified after the foundation of the Ottoman Empire in the 15" century
(Dawkins 1931: 398-399). With the gradual establishment of Turkish as the dominant
language in the largest part of Asia Minor and the linguistic and cultural assimilation
of the majority of the indigenous peoples to the Ottoman Turkish population, the
Greek communities of Pontus and Cappadocia, including those in the areas of Pharasa
and Silli, came to be separated from one another by vast numbers of predominantly
Turkish speakers. The speaker communities in the resulting Greek-speaking pockets
then started developing in relative isolation from one another and under

sociolinguistic circumstances that differed in each case, mainly with respect to the
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linguistic and cultural dominance relations between the Greek and Turkish
communities. Recall in that connection from §2.2 that the Greek speakers of Pontus
were much more numerous and their communities more closely-knit than those of
the Cappadocian villages, Pharasa or Silli. These conditions naturally favoured dialect
divergence and, ultimately, the development of different versions of AMGr in the
various culturally resistant enclaves, a fraction of which is represented by the Greek-
speaking communities recorded by Dawkins at the beginning of the 20™ century.

The divergent evolutionary paths that AMGr followed after the
fragmentation of the Greek population of Asia Minor are vividly illustrated by the rich
diversity found on all levels of linguistic analysis among the modern AMGr dialects,
each of which is characterised by unique grammatical innovations that are not
encountered in any other of the related dialects. For example, the emergence of a
voiced labiovelar approximant [w] as an allophone of /1/ in clusters formed by a velar
consonant plus /1/, as in y”doow ‘tongue’ (cf. Cappadocian yAddoox) or x*wpds ‘green,
fresh’ (cf. Pontic YAwpd¢) (Andriotis 1948: 30; Dawkins 1916: 158), is a truly Pharasiot
innovation. Equally exclusive are the combination of extended imparisyllabic stems
with endings of the o¢-masculine inflectional class for the formation of the plural of
all masculine nouns in Silliot, as in &ptovmovpor ‘man.pL.NoM/AcC’ (< avBpwmovdor; cf.
Pharasiot afpwmot) or kAéprénpor ‘thief.pL.Nom/Acc’ (< kAéptndoy; cf. Pontic kAépt’(o1))
(Costakis 1968: 60; Dawkins 1916: 47); the development of a complex system of locative
adverbs and particles for the expression of spatial deixis in Pontic (Drettas 1997: 449-
508; Oeconomides 1958: 353- 354; Papadopoulos 1955: 98-114); and the development of
the novel accusative plural ending -100¢ in masculine nouns in Cappadocian, as in
Saokaliovs ‘teacher.pr.acc’ (cf. Pontic daokdM(or)) or kMepriovs ‘thiefrr.acc’ (cf.
Pharasiot kAépror) (Dawkins 1916: 95, 113).

At an intermediate level between the shared innovations of the AMGr
dialects that testify to their common origin in a historical AMGr Koiné and the unique
structural features of each one of them that justify their treatment as separate
linguistic entities on synchronic terms, there are more restrictedly attested
developments which allow for the classification of the modern dialects into smaller
genealogical groups. The classification that has gained currency in the literature was
first proposed by Dawkins, according to whom the AMGr dialect group has a core

branch which “may be divided into Cappadocian on the one hand and on the other



50

the dialects of Pontos and Pharasa”, with Silliot occupying a more peripheral position
(Dawkins 1916: 206, 1937: 16-17; see also Anastasiadis 1975: 177, 1976: 16, 1995: 111-
119; Andriotis 1948: 10; Triantaphyllides 2002 [1938]: 277). This grouping, which
assumes a longer period of common historical development for Pontic and Pharasiot,

is illustrated in Figure 2.2, based on Janse (2008a: 191).

Figure 2.2. The accepted genealogical classification of the AMGr dialects.

ASIA MINOR GREEK

Pontic/Pharasiot/Cappadocian

/\ Silliot
Proto-Pontic

/\ Cappadocian

Pontic Pharasiot

Upon closer examination of this classification, however, Dawkins’s grouping
shows problematic relations between the core dialects: Cappadocian, Pontic and
Pharasiot. They are not defined on the basis of shared innovations but of shared
retentions, which are not strong indicators of close linguistic relatedness (Campbell &
Poser 2008). In particular, most of the “striking resemblances” (Dawkins 1916: 206)
between Pontic and Pharasiot, which for Dawkins and others justify their forming a
separate subgroup to the exclusion of Cappadocian, have to do with the absence of
developments that the other AMGr dialects are known to have undergone and with
the preservation of features tracing their origin to earlier stages in the history of
Greek. Consider, for example, the absence of synizesis in Pontic and Pharasiot,
whereby unstressed /i/ turned into a glide /j/ before a stressed vowel as in ywpio
‘village’ or movAix ‘birds’, as opposed to Cappadocian ywp/j/é, mov/lj/d& (Andriotis 1948:
16-17; Dawkins 1916: 152-153; Papadopoulos 1955: 11). Consider alternatively the
expression of negation by means of reflexes of the ancient negative particle ovki
(mainly ¥ in Pontic, t{o in Pharasiot) instead of the more recent dev that is
predominantly found in Cappadocian (Andriotis 1948: 47; Drettas 1997: 281-283;
Papadopoulos 1958: 121). The only shared innovation of the two dialects that can be

uncontestedly treated as such is the monophthongisation of unstressed /ia/



51

diphthongs to front unrounded vowels (/a/ in Pontic, /¢/ in Pharasiot), for example
ontité ‘houses’ and Xpiotevdg ‘Christian” as opposed to Cappadocian onitia, XpioTiavdg
(Andriotis 1948: 17-18; Dawkins 1916: 152-153; Papadopoulos 1955: 11).

Contrary to the above, and in light of evidence from the development of
gender agreement and noun inflection in AMGr on which I elaborate in Chapters 4
and 5, I argue that Cappadocian and Pontic are genetically much closer than
Dawkins’s original classification assumes. Their relatedness is supported by a number
of distinctive morphosyntactic innovations that both dialects have undergone to the
exclusion of Pharasiot, which I consider as cognate to Pontic as it is to Cappadocian.
The most notable shared developments of the Pontic and Cappadocian are given

below.

(@) Use of syncretic nominative/accusative forms that are morphologically
identical to the original accusative in the plural of all inanimate masculine
nouns and the parallel extension of the neuter form of the definite article to

agree with them (see Chapter 4 for details):

ta vroiy(ov)s €xve avtid ‘even walls have ears’ (Axé Cappadocian, KMS/M&K,
178; cf. Pharasiot o1 tiéyor ‘the wall.pL.NoM’, Ti¢ Tiéyor ‘the wall.pL.acc; SMGr
toiyouv¢ ‘wall.pL.ACC’)

edéPav  xpdévd kor kapoUs ‘years and years passed’ (Chaldia Pontic,
Papadopoulos 1928: 196; cf. Pharasiot o1 téapoi ‘the time.pL.NOM’, Ti¢ TGatp0l

‘the time.pL.AcC’; SMGr KatpoU¢ ‘time.PL.ACC’).

(b) Extension of the genitive singular ending of i-neuter nouns to nouns
belonging to all the masculine and other neuter inflectional classes (neuter

heteroclisis; see Chapter 5 for details):

deomotiov o otpdra ‘the bishop’s way’ (Phloitd Cappadocian, ILNE/812, 174; cf.
Pharasiot deondrn)
odadiov oo yiikAUk ‘in the room’s cupboard’ (Silata Cappadocian, Dawkins, 446;

cf. Pharasiot odd)



52

T agevriov Tov Adyo¢ ‘his master’s word’ (Ano Amisds Pontic, Lianidis 2007
[1962]: 26; cf. Pharasiot agévrn)
oov maxtéadiov to oniti ‘in the garden house’ (Oende Pontic, Lianidis 2007

[1962]: 214; cf. Pharasiot unaytéd).

On the other hand, there are few innovations that are shared by Cappadocian
and Pharasiot to the exclusion of Pontic. As will be argued in detail in Chapters 3 and
5, however, these do not suggest a closer genetic relatedness between the two in the
same way that (a) and (b) above do for Cappadocian and Pontic. Instead, they should
be viewed as cases of areal diffusion and dialect convergence, in the senses of
Hinskens et al. (2005) and Heine and Kuteva (2005: 177-178). It is therefore argued that
Cappadocian and Pharasiot underwent the same developments by virtue of their
being spoken in the same linguistic and geographical micro-area. Two innovations of

this kind are given below:

(a) Development of DOM, whereby the heads of noun phrases found in typically
accusative-marked environments, such as the direct object position, are
marked with a morphological accusative only if the noun phrases in question
are definite; the heads of indefinite noun phrases are marked with a

morphological nominative (see Chapter 3 for details):

€16 to dfpwno un to Aaleite ‘do not talk to this man’ (Phloitd Cappadocian,
ILNE/811, 58)

yioAdroav éva dBpwmog va to téiypth¢ ‘they sent out a man to call him’
(Phloita Cappadocian, ILNE/811, 54)

gide o PaciAdg av Unvog ‘the king saw a dream’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 542)
tov €lde o0 PaoiAd¢ Tov Unvo ‘the dream that the king saw’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins

1916: 542).

(b) Use of the nominative/accusative plural ending -1« of i-neuter nouns to form
the plural of imparisyllabic masculine nouns denoting inanimate and non-

human animate entities (see Chapter 5 for details):
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va qodavti¢ mapddia ‘that he earns money’ (Potdmia Cappadocian, Dawkins,
456; cf. Pontic mapddac)
a o Swooue to opdde (< mapddiar) Tov ‘we will give you its money’s worth’

(Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 520).

On the basis of the above features, I propose that the accepted genealogical
classification of the AMGr dialects shown in Figure 2.2 above be revised so that it
represents the longer period of common development between Cappadocian and
Pontic, their historical distance from Pharasiot, and the effects of areal convergence
between Cappadocian and Pharasiot. My revised version of the genealogical
classification that takes these factors into account is illustrated in Figure 2.3 below.
Cappadocian and Pontic form a subgroup within the core branch of the tree diagram
on the left, to the exclusion of Pharasiot, while Cappadocian and Pharasiot are
encircled by a punctuated line in the centre. Silliot is still found at the periphery of

the dialect group.

Figure 2.3. The revised genealogical classification of the AMGr dialects.
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At this point, it should be made clear that the inclusion of Cappadocian and
Pontic into one subgroup should not be interpreted as implying too high a degree of
similarity between the two dialects. Despite being the two closest cognates within the
AMGr dialect group, Cappadocian and Pontic remain considerably different and show
evidence of separate development in many crucial aspects of their grammatical
structure. The patterns of object clitic pronoun placement provide one such example.

In Cappadocian, clitic pronouns follow the verb unless it is immediately preceded by
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modal and negative markers, complementisers, wh-expressions or fronted adverbials.
This distribution pattern of enclisis and proclisis, which is essentially that of the Late
Medieval period, is also found in Pharasiot with the single exception of the negative

marker 7o after which clitic pronouns follow the verb:

Swkev o Tl aedtdvier ‘he gave him three gold pieces’ (Phloitd Cappadocian,
Dawkins, 432)

yier ue dwkev éva aAtdv; ‘why did she give me a gold piece? (Phloitd
Cappadocian, Dawkins, 432)

etd T mapddir amov vra qafavoeg; ‘where did you earn this money from?’
(Phloita Cappadocian, Dawkins, 416)

ué T avoilgic To oavrdy ‘do not open the chest’ (Axé Cappadocian, Dawkins,

392)

St{ev vra tpia 6ide Apeg o faatAdc ‘the king gave him three thousand pounds’
(Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 492)

va o€ §whow Gide Mpeg ‘1 will give you a thousand pounds’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins
1916: 492)

0 vYI6¢ oov mov T nUpe; ‘where did your son find them?” (Pharasiot, Dawkins
1916: 494)

kaveiva un vra Aeg ‘do not tell anyone’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 478)

{0 movdyw ta ‘I do not sell them’ (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 492).

Pontic differs greatly from both Cappadocian and Pharasiot with respect to
clitic placement. In Pontic, object clitic pronouns always follow the verb, even in the
presence of elements that in the other two dialects trigger preverbal placement of the

clitic:

€00 va apaetw oz ‘1 came to look for you’ (Santé Pontic, Lianidis 2007 [1962]:
294)

mov Ou evprik otk ‘wWhere shall 1 find them?’ (Chald{a Pontic, Drettas 1997: 540)
g0V un optovs atd ‘you should not carry them’ (Kerasounta Pontic, Lianidis

2007 [1962]: 142).
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Apart from defining an isogloss distinguishing Cappadocian and Pharasiot on
the one hand from Pontic on the other, this difference shows how the various AMGr
dialects can be more conservative or innovative with respect to certain diachronic
developments. In this case, the former two dialects preserve the proclisis versus
enclisis pattern of Late Medieval Greek while Pontic has resolved the conflict by
generalising enclitic placement across the board (see Chatzikyriakidis 2010 for
details).

This type of dialectal divergence has great historical and methodological
value. It may compensate for the lack of documentation of previous stages in the
history of AMGr in cases of diachronic change in which the different AMGr dialects
are found to represent chronologically distinct developmental stages as in the case of
clitic placement that we saw above. In such cases, the synchronic stages in which the
various dialects are found can be used to reconstruct the trajectories, pathways and,

ultimately, origins of change. In the words of Dawkins,

the modern dialects may be used to supplement our knowledge of
the history of the language, for which direct written sources are for
the most part entirely absent. The key we see is this, that the rate of
development of certain phenomena has been very different in
different dialects, and so by comparing one dialect with another, we
may establish the actual history of the development of many
phenomena of the modern language. (1940: 12)

In the remainder of this section, I show how such a methodological approach
proves to be particularly helpful in accounting for the neuterising changes in

Cappadocian nominal morphology that constitute the object of this study.

2.5.3 Investigating diachronic change in Cappadocian from a

dialectological perspective: a methodological case-in-point

With King (2000, 2005) and Poplack and Levey (2009), I place particular emphasis (a)
on the point of reference compared with which the Cappadocian innovations in noun
morphosyntax can be shown to be internally- or externally-induced, and (b) on the
linguistic processes and mechanisms that brought about language change in each

case. I use the systematic grammatical correspondences of the AMGr dialects to
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address the former issue while I rely on their dialectal differentiation to address the
latter one.

The basic principle of my dialectological framework is that, if we are in a
position to identify innovative phenomena similar to or reminiscent of the
Cappadocian ones in other AMGr dialects, we have to account for the possibility that
they constitute related developments whose incipient manifestations go back to the
dialectal characteristics of the medieval AMGr Koiné. Where such connections can be
established, we further need to see whether the different dialects are found in
different stages with respect to the innovations in question. If that is the case, we can
then compare these synchronic states in order to reconstruct the trajectories, triggers
and origins of diachronic change in Cappadocian. Unlike previous accounts, which
overwhelmingly treat the Cappadocian developments as outcomes of language
contact with Turkish, such an approach addresses more readily the likelihood that at
least some Cappadocian innovations may actually be attributed to language-internal
reasons. Language contact is, however, not a priori dismissed as a contributing factor
that may have favoured or accelerated specific developments in the process of
change. Rather, in my approach, I revisit the influence of Turkish and reassess its role
by looking at whether language contact is relevant to the origins of change and
whether it is responsible for triggering the incipient manifestation of innovation in
Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects.

Accounting for the null realisation of the definite article in Cappadocian
forms a good example of how this methodology can be implemented in investigating
the neuterising developments in nominal morphology. In Cappadocian, the definite
article is realised as null in the nominative singular and plural when immediately
preceding nouns that belong to formerly masculine or feminine inflectional classes
(recall, in that connection, that gender distinctions have been lost in Cappadocian). In
the remaining case/number combinations, as well as before nouns belonging to
formerly neuter inflectional classes, the article is always overtly realised (Costakis
1964: 32; Dawkins 1916: 87-89; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 29-32). Consider the

following examples from Phloitd Cappadocian:
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(1)  Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 22, 31)

a. tov tedad¢ @ Aovtovpywr, @ Tamag Qpepioker
when it.is.over mass.F.NoM priest. M.Nom he.brings
70 \200) 00 Youmpo KoVTd

the.acc  bride.F.acc  to.the.acc groom.M.acc close

‘when the mass is over, the priest brings the bride to the groom’s side’

b. 7o Bépog 00 XwpLo uag  KoAd

the.N.Nom  summer.N.NoM in.the.N.acc village.N.acc our it.lasts

v ufva Kot TEPOO
one month and more

‘summer in our village lasts more than one month’

Scholars attribute the Cappadocian phenomenon exemplified in (1) to the
influence of Turkish, which lacks a definite article (Anagnostopoulos 1922: 246;
Dawkins 1916: 87; Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 222; Winford 2005: 406). However, such
a contact-oriented explanation fails to account for the distribution of null realisation
in terms of case/number and inflectional class membership. Language contact cannot
explain why the article is overtly realised in case/number combinations other than
the nominative singular and nominative plural, as in the accusative singular ro vvg
and oo yaunpd in (1a), and also before neuter nouns as in to 6¢po¢ in (1b). If Turkish
had indeed provided the model for the development of null realisation, we would
expect the article to be realised as null across the board. In other words, there should
not be an article-like determiner expressing definiteness in Cappadocian at all.

In contrast, the null realisation of the definite article in Cappadocian
becomes meaningful when examined in the AMGr dialectological context. Looking at
the morphological expression of definiteness in the other AMGr dialects, we find that
the null realisation of the definite article is also attested in Pontic and Silliot.
Crucially, the phenomenon has different distributional properties in each dialect,
which sheds light on its origins and development. In most Pontic varieties, the
definite article is realised as null in the nominative singular and plural before
masculine and feminine nouns that begin with a vowel. In the remaining

case/number combinations as well as before masculine and feminine nouns beginning
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with a consonant, and before neuter nouns, the definite article is always overtly
realised (Henrich 1999: 661-667; Koutita-Kaimaki 1977/1978: 264-266; Oeconomides
1958: 154-156; Papadopoulos 1933: 17-20, 1955: 10; Tompaidis 1980: 225-227). This is

shown in (2).

(2)  Argyroupolis Pontic (Valavanis 1937: 84, 85)
a. ko @ vvaika EMOIKEV  GUOV VIO  €imeV

and woman.F.Nom she.did like what he.said

@ avrpag-arg
husband.M.NoM-her
‘and the woman did what her husband told her’

b. votepa o Yépov gypoiev  «
later  the.M.Nom old.man.M.Nom he.heard it

‘then the old man heard it’

C. Tepel 00 KeAdp 70 KLpdA
she.looks in.the.N.acc cellar.N.acc the.N.N~om head.N.Nnom

(%] 7

KL 1 Kopdior K €lv
and theF.NoM heart.F.Nom not they.are

‘she looks in the cellar and the head and the heart are not there’

The evidence of Pontic varieties such as that of Argyroupolis shows that the
forms of the definite article that are affected by null realisation are those consisting of
a single vowel (masculine nominative singular o, femine nominative singular n,
masculine/feminine nominative plural o1), and that these are realised as null precisely
before another vowel. Compare in this connection the noun phrases dvrpag-ar¢ and
vvaike in (2a) with o yépov and n kapSia in (2b) and (2¢) respectively. Forms of the
article beginning with a - plus a consonant such as the remaining masculine and
feminine forms and all the neuter forms are not affected. On the basis of this
observation, Papadopoulos (1955: 10) identified hiatus avoidance as the motivation
underlying the null realisation of the definite article in Pontic (see also

Koutita/Kaimaki 1977/1978: 264). As for the origins of the phenomenon, Oeconomides
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(1958: 155) hypothesises that it must first have become manifest with masculine and
feminine nouns beginning with a phonetic [o] and/or [i] respectively, in front of
which the homophonous definite article forms o, 1, o1 were dropped due to their

similarity with the word-initial vowels in examples such as (3).

(3) Pontic (Drettas 1997: 112)
@ oKvEag eniev. o'(0)  opudv ka T(0) opudv e@oprbev
lazy.M.NoMm he.went to.the forest and the forest he.took.on

‘the lazy one went to the forest and took the forest to his shoulders’

From these contexts, null realisation was extended in most Pontic varieties to
all masculine and feminine nouns beginning with a vowel to avoid hiatus. Now, in the
varieties of Ano Amisés and Sindpe, the phenomenon generalised even further to
encompass all masculine and feminine nouns irrespective of the quality of their initial
segment, as shown in the following example which is reminiscent of the Cappadocian

example in (1a) above.

(4) Ano Amisés Pontic (Valavanis 1928: 188)

o €& ufves  votepie  €pkovvidve @ TATTOS

from.the six months later  they.came grandfather.M.NoM
Tov Ku @ vaika Tov

his and wife.F.Nom  his

‘six months later his grandfather and his wife came’

In accounting for this generalisation, Papadopoulos (1955: 157) resorts to the
influence of article-less Turkish (see also Papadopoulos 1933: 18-19; Koutita-Kaimaki
1977/1978: 264; Tompaidis 1980: 226). Language contact, however, once again fails to
explain the distribution of the null versus overt realisation of the definite article,
which, as in Cappadocian, is null only in the nominative singular and plural of
masculine and feminine nouns, while it is always overtly realised everywhere else
(Henrich 1999: 664). In that connection, Oeconomides (1958: 155-156) considers the
generalisation of null realisation to all masculine and feminine nouns in Ano Amisds

and Sinépe Pontic to be an analogical extension of the phonologically-conditioned
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distribution of Pontic varieties such as that of Argyroupolis, illustrated in (2), while he
takes Turkish influence to have played only a secondary role in this development.

The distribution of null versus overt realisation of the definite article in Silliot
represents the most advanced attested stage of this innovation. In Silliot, the definite
article is realised as null in the nominative singular and plural even before neuter
nouns except when prenominally modified, in which case the form t is found. In all
other case/number combinations across the three genders, the article is always

overtly realised (Costakis 1968: 54-55; Dawkins 1916: 46-47).

(5) silliot

a. @ mopi ueyaddovor ki1 voTép @ udva
child.N.xom it.grew.up and later mother.F.Nom
tov  Aayel ToV

its she.says it

‘the child grew up and then its mother said to it  (Andriotis 1968: 120)

b. yw éva manibayiov t ol nra
I a  king’s the.N.Nom child.N.vom Lwas
‘I was the son of a king’ (Dawkins 1916: 290)

In light of the above, it becomes clear that the null realisation of the definite
article is not a phenomenon isolated to Cappadocian. Rather, its occurrence in the
dialect is but one of the many reflexes of an innovative development attested widely
in the AMGr dialects. That these reflexes are found in such distinct dialects as
Cappadocian, Pontic and Silliot shows that the origins of null realisation go back to a
time before these dialects were linguistically separated from one another; that is, at a
time when they still constituted a single linguistic entity. In addition, the genetic
distance between Cappadocian, Pontic and Silliot (Figure 2.1), suggests that the
incipient manifestations of the phenomenon must be dated quite early in the history
of AMGr.

On the other hand, the differences in the distribution and extent of
application of null realisation in the various AMGr dialects allow for the

reconstruction of both its origins and its subsequent developments. Its phonological
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origins in homophonous vowel sequences and hiatus avoidance can be reconstructed

on the basis of the evidence of Pontic varieties such as that of Argyroupolis,

exemplified in (2), in which null realisation has the most limited, phonologically-

conditioned distribution. Its subsequent developmental stages can be sought in Pontic

varieties of the Ano Amisés and Sindpe type as well as in Cappadocian, which

evidence a reanalysis from the original phonological to a morphological condition.

Finally, the most advanced stages of the innovation are found in Silliot, which shows

the generalised extension of the Cappadocian morphological condition. The full

trajectory of this innovation is summarised in Table 2.4.

Table 2.4. The diachronic development of the null realisation of the definite article in AMGr.

Stage I

Change 1

Stage II

Change 2

Stage III

All definite article forms are overtly realised.

Definite article forms consisting of a single vowel that are
homophonous with the initial vowels of nouns are dropped due to

phonetic similarity.

Phonological conditioning: the nominative singular and plural forms of
the masculine and feminine definite article are realised as null before
nouns beginning with [o] and/or [i]. Before all other nouns and in all
other case/number combinations, the definite article is always overtly

realised.

0 OKVENS ENNEV 0" OPUKY KOl T 0PUAY EQOPTWOEV (Pontic)

The phonological condition is extended to all vowels in order to avoid

hiatus.

Phonological conditioning: the nominative singular and plural forms of
the masculine and feminine definite article are realised as null before
nouns beginning with a vowel. Before all other nouns and in all other
case/number combinations, the definite article is always overtly

realised.
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Change 3

Stage IV

Change 4

Stage V

Kol # UVaiK ETOTKEV duov vo einev e avrpag-atg  (Argyroupolis Pontic)

The phonological condition is reanalysed as a morphological, gender-

based condition.

Morphological conditioning: the non-neuter (masculine and feminine)
nominative singular and plural forms of the definite article are realised
as null. In all other case/number combinations, the definite article is

always overtly realised, as are all neuter forms of the definite article.

Tov Tedeld¢ @ Aovtovpyid, @ mamds pepiokel (Cappadocian; Ano Amisds

70 VU@ and Sindpe Pontic)

The morphological condition is extended to all genders and is

reanalysed as a case-based condition.
Morphological conditioning: the definite article is realised as null in the
nominative. In all other case/number combinations, it is always overtly

realised.

@ moapi ueydAovot (Silliot)

In conclusion, the null realisation of the definite article in Cappadocian is

better understood when examined in the dialectological context of AMGr. By adopting

such an approach, we can account more satisfactorily for the origins and subsequent

development of the phenomenon, which evidently has connections with similar

phenomena in the other AMGr dialects. This approach also helps reassess the role

Turkish is presumed to have played in this development. In view of the evidence

presented above, language contact does not appear to have been a factor relevant to

the early manifestations of the null realisation of the definite article in AMGr, as

illustrated by the attested Stage II varieties in the table above. Of course, Turkish

influence might have facilitated the transition from one developmental stage to the
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other, especially in the most advanced stages IV and V. However, as follows from the
analysis, it is highly unlikely to have triggered the incipient manifestation of

innovation.

2.6 Conclusion

In this chapter, 1 have shown that the social and cultural setting in which
Cappadocian was spoken for the most part of its history, as defined by its early
linguistic separation from the Greek-speaking contingent of the west and the intense
language contact with Turkish, played a key role in the preservation of several archaic
features and in the development of a significant number of innovations. In many of
these innovations, the influence of Turkish is particularly evident. This has led much
of modern research to consider all the innovations found in Cappadocian to have been
induced by language contact. 1 argued that this approach poses analytical and
methodological problems and also ignores the early proposal by Dawkins regarding a
link between Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects that could provide an
alternative, language-internal explanation for many innovative developments, even
for some of those considered to be so pervasive as to be attributed solely to the effects
of crosslinguistic influence. In exploring this proposal further and on the basis of a
number of systematic similarities shared by the modern AMGr dialects, I elaborated
on the idea that they all trace their origin to a common ancestor hypothesised to be a
form of Greek that was spoken contiguously in Asia Minor approximately until the
medieval period and which was characterised by a number of distinctive dialectal
features that differentiated it from other forms of Greek spoken elsewhere at the
time. It is to this common linguistic precursor that the modern AMGr dialects owe
their systematic grammatical and structural similarities. Against this picture of
linguistic unity, I further discussed the extent of dialectal differentiation among the
modern AMGr dialects that came about as the various Greek-speaking communities of
Asia Minor were isolated from one another. I showed that each AMGr dialect has
undergone an adequate number of idiosyncratic developments to be treated as a
linguistic system in its own right and illustrated how the different AMGr dialects can
be more conservative or innovative with respect to change, some of them
representing earlier, and others later developmental stages in the course of specific

cases of diachronic innovation. I specifically used the null expression of the definite
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article in Cappadocian as a methodological case-in-point to demonstrate how this
dialectal diversity can be used for the study of diachronic change in the dialect more
generally in an approach that aspires to overcome the weaknesses of previous,
contact-oriented approaches. With these considerations in mind, I now turn to the
examination of the developments in Cappadocian nominal morphology, starting with

DOM.



The development of differential object marking

3.0 Introduction

In Cappadocian, the head nouns of NPs found in typically accusative-marked syntactic
contexts are marked as such by means of a morphological accusative case only if the
NPs in question are definite; the head nouns of indefinite NPs are marked with a
morphological nominative. In this chapter, I look at the development of this DOM
pattern on account of two facts: first, Cappadocian and Pharasiot are the only two
MGr dialects to have undergone such an innovation; second, the Cappadocian and
Pharasiot DOM pattern is reminiscent of that of Turkish with the difference that, in
Turkish, accusative marking is found on the head nouns of NPs that take a specific,
not a definite, reading. Based on this resemblance, it has been argued in previous
research that the development of DOM in Cappadocian is contact-induced and was
brought about by the influence of Turkish. The aim here is to explore the hypotheses
that have been formulated regarding the synchronic status of Cappadocian DOM as
well as its historical emergence by analysing relevant Cappadocian and Pharasiot data
in line with recent advances in the typological study of this widespread phenomenon.
My synchronic analysis addresses the issue of the referential property that
determines DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot, following the recent proposal by

Spyropoulos and Tiliopoulou (2006) that DOM in the two dialects is based on
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specificity and not definiteness, as Dawkins (1916) and Janse (2004) have claimed. The
analysis shows Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM to be determined by definiteness. It
also reveals that its formal implementation by means of morphological marking is
improbable from a typological point of view. Drawing on this finding and on the
distant genetic relation between the two AMGr dialects, I exclude in my diachronic
analysis the possibility that DOM is a language-internal innovation shared by
Cappadocian and Pharasiot by descent. Rather, I view it as a case of areal convergence
and I therefore side with previous research in supporting the idea that it developed as
a result of language contact with Turkish. I further identify pattern replication as the
mechanism that Cappadocian-Turkish and Pharasiot-Turkish bilinguals employed in
introducing DOM in their respective AMGr grammatical systems.

This chapter is structured as follows: in §3.1, I present the theoretical-
typological framework for the study of DOM. This section also illustrates the
contrasting object marking systems of differential Turkish and non-differential MGr.
In §3.2, I provide the data on DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. The synchronic and
diachronic analyses of DOM in the two AMGr dialects are found in §3.3, whereas §3.4
discusses the implications of its development in Cappadocian. §3.5 summarises the

main findings of the chapter.

3.1 (Non-)differential object marking in Turkish and Modern
Greek

3.1.1 The typology of differential object marking

3.1.1.1 Determining differential object marking: animacy and definiteness

The term DOM, coined by Bossong (1985), refers to the widespread phenomenon
whereby only a subset of the direct objects in a language is overtly marked as such
while the remaining direct objects bear no overt marking of their syntactic function.
Whether a given direct object will be overtly marked or not is defined on the basis of
referential—that is, semantic or pragmatic—properties of the referent of the NP
occupying the object position (Aissen 2003; Bossong 1991, 1998; Comrie 1989: 124-137;
Croft 2003: 166-175; Klein & de Swart 2011; Lyons 1999: 199-207; Malchukov 2008;

Moravcsik 1978: 272-281; de Swart 2007). For example, in Russian, masculine singular



67

nouns in object NPs are overtly marked with the genitive/accusative case only if they
are animate (la); inanimate nouns appear in a form identical to that of the
nominative, which is unmarked for case (1b) (Comrie 1978). In Hebrew, only definite
object NPs are overtly marked with the prepositional object marker et (2a); indefinite
object NPs do not bear any overt marking (2b) (Danon 2001; Givén 1978: 305-306). In
Spanish, object NPs are overtly marked with the preposition a only if they take a
specific reading and their referents are human (3a); if their referents are non-human
or if they have a non-specific reading, they bear no overt marking of their syntactic

function (3b) (von Heusinger 2008: 6).

(1)  Russian (adapted from Comrie 1989: 132)
a. Yuri videl mal¢ik-a / begemot-a (cf. Nom.sG mal’¢ik, begemot)
Yuri saw boy-Acc hippopotamus-acc

“Yuri saw the boy/the hippopotamus’

b. Yuri videl dub-@ / stol-@ (cf. NoM.SG dub, stol)
Yuri saw oak-@ table-@
“Yuri saw the oak/the table’

(2) Hebrew (Glinert 1989: 12)
a. tavi li et ha-dag / et  David
bring me o] the-fish o) David
‘bring me the fish/David’

b. tavi li @ dag
bring me fish

‘bring me (some) fish’

(3) Spanish (Comrie 1989: 134)
a. el  director busca al empleado/ a un empleado
the director is.looking.for Pprep.the clerk PREP a  clerk

‘the director is looking for the clerk/a certain clerk’
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b. el director  busca @ un empleado / @ el carro
the director is.looking.for a clerk the car

‘the director is looking for a clerk/the car’

Bossong (1998) identifies animacy and definiteness as the two referential
properties that determine DOM phenomena crosslinguistically. In some languages,
such as Russian and Hebrew, DOM is one-dimensional and determined only by one
referential property, either animacy or definiteness. In languages such as Spanish, on
the other hand, DOM is two-dimensional and determined by both animacy and
definiteness (Aissen 2003).

Animacy is perceived as an ontological category that concerns the semantic
distinctions between animate and inanimate entities and between human and non-
human entities. Referents of NPs are intrinsically classified as animate or inanimate
and/or human or non-human on the basis of whether they are alive and human (or
human-like). The classification takes into consideration inter alia the extent to which
referents participate in the life cycle, their ability to move and procreate, their ability
to act as agents of a verbal action, and their degree of individuation (Comrie 1989:
185-200; Dahl 2000, 2008; Dahl & Fraurud 1996; Guardiano 2010; see Folli & Harley 2008
for a proposal that teleological capability is a more appropriate alternative to the
notion of animacy).

Definiteness is assumed by Lyons (1999: 274-281) to be a grammatical
category expressing the discourse pragmatic notions of identifiability and
inclusiveness. Prototypical referents of definite NPs are thought to be unambiguously
identified by both speaker and hearer who are familiar with them owing to general
background knowledge they both have or to the previous introduction of the
referents in the discourse. For example, both speaker and hearer must know David for
the imperative sentence in (2a) to be felicitous. In the case of definite plural and mass
NPs, definiteness involves inclusiveness in that reference is made to the totality of the
objects or mass denoted by the head nouns in each case. ha-dag in (2a) refers to the
whole fish and not just some part of it. Conversely, referents of indefinite NPs are
taken to be identifiable by the speaker but unidentifiable by the hearer because they

have not been previously established in the discourse. Indefinite NPs generally imply
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non-inclusiveness and non-uniqueness (Lyons 1999: 1-15; see also Chesterman 1991;
Hawkins 1978; Lébner 1985).

Related to the category of definiteness is specificity, another discourse
pragmatic notion that refers to whether the referents of NPs are identifiable by the
speaker only or are not identifiable by either the speaker or the hearer. Specificity is
therefore generally assumed to be a referential property relevant to indefinite NPs on
the assumption that the referents of definite NPs are always identifiable by both
conversation participants. Indefinite NPs are considered specific if they refer to
particular entities that are known and identifiable by the speaker but not by the
hearer. They are used to introduce a new item in the discourse. For instance, in the
Spanish example in (3a) above, a particular clerk is referred to by un empleado and is
known by the speaker of the utterance but not by its hearer. Non-specific indefinite
NPs, on the other hand, do not refer to particular entities, but rather to an arbitrary
member of the class described by the NP. The referents of non-specific indefinite NPs
are therefore not known to either the speaker or the hearer. In that sense, un empleado
in (3b) does not refer to a particular clerk but to anyone who fulfils the description
and qualifications of an empleado in Spanish (Givén 1978; Lyons 1999: 165-178; see Eng
1991 and Farkas 1995 for more semantically oriented approaches).

Approaching definiteness and specificity from the point of view of discourse
representation theory, von Heusinger (2002, 2003) refutes the assumptions that define
the relation between the two as they have been illustrated so far. He argues that the
referents of definite NPs are not necessarily always identifiable by both speaker and
hearer. Instead, they are always anaphorically linked to items already introduced in
the discourse. Along similar lines, he argues that the referents of indefinite NPs may
in certain cases be identifiable by both speaker and hearer. They cannot be linked to
previously established discourse referents, however. Von Heusinger takes
definiteness and specificity to be distinct, and therefore does not consider specificity
to be a subcategorisation solely of indefinite NPs as speaker identifiable but not as
hearer identifiable. In his analysis, (in)definiteness encodes the discourse pragmatic
status of NPs, whereas (non-)specificity is a referential property of NPs that is
independent of definiteness. In von Heusinger’s words, “a specific noun phrase
indicates that the associated discourse item is referentially anchored to another

discourse item” (2002: 253). In this analysis, the NPs in the Spanish example (3a)
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trigger overt object marking either because their referents are anaphorically linked to
an item already introduced in the discourse—as in the case of the definite al
empleado—or because they are referentially anchored to another discourse item, as in
the case of a un empleado. That other item can be the speaker of the utterance, the

subject of the sentence or some other NP found in the discourse.

3.1.1.2 The motivation underlying differential object marking

Bossong (1991) originally identified the need for the two arguments in transitive
constructions, subject and object, to be formally distinguishable as the principal
motivation underlying DOM systems crosslinguistically (also Moravcsik 1978: 273; see
Comrie 1978: 35-36 for the same view with reference to DOM in Russian and the other
Slavonic languages). In that connection, de Swart (2006), and de Hoop and Lamers
(2006) independently formulate principles and constraints ensuring the distinctness
of subject and object in transitive relations. From this point of view, DOM is
considered to be employed in order to avoid ambiguity regarding which NP(s)
corresponds to which argument. DOM can be used to avoid this ambiguity especially
in transitive constructions in which the referents of both arguments can fulfil the
roles of subject and object equally well by virtue of their semantics. For example, in
the Russian example in (1a), no marking on Yuri and overt marking on mal’¢ika and
begemota allow for no ambiguity as to who saw whom in each case. The semantic
interpretation of the sentence in (1b), on the other hand, leaves only one possibility
for the correspondence between NPs and arguments; there therefore need not be any
overt marking on either dub or stol.

However, as Aissen (2003: 437), and Melis and Flores (2009: 277) point out,
overt object marking is found in many cases of transitive constructions in which its
absence would not cause any ambiguity as to which NP(s) corresponds to which
argument. This is the case in the Hebrew example in (2a), in which subject and object
would remain distinguishable even in the absence of et due to the semantic
interpretation of the sentence. In view of similar observations, Bossong (1998)
developed the proposal that overt marking in differential languages is found on object
NPs whose referents have subject-like semantic and/or pragmatic properties that
distinguish them as potential subjects (or, agents). Overt marking therefore signals

that, despite these subject-like properties, an NP that would be most likely found in
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the subject position is, on the contrary, found in the object position in a transitive
construction. In contrast, NPs whose referents constitute prototypical objects are left
unmarked.

In accounting for the referential properties of prototypical subjects and
objects, Bossong (1998: 202-204) uses the scalar dimensions of inherence and
reference. These are more widely known as the Animacy Hierarchy and the
Definiteness Hierarchy, respectively. The Animacy Hierarchy ranks the referents of
NPs based on their meaning in terms of the basic animacy-based distinctions, animate
versus inanimate and human versus non-human. The most popular version of the

Animacy Hierarchy is given in (4) below.

(4)  Animacy Hierarchy (adapted from Dahl 2000: 99)

human > animal (non-human animate) > inanimate

The Definiteness Hierarchy ranks NPs with respect to the values their
referents have for (in)definiteness and (non-)specificity. Personal pronouns occupy
the rightmost and highest end of the hierarchy, whereas non-argumental NPs occupy
the leftmost and lowest end of the hierarchy as shown in (5) (for a unification of the
two hierarchies into a single hierarchy of potential agentivity and inherent

topicworthiness, see Melis & Flores 2009: 279):

(5) Definiteness Hierarchy (von Heusinger 2008: 5; see also Aissen 2003: 437)°
personal pronoun > proper name > definite NP > indefinite specific NP

> indefinite non-specific NP > non-argumental NP

Prototypical subjects are higher in prominence in either the Animacy or the
Definiteness Hierarchy, or in both hierarchies. Definite NPs referring to human
entities are therefore highest in prominence and prototypical subjects. NPs occupying

the lower ends in either one or both hierarchies such as indefinite non-specific NPs

® Von Heusinger combines Croft’s Referentiality and Definiteness Hierarchies (2003: 130) into the
hierarchy in (5) for which he uses the term Referentiality Scale. Here, I follow Aissen (2003) who uses
the term Definiteness Hierarchy in light of the central role that definiteness plays in the analysis of
DOM in Cappadocian, It is worth noting that, in light of von Heusinger’s (2002, 2003) view on the
relation between definiteness and specificity, his very use of the hierarchy is self-contradictory. In von
Heusinger (2002: 250), he sets off to refute the assumption that “definiteness and specificity are ordered
according to a scale which excludes a definite non-specific interpretation”.
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denoting inanimate entities are, on the other hand, prototypical objects.” According
to Aissen, in languages in which DOM is operative, “the higher in prominence a direct
object, the more likely it is to be overtly case-marked” (2003: 436; see also Croft 2003:
166). In this analysis, NPs that refer to human entities and/or are definite should be
overtly marked when found in object position as in mal’¢ika in (1a) or et David in (2a).
Similarly, NPs that refer to inanimate entities and/or are indefinite non-specific need
not be overtly marked as in dub in (1b) or dag in (2b). This interpretation finds support

in Comrie’s earlier generalisation that

the most natural kind of transitive construction is one where the
A(gent) [i.e., the subject] is high in animacy and definiteness, and the
P(atient) [i.e., the object] is lower in animacy and definiteness; and
any deviation from this pattern leads to a more marked construction
(1989: 128).

The semantic markedness of high prominence objects is matched with their
morphological marking. In the overwhelming majority of differential languages,
morphological marking is always more complex in high prominence objects than in
low prominence ones, which are most commonly zero marked. This is true of DOM
systems that use a diverse variety of linguistic elements to mark high prominence
objects overtly such as case markers, prepositional and postpositional elements, and
object-verb agreement strategies (Aissen 2003: 446; Melis & Flores 2009: 273-274).
Compare, for example, the overt case marking of mal'¢ik-a and begemot-a with the zero
marking or dub-@ and stol-@ in Russian (1); or, the overt prepositional marking in
Hebrew et ha-dag and et David with the zero marking of @ dag in (2). This correlation of
structural and formal markedness is found both in languages whose typological
profile has always included DOM as a genetic feature—at least to the extent of
available historical documentation, such as the Turkic languages (Bossong 1998: 246-
249)—and in languages that developed DOM systems at some point in their history as
did, for example, Hebrew or the Slavonic languages (Bossong 1998: 209-218, 249-254).
So far as the latter case is concerned, the development of DOM in languages
that were originally non-differential is generally thought to repair the ambiguity
caused by phonological developments affecting the morphological marking of cases

expressing the core arguments of transitive constructions (Bossong 1991: 152; see

7 This, of course, excludes non-argumental nouns,
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Bossong 1991: 145-146, 149-151 for Hebrew; Igartua 2005: 478-592 for the Slavonic
languages and references therein). The development of DOM in some Romance
languages, such as Spanish or Catalan, challenges this view, however. The general
consensus in the literature about the development of Spanish DOM is that its first
manifestations involved the accusative forms of tonic personal pronouns and, most
probably, those of first and second person mi and ti (a mi, a ti) that are formally
distinguishable from the respective nominative forms yo and tu. In this case, there is
no need to disambiguate between subject and object in transitive constructions nor is
any phonological development affecting the irregular morphological marking of case
(Melis & Flores 2009 and references therein).

Ness (2004) takes issue with Bossong’s (1998) and Aissen’s (2003) popular
analyses. Drawing on Hopper and Thompson (1980), she rejects the view that
prototypical object NPs refer to inanimate entities and/or are indefinite and non-
specific. Contrary to this view, Neess follows Hopper and Thompson in considering
prototypical objects to be highly individuated. Individuation is defined on the basis of
the array of referential properties in (6). Referents of NPs having the properties listed
on the left column are taken to be more highly individuated; those having the

properties on the right column are less highly individuated.

(6) Degrees of Individuation (Hopper & Thompson 1980: 253)

INDIVIDUATED NON-INDIVIDUATED
proper common
human, animate inanimate
concrete abstract
singular plural

count mass

referential, definite  non-referential

In Hopper and Thompson’s analysis, “an action can be more effectively
transferred to a patient which is individuated than to one which is not” (1980: 253). In
that sense, high individuation correlates with affectedness, the degree to which the
action encoded by the verb in a transitive construction is transferred to an argument

that is not the subject. In general, the non-subject argument that is most saliently
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affected by the verbal action is crosslinguistically encoded as the direct object (Dixon
1994: 8). Therefore, with respect to animacy, prototypical object NPs refer to human
or animate entities because a verbal action will likely have a more significant effect on
human and animate entities than on inanimate ones. With respect to definiteness,
prototypical object NPs are definite and referential (that is, they are specific even if
they are indefinite) because they refer to wholes rather than parts, which are encoded
by indefinite and non-referential NPs. The assumption here is that wholes are more
completely affected than parts.

Applying this analysis to her account of DOM, Nass proposes that what is
overtly marked in DOM patterns is not a high degree of individuation or prominence
in the sense conveyed by Aissen (2003), but a high degree of affectedness (2004: 1202).
She explains the fact that animacy and definiteness are the two referential properties
found to determine DOM crosslinguistically on account of the basic role that these
properties play in the definition and perception of affectedness, as argued also by
Hopper and Thompson (1980). Following this approach, overt object marking is found
in Russian mal'¢ika and begemota in (1a), in Hebrew et hadag and et David in (2a), and in
Spanish al empleado and a un empleado in (3a) because the referents of these NPs are
highly affected by the verbal actions encoded by the verbs of the respective
sentences. It is exactly their high degree of affectedness that triggers overt object
marking.

With these theoretical considerations in mind, I now turn to presenting the
contrasting object marking systems of Turkish and MGr. As I show in the remainder of
this section, Turkish is a representative example of a differential language whereas
MGr is one of a non-differential language. The discussion of the two systems will
illustrate comparatively what the original object marking system of Cappadocian and
Pharasiot is assumed to have been like before the development of DOM; the discussion
will also illustrate the way in which DOM functions in the language that is thought to
have provided the model for this innovation. It will thus form the basis for the
synchronic and diachronic analysis of DOM in the two AMGr dialects that follows later
in this chapter.
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3.1.2 Turkish: a differential language

Turkish is a differential language. DOM in Turkish is generally considered to be one-
dimensional in principle and determined by specificity. Direct object NPs are marked
as specific by means of the accusative ending -(y)I, which can co-occur with the
indefinite article bir—derived from the numeral bir ‘one’—that marks NPs as indefinite
(recall that Turkish lacks a definite article). -(y)I also co-occurs with definite
determiners such as the demonstrative pronouns bu, su, o and the universal
quantifiers her ‘every’ and biitiin ‘all’. Proper names and most pronouns are inherently
definite and therefore appear marked by -(y)I when occurring in the direct object
position (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 201-203; von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005: 4-5).

In Turkish transitive constructions, immediately preverbal direct object NPs
can be realised in a variety of ways. Firstly, they can be realised as bare NPs that are
unmarked for case and which do not co-occur with the indefinite article (7a). These
have been shown not to be arguments in the transitive relation, but rather to have a
reading similar to that of incorporating constructions (Aydemir 2004). Secondly, they
can be realised as bare NPs that are marked with the accusative ending -(y)I and which
do not include the indefinite article (7b). These NPs are most commonly translated as
definite, as are NPs including definite determiners that are obligatorily marked with
the accusative ending (7c). Thirdly, they can be realised as NPs that are unmarked for
case but which include the indefinite article (7d). These are considered to be
indefinite non-specific. Lastly, they can be realised as NPs that are marked with the
accusative ending and which include the indefinite article (7e). These NPs are
considered indefinite specific and counted as evidence that -(y)I marks specificity and
not definiteness, as is sometimes assumed in the literature (Hopper & Thompson 1980:
275; Lewis 2000: 34-35, 244), since the ending is found to combine with the indefinite

article.

(7)  Turkish (adapted from Aydemir 2004: 465)
a. Yasemin anahtar-@  kaybetti. (incorporated, non-argumental)
Yasemin key-@ she.lost

‘Yasemin lost keys.’
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b. Yasemin anahtar-1 kaybetti. (definite)
Yasemin key-acc  she.lost

‘Yasemin lost the key.’

c. Yasemin bu anahtar-1  kaybetti. (definite)
Yasemin this key-acc  she.lost

‘Yasemin lost this key.’

d. Yasemin bir anahtar-@  kaybetti. (indefinite non-specific)
Yasemin a  key-@ she.lost

‘Yasemin lost a key.’

e. Yasemin bir anahtar-1 kaybetti. (indefinite specific)
Yasemin a  key-acc  she.lost

‘Yasemin lost a certain key.’

For a direct object NP to be case marked with the accusative ending, it
suffices that its referent be specific. In terms of the Definiteness Hierarchy in (5), the
cut-off point for overt object marking in Turkish is between indefinite specific NPs
and indefinite non-specific NPs with all NPs whose definiteness and specificity values
fall to the left of indefinite specific NPs being overtly marked with -(y)I. In Lyons’s
(1999) approach, overt case marking is used if the referent of the object NP is familiar
to and identifiable by the speaker but not necessarily the hearer. This covers both
definite NPs whose referents are unambiguously identifiable by both speaker and
hearer, and indefinite specific NPs whose referents are identifiable only by the
speaker and are being introduced into the discourse as new items on the assumption
that they are not identifiable by the hearer (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 175-176; 370-387,;
von Heusinger 2002; von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005; Kornfilt 2000: 273-280, 2009).

Crucially, the unmarked form of the direct object noun in (7a) and (7d) is the
one used inter alia to express the subject of main clauses as in (8) (Goksel & Kerslake

2005: 173-175; Kornfilt 2000: 212-214).
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(8) Turkish
Anahtar-@  paspas-in alt-in-da.
key-0 doormat-GeN  space.beneath-3sc.poss-Loc

‘The key is under the doormat.’

Dede (1986) challenges the strictly one-dimensional DOM pattern illustrated
in (7), drawing attention to the fact that indefinite object NPs that are unmarked for
case and whose referents are inanimate entities, for example bir anahtar in (7d), are
ambiguous with respect to specificity and can have both a specific and a non-specific
reading (9a) (see also von Heusinger & Kornfilt 2005: 13-14; Johanson 2006: 236;
Kornfilt 2000: 214). Dede further goes on to show that accusative marking with NPs of
this type is in fact ungrammatical (9b). This means that, in the case of such NPs, what
determines DOM is actually definiteness, not specificity, as the distinction that applies
is between indefinite direct object NPs (9a) and definite direct object NPs (9c¢). It
therefore appears that a certain degree of interaction exists between specificity and
animacy in Turkish DOM, which, in the light of Dede’s examples below, is two-

dimensional to an extent.

(9)  Turkish (based on Dede 1986: 158)
a. Bir kitap kaybettim. Bulamiyorum. (indefinite specific)
a book Llost I.cannot.find (indefinite non-specific)

‘I lost a (certain) book. I cannot find it.’

b. *Bir kitab- kaybettim. Bulamtyorum. (indefinite specific)
a book-acc Llost L.cannot.find

‘I lost a certain book. I cannot find it.’

c. Kitab-1 kaybettim. Bulamiyorum. (definite)
book-acc  Llost L.cannot.find

‘I lost the book. I cannot find it.’

According to Dede (1986: 158-159), accusative marking may not appear even

in indefinite object NPs with animate referents when they are objects of verbs of
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propositional attitudes, such as ara- ‘look for’ and iste- ‘want’. In these cases,
unmarked indefinite NPs can have both a specific and a non-specific reading as in

(10a). Accusative indefinite phrases can only have a specific reading (10b).

(10) Turkish (adapted from Dede 1986: 158-159)
a. Bir &grenci  ariyorum.  Bulamiyorum. (indefinite specific/
a student Llook.for I.cannot.find indefinite non-specific)

‘I am looking for a (certain) student. I cannot find him/her/one.’

b. Bir dgrenci-yi artyorum.  Bulamtyorum. (indefinite specific)
a  student-acc Llook.for  ILcannot.find

‘I am looking for a certain student. I cannot find him/her.’

It is sufficient for the purposes of our thesis to conclude from this brief
presentation that Turkish represents a textbook case of a differential language in
which the referential property of specificity determines DOM. The head nouns of
direct object NPs that take a specific reading are marked by the accusative ending
-(y)I. Those of non-specific NPs are left unmarked. This formal implementation of
DOM complies with the typological considerations of §3.1.1 in that high prominence
(or affectedness) NPs are marked with overt morphological material whereas low
prominence (or affectedness) NPs bear zero marking. Zero marking is also crucially
found on the head nouns of subject NPs in main clauses. In addition to specificity,
animacy also has an effect on Turkish DOM in blocking accusative marking on
indefinite direct object NPs whose referents denote inanimate entities, regardless of
their specificity reading. In the case of such NPs, DOM appears to be determined by
definiteness.

In contrast to Turkish, MGr makes no referential distinctions in its marking
of direct objects, all of which are marked in a uniform way. This non-DOM system is

presented in the next section.
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3.1.3 Modern Greek: a non-differential language

MGr is a non-differential language. In MGr, the head nouns of all direct object NPs are
uniformly marked by the accusative case irrespective of their position or that of their
referents on the Animacy and Definiteness Hierarchies.

MGr makes a distinction between definite and indefinite NPs that, however,
plays no role in object marking. (In)definiteness is marked by means of the definite
and the indefinite articles (o, 1, to; évag, uiw, éva, respectively), which are inherited
from Medieval Greek, as well as by a zero article (see Anagnostopoulos 1922;
Manolessou & Horrocks 2007 for the diachronic development of the definite article in
Greek; for the development of the indefinite article see Chila-Markopoulou 2000). The
definite article is used with a wide range of NPs of varying semantic types from simple
definite and generic NPs to possessive and proper noun NPs (Lyons 1999: 337; Napoli
2009), all of which it marks as definite. Indefinite NPs are marked by the indefinite
article or by the zero article. In contrast to Turkish, there is no grammaticalised
marking of specificity in MGr (or in any other stage in the history of Greek, for that
matter). Definite NPs generally have a specific reading except for generic NPs which
are, nevertheless, still marked by the definite article; indefinite NPs marked as such
by the indefinite article can have both a specific and a non-specific reading whereas
bare indefinite NPs can be interpreted as either non-specific or generic (Clairis &
Babiniotis 2004: 21-43; Holton et al. 1997: 276-285; Schroeder 2006: 582-584;
Theofanopoulou et al. 1998: 11-29; Tzartzanos 1989: 170-180).

In MGr transitive constructions, the head nouns of all direct object NPs are
marked by the accusative case regardless of their specification for definiteness,
specificity or animacy. Accusative case marking is found in the following
environments: on bare indefinite direct object NPs that complement light verbs such
as Pyd{w in (11a), in which the direct object NP contributes more to the meaning of
the predicate than the verb itself; on bare indefinite direct object NPs that have a non-
specific or generic reading (11b); on indefinite direct object NPs including the
indefinite article that can take a specific (11c) or a non-specific reading (11d); and, on
definite object NPs of all semantic types (11c, e, f) (Clairis & Babiniotis 1999: 222-253;
Holton et al. 1997: 187-196, 257-261; Tzartzanos 1989: 92-99).
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(11) MGr
a. 0 &Muapxos £Efyade Aéyo (light verb complement)
the mayor  he.took.out speech.acc (inanimate)

oMy mAateia.
In.the square

‘The mayor gave a speech in the square.’

Xpewddopar  xdpako Yl va oxedidow (indefinite generic)
L.need ruler.acc in.order.to ILdraw (inanimate)
eVOElEC  YPOUUES.

Straight lines

‘I need a ruler to draw straight lines.’

Eidax  ot0 Spduo  évav  @ilo uov, (indefinite specific)
Lsaw inthe street a.acc friend.acc my (animate)
7o Mavéln. (definite proper noun)
the.acc  Manolis.acc (animate)

‘I saw a (certain) friend of mine on the street, Manolis.’

Oélw  va ayopdow €vav  eKTUTWTH. (indefinite non-specific)
Lwant to Lbuy a.ACC  printer.Acc (inanimate)
‘I want to buy a printer (any printer).’

Sovdvtnoa Tov OUYYPAPEX  TOU (simple definite)
L.met the.acc author.acc  the (animate)
ayarnuévov  uov  PiPAiov.

Favourite ~ my book

‘I met the author of my favourite book.’

Asv TOV  TpWW TOV TaTod. (definite generic)
not him Leat the.acc tripe.Acc (inanimate)

‘I do not eat tripe.’
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MGr is, therefore, non-differential with respect to direct object marking. It is,
nevertheless, classified by Bossong (1991: 151) as exhibiting an accusative-neutral
split whereby only non-neuter—that is, masculine or feminine—nouns have a distinct
form for the accusative case. Neuter nouns do not distinguish between the nominative
and accusative cases, which are always expressed by a single syncretic form. While
Bossong sees this as a kind of differential split, he does not consider it to be on a par
with DOM patterns of the Hebrew, Spanish or Turkish type. In these languages, DOM is
synchronically active and meaningful as it is based on semantic and pragmatic
properties of the referents of object NPs, which are largely extralinguistic and
therefore allow for variability in object marking. In contrast, the MGr accusative-
neutral split does not allow for any degree of variability. It is defined by inflectional
class, which is a strictly intralinguistic feature found in the most advanced stages of
its development. As a result, it has little or no bearing on meaning.

In effect, however, due to phonological and morphological developments
that affected nominal inflection in the Late Koiné and Medieval periods in the history
of Greek, the MGr accusative-neutral split applies only in o¢-masculine nouns and in
the singular of a¢-, n¢-, e¢-, ovg-masculine nouns which are the only noun groups in
which the accusative is expressed by a form distinct from that of the nominative.
Compare, in that connection, the accusative singular forms of the masculine nouns
Adyo, xdpaka, pilo, Maviln, ektunwtr, ovyypagéa, tatod in (11) with their nominative
singular forms Adyog, xdpakag, pilog, MavioAng, ektunwtig, ovyypapéng, natads. Notice
that the distinction of nominative versus accusative is morphologically expressed by

the presence versus absence of final —¢ (12).

(12) MGr

NOM.SG ACC.SG

a. o¢-masculine nouns Adyo-¢ AGyo-0@
Qilo-¢ Qilo-0

b. ag-, ng-masculine nouns EKTUTWTH-G EKTUTWTH-D
MavoAn-¢ MavéAn-@
XHPAKA-G XGpaKa-2
OUYYPXPEX-C oVYYpapéx--@

TATOR-G

TaTod-0
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In all the other inflectional classes and noun groups, namely in the plural of a¢-, n¢-,
&¢-, ovg-masculine nouns, and in both numbers of the feminine and neuter inflectional
classes, nominative and accusative are always syncretic.’®

In conclusion, we see that in contrast to Turkish, the referential property
that is morphosyntactically operative in MGr, namely definiteness, is not relevant to
object marking. In MGr, the accusative case uniformly marks the head nouns of all
direct object NPs, regardless of their reading as (in)definite or (non-)specific and of
the semantic type of their referent (animate versus inanimate). This principle,
however, finds its application only with a subset of masculine nouns that preserve a
morphological distinction between nominative and accusative, formally expressed by
the presence versus absence of final -¢. This non-DOM system is assumed here to have
been the one preceding the development of DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. It is
found without exception in previous stages in the history of Greek as well as in all
other MGr dialects and varieties, including the closely related dialects of the AMGr

group, Pontic, Rumeic and Silliot.

3.1.4 Summary

In languages exhibiting DOM, only a subset of the direct objects is overtly marked as
such while the remaining direct objects bear no overt marking of their syntactic
behaviour. Overt marking is crosslinguistically found in direct objects NPs that occupy
the rightmost, and therefore high, ends of the Definiteness and/or Animacy
Hierarchies, which are considered to be either too subject-like (Aissen 2003; Bossong
1998) or highly affected by the verbal action (Neess 2004). Turkish is a language in
which DOM is active. It is generally determined by the referential property of
specificity and overtly marked by the accusative ending -(y)I. There are, however, a
number of cases in which animacy also comes into play in disallowing overt marking
on direct object NPs that have inanimate referents. MGr, on the other hand, is in
principle non-differential. The head nouns of all direct object NPs are uniformly

marked with the accusative, which in the singular is morphologically distinct from

® This generalisation does not apply in the case of MGr dialects that preserve the final -v in the
accusative singular of masculine and feminine inflectional classes such as Cypriot Greek or Pontic. In
these dialects, the distinction between nominative and accusative is expressed by means of the final -¢
versus final -v opposition in masculine, and by means of the -@ versus final -v in feminine inflectional
classes.
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the nominative only in masculine inflectional classes. Originally having such a non-
DOM system as a starting point, Cappadocian and Pharasiot developed a DOM pattern
that is reminiscent of that of Turkish in many respects. In what follows, I look at this
pattern both from a synchronic and a diachronic point of view with the aim to
account for its origin and subsequent development based on the linguistic data

available from the two AMGr dialects. The next section presents these data.

3.2 Cappadocian and Pharasiot: two differential Modern Greek

dialects

3.2.1 Differential object marking in Cappadocian

Cappadocian and Pharasiot stand out among the MGr and, in fact, all Greek varieties,
ancient and modern, in having developed into differential languages in which DOM is
determined by definiteness (Anastasiadis 1976: 89-102, 1995: 93-94; Andriotis 1948: 47;
Dawkins 1916: 94, 164-165, 1950: 357-358; Janse 2004; Spyropoulos & Kakarikos 2009). It
should be borne in mind that the use of the term DOM to refer to the Cappadocian and
Pharasiot phenomenon that I deal with in this chapter is only accurate to a certain
extent, since differential marking in the two AMGr dialects extends beyond the direct
object position and is operative in all syntactic contexts in which the accusative case
is normally found in MGr. I will, however, adhere to the use of the term DOM for lack
of a better term and in light of its wide use in the relevant literature.

As all MGr dialects, Cappadocian distinguishes between definite and
indefinite NPs which are marked by means of the definite and the indefinite article
(o, formally subject to interdialectal variation; éva, respectively) as well as by a zero
article. The definite article is used with the same kinds of NPs as in MGr, which are
marked as definite. The indefinite article and the zero article mark NPs as indefinite.
Contra Spyropoulos and Tiliopoulou (2006) (henceforth S&T), and following Janse
(2004: 8), I support the view that there is no morphological means for the marking of
specificity in Cappadocian, which aligns with the other MGr dialects in this respect.
Definite NPs in principle have a specific reading. Indefinite NPs that are marked as
such by the indefinite article can have both a specific and a non-specific reading

whereas bare indefinite NPs can be interpreted as either non-specific or generic.
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As we saw in Chapter 2, the definite article in Cappadocian is realised as null
in the nominative singular and plural when immediately preceding nouns that belong
to formerly masculine or feminine inflectional classes. This, however, is not to be
confused with the zero article, at least in the singular. Subject NPs whose head nouns
belong to formerly masculine or feminine classes are always interpreted as definite,
despite the article’s being realised as null (see example (1) in §2.5.3). The zero article,
by contrast, is used only in marginal cases in the subject position, and even singular
subject NPs that are interpreted as non-specific or generic are obligatorily marked by
the indefinite and the definite article respectively. On the other hand, confusion can
potentially arise in the plural where the lack of an article before a nominative noun
form can correspond either to a definite article that is realised as null or to a zero
article. In the former case the subject NP should be interpreted as definite, while in
the latter it should take an indefinite non-specific or generic reading. These
complications notwithstanding, the null realisation of the definite article is not
directly relevant to DOM since it only affects nominative forms. Accusative forms,
which are the ones licensed by the syntactic contexts in which DOM phenomena
surface, are always overtly realised as o in the singular and r« in the plural (or, their
variants).” As for the indefinite article, its accusative form is always overtly realised as
éva in the singular, but lacks plural forms.

DOM in Cappadocian is determined by definiteness and is formally
implemented by means of the morphological distinction between nominative and
accusative. The two cases mark the head nouns of NPs found in all syntactic contexts
in which the use of the accusative is the only grammatical option in all other MGr
varieties (except Pharasiot, of course). These most importantly include the direct
object position, the indirect object position, object predicatives, complements of
prepositions, and adverbial uses of NPs. When an NP is found in any one of these
syntactic positions, a morphological accusative marks its head noun only if the NP is
definite. If the NP is indefinite, its head noun appears in the nominative case
irrespective of whether the NP has a specific or a non-specific reading. Compare, for
example, the marking on the head nouns of the definite NPs in (13a) and (14a) with
that of the head nouns of the indefinite NPs in (13b), (14b), (15) and (16).

° In the varieties of Delmesd, Potdmia and Silata, which preserve traces of gender, the accusative of the
definite article is realised as tov in the case of masculine nouns and tnv in the case of feminine nouns;
the latter is again subject to interdialectal variation.
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(13) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 54, 58)
a. &6 10 dbpwmo un To  Aaldeir (definite)
this the man.acc not him you.talk

‘do not talk to this man’

b. ywMdroav  éva dbpwnog va (indefinite non-specific)
they.sentout a  man.Nom that
0 oIyt
him he.calls

‘they sent out a man to call him’

(14) Delmesé Cappadocian (Dawkins, 322)
a. oo QiAdv  gov T0m0 (definite)
to.the such to.the.acc place.acc

‘to such and such a place’

b. ¢ éva umatay  tomog (indefinite specific)
to a slippery  place.Nom
‘to a slippery place’

(15) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/812, 228)
To  ueydAo EKaVay 0 Pacihidg (object predicative)
the older.one they.made him king.Nnom

‘they made the older one a king’

(16) Aravén Cappadocian (KMS/P, 170)
OoPAVTO  UEPES KAl OOPAVTX VUXTEG
forty days and forty days
EnKav Yduog (light verb complement)
they.made wedding.Nom

‘they had a wedding that lasted forty days and forty nights’
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Owing to the loss of gender agreement in Cappadocian and the collapse of the
originally distinct masculine, feminine, and neuter forms of all agreement targets into
a single, originally neuter form, the differential distinction between definite and
indefinite NPs is morphologically expressed by means of accusative and nominative
marking only on head nouns of NPs that largely preserve their inflections. Consider,
for example, the nominative singular form d6pwmnog versus the accusative singular
&Bpwmo in (13), or témog versus témo in (14). All other nominals that may agree with
head nouns within the NP—such as articles, adjectives, participles or pronouns—
appear in their originally neuter forms. These forms are syncretic for nominative and
accusative and therefore do not make a morphological distinction between the two
cases. In (17) below, the indefinite article and the modifying indefinite pronoun
appear as éva and dAdo and not as évag and @gA)og. In other words, they do not appear
as the originally masculine nominative singular forms to agree with the originally
n¢-masculine vovudréng. It is therefore unclear on the basis of Cappadocian examples
such as (17) whether all the constituents of NPs found in syntactic positions in which

DOM is operative are subject to it or whether DOM is limited to the head nouns of NPs.

(17) Aravéan Cappadocian (KMS/P&K, 102)
odAoe gva dAdo  vouudténg
yousend a  other man.NoMm

‘send another man’

Even more limiting to the morphological expression of DOM is nominative/
accusative syncretism in the feminine and neuter inflectional classes, as well as in the
plural of ag-, n¢-, e¢-, ovg-masculine nouns. The only noun (sub)classes that in
principle preserve a morphological distinction between nominative and accusative in
Cappadocian are the og-masculine class and the ag-, 1¢-, &¢-, ovg-masculine class in the
singular. In (13)-(17) above, all nouns subject to DOM belong the former class. Even in
these two classes, however, nouns behave differently with respect to the nominative/
accusative distinction depending on animacy but also on the variety of Cappadocian
involved.

Regarding animacy, in the plural of inanimate o¢-masculine nouns,

nominative and accusative are expressed by syncretic forms that are formally
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identical to the original accusative; for example, Delmesé Cappadocian témovg
‘place.pL.NoM/AcC’, uvAovg ‘mill.pL.Nom/Acc’ (Dawkins 1916: 95; for details see §2.5.2,
§4.4.4). ag-, n¢-, £6-, ovg-masculine nouns of the same semantic type lack the final -¢ in
the nominative singular, whereas in the plural they have i-neuter heteroclitic
nominative/accusative forms (see §5.3.3). As a result, these nouns do not distinguish
between the two cases in either of the two numbers; for example, Malakopi
Cappadocian napd ‘money.sc.NoM/Acc’, mapddix ‘money.PL.NOM/AcC’ (Dawkins 1916:
110).

Turning to the differences with respect to variety, animate o¢-masculine
nouns have distinct nominative and accusative plural forms only in Delmesé, Potdmia,
Malakopi and Ax6 Cappadocian; for example, Potdmia Cappadocian SaokdA’(o1)
‘teacher.pL.NOM’ versus SaokdAovg or Saokaliovs ‘teacher.pr.acc’ (Dawkins 1916: 96). In
the rest of the Cappadocian varieties, such nouns have syncretic nominative/
accusative forms that are formally identical to the original nominative (see §5.2.2); for
example, Mist{ Cappadocian Tovpté’(o1) ‘Turk.p.Nom/Acc.pL’, Avté’(o1) ‘wolf.pL.Nom/AcC’
(Dawkins 1916: 101). Thus, the morphological distinction between (definite)
accusative and (indefinite) nominative case can effectively be realised only in the
singular of animate o¢-masculine and ag-, 1¢-, &¢-, ovg-masculine nouns. Compare, for
example, the nominative forms &6pwnog, témo¢ with accusative &bpwmo, témo in (13)
and (14) respectively. Note that the distinction between the two cases is also
expressed by the presence versus absence of final -¢.

In the Cappadocian texts, a number of cases occur in which DOM does not
appear to apply in the way expected. These fall mainly in two categories. The first
category includes indefinite NPs whose head nouns are marked by the accusative case,
where nominative case marking would be expected according to the Cappadocian

DOM pattern. See, for example, the head nouns in (18).

(18) Cappadocian
a. oddoe  Kaotpov 10 manifaxo Eva eATéH
he.sent capital the king a  ambassador.Acc

‘he sent an ambassador to the capital’s king’ (Aravén, KMS/P&K, 108)
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b. 6 o0 Sk Onoavpo
will you he.gives treasure.acc

‘he will give you a treasure’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 58)

Deviant NPs of this type are not great in number and occur relatively rarely in the
texts. They appear to be reflexes of the non-differential accusative case object
marking of MGr and should most probably be attributed either to the competition
between the innovative Cappadocian DOM system and the original MGr object
marking system, or to crossdialectal influence from non-differential MGr varieties.
The latter possibility is supported by the presence in many of these deviant examples
of more structural features that are not characteristic of Cappadocian but which are
distinctive of non-differential MGr varieties such as the future marker 6« in (18¢c) as
opposed to the Cappadocian future marker va.

Definite NPs whose head nouns appear to be marked by the nominative case
and not by the accusative case—as would be expected in the Cappadocian DOM
pattern—constitute the second category of deviant NPs. Consider, for example, the

head nouns in (19).

(19) Cappadocian

a. qapGovdarGe T0  KAEQPTGNG

he.met the robber.Nom
‘he met the robber’ (Ghurzono, Dawkins, 344)
b. va  mav oov uvAovg

that they.go to.the mill.nom
‘that they go to the mill’ (Misti, ILNE/755, 82)

Deviant NPs such as the ones in (19) are found relatively often in the texts, especially
with inanimate nouns, and in the varieties of Ferték and Ulaghatsh. This, however,
does not mean that they are confined to this semantic type or the latter two varieties.
As I will argue in more detail in §3.4.2.2, nominative definite NPs occur as a result of
structural pressure within the Cappadocian inflectional system, favouring the

syncretism of nominative and accusative into a single form. The phenomenon is
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further related to the development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection, dealt with in detail in
Chapter 5. Suffice it to say at this point that kAéptén¢ and uvdovg in (19) above should
be analysed as instances of nominative/accusative syncretism, expressing both cases
at the same time and would therefore be more accurately glossed as accusative rather

than nominative.

3.2.2 Differential object marking in Pharasiot

Pharasiot is also a differential language exhibiting a DOM pattern identical to that of
Cappadocian. 1It, too, distinguishes between definite NPs that are marked by the
definite article and indefinite NPs that are marked either by the indefinite article or
by the zero article. In contrast to Cappadocian, the definite article inflects for three
genders, three cases and two numbers in Pharasiot, and preserves forms largely
similar to those in other MGr varieties. The indefinite article has the form «/av, which
is uniform for all genders and cases (Dawkins 1916: 163). Specificity is not overtly
marked morphologically. As in all MGr dialects, Pharasiot definite NPs in principle
have a specific reading. Indefinite NPs that are marked as such by the indefinite
article can have both a specific and a non-specific reading, whereas bare indefinite
NPs can be interpreted as either non-specific or generic.

As in Cappadocian, DOM in Pharasiot is determined by definiteness and is
operative in all syntactic contexts in which the use of the accusative is the only
grammatical option in all other MGr varieties. When an NP is found in any one of
these syntactic positions, its head noun is marked with the accusative case only if the
NP is definite. If the NP is indefinite, its head noun appears in the nominative case
irrespective of whether the NP has a specific or a non-specific reading (Anastasiadis
1976: 89-102, 1995: 93-94; Andriotis 1948: 47; Dawkins 1916: 164-165, 1950: 357-358).

Consider the examples below.

(20) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 508, 510)
a. nprev o av vrepPidng pdaTo (indefinite specific)
he.came to a dervish.Nom opposite

‘he came across a dervish’
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b. 8btlev  Tov vreppion
it.struck the.acc dervish.acc

‘it struck the dervish’

(21) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 536)
a. yw elda av Unvog
I I.saw a dream.Nom

‘I saw a dream’

b. ocotimog o Aeg TovV Unvo;
why not yousay the.acc dream.acc

‘why do you not tell the dream?’

(22) Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 47)
va  moitfer  TO  Yyiddt pag TAVAS
will it.make the cow our calf.Nom

‘our cow will have a calf’

(23) Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 47)
v moitGete  toPdg
that you.make prayer.nom

‘you should pray’

(definite)

(indefinite specific)

(definite)

(indefinite non-specific)

(light verb complement)

In a manner similar to Cappadocian, Pharasiot distinguishes between definite

and indefinite NPs morphologically by means of accusative and nominative case

marking mainly on the head nouns of NPs; the majority of modifying agreement

targets (adjectives, pronouns, participles) exhibit neuter agreement (see Chapter 4 for

details). Unlike in Cappadocian, however, the definite article preserves inflections for

gender and case, and appears in the accusative form in definite NPs. See, for example,

the masculine accusative singular form tov in (20b) and (21b). In contrast, the form of

the indefinite article does not distinguish between the nominative and accusative case

in any of the three genders.
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In Pharasiot, too, the distinction between the two cases is morphologically
expressed only in the singular of the masculine inflectional classes by means of the
presence versus absence of final -¢; for example, nominative singular deppiéng, vnvog
versus accusative singular depfi6n, vnvo in (20) and (21) above. In the feminine and
neuter classes, and in the plural of masculine classes, nominative and accusative are
syncretic and always expressed by a single form (Andriotis 1948: 35-41; Dawkins 1916:
163-170).

3.2.3 Summary

In this section, I presented the linguistic data on DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. I
showed that the two AMGr dialects, in a uniquely innovative way, have developed into
differential languages. DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot is determined by
definiteness and formally implemented by means of the morphological distinction
between nominative and accusative. The two cases are distributed complementarily
in syntactic contexts where accusative marking is the only grammatical option in all
other MGr varieties. In Cappadocian and Pharasiot, accusative marking only appears
on head nouns of definite NPs; nominative marking appears on head nouns of
indefinite NPs. This DOM pattern is reminiscent of that of Turkish in which direct
object NPs that take a specific reading are accusative-marked, while those that take a
non-specific reading are zero-marked, just as NPs found in subject position—the
typically nominative marked context—in MGr. This similarity between the two DOM
patterns, along with the historical and sociolinguistic circumstances of language
contact between Turkish and the two AMGr dialects, has led previous researchers to
attribute the development of DOM in AMGr dialects to the influence of Turkish
without, however, accounting for the linguistic mechanisms and processes that

brought this innovation about. It is this problem that I address in the next section.

33 An ‘un-Greek’, contact-induced development

3.3.1 Previous accounts

Dawkins (1916: 94, 203) was the first to document, in pretheoretical terms, the

development of DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot, which he considered to have
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resulted from contact with Turkish. Costakis (1963: 104) also maintains this view in
order to explain sporadic occurrences of the nominative singular instead of the
expected accusative in Silliot. More recently, Janse (2004) and S&T, who were the first
to identify the Cappadocian development as an instance of DOM in its modern
linguistic sense, have adopted Dawkins’s view, without, however, discussing in detail
the linguistic evidence and criteria that form the basis of establishing language
contact with Turkish as the origin of the innovation.

Focusing on Ax6 Cappadocian, Mavrochalyvidis and Kesisoglou (1960: 82), on
the other hand, do not treat DOM as a contact-induced change. They consider the use
of the nominative instead of the expected accusative in singular NPs headed by
formerly masculine nouns to be a corollary of the collapse of the tripartite gender
distinction into a single gender that formally coincides with the historical neuter,
whose inflectional morphology does not distinguish between nominative and
accusative. As we will see below, this view will prove to be relevant to the later stages
of the development of DOM in Cappadocian. It is, however, challenged as an account
for the initial trigger of the development by the evidence of Pharasiot that preserves
gender distinctions in a minimal domain defined by the definite article and a head
noun (see Chapter 4 for details) and yet exhibits a DOM pattern identical to that of
Cappadocian (Anastasiadis 1976: 94). Of course, the trigger for the development of
DOM could, in principle, be different in each of the two AMGr dialects. What the
Pharasiot evidence rather suggests with respect to Cappadocian is that the loss of
gender distinctions is not a necessary condition for DOM to develop, as
Mavrochalyvidis and Kesisoglou seem to suggest.

Regarding Pharasiot, Andriotis (1948: 47) considers the use of the nominative
in place of the accusative in singular direct object NPs to be due to the analogical
extension of the syncretism of the two cases found in the plural of all nouns in the
dialect, an explanation rejected by Anastasiadis in his study of Pharasiot syntax (1976:
94-96). Drawing on a limited sample adduced by Andriotis (1948: 47) from MGr dialects
of mainland Greece that seemingly exhibit a DOM pattern similar to that of
Cappadocian and Pharasiot, Anastasiadis further dismisses Dawkins’s early treatment
of the phenomenon as a case of contact-induced change. In his account of DOM, he
resorts to the combined effect of the diachronic tendency of many Indo-European

languages to reduce the number of morphologically expressed cases and the primacy
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of the nominative case within the inflectional paradigm of nouns in MGr. Both
Andriotis’s and Anastasiadis’s analyses have the shortcoming identified by Dawkins
(1950: 357-358) with reference to Andriotis’s analysis: they fail to account for the fact
that this instance of syncretism is systematically realised only in indefinite NPs but
not in definite NPs. In this light, Dawkins’s original hypothesis, taking language
contact with Turkish as the trigger for the development of DOM in Cappadocian and
Pharasiot, appears reasonably likely to be correct, despite its lack of detailed

elaboration. This is the task that I take on in the remainder of this section.

3.3.2 The typological improbability of Cappadocian and Pharasiot

differential object marking

It is not unheard of from a diachronic point of view for an originally non-differential
language to develop language-internally into a differential one without the influence
of a contact language. A number of Romance languages that developed out of non-
differential Vulgar Latin—most notably Spanish, Catalan and Sardinian—are
differential, as are most Slavonic languages and Hebrew, evolving from non-
differential Proto-Indo-European and Proto-Semitic respectively (see Bossong 1991;
Guardiano 2010; Melis & Flores 2009 for the Romance languages and Hebrew; Corbett
1991: 98-99; Igartua 2005: 478-592; Klenin 1983 for the Slavonic languages). With these
observations in mind, the possibility that DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot emerged
through language-internal processes should not be, in principle, excluded in spite of
the fact that literally all other known MGr dialects and varieties are non-differential,
making the Cappadocian and Pharasiot developments seem of a rather ‘un-Greek’
nature.

However, closer examination of Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM within this
crosslinguistic context reveals the typological unlikelihood of its formal
implementation from a synchronic point of view. In §3.1.1, we saw that in Comrie’s
(1989) approach, DOM matches the semantic markedness of direct objects whose
referents resemble typical subjects in terms of high prominence on either the
Definiteness or the Animacy Hierarchy (or both) with some kind of overt
morphological or syntactic marking. In this connection, Aissen concludes that
“overwhelmingly, DOM is implemented by overtly marking the marked class of objects,

and leaving the unmarked ones with no morphological mark” (2003: 446, emphasis in
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the original). This generalisation is borne out both by languages that have always
been differential, such as Turkish, and by languages that developed DOM systems at
some point in their recorded history, such as Hebrew. In Turkish, only direct object
NPs with specific referents are marked with -(y)I; NPs whose referents are non-
specific are zero marked. Similarly, in Hebrew, prepositional et only marks definite
object NPs; indefinite object NPs have no overt marking of their syntactic function.
These two DOM patterns are consistent with Aissen’s typological prediction with
respect to definiteness and specificity, according to which “if a language case marks
any objects, it will case-mark definite ones. A language may mark specific objects, and
leave non-specific ones unmarked. But no language will case-mark specific
indefinites, but not definites” (2003: 456). Along similar lines, Croft argues that “if a
language uses a nonzero case marking for a P[atient] argument on the
animacy/definiteness hierarchies, then it uses a nonzero case marking for P
arguments higher on the hierarchies” (2003: 166).

In Cappadocian and Pharasiot, final -¢ appears in the nominative forms of
head nouns of indefinite NPs (see examples in §3.2.1 and §3.2.2). In the two AMGr
dialects, the overt, morphologically more complex element involved in the
morphological distinction employed for the formal expression of DOM marks the
unmarked class of objects. On the other hand, accusative forms of head nouns of
definite object NPs—that is, the marked class of objects—are zero marked and
therefore morphologically simpler than their unmarked counterparts. The formal
implementation of the Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM pattern evidently constitutes
a counterexample to Aissen’s, Comrie’s and Croft’s typological generalisations.

In response to this apparent violation of what appears to be a very robust
typological pattern, it could be argued that the nominative case is used for the
semantically unmarked indefinite NPs because it is syntactically unmarked. Along
similar lines, it could be thought that the accusative is used for the semantically
marked definite NPs because it is syntactically marked. However, in differential
languages with rich nominal inflection, the syntactic markedness of the cases
involved in DOM generally coincides with the morphological markedness of their
respective forms. In the inflection of masculine nouns in Russian, the nominative is
both syntactically and morphologically unmarked, being expressed by a zero

morpheme -@. In contrast, the syntactic markedness of the accusative matches its
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morphological markedness, which is expressed by the ending -a (see (1); also Corbett
& Fraser 2000). Similarly, in Turkish, the nominative (or, absolutive) is zero marked
while the accusative is expressed overtly by -(y)I. As a result, the cases employed in
these languages in the implementation of DOM show the same degree of syntactic and
morphological markedness, which always matches the semantic markedness of object
NPs.

MGr, on the other hand, does not exhibit this kind of markedness correlation.
As Espafiol-Echevarria and Ralli (2003: 190-191) point out, the syntactic unmarkedness
of the nominative case in MGr does not always coincide with its morphological
markedness; the nominative forms are often marked in nominal paradigms. This is
especially the case of nouns belonging to masculine inflectional classes which are the
only ones in which DOM can be morphologically expressed in Cappadocian and
Pharasiot. As we have seen, forms of the syntactically unmarked nominative are
marked in the masculine classes by a final -¢ while forms of the syntactically marked
accusative bear the zero ending -@. What matters in the context of DOM, however, is
that the semantic markedness of NPs be matched not with the syntactic markedness
of their cases but, rather, with the morphological markedness of their head nouns.
Compared to the crosslinguistic evidence adduced by Aissen (2003), Comrie (1989) and
Croft (2003), the expression of the morphological distinction between nominative and
accusative in Cappadocian and Pharasiot renders the implementation of DOM in these
dialects synchronically deviant from a typological point of view. Diachronically, it
casts doubt on a hypothesis that treats such DOM as an instance of language-internal
change. If this had been the case, the expected implementation would have involved
the ¢-final nominative forms to be used for definite NPs and zero marked accusative
forms to be used for indefinite NPs. For instance, with reference to the Cappadocian
examples in (13)-(16), one would expect to find £td to dfpwmnog, éva dbpwno; oo PiAdy

ooV Témog, 0" éva umatdy tono; facihid; yduo."

1% Spyropoulos and Kakarikos (2009) propose a syntactic analysis of DOM in Cappadocian based on the
feature decomposition of case, following Halle and Vaux (1998) and McFadden (2004). They analyse
nominative and accusative as being the par excellence structural cases that differ only in terms of the
[tinferior] feature that is assigned to DPs due to the presence of a higher argument within the case
domain, According to Spyropoulos and Kakarikos, the nominative is specified as [-inferior] whereas the
accusative is specified as [+inferior]. In their analysis, syntax in Cappadocian provides the same
terminal node for nominative and accusative; DOM is the effect of a rule that negatively specifies the
[zinferior] feature in indefinite environments as in (i):

(i) [o inferior] — [-inferior] / [_, -definite].
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The typologically deviant means employed for the expression of DOM in
Cappadocian and Pharasiot can be accounted for by comparing the DOM pattern of
the two AMGr dialects with that of Turkish. Particularly illuminating in that
connection is the relation between the case form used for the head nouns of the
unmarked class of NPs in DOM and that found in the head nouns of subject NPs in the
three languages. In Cappadocian and Pharasiot, head nouns of indefinite NPs appear
in a form that coincides with that in which head nouns of subject NPs appear: namely,
the nominative. Compare the forms of the indefinite direct object NPs in (24a) and
(25a) with those of the subject NPs in (24b) and (25b). The exact same relation holds in
Turkish between the forms of head nouns in non-specific direct object NPs and
subject NPs (26). Kornfilt (1997: 212-214) terms this the nominative/absolute case.
Goksel and Kerslake (2005: 173-175), on the other hand, refrain from using the term
nominative to refer to noun forms such as anahtar in (26) below, to which they simply

refer as non-case-marked forms.

(24) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 54, 58)
a. ywoMdroav  éva d@bpwmog va  TO  TOLYPTH
they.sentout a  mannNom that him he.calls

‘they sent out a man to call him’

b. eré6  dBpwmog §é-vau xav Tt dMa Tt abpidm
this man.Nom not-he.is like the other the men

‘this man is not like the other men’

(25) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 508)
a. nprev o av vrepfing 1pdoTo
he.came to a dervish.Nom opposite

‘he came across a dervish’

As the distinctive marker of the nominative case, final ¢ is, in Spyropoulos and Kakarikos’s analysis,
specified as [-inferior] and is inserted in [-definite] environments where it is not normally expected to
occur by virtue of the rule in (i).
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b. épasv o vrepfibng
he.ate the.wom dervish.Nom

‘the dervish ate’

(26) Turkish
a. Yasemin bir anahtar-@  kaybetti.
Yasemin a  key-@ she.lost

‘Yasemin lost a key.’

b. Anahtar-@ paspas-in alt-in-da.
key-0 doormat-Gen  space.beneath-3s6.ross-Loc

‘The key is under the doormat.’

This analysis lends substantial support to Dawkins’s early hypothesis that
DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot developed as a result of language contact with
differential Turkish. Precisely because it developed in the model of the Turkish DOM
pattern, Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM contrasts starkly with the overwhelming
majority of DOM patterns attested crosslinguistically.

This conclusion is also supported by the low probability that genetic
inheritance caused the occurrence of DOM in the two AMGr dialects. As argued in
Chapter 2, Cappadocian and Pharasiot do not exhibit a compelling number of shared
grammatical innovations that would suggest a strong link of genetic relatedness
between them. There is not enough evidence that the two dialects once formed an
independent, linguistically uniform branch within the AMGr dialect group, and the
occurrence of DOM in both of them should not be considered as pointing towards such
a subgrouping. The identical Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM patterns should rather
be viewed as two instances of the same contact-induced development that lack
historical value. This methodological stand is described by Dawkins in the following

words:

[the AMGr dialects] are very strongly under Turkish influence, and
this cause may be supposed to produce everywhere the same effects.
A Turkism common to two or more of the dialects has therefore no
value as a mark of historical relationship (1916: 204).
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Along the same lines, albeit in more modern terms, I argue that the similarity
between Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM does not trace its origin to a common
development of the two dialects. In contrast, I view it as a case of areal convergence
whereby Cappadocian and Pharasiot underwent the same grammatical innovation
under the common influence of Turkish within a single linguistic micro-area, in which
the three languages were contiguously spoken (in the sense of Heine and Kuteva 2005:
177-178; see also Aikhenvald 2007: 11-15; Aikhenvald & Dixon 2001: 2, 11-19; Campbell
2006; Matras 2009: 265-274; Stolz 2006; Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 95-97). Within this
area, the two AMGr dialects extended the grammatical expression of definiteness
from the syntactic domain and the article to the morphological domain and noun
inflection on the model of the grammatical expression of specificity in Turkish. They
thus acquired a novel common trait that they previously did not share and which
differentiates them from the other AMGr dialects.

Heine and Kuteva (2005: 183) distinguish two possible pathways
developments of this kind may follow: one of the two AMGr dialects develops DOM as
a result of language contact with Turkish and subsequently serves as the model for
the other AMGr dialect to undergo the same innovation; or, alternatively, both AMGr
dialects develop DOM independently, but in similar fashions, owing to the same
original object marking system and the same Turkish model. Like most instances of
areal developments discussed by Heine and Kuteva (2005: 182-218), the available
Cappadocian and Pharasiot data on DOM do not allow us to determine unambiguously
which of the two pathways was followed in our case. In contrast to many cases of
areal diffusion, however, we are in the position of being able to identify Turkish as the
model language and the two AMGr dialects as the replica languages, in Heine and

Kuteva’s (2005) terminology.

3.3.3 Matching Modern Greek definiteness with Turkish specificity

3.3.3.1 Contact-induced innovation and change

Adopting one of the basic tenets in the study of language contact, I take speakers who
are bi- or multilingual in two or more languages spoken in one geographical area at a
certain point in time to be the agents of contact-induced language change (inter alia

Drinka 2010; Field 2002; Hickey 2010; Matras 1998, 2000, 2007, 2009; Matras & Sakel
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2007; Sakel & Matras 2008; Thomason 2001; Thomason & Kaufman 1988; van Coetsem
1988, 2000; Weinreich 1963; Winford 2005, 2010). Theories of language contact
consider bilinguals to be able to draw upon the resources, structures and elements of
the linguistic systems available to them with a relative degree of freedom. On this
assumption, innovations occurring in the grammar of one of the bilinguals’ languages
are considered to be contact-induced when they are the result of a transfer of
patterns, structures or rules from the grammatical system of another language
available to the bilingual.

The motivations underlying this transfer remain a matter of debate in
language contact literature. Field (2002), Matras (1998, 2000, 2007) and Matras and
Sakel (2007) have argued that bilingual speakers resort to language mixing in an
attempt to reduce the processing overload caused by the availaibility of two or more
linguistic systems which can differ to varying degrees in aspects of their grammatical
structure. To this end, they eliminate the linguistic elements that cause them
cognitive inconvenience: those elements that make it hard for them to differentiate
between systems. According to van Coetsem (2000), bilinguals adapt the grammatical
structures of the language in which they are psychologically less dominant to
corresponding structures of the language in which they are more dominant.

Matras (2009) maintains that, in their introduction of contact-induced
innovations, bilinguals access their linguistic repertoire and select the grammatical
structure of that language which in their view best expresses their intended
communicative meaning (Language A). When using the language that lacks that
particular structure and therefore does not express their intended meaning equally
well (Language B), they apply the structure of A to the linguistic system of B in order
to be more precise in their expression. In Matras’s view, they do this irrespective of
van Coetsem’s notion of dominance. Within this context, contact-induced language
change is understood as the diachronic result of such innovations that are
successfully diffused within the bi- or multilingual speaker communities, which in
their turn provide the necessary setting and circumstances for language contact to

occur (Oksaar 1996).
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3.3.3.2 Pattern replication in Cappadocian and Pharasiot

In the case of the development of DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot, I consider
Cappadocian-Turkish and Pharasiot-Turkish bilinguals to have acted as the innovators
of change by transferring the Turkish DOM pattern into their grammatical systems of
Cappadocian and Pharasiot respectively. The actual form used to express DOM in
Turkish—that is, the accusative ending -(y)I—was not borrowed. Rather, the originally
non-DOM system of MGr was adapted to the model of Turkish DOM using available
Greek material. This process is best described in terms of Matras’s (2009) and Sakel’s
(2007) theoretical notion of grammatical pattern replication (see also Matras & Sakel
2007). Pattern replication involves the organisation, distribution and mapping of
grammatical or semantic meaning of the model language—in our case Turkish—onto
grammatical structure and material of the replica language—in our case Cappadocian
and Pharasiot—without borrowing actual linguistic material from the model language.

In replicating DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot, bilinguals drew upon the
grammatical resources of the two AMGr dialects in order to establish the formal
means for the implementation of DOM and the referential property that would
determine which NPs would be overtly marked and which would be left unmarked in
contexts in which DOM is active. With respect to the former, Turkish case marking
provided a suitable and easily adaptable model. The Turkish nominative and
accusative cases were matched with the nominative and accusative cases of
Cappadocian and Pharasiot since the corresponding cases express the same
prototypical functions in the three languages. The nominative prototypically
expresses the subject and the accusative prototypically expresses the direct object in
both MGr and Turkish.

As far as the referential property determining DOM is concerned, the
grammatically expressed notion of specificity in Turkish had to be matched with an
analogous semantic notion that would also have to be grammatically expressed in
Cappadocian and Pharasiot. That notion was definiteness. Turkish specificity was
matched with MGr definiteness so that, for the purposes of DOM, definite NPs in
Cappadocian and Pharasiot were taken to correspond to specific NPs in Turkish.
Cappadocian and Pharasiot indefinite NPs were taken to correspond to Turkish non-
specific NPs. As a result, the head nouns of NPs occurring in contexts that were

originally marked across the board with the accusative retained their original case
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marking only in definite NPs whereas the head nouns of indefinite NPs began to
appear in the nominative case, wherever such a case form was inflectionally available.

The morphological correspondence between the nominative and accusative
cases in the two AMGr dialects and Turkish can be considered to have been relatively
straightforward. By contrast, the semantic correspondence between definite and
indefinite NPs in Cappadocian and Pharasiot on the one hand and specific and non-
specific NPs in Turkish on the other was only partial. The semantic interpretations of
definiteness and specificity do not always coincide. In the traditional views discussed
in §3.1.1, while definite NPs in principle do have specific referents, the referents of
indefinite NPs may be interpreted as either specific or non-specific. Owing to this
relation between the two notions, accusative marking in Turkish occurs with both
definite NPs and indefinite NPs whose referents are specific; in Cappadocian and
Pharasiot accusative marking occurs only with definite NPs. Accordingly, nominative
marking in Turkish is limited to indefinite NPs with non-specific referents. In the two
AMGr dialects it is found with all indefinite NPs, irrespective of whether they have a
specific or a non-specific reading.

In effect, the difference between the specificity-based DOM pattern of
Turkish and the definiteness-based DOM pattern of Cappadocian and Pharasiot
manifests itself in the marking of indefinite NPs with specific referents. These are
marked by the accusative in Turkish but with the nominative in the two AMGr
dialects. Bear in mind, though, that this discrepancy concerns only NPs headed by
animate nouns since, as we saw in §3.1.2, accusative marking is blocked in Turkish on
indefinite NPs headed by inanimate nouns. This means that nominative case marking
may be found with some NPs whose referents are specific and inanimate, a factor that
surely facilitated the matching of definite and indefinite NPs in Cappadocian and
Pharasiot with Turkish accusative and nominative case marked NPs respectively.

This process of grammatical pattern replication is summarised in Table 3.1

below:
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Table 3.1. The diachronic development of DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot by means of

grammatical pattern replication.

Stage I

Change 1

Stage II

Non-differential object marking: all direct object NPs are marked with

the accusative, irrespective of definiteness, specificity or animacy.

un ewvd{ete avtév TOV dvhpwmo (all MGr varieties,

gateidav évay avBpwno va tov pwvdéel Pontic, Rumeic, Silliot)

o’ avtdv ToV TéMo

o’ évav oMo

Replication of Turkish DOM: Turkish specificity is matched with MGr
definiteness (Turkish specific and non-specific NPs with MGr definite
and indefinite NPs). Turkish nominative and accusative case marking
are matched with MGr nominative and accusative case marking in

typically accusative-marked contexts.

Differential object marking: in typically accusative marked contexts,

accusative marks definite NPs, nominative marks indefinite NPs

€70 T0 dBpwmo un to Aadeit (Cappadocian,

yioAAdroav éva &Bpwmog v To T61y1pThe Pharasiot)

00 QIAGV gov Témo

o’ éva umatdy TOmog

This analysis supports Dawkins’s pretheoretical analysis of Cappadocian and

Pharasiot DOM as being determined by definiteness, which was later adopted by Janse

(2004), Spyropoulos and Kakarikos (2009), and Alexiadou and Kornfilt (2010). As

Dawkins put it, “[in the inflection of o¢-masculine nouns in Pharasiot] the acc. sg., as

in Cappadocia, has its special ending [i.e., -0] only after the definite article” (1916:

164). The analysis further casts doubt on S&T’s proposal according to which DOM in

Delmesd, Potdmia and Ax6 Cappadocian is determined by specificity, as is the case in

Turkish. S&T (2006: 374) claim that, in developing DOM in the model of Turkish,
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Cappadocian encoded a novel semantic distinction between NPs with specific
referents and NPs with non-specific referents as the semantic criterion determining
the differential use of case in DOM contexts. S&T therefore differentiate between
specific NPs whose head nouns are marked by the accusative and which can be
definite or indefinite, and non-specific NPs whose head nouns are marked by the
nominative and which can only be indefinite. This mirrors the way Turkish specific
and non-specific NPs bear accusative and nominative marking respectively. The
difference between the two languages is that, owing to the presence of the definite,
indefinite, and zero articles, definiteness is expressed by more overt grammatical
means in Cappadocian than in Turkish.

The results of both S&T’s specificity-based and our definiteness-based
analysis of Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM coincide in the case of accusative definite
NPs since they are generally thought to have specific readings. The differences
between the two analyses become evident in accounting for case marking in
indefinite NPs. In our analysis, indefiniteness triggers nominative case marking on the
head nouns of all indefinite NPs irrespective of their specific or non-specific reading.
In S&T’s analysis, the head nouns of indefinite NPs are marked by the nominative only
if the NPs are interpreted as non-specific. In contrast, accusative marking is found on
the head nouns of indefinite NPs that have a specific reading.

Accounting first for nominative indefinite NPs, S&T claim that as in Turkish,
“[in Cappadocian] nominative is used with indefinite non-specific NPs” (2006: 374).
They therefore exclude the possibility of nominative marking on head nouns of
indefinite NPs that have a specific reading since it is the “accusative case [that] is
associated with specificity” (2006: 369). This, however, is not what we find in the
Cappadocian texts. As shown by the examples in (27) below, nominative indefinite
NPs can have a specific reading as evidenced by the variety of ways in which the
referents of such NPs are referred back to in the text that follows them. These show
that their referents are known to and unambiguously identifiable by the speaker. In
other words, they are specific. For example, the same referent as that of the indefinite
NP éva 1003 uvlog in (27a) is repeated as the head noun of the definite NP o uvlo,
which complements the preposition found in the clause directly following the
indefinite direct object NP. In (27b, c), the third person pronouns ro and t corefer to

the indefinite direct object NPs éva tdoundvos and éva dBpwmo¢ respectively.
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Coreference by means of a pronoun would be impossible if the referents of the
indefinite direct object NPs in (27) had a non-specific reading and therefore referred
to arbitrary members of the class described by the NP that neither the speaker nor
hearer could identify. Note also that Pharasiot presents the same case, as shown by

the examples in (28).

(27) Cappadocian
a. nupev [éva 1005 uvAocls  oéuev
hefound a  deserted millnom he.went.in
[exel  otO uvAo);
that in.the mill.acc

‘he found a deserted mill; he went in that mill’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 196)

b. Ppibker  [éva TBoundvog], kot Aey 70,

hefinds a  shepherdnom and he.says him

‘he finds a shepherd and says to him’ (Aravéan, KMS/P, 174)
c. elbav [éva dbpwmog]: oa ToOVSHPX-T;,  EYIOKEV...

they.saw a  mannNom inthe feet-his he.had

‘they saw a man; on his feet he had...’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 79)

(28) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 538, 543-544, 564)

a. « tvvodp ykariéoe [av  aydc): (...) tdBpnoe
an eagle ithunted a hare.Nom it.snatched
[Tov xyd);

the.acc hare.acc

‘an eagle hunted a hare (...) it snatched the hare’

b. ov & [ vyidcl;  vpever @, o  PaciAdg
you youhave a son.Nom helooks.for him the king

‘you have a son; the king wants him’
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c. ov el [av  Unvog]; edd) me ue  vrw,
you yousaw a dream.Nom here youtell me it

‘you saw a dream; come, tell it to me’

Turning now to accusative indefinite NPs, I mentioned in §3.2.1 that these are
only marginally attested in the Cappadocian texts. This fact preliminarily suggests
that definiteness and not specificity determines DOM. I also argued that the use of the
accusative in such cases should either be interpreted as an instance of the
competition between the inherited MGr accusative case marking system and the
novel DOM system of Cappadocian, or be attributed to influence from non-differential
MGr varieties. Making no mention of their rarity, S&T argue that such NPs are “always
interpreted as specific” (2006: 396), as are accusative direct object NPs in Turkish.
However, examination of the few attested cases shows that this is not the case.
Accusative indefinite NPs in Cappadocian can be either specific or non-specific exactly
like nominative indefinite NPs. Compare, for example, v’ adeA@d in (29a) with éva
eAtérj in (29b). The former has a specific reading, shown by the demonstrative
pronoun ekeivo that corefers with the indefinite direct object NP. In contrast, the
latter has a non-specific reading; the head noun of the indirect object NP is neither
repeated as the head noun of another NP—for instance a subject NP—nor does any
linguistic expression—such as a pronoun or a relative clause—refer to its referent in
the text that follows. S&T’s strong claim that “accusative is incompatible with non-

specificity” (2006: 369) is therefore incorrect.

(29) Cappadocian
a. &w [év adedgd], KL eKelvo, € o (specific)

Lhave a  brother.acc and that he.has them

‘I have a brother and he has them’ (Potémia, Dawkins, 454)
b. oddoe  Kaotpou to matifdxo €Eva  eAtdn (non-specific)
he.sent capital the king a  ambassador.Acc

‘he sent an ambassador to the king of the capital’ (Aravdn, KMS/P&K, 108)



106

3.3.4 Summary

In this section, I established language contact with Turkish as the origin of DOM in
Cappadocian and Pharasiot based on (a) the synchronic typological improbability of
the formal implementation of DOM in the two AMGr dialects, (b) its systematic
similarity to Turkish DOM, (c) the sociolinguistic and historical circumstances of the
three languages, and (d) the low probability that DOM in Cappadocian and Pharasiot is
due to genetic inheritance. I argued that the development of DOM is a case of areal
convergence brought about by Cappadocian-Turkish and Pharasiot-Turkish bilinguals
who replicated Turkish DOM by adapting the MGr object marking system on its model.
In so doing, they matched the Turkish nominative and accusative that Turkish uses to
formally express DOM with the respective cases in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. They
also crucially equated the referential property of specificity, which determines DOM
in Turkish, with MGr definiteness, which came to determine DOM in the two AMGr
dialects. This analysis lends substantial theoretical support to Dawkins’s original
pretheoretical description of DOM as being determined by definiteness. It also casts
doubt on S&T’s proposal that treats Cappadocian DOM as specificity-based, a claim
which I showed to be disproven by the Cappadocian texts. In the next section, I look at
the implications that these changes had for Cappadocian, focusing on how they relate
to the other developments affecting the dialect’s nominal morphology that were
introduced in Chapter 1. I show for the first time that DOM, too, contributed to
rendering Cappadocian nouns more neuter-like in terms of their morphosyntax. First,
though, T put to the test two hypotheses that have been formulated in the literature
regarding the reanalysis of final -¢ as an indefiniteness marker and a consequent

definiteness split in Cappadocian.

3.4 The implications of the development of differential object

marking in Cappadocian

3.4.1 Two old hypotheses

Following the pretheoretical identification of the DOM pattern in Cappadocian,
Dawkins (1916) suggested that this innovation triggered two further developments in
the dialect involving final -¢, the marker of the distinction between accusative and

nominative. He records “a rudimentary use of the [nominative] ending in -¢ to mark
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indefiniteness, positively by adding -¢ to neuters and negatively by the disuse of -¢ in
the nom., when the definite article is used” (1916: 94). These two uses have recently
been taken by Janse (2004) to constitute evidence for the reanalysis of -¢ as an
indefiniteness marker and, subsequently, for an emerging definiteness split in
Cappadocian. In this proposed split, the differential distinction between accusative
definite NPs and nominative indefinite NPs is extended from contexts that typically
require a syntactic accusative case, such as the direct object position, to contexts that
typically require a syntactic nominative case, most notably the subject position.
Examples supporting these two hypotheses are limited in number, a caveat
pointed out by Dawkins concerning both the “positive” use of -¢ as an indefiniteness
marker with non-masculine nouns (“this is quite rare”; Dawkins 1916: 94) and its
“negative” use, which gives rise to accusative case marking across the board for
definite NPs irrespective of their syntactic function (“slight tendency”; Dawkins 1916:
94). In what follows, I test the validity of these two hypotheses and show them to be

false.

3.4.1.1 The reanalysis of final -¢ as an indefiniteness marker

Dawkins’s (1916: 94) observation regarding the reanalysis of final -¢ as an
indefinieness marker is based on examples such as the ones in (30), in which the head
nouns of indefinite NPs ywpid, an o-neuter noun, and aivd, a Turkish loanword, appear
in the forms yxwpid¢ and aivdg respectively. According to this hypothesis,

indefiniteness ends up being double marked by both the indefinite article and .

(30) Delmesé Cappadocian (Dawkins, 316, 322)
a. miyev 0 €éva WwKpG XwpPio-¢
hewent to a  small village-iNDEF

‘he went to a little village’

b. gy gV’ aivd-¢
itthas a  mirror-INDEF

‘there is a mirror’
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Dawkins (1916: 94) admits that the number of examples that could potentially
lend support to the reanalysis hypothesis is limited. In spite of this caveat, Janse
(2004) adopts the hypothesis and goes on to put forward a stronger position. He
considers the reanalysis of final -¢ to be a “psychological reality” (2004: 14), further
evidence for which can be found, in his view, in possessive NPs such as faGidid-pog in
(31a), in which the genitive form of the personal pronoun expressing possession is
suffixed to a nominative singular form of the o¢-masculine noun fadidid¢ that seems
to be lacking the final —¢. Consider in comparison the form in (31b) in which fa6iAid¢

is not followed by a pronoun:

(31) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 79, 80)
a. kpep oe  (..) PadiMib-uag  va oe  Siknbel
he.looks.for you king.NoM-our to you he.marries

‘our king is looking for you to marry you’

b. PadiMiés mdde towyotd To  moadi
king.Nom again he.calls the child
‘the king calls for the child again’

Janse (2004: 15) argues that the final -¢ of masculine nouns drops in possessive NPs
due to a conflict between the apparent definiteness of such NPs and the indefiniteness
expressed by the -¢ marker. Lyons (1999: 22-26, 124-134) has shown, though, that
possessives are not inherently definite and that in Greek the suffix-like forms of the
personal pronouns expressing possession do not induce a definite reading. This is
shown by examples such as (32), in which the pronoun upa¢ cooccurs with the
indefinite article in the subject NP. Notice that the cooccurrence of the two has no

effect on the form of the head noun ywpiavdg.

(32) Phloita Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 38)
v xwplavos  uag, Mayyave{ig, mryev TovpkoU T  Xwpid
a  villager our Maggantzis he.went Turks’ the villages

‘a fellow villager, Maggantzis, went over to the Turkish villages’
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Janse’s proposal is further challenged by the numerous examples of
nominative singular forms of masculine nouns that retain their final -¢ when they
occur as head nouns of definite subject NPs whose definite reading is induced by a
variety of means. If -¢ were indeed a marker of indefiniteness, it should not be found
on subject nouns such as fadiAids in (31b), which receives a definite reading in spite of
the null realisation of the definite article; or, in et dfpwmog in (24b), repeated here as
(33), in which the demonstrative pronoun unmistakably triggers a definite reading

(Lyons: 1999: 17-21, 107-121).

(33) Phloitd Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 58)
€10 dbpwmog  Sé-vau xav ta  dMa o afpdn
this man.Nom not-he.is like the other the men

‘this man is not like the other men’

I therefore reject Dawkins’s and Janse’s hypothesis that -¢ has been
reanalysed as an indefiniteness marker in Cappadocian. The dropping of final -¢ in
possessive NPs such as fadilié-uac in (31a) is probably the result of phonological
simplification of the [-¢ + consonant] cluster that occurs from the suffixation of
genitive forms of personal pronouns to nominative singular forms of masculine nouns
(see also Spyropoulos & Tiliopoulou 2006: 371). This simplification must have first
applied in singular forms of personal pronouns which, following the loss of word-final
unstressed [u] due to high vowel deletion, were reduced to single consonants: uov > u,
oov > ¢, tov > 1. The suffixation of these monoconsonantal forms to nominative
singular forms of masculine nouns ending in -¢ resulted in disallowed word-final

consonant clusters, a process illustrated in (34).

(34) Cappadocian
‘my king’ BaGidiog + uov > Padirios + u > Padihide-u > Padilid-u
‘your king’ BaGihiog + gov > Padihios +¢ > Padihice-¢ > Pabilid-g

‘his/her/its king’  pabihidg + tov > fadiMids +T > fadiMide-t > Padiid-t

Cluster simplification must then have applied to the third person plural form
tve also leading to an impossible consonant cluster. Ultimately simplification must

have applied across the board to include the first and second plural forms uag, oo,
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which would not otherwise create difficult or impossible clusters (cf. ywpiavdg pag in
(32)). The same phenomenon is attested in Pontic but also in Cretan Greek that are
non-differential with respect to object marking. Compare, for example, the
Cappadocian forms in (34) with the suffixed forms of ¢idog ‘friend’ o pido-u ‘my friend’
and o @ido-¢ ‘your friend’ from Chaldfa Pontic (Drettas 1997: 135), or with the Cretan
Greek forms o ydidapd uag ‘our donkey’ and o fookd uag ‘our shepherd’ (Hatzidakis
1905: 184)."

Returning to the forms that first led Dawkins to the formulation of the
reanalysis hypothesis, cases such as ywpidg in (30a) might actually involve a shift from
the o-neuter to the o¢-masculine inflectional class as in ywpid ‘village.o-neuter’ >
xwpiés ‘village.og-masculine’. Similar shifts that appear to be based on the common
accusative singular ending -o can be found in other Cappadocian varieties, as well. For
example, Axé Cappadocian Asiyavrog ‘relic.o¢-masculine’ < Aeipavo(v) ‘relic.o-neuter’,
xvoviatds ‘censer.o¢-masculine’ < Ouuiard(v) ‘censer.o-neuter’ (Mavrochalyvidis &
Kesisoglou 1960: 33; see also Kesisoglou 1951: 32 for Ulaghatsh Cappadocian, Costakis
1963: 33 for Anaki Cappadocian). Cases such as aivd¢ in (30b) appear to be
morphological adaptations of Turkish loanwords to the ag-masculine inflectional class
as in ayna ‘mirror’ > aivds ‘mirror.ag-masculine’. The ac-, n¢-, £¢-, ovg-masculine class
is the one to which Turkish loanwords ending in a stressed vowel are morphologically
adapted in MGr (see Chapter 5 for details). ywpid¢ and aivdg in (30) should therefore
not be viewed as an o-neuter and a Turkish loanword to which the indefiniteness
marker -¢ is attached, but rather as an o¢-masculine and an a¢-masculine noun
respectively that are marked by the nominative in their respective indefinite NPs due

to DOM.

3.4.1.2 Definiteness split

In connection with the reanalysis hypothesis, Dawkins (1916) notes, again on the basis
of a very limited number of examples, “a slight tendency to use the acc. form (in -o0)
always after the [definite] article, whether the case be nom. or acc (..) that only

applies to inanimates” (1916: 94). Janse (2004: 5) considers this to be indicative of an

2 Dawkins (1940) takes a different stand regarding the deletion of -¢ in the Cretan examples. He
considers it to be an instance of dissimilation whereby an [s] drops in the environment of another
neighbouring [s], “a not uncommon happening in Greek” (1940: 32).
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emerging definiteness split, whereby the nominative marks the head nouns of all
definite NPs and the accusative marks those of all indefinite NPs. This occurs
irrespective of whether the NPs are found in accusative contexts, such as the direct
object position, or in nominative contexts, such as the subject position. The effects of
this apparent definiteness split become essentially manifest only in the latter contexts
as DOM controls case alternations in the former.

According to Janse, the split is particularly evident in the Cappadocian
varieties of Silata, Anaku, Phloitd and Malakopi, though examples seemingly
supporting the definiteness split hypothesis can be found in other Cappadocian
varieties and for nouns of other semantic types, as well. Consider, for example, the
forms uvlov, kduo and koikovd in (35) below that lack the final -¢ of the nominative

singular, despite occurring in the subject NPs of their respective clauses:

(35) Cappadocian

a. vrov uvdov  (..) tOodv yvo Tpia  owdTid MaKOd

the mill.acc itlay two three hours away
‘the mill lay two-three hours away’ (Misti, ILNE/755, 82)
b. @ov  yevel T0  Kduo

when ithappens the wedding.acc
‘when the wedding happens’ (Phloit4, ILNE/812, 96)

c. &Padev T0  Koikovo 0 AUko
it.set.down the cockerel.acc the wolf

‘the cockerel set down the wolf’ (Ax4, Dawkins, 402)

Dawkins (1916: 94) notes that this split only applies to inanimate nouns and
accounts for its restriction to this semantic type by evoking the null realisation of the
definite article, which is found predominantly with non-human and animal nouns.
Null realisation, according to Dawkins, explains why human and animal nouns retain
their -¢ in subject NPs as in (31b) and do not lose it as the nouns in (35) above. This
explanation, however, fails to account for examples such as the ones in (36), in which

inanimate nouns preceded by an overt definite article appear in their nominative
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form, as expected. It also fails to account for cases such as (37), in which a human

noun preceded by a null definite article occurs without the final .

(36) Cappadocian
a. m 5% To  Texuer(éc UEGN-T;
what ithas the box.Nom inside-its

‘what is inside the box?’ (Phloit4, Dawkins, 428)

b. 10 wvlog anavoa  OTApPN
the millNnom suddenly it.stopped
‘the mill suddenly stopped’ (Aravéan, KMS/P, 164)

(37) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/812, 102)
KXl VU@  TPWIOKEV Kal — KOUUTPO TPWIOKEV
and bride she.ate and groom.acc he.ate

‘both the bride and groom ate’ (Phloit4, ILNE/812, 102)

The definiteness split hypothesis also falls short of explaining cases such as
(38) in which koikovd and drpwmo appear in the accusative form despite their

appearance in indefinite subject NPs.

(38) Cappadocian
a. keitov éva  Koikovd
itlay a  cockerel.acc

‘there lay a cockerel’ (Ax4, Dawkins, 400)

b. rjpte va  dTpwmo
he.came a  man.acc

‘a man came’ (Ferték, Dawkins, 330)

The examples in (37) and (38) refute Dawkins’s and Janse’s definiteness split
hypothesis. The use or lack of final -¢ in the singular of masculine nouns does not

appear to be conditioned by the definiteness of the NPs in which the nouns are found.
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Some of the examples in which subject nouns appear in the accusative form involve
unaccusative verbs such as t6eiui, keiuo ‘to lay’ in (35a), (38a), viékouat ‘to become’ in
(35b) or éoxovum ‘to come’ in (38b). The accusative of these verbs’ subjects could
therefore be explained in terms of Perlmutter’s (1978) and Burzio’s (1981)
Unaccusativity Hypothesis, which states that the subjects of unaccusative verbs
originate as initial direct objects, which in MGr are prototypically marked by the
accusative. Bear in mind, however, that the number of relevant examples occurring in
the Cappadocian texts is limited and does not allow for any robust generalisations.
Note, also, that, even in the few available examples, unaccusativity does not always
trigger accusative marking in subject NPs as in (36b).

What is more, accusative marking appears both with accusative verbs such as
Byddw ‘to take out’ in (35c) and with unergative ones such as ‘to eat’ in (37). In
accounting for the apparent accusative in koikovd and kaumnpd, I propose that it should
most probably be attributed to the effect of alliterative concord: the tendency to use
the same gender agreement marker for different agreement targets and controllers
(Corbett 1991: 117-119, 2006: 87-90). Recall that, following the loss of gender
distinctions in Cappadocian, all agreement targets surface in their originally neuter
forms, which in most cases end in -o. Take, for example, Ax6 Cappadocian to kaAd
dpywmog ‘the good man’ (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 43). Both agreement
targets to and kaAd bear the same agreement marker -o, while the agreement
controller dpywmog is marked by -o¢. The effect of alliterative concord would,
therefore, be an identical agreement marker of targets and controller, thus giving rise
to forms such as (to kwAd) koikovd and (to kaAd) kaumpd.

In refuting Dawkins’s and Janse’s hypothesis, the analysis presented here also
disputes the connection postulated by Dawkins (1916: 14; 1937: 31) between the
apparent definiteness split in Cappadocian and a phenomenon reminiscent of
differential subject marking (henceforth DSM) found in Pontic. In Pontic, masculine
head nouns of subject NPs are marked by the accusative case when preceded by an
overtly realised definite article (39a) and by the nominative case when preceded
either by a definite article that is realised as null (39b) or by the indefinite article (39¢)
(Koutita-Kaimaki 1977/1978). It therefore appears that definiteness, or rather its overt

realisation, determines the case marking of nouns found in subject position in Pontic
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in the same way that it determines the case marking of nouns found in the object

position in Cappadocian.”

(39) Pontic (Koutita-Kaimaki 1977/1978: 279, 285, 289)
a. Kkt 0  dyyedov  eimev  arov
and the angel.acc he.said him

‘and the angel said to him’ (Chald{a)

b. ka eime wdu(n)s

and he.said imam.Nom

‘and the imam said’ (Sotirmena)
c. épra gvag  ayyelog  ekel

he.comes a angel.Nom there

‘an angel comes there’ (Chaldia)

" What determines differential case marking in Pontic, as illustrated by the examples in (39), remains a
matter of debate in the literature. Hatzidakis (1934 [1911/1912]:276), Tompaidis (1980: 224, 1988: 45-46)
and Oeconomides (1958: 145) have claimed that it is determined by the overt versus null realisation of
the definite article so that masculine head nouns of subject NPs appear in the accusative case when
preceded by an overtly realised definite article and in the nominative elsewhere. Consider, however,
the following counterexamples:

(i)  Pontic (Koutita-Kaimaki 1977/1978: 282, 283)
a. EMPOPTROEV — €KwKK dyyelov  kar  gimev aToV
he.caught.up there angel.acc and he.said him
‘the angel caught up to him and said to him’ (Chaldfa)

b. v ndota exAelbwoe o wdun)g
the door helocked the imam.NoM
‘the imam locked the door’ (Sotirmena)

Papadopoulos (1955: 30) has claimed that differential case marking is determined by the syntactic
function of the NPs in which masculine nouns are found. In his view, head nouns of NPs are marked by
the accusative when found in the subject position, whereas they are marked by the nominative when
found in the predicate position. The Pontic evidence in (ii), however, challenges this account. More
recently, Revithiadou and Spyropoulos (2009; 52-53, 60-61) have questioned the analysis of the Pontic
phenomenon as a case of DSM, mainly on the grounds that it is limited to masculine nouns and does not
apply to other groups of nouns that retain the morphological distinction between nominative and
accusative in the singular such as feminine nouns. Without providing a conclusive answer to the
question of what determines the distribution of case marking in Pontic subject NPs, Revithiadou and
Spyropoulos suggest that perhaps we are dealing with a case of a morphologically restricted,
definiteness-based syncretism of nominative and accusative. For a rather different approach, see
Drettas (1999).
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Dawkins (1916: 94) draws a parallel between Pontic examples such as (39a)
and Cappadocian examples such as (35), in which the masculine head nouns of
definite subject NPs (dyyedov; uvlov, kduo, koikovd) are supposedly marked by the
accusative case. He argues that such examples are reflexes of an early innovative
association between case and the expression of definiteness that emerged before
Pontic and Cappadocian evolved into different dialects. This association ultimately led
to the split between accusative marked definite NPs and nominative marked
indefinite NPs. Interestingly, this split is supposed to have developed differently in
the two dialects so that in Pontic it is found in nominative contexts—hence the DSM
pattern—whereas in Cappadocian it concerns accusative contexts, hence the observed
DOM pattern.

In order for a common origin for Pontic DSM and Cappadocian DOM to be
postulated from a historical point of view, both modern dialects would have to share a
(quasi-)identical or at least similar pattern of differential case marking—or reflexes of
it—that could be unambiguously identified as such either in accusative or nominative
contexts, or in both. However, none of these possibilities is consistent with the
available data. On the one hand, a DOM pattern similar to that of Cappadocian cannot
be established for Pontic, which is non-differential with respect to typically
accusative-marked contexts. Like the overwhelming majority of MGr varieties, Pontic
uniformly marks the head nouns of NPs in such contexts with the accusative (Drettas
1997: 273; Papadopoulos 1955: 159-160). On the other hand, I showed above that the
few examples adduced as evidence for a DSM pattern in Cappadocian may be
explained in terms of the Unaccusative Hypothesis or alliterative concord.
Overwhelmingly, the head nouns of NPs found in nominative contexts are accordingly
marked by a morphological nominative in Cappadocian, which is therefore not a DSM
language. In short, there is no evidence to suggest that Cappadocian exhibits a case
marking pattern similar to that of Pontic, the exact nature of which remains to be
defined. In conclusion, there appears to be no connection between Cappadocian DOM
and Pontic DSM, which I treat as two independently-motivated and unrelated

developments.
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3.4.2 A new connection

3.4.2.1 The introduction of neuter-like case syncretism in masculine nouns

In focusing on the reanalysis and definiteness split hypotheses, previous research has
overlooked a crucial connection between DOM and other developments affecting the
inflection of nouns in Cappadocian, especially with respect to the syncretism of
nominative and accusative. This relation has only been hinted at by Janse (2004: 6) but
has not been elaborated in detail before. In this section, I show for the first time how
DOM helped render masculine nouns in Cappadocian more neuter-like in terms of
their morphology.

In all MGr dialects and varieties, the expression of nominative and accusative
by a single inflected form serves as a defining criterion for the organisation of nouns
into inflectional classes. As already mentioned, in the majority of Cappadocian
varieties, the masculine inflectional classes are the only ones that retain a
morphological distinction between the two cases in the singular. In all other classes,
nominative and accusative are always syncretic. Accordingly, the subject and direct
object functions are expressed by two distinct inflected forms in the case of masculine
nouns, and by a single, syncretic form in all other nouns. Consider, for example, the

partial inflectional paradigms from Anakd Cappadocian in (40):

(40) Anaku Cappadocian (Costakis 1963: 38)

a.o¢-masculine  b. ac-, n¢-masculine

‘man’ ‘priest’
SINGULAR
NOM &Bpwmo-¢ TTmd-¢
ACC aOpwmo-@ Tond-@
PLURAL

NOM/ACC aBpdin(-o1) TTmd-£¢
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c.a-, n-feminine  d. o-neuter e. 1-neuter f. ya-, ag-,
‘sister’ ‘village’ ‘child’ ag-neuter
‘milk’
SINGULAR
NOM/Acc adeAon-0 Xwpi-6 noadi-@ ydra-@
PLURAL
NOM/Acc aded@-£(c) XWpi-& noadi-d yadat-o

To illustrate nominative/accusative syncretism in action, compare the

morphological distinction between the nominative form of the n¢-masculine noun

vreipuevr(ri¢ and its accusative form vreipuevi(r, corresponding to the head noun of

the subject NP and that of the definite direct object NP in (41a). By contrast, in (41b)

and (41c), the syncretic nominative/accusative form of the a-feminine vaika and that

of the i-neuter 1§ occur as the head nouns of both the subject and the direct object

NPs in (41b) and (41c). Note that in the latter cases, definiteness does not affect the

form of the head noun.

(41) Potdmia Cappadocian (Dawkins, 454, 458, 460)

a.

rotev  vreipuevi{rc (..) Adyoev to  vreipuevi(n

he.came miller.nom she.pushed the miller.acc

el aAoyo
from.the horse

‘the miller came (...) she pushed the miller off the horse’

gkelvo ™  vaika QEPET 0o &8 (..)
that the woman.acc you.bring her here

Kol vaiko gimev

and woman.NoM  she.said

‘bring that woman over here (...) and the woman said’
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c. okotvovv éva @i§ (...

they.kill ~a  snake.acc

Ko T0 QU gimev
and the snake.Nom it.said

‘they are killing a snake (...) and the snake said’

In the context of indefinite direct object NPs, however, DOM in Cappadocian
requires that the direct object function be expressed not by the accusative, but by the
nominative case. As a consequence, in the masculine inflectional classes, the inflected
form that was at first typically used to express solely the subject acquires an
additional function, that of the direct object. The nominative form of the o¢-masculine
noun dfpwmog expresses both the subject function in (42a) and, crucially, the object

function in (42b).

(42) silata Cappadocian (Dawkins, 448)
a. éva abpwmos  HQepeV ue
a  mannNoMm hebrought me

‘a man brought me’

b. kdtéa éva dbpwnos Epapar  TO
lately a  man.nNom Lsewed him

‘lately I sewed up a man’

As I have shown, this is due to the replication of the relation that holds in Turkish
between the case used to mark the head nouns of non-specific direct object NPs and
that used for the head nouns of subject NPs. In Turkish, this relation bears no
particular grammatical implications for the morphosyntax of nouns and is only
relevant to the purposes of DOM. In Cappadocian, on the other hand, it is meaningful.
Apart from serving as a criterion for inflectional class organisation, its morphological
expression in terms of nominative/accusative syncretism is prototypically correlated
with the semantic types occupying the lower end of the Animacy Hierarchy (4),
especially inanimate entities. This semantic link is explainable from a typological

standpoint. Based on cross-linguistic evidence, Baerman et al. (2005: 47) identify a
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positive correlation between animacy and the distinction between nominative and
accusative, with arguments of lower animacy being less likely to have distinct forms
for the expression of the two core syntactic functions (see also Baerman & Brown
2008). The positive correlation between low animacy and nominative/accusative
syncretism finds its fully grammaticalised expression, according to Baerman et al.
(2005: 47), in the inflection of neuter nouns in the Indo-European languages, Greek
being a representative example. As we will see in Chapters 4 and 5, nouns belonging to
the highly homogeneous neuter inflectional classes in all MGr dialects and varieties
prototypically denote inanimate entities and, in confirmation of Baerman et al’s
typological correlation, always express the two cases with a single, syncretic inflected
form,

Establishing this, it becomes clear that in creating a novel grammatical
condition requiring the application of nominative/accusative syncretism to the
masculine inflectional classes that did not previously exhibit such a neuter-like
inflectional pattern, DOM allowed for the morphological association of masculine
nouns with the neuter inflectional classes. This association in turn formed one of the
conditions for developments that will prove to be crucial for the inflection of nouns in

the dialect. In §3.4.2.2 below, I finally show what this condition was.

3.4.2.2 DOM and noun inflection

In §3.2.1, we saw that the second category of deviant cases in which Cappadocian DOM
does not appear to work in the expected manner includes definite NPs whose
masculine head nouns are marked by the nominative and not by the accusative case,

as DOM would require. Recall the examples in (19), repeated here as (43).

(43) Cappadocian
a. qapGovdarGe To  KAEQTGNG
he.met the robber.noM

‘he met the robber’ (Ghurzono, Dawkins, 344)
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b. va  mav oov uvAovg
that they.go to.the mill.nom
‘that they go to the mill’ (Misti, ILNE/755, 82)

In light of the discussion in §3.4.2.1, the unexpected use of the nominative in such
deviant occurrences can be considered to evidence an extension of the nominative/
accusative syncretism pattern that DOM introduced for masculine nouns from
indefinite to definite NPs. As a result of this extension, masculine nouns gradually lose
the morphological distinction between nominative and accusative, as the former
begins to generalise and be used universally in both nominative and accusative
contexts.

The extension was surely facilitated by the systemic pressures favouring the
generalisation of nominative/accusative syncretism within the noun inflection
system in Cappadocian (Janse 2004: 6; cf. also Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou’s early
account of Cappadocian DOM, §3.3.1). These are clearly illustrated by the variety of
Anakd in (40). Interestingly, however, the attested examples in which the head nouns
of definite NPs are marked by the nominative in typically accusative DOM contexts
seem to suggest that, at its outset, the extension of nominative/accusative syncretism
to contexts beyond those determined by DOM initially concerned inanimate nouns. In
Delmesé Cappadocian, nominative marking in definite NPs is found only with
inanimate nouns such as utAo¢ ‘mill’ and kdouog ‘world’ (44a, b). Nominative marking
is not attested with human nouns in this variety. Note, however, that in other cases of

definite NPs, kdouog is marked with the accusative, as would be expected (44c).

(44) Delmesé Cappadocian (Dawkins, 308, 322, 324)
a. nMupev T0  uUAog
he.found the mill.Nom
‘he found the mill’

b. tov kéouog deiyvet o 10
the world.Nnom it.shows you it

‘it shows you the world’
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c. oov KOOUO EMAVW
to.the world.acc on

‘all over the world’

The limitation of this first extension of nominative/accusative syncretism to
inanimate nouns, as evidenced by the Delmesé Cappadocian cases, can only be
explained on account of the semantic content of the syncretism and its prototypical
association with the lower end of the Animacy Hierarchy. Human and animal
masculine nouns preserve the expression of the two cases by distinct forms, whereas
inanimate nouns tend to employ only a single, syncretic form for the expression of
both the subject and the direct object functions. It is exactly through this use of a
single nominative/accusative form that the corollaries of the introduction of DOM in
Cappadocian become evidently relevant to developments affecting noun inflecion in
the dialect, especially to the emergence of ‘agglutinative’ inflectional patterns.

‘Agglutinative’ inflection is dealt with in detail in Chapter 5. Suffice it to say
at this point that, in my analysis, ‘agglutinative’ patterns are best accounted for as
inflectional class shifts of masses of nouns to the i-neuter inflectional class. In the case
of masculine nouns, this shift involved, among other processes of morphological
adaptation, moving from a class in which nominative and accusative are expressed by
two distinct forms to a class that uses only one syncretic form to express both of
them. As I will show in Chapter 5, inanimate masculine nouns were the first to shift to
the i-neuter class, and the use of a single, nominative-like form to mark such nouns in
both definite and indefinite direct object NPs in examples such as (45), provided

exactly the inflected form needed for the inflectional class shift.

(45) Delmesé Cappadocian (Dawkins, 308)
a. nupev 0  uvAog
he.found the mill.nom
‘he found the mill’

b. va  Ppeg éva uvlog
will you.find a  mill.nom

‘you will find a mill’
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The process I postulate is illustrated in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2. The development of nominative/accusative syncretism in inanimate masculine nouns as a

result of DOM in Cappadocian and its consequences.

Stage I

Change 1

Stage II

Change 2

Stage III

DOM applies for all masculine head nouns of NPs, irrespective of their
semantics. Nominative marks NPs only in indefinite contexts.

Syncretism surfaces only between nominative and indefinite accusative.

SINGULAR
NOM UvAO-¢
ACC  DEF uvAo-0

INDEF  uUAo-¢

The nominative extends its use to all accusative contexts in the case of

inanimate masculine nouns.

Nominative/accusative syncretism surfaces across the board for

inanimate masculine nouns.

SINGULAR

NOM/Acc UvAO-¢

The syncretic nominative/accusative form facilitates the shift of

inanimate masculine nouns to the i-neuter inflectional class.

As 1-neuter nouns, former inanimate masculine nouns have a single,

syncretic form that expresses both nominative and accusative.

SINGULAR

NOM/Acc uvAog-@

The originally o¢-masculine yopd¢ in Phloitd Cappadocian can be shown to

have undergone this series of stages to the end. In (46), the single form yopds is used in

both nominative- (46a) and accusative-marked contexts, both definite and indefinite
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(46b-c), whereas in (46d) the i-neuter plural form yopdoix leaves no doubt that the

noun is no longer an og-masculine but an i-neuter.

(46) Phloit4 Cappadocian
a. xopdg ue Tt xovhépa
dance.Nom/acc  with the spoons

‘the spoon dance’ (ILNE/811, 49)

b. mdviokav  éva  yopdg
they.caught a  dance.Nom/acc

‘they would start to dance’ (ILNE/812, 15)

C. TdoVe T0  X0pdg
they.caught the dance.Nom/Acc
‘they started to dance’ (ILNE/811, 50)

d. ta  xopdoix kodovv  Tpix  uépeg
the dances.Nom/acc they.last three days
‘the dances last for three days’ (ILNE/811, 50)

That the introduction of DOM (Stage 1) and the extension of nominative
marking to definite NPs that ultimately led to universal nominative/accusative
syncretism in inanimate masculine nouns (Stage 1I) predate the inflectional class
shifts (Stage 11I) is evidenced by the fact that the former two developments are both
attested in Cappadocian varieties that have not yet undergone the latter
development. Delmesé Cappadocian, from which I have drawn most of the examples
in this section, is one of them. The data from Delmesé and Potdmia Cappadocian also
show that DOM developed before the complete loss of gender, as well. Consider, for
example, the use of the masculine and feminine definite articles rov and v in the
phrases ekeivo ) vaika and tov k6ouog, gov kéouo in the examples from Potdmia and
Delmesé Cappadocian in (41b) and (44b, ¢).

The interplay between the development of DOM, nominative/accusative

syncretism and inflectional class shifts that I have illustrated with repect to inanimate
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masculine nouns paved the way for the extension of nominative/accusative
syncretism and inflectional class shifts for animal and human nouns, which, as we will
see in Chapter 5, are attested only for some Cappadocian varieties. As will be argued in
that chapter, evidence suggests that in their shift from the o¢-masculine to the
i-neuter inflectional class, animate nouns followed the same path as inanimate nouns,
a path which can be thought to have been parallel to that proposed in Table 3.2. This
path was triggered by the extension of nominative marking to definite NPs and the
subsequent extension of neuter-like nominative/accusative syncretism across the
board.

In support of this hypothesis, consider the following examples from Aravin
Cappadocian in which nominative and accusative are found side by side in the
marking of natiddyoc in both a definite and an indefinite direct object NP (47a-b). Note
that the noun in question has not yet shifted to the i-neuter inflectional class, as
shown by its heteroclitic genitive singular form natiéayiod in (47¢); had the noun
shifted, its genitive form would have been natiédyooiov. This situation is analogous to
what we find with inanimate nouns in Delmesé Cappadocian above (44)-(45), whereby
kdouo¢ and uvdog show signs of the generalisation of nominative/accusative

syncretism but have not yet shifted to the i-neuter inflectional class.

(47) Aravén Cappadocian (KMS/P, 162, 164)
a. va  Hrovv Yaouél va  maipvibka TO  maTiGdyo
that it.was fate  that Ltook the king.acc

‘I wish [ married the king’

b. a¢ malpvibka K1 eyd To  TATIGAYOG
let ILtook and 1 the king.Nom

‘if  were to marry the king’

c. €6 va  evel TATIGANI00  VAIKX
this will she.becomes king’s wife

‘she will become a king’s wife’
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This analysis therefore accounts for the first time for the second category of deviant
cases in which DOM does not appear to apply in the way expected in the Cappadocian
texts, in which head nouns of definite NPs are marked by the nominative in
accusative-marked DOM environments. More importantly, though, it shows how the
development of DOM in Cappadocian relates as a contributing factor to the changes
that ultimately brought about one of the most distinctive developments that affected

the noun inflectional system of the dialect.

3.4.3 Summary

In this final section, I discussed the implications of the introduction of DOM in
Cappadocian on the dialect’s grammatical structure. I first looked at the two
implications of DOM that have been previously hypothesised in the literature: the
reanalysis of final -¢ as an indefiniteness marker and a consequent definiteness split. I
showed both to be unsubstantiated and based on a limited set of examples that are
better interpreted as inflectional class shifts, unaccusativity effects, and alliterative
concord effects. I then went on to elaborate on a major ramification of the
development of DOM in Cappadocian that has gone largely unnoticed in the literature
by drawing attention to the connection between DOM and developments affecting the
inflection of nouns. 1 highlighted nominative/accusative syncretism, a pattern
semantically correlated with the neuter inflectional classes. In allowing for the use of
the nominative to express the direct object function in indefinite NPs, DOM created in
Cappadocian a novel instance for the syncretism of nominative and accusative in
masculine nouns that were not previously characterised by this property of formal,
neuter-like identity. In this way, on account of DOM, masculine nouns became
morphologically associated with the neuter gender and inflectional classes; they also
acquired a syncretic nominative/accusative form that was later employed in the shift
of many of them to the i-neuter inflectional class, which I analyse in detail in Chapter
5. This account therefore shows for the first time that DOM was one of the factors that
helped render non-neuter nouns in Cappadocian more neuter-like in terms of their

morphosyntax.



126

3.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, I have provided a synchronic analysis of Cappadocian and Pharasiot
DOM as well as a diachronic account of its development in the two AMGr dialects.

My synchronic analysis showed Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM to be
determined by definiteness, thus supporting Dawkins’s (1916) and Janse’s (2004)
preliminary accounts but also rejecting Spyropoulos and Tiliopoulou’s (2006) recent
proposal, according to which DOM in Cappadocian is determined by the referential
property of specificity. The analysis also showed the formal implementation of
Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM to be improbable from a typological point of view. I
argued this to be evidenced by the occurrence of final -¢, an overt marker that
alternates with zero in expressing the morphological distinction between nominative
and accusative DOM employs. In the two AMGr dialects, -¢ is found not on the head
nouns of definite NPs—the marked class of objects—but on those of indefinite NPs,
that is, the unmarked class of objects.

My diachronic analysis drew on these findings. Considering in combination
the typological improbability of the Cappadocian and Pharasiot DOM pattern, the
weak genetic link between the two AMGr dialects that excludes the possibility of its
being an innovation shared by both of them on account of descent, and its similarity
to Turkish DOM, I refined the preliminary hypotheses regarding the origin of DOM in
Cappadocian and Pharasiot. I supported the idea that it developed as a result of
language contact with Turkish within a single linguistic micro-area in which all three
languages were contiguously spoken. Drawing on research on contact-induced
language change, I identified Cappadocian-Turkish and Pharasiot-Turkish bilingual
children as the agents who introduced DOM in their Cappadocian and Pharasiot
grammatical systems, adapting the originally non-differential object marking system
of MGr into a differential one by replicating the Turkish model. With respect to
Cappadocian, this innovation crucially predates the completion of developments in
noun inflection that I examine in the following chapters. In that connection, I
demonstrated for the first time that the development of DOM contributed to the
emergence of ‘agglutinative’ inflectional patterns in masculine nouns which I view in
this study as cases of inflectional class shift to the i-neuter inflectional class. It did this

by creating a set of novel grammatical conditions for the emergence of nominative/



127

accusative syncretism, a pattern semantically associated with inanimate nouns, which

are, in their turn, prototypical members of the neuter inflectional classes.



The loss of grammatical gender

4.0 Introduction

As introduced in Chapter 1, the Greek distinction between masculine, feminine, and
neuter nouns has been lost in Cappadocian. All nouns in the dialect behave as neuters
in that the elements that agree with them appear in what is the neuter form in other
MGr dialects. In this chapter, I provide an account of the historical origin and
subsequent diachronic developments that led to the collapse of the original tripartite
gender distinction in Cappadocian drawing on data from other AMGr dialects that
exhibit notable and, in my analysis, related innovations in gender as well as on the
findings of typological work on the development of gender systems
crosslinguistically. Challenging the dominant view in the literature, I argue that the
loss of gender in Cappadocian came about language-internally and was not caused by
language contact with Turkish, as is most commonly assumed. I analyse the loss of
gender as a second level development that followed an earlier innovation, that of
semantic agreement, whereby inanimate masculine and feminine nouns began
triggering agreement in the neuter gender on elements agreeing with them. Based on
evidence from Medieval Pontic and the occurrence of reflexes of semantic agreement
in all core AMGr dialects (Cappadocian, Pharasiot, Pontic, Rumeic), I propose that the

origins of this innovative agreement pattern must be sought in the common linguistic
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ancestor of the modern dialects that was discussed in Chapter 2. I further suggest that
the progressive extension of semantic agreement in the neuter with respect to
agreement targets, agreement domains and, crucially, with respect to semantic noun
types that trigger it ultimately led to the generalisation of neuter agreement in
Cappadocian across the board. Finally, I identify the strong correlation between
gender and inflectional class membership in MGr as the key factor that facilitated this
generalisation.

The theoretical framework for the study of gender is introduced in §4.1 that
also presents the tripartite gender system of MGr and the lack of gender distinctions
in Turkish. In §4.2 T provide the data on gender and gender agreement in Cappadocian
and the other core AMGr dialects. In §4.3 I review previous proposals that have been
brought forth to explain the Cappadocian and Pontic phenomena. My diachronic
analysis is given in §4.4. §4.5 concludes this chapter with a summary of the main

findings.

4.1 Gender in Modern Greek and Turkish
4.1.1 The typology of gender

4.1.1.1 Defining gender: agreement controllers, targets and domains

In Hockett’s oft-cited words, “genders are classes of nouns reflected in the behavior of
associated words” (1958: 231). This definition captures succinctly both the double
nature of gender and the unanimously accepted criterion for identifying it. That is,
while gender is generally thought of as a noun categorisation device (Aikhenvald
2003, 2004), it is realised by means of agreement between a head noun and some
modifier that exhibits formal variability in terms of gender. Agreement is therefore
the only unambiguous indicator for the existence of gender as a grammatical feature
in a language (Aikhenvald 2003: 28; Aronoff 1994: 66; Corbett 1991: 4; Curzan 2003: 13;
Unterbeck 2000: xv). Steele defines agreement as “the systematic and predictable
covariance between a semantic or a formal property of one grammatical form and a
formal property of another” (1978: 610).

The following example from MGr illustrates the point. In (1), the forms of the
definite article and that of the modifying adjective vary (o/n/to and
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dompog/donpn/dompo ‘white’) when they combine with nouns that belong to different
genders such as roiyos ‘wall.M’, neroéra ‘house.r” and onitt ‘house.N’. MGr nouns are

thus considered to display a three-fold gender distinction of masculine, feminine and

neuter:
(1) MGr
a. 0 dompog ToiYo¢ ‘the.m white.m wall.m’
b. ndonpn netoéta ‘the.r white.r towel.F’
C. TO dOTIPO OTITL ‘the.N white.N house.N’

Following Corbett’s terminology (2006: 4-5), the nouns toixos, netoéta and oniti act as
the agreement controllers in that they determine the form of the other linguistic
elements (in this case, the definite article and the adjective), which constitute the
agreement targets. The NPs in which agreement occurs form the agreement domain,
the syntactic environment within the boundaries of which agreement is operative.
Gender agreement in MGr extends even further, beyond the NP. It is also found in the
predicate as in (2a), where the predicative dompog agrees in gender with its subject
toixog; and in pronominal anaphora as in (2b), where the third person pronoun tov

‘him’ agrees in gender with its antecedent.™

(2) MGr
a. 0 ToiYog  €lvar  &ompos.
them wallm s white.m
‘The wall is white.’
b. [0 toixog], eivar dompog.  Eyd  tov, EBaya.
them wallm s whitem 1 him Lpainted

‘The wall is white. I painted it.’

" Drawing on Steele’s definition of agreement, Corbett (1991) accepts pronominal anaphora as a
domain of agreement and this is also what T adopt here. For a different view, see Wiese (1983) and the
discussion in Corbett (1991: 112, 244-248 and references therein). Audring (2009: 20-24) provides a brief
review of the relevant arguments.
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Crosslinguistically, a wide range of linguistic elements can function as
agreement targets with respect to gender: adjectives, definite and indefinite articles,
numerals, possessives, participles, pronouns, verbs, adverbs, adpositions, and
complementisers. Similarly, gender agreement can operate in a variety of domains:
within the NP; beyond the NP but within the clause; beyond the clause but within the
sentence; and beyond the sentence (Corbett 1991: 106-115, 2006: 19-23, 54-70).

4.1.1.2 Gender assignment: semantic and formal systems

All languages in which gender distinctions are operative have a number of different
principles (or, rules) by which nouns are assigned to the different genders available.

Corbett and Fraser, based on work on gender in Russian, make the strong claim that

languages never have to specify gender for the majority of nouns.
(...) The gender of the overwhelming majority of nouns can always
be predicted, either from semantic information which must, in any
case, be stored in the lexical entry, or from semantic information
supplemented by formal information, which may be morphological
or phonological (2000: 61-62).

Languages of the first type are said to have semantic assignment systems (Aikhenvald
2003: 2-24; Corbett 1991: 7-32). In these languages aspects of the meaning of nouns
form the main criteria upon which they are allotted to the different genders available.
They are usually given in the form of binary oppositions such as, inter alia, rational
versus non-rational, male versus female, animate versus inanimate, large versus small.
Dahl (2000; also Dahl & Fraurud 1996) identifies animacy as a fundamental semantic
distinction in that connection and postulates the following universal property of
gender systems: “In any gender system, there is a general semantically-based
principle for assigning gender to animate nouns and NPs.” (2000: 101). According to
Dahl, the variation encountered in the ways in which languages apply the above
principle are limited and relate to the Animacy Hierarchy that was introduced in

Chapter 3 and which is repeated here in (3):

(3) Animacy Hierarchy (adapted from Dahl 2000: 99)

human > animal (non-human animate) > inanimate
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Languages may organise nouns into genders on the basis of arbitrary cut-off points on
the hierarchy: between humans and animals, between higher and lower animals,
between animals and inanimates. This means that nouns denoting entities found on
different sides of the cut-off point will belong to different genders. Dahl argues that
variation is further heavily restricted by sex, another major criterion in gender
organisation: “If the principle referred to [above] distributes animate nouns among
different genders, sex is the major criterion” (2000: 102). The gender system of Tamil,
a Dravidian language, is a representative example of Dahl’s generalisations. In Tamil,
nouns are divided into rational (i.e., human) and non-rational (neuter). The rational
nouns are further divided into masculine (i.e., male rational) and feminine (female
rational) (Aikhenvald 2003: 22-23; Corbett 1991: 8-9; Dahl 2000: 101).

Languages that supplement the semantic information with formal
information are said to have formal assignment systems (Aikhenvald 2003: 25-28;
Corbett 1991: 33-69). In such languages, the role that semantics plays in distributing
nouns to the different genders is demoted. This does not mean, though, that formal
assignment systems lack any semantic motivation. Corbett explicitly points out, with
reference to morphological assignment systems, that “they always have a semantic
core” (Corbett 1991: 34; see also Aikhenvald 2003: 25), which is normally defined by a
basic semantic distinction along the lines of the Animacy Hierarchy and Dahl’s
variation conditions. Nouns whose meaning is relevant for the basic semantic
distinction, such as nouns denoting men and women, are assigned to the semantically
appropriate gender on the basis of their meaning. In this sense, there are no purely
formal assignment systems. It is only nouns whose meaning is not relevant for the
basic semantic distinction, the semantic residue, that are assigned to the different
genders by formal assignment rules. In this way, each gender will have a semantic
core consisting of nouns in which the basic semantic distinction can apply and,
crucially, also a relatively large number of nouns belonging to the semantic residue,
which, according to Dahl, “practically always consists of inanimate nouns” (2000: 102).
As we will see below, the feminine gender in MGr contains nouns like untépa
‘mother.F’ and yvvaika ‘woman.F” which are allotted to the feminine gender by
application of the basic semantic assignment rule; but it also contains nouns like
netoéta ‘towel.F” and tuyn ‘luck.F’ by application of the formal assignment rules of the

language.
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Formal assignment rules can be either phonological or morphological. In
languages with phonological rules, nouns receive their gender based on their
phonological properties: initial vowel(s), final consonant(s), accent, tone (Aikhenvald
2003: 25-28; Corbett 1991: 51-62). Morphological rules, on the other hand, refer to
different inflected forms of a noun, either a whole inflectional paradigm or a subset of
it, or constituent parts of noun forms, such as stems and derivational affixes, in order
for nouns to be assigned to a gender (Corbett 1991: 34-50). The gender of nouns in
Russian, for example, can be safely inferred from the inflectional class to which they
belong, that is, by taking into consideration the full set of a noun’s inflected forms
(Corbett 1982, 1991: 34-43; Corbett & Fraser 1993, 2000; though see Doleschal 2000 for
an alternative analysis). Leaving aside sex-differentiable nouns that can be assigned to
the masculine and feminine genders by virtue of their meaning, the Russian
morphological rules distribute nouns belonging to the semantic residue across the
three genders so that nouns of inflectional class I are masculine, nouns of inflectional
classes II and III are feminine, and all others nouns are neuter (Corbett 1991: 36). Since
there are more than one feminine inflectional classes (II and 11I), Corbett argues that
gender cannot be a predictor of inflectional class. Rather, inflectional class
membership, which he takes to be part of each noun’s lexical entry, is a predictor of

gender (Corbett 1991: 65).

4.1.1.3 Gender agreement: syntactic versus semantic

Steele’s definition of agreement allows for the form of an agreement target to vary
depending on either a formal or a semantic property of the agreement controller.
Cases in which a target agrees with a formal property of a controller (for our
purposes, gender) involve syntactic agreement. Cases in which a target agrees with a
semantic property of a controller involve semantic agreement (Corbett 2006: 155). In
many instances, the formal and semantic properties of a controller coincide such that
syntactic and semantic agreement yield the same form for agreeing target(s), as in the
German example in (4) where the indefinite article eine ‘a.F’ and the adjective junge
‘young.F. are in the feminine form and agree with the feminine head noun Frau

‘woman.F’ both syntactically and semantically:
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(4) German
eine junge Frau
aF youngF woman.F

‘a young woman’

In (5a), on the other hand, the forms of the indefinite article and the
adjective are in the neuter gender and agree with the neuter Mddchen ‘girl.N’
syntactically. Semantic agreement, which would require feminine forms for the two

targets, is ungrammatical (5b):

(5) German
a. ein junges  Mddchen
aN youngN girlN

‘a young girl”

b. *eine junge Mddchen
aF youngF girln

‘a young girl’

Nouns such as Mddchen are thought to exhibit a mismatch between their
semantic and syntactic properties. Mddchen could potentially be assigned to the
feminine gender in German on the basis of its meaning: nouns denoting female
entities prototypically belong to the feminine gender in the language. Mddchen,
however, is assigned to the neuter gender by virtue of being a diminutive formed with
the derivational ending -chen, which in German is inherently specified as neuter. The
morphology of Mddchen overrides its semantics. Crosslinguistically, such mismatches
are often the cause for variation between syntactic and semantic agreement for some
types of targets. Corbett (1979, 1983, 1991, 2006) has shown that, wherever it occurs,

variation of this kind is constrained by the Agreement Hierarchy in (6):

(6) Agreement Hierarchy

attributive > predicate > relative pronoun > personal pronoun
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In (6), Corbett ranks four general types of targets with respect to their typical
syntactic distance from a controller. Attributives, a label that encompasses a variety
of elements that can have an attributive function (adjectives, numerals, pronouns,
participles), are taken to be syntactically closest to the controller. Personal pronouns,
on the contrary, are taken to be syntactically furthest from it (see fn. 14 for the
treatment of personal pronouns as agreement targets). According to Corbett (1991,
2006), targets that are closest to the controller are more likely to show syntactic
agreement with it. Targets that are further away from the controller are increasingly
likely to show semantic agreement with it. In his words, “for any controller that
permits alternative agreement, as we move rightwards along the Agreement
Hierarchy, the likelihood of agreement with greater semantic justification will
increase monotonically (that is, with no intervening decrease)” (2006: 207).

Found at the rightmost edge of the Agreement Hierarchy, personal pronouns
are the targets most likely to show semantic agreement with their antecedents.
Indeed, in many languages nouns exhibiting a mismatch between their semantic and
syntactic properties such as German Mddchen can be referred to by pronouns
belonging to more than one gender. In (7), both the feminine pronoun sie and the

neuter pronoun es can be used to refer back to Mddchen.

(7) German
Kennst du [dieses Mddchen),? Sie;/es; spielt geige.
youknow you this.n girln she/it plays violin

‘Do you know this girl? She plays the violin.’

In German, personal pronouns are the only target that can show semantic
agreement with an antecedent such as Mddchen. Relative pronouns, adjectives and
other attributives can only agree with their head nouns syntactically and never
semantically (5), (7). In other languages semantic agreement can extend along the
Agreement Hierarchy and be found in targets other than the pronoun.

The typological tools briefly introduced in this section will be used
throughout this chapter to describe the synchronic status and especially the
diachronic development and ultimate the loss of gender in Cappadocian and the other

AMGr dialects. Before I proceed to addressing these issues, however, I discuss gender
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in MGr and Turkish in the remainder of this section. MGr has a well-developed
tripartite gender system, defined by highly grammaticalised morphological
assignment rules and strict syntactic agreement. Turkish, on the other hand, lacks
gender distinctions and agreement altogether. The former is taken here to represent a
system similar to that from which the AMGr dialects developed in their idiosyncratic
ways. The latter is considered by previous research to have been the trigger for the
demise of gender agreement. The discussion that follows will therefore serve as the

basis of comparison for the diachronic analysis following later in this chapter.

4.1.2 Modern Greek: a gender language

4.1.2.1 Gender assignment

MGr makes a tripartite gender distinction among masculine, feminine and neuter.
Nouns in the language are distributed into the three genders on the basis of a formal
assignment system that, in line with Corbett’s and Dahl’s generalisations on gender
organisation, has a semantic core defined primarily by animacy and secondarily by
sex. The basic semantic distinction in MGr is between animate and inanimate nouns.
Animate nouns, including nouns denoting animals—mainly domesticated ones—are
further divided into masculine and feminine on the basis of sex (Ralli 2002; Ruge

1979). These principles are summarised in (8) and (9).

(8) Primary semantic assignment rules
a. Nouns denoting animate entities (male or female) are non-neuter
(masculine or feminine): yio¢ ‘son.M’, adelpds ‘brother.’, ydro¢ ‘male
cat.M’, k6pn ‘daughter.F’, abeAgn ‘sister.F’, ydra ‘female cat.F’;
b. Nouns denoting inanimate entities are neuter: uAdo ‘leaf’, nédi ‘foot’,

ovoua ‘name’, kpéag ‘meat’, ypdyiuo ‘writing’.

(9)  Secondary semantic assignment rules
a. Animate nouns denoting male entities (human and some animals) are
masculine: yio¢ ‘son’, adelpd¢ ‘brother’, ydrog ‘male cat’;
b. Animate nouns denoting female entities (human and some animals) are

feminine: k6pn ‘daughter’, adedor] ‘sister’, ydra ‘female cat’.
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These principles account for the gender of a large number of nouns and generally
leave no exceptions once some apparent but explainable deviations are taken into
consideration. For example, a low number of nouns denoting human beings of young
age such as uwpd ‘baby’ and Ppépog ‘infant’ are assigned to the neuter gender, which is
not unheard of from a typological point of view (Corbett 1991: 14). The principles in
(8) and (9), however, do not account for the gender of an even larger number of
inanimate nouns belonging to the semantic residue of the sex-based distinction in (9).
Such nouns are prototypically assigned to the neuter gender by application of the
primary semantic assignment rules in (8). Yet, not all inanimate nouns are neuter but
are distributed in the three genders by application of formal assignment rules that
evidently take precedence over the semantic rules above.

The formal assignment rules of MGr are strictly morphological. The most
fundamental principles are based on the correlation between gender and inflectional
class. In the modern language, this correlation has become so strong that for any
given noun the former can be safely inferred from the latter (Coker 2009: 38;
Matasovié¢ 2004: 48; Morpurgo-Davies 1968: 14-16, 31). As in Russian, nouns or, more
precisely, noun stems in MGr are inherently marked for inflectional class membership
at the level of their lexical entry. This marker is then used to derive the gender value
of each noun by morphological rule in an attribute-value pair fashion (Ralli 2002,
2003b). For example, nouns that inflect like, and therefore belong to the same
inflectional class as, @dpog ‘lighthouse’ are masculine, those that belong to the same
inflectional class as eAnida ‘hope’ are feminine and those that inflect like @puAlo ‘leaf’
are neuter (see Chapter 5 for a detailed description of MGr noun inflection)."” These

morphological assignment rules of MGr are given in (10).

Y In her analysis of nominal inflection in SMGr, Ralli (2000, 2002, 2003b, 2005) argues that, alongside
their inherent specification for inflectional class, some noun stems are inherently specified for gender.
These are stems of nouns belonging to Ralli’s Inflectional Class 1 that includes masculine and feminine
nouns ending in -o¢ such as 8pduog ‘street.M’ and o8d¢ ‘feminine.F’. In the case of these nouns,
inflectional class membership cannot be a safe predictor for gender since masculine and feminine
nouns inflect in the same way. However, as I will argue in Chapter 5, nouns belonging to this
inflectional class are prototypically masculine; feminine members are learnéd. They were reintroduced
into the standard language from Kabapsvovoa and are generally not found in the spoken language or
most MGr dialects (Holton & Manolessou 2010: 556). In that light, I propose that, in SMGr, only feminine
nouns of Inflectional Class 1 need to be specified for both inflectional class and gender. Masculine
nouns can be assigned gender by application of morphological assignment rules.
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(10) MGr morphological assignment rules

c. Nouns that inflect like @dpos ‘lighthouse’, kavévag ‘rule’ or nandcs ‘priest’

are masculine;

d. Nouns that inflect like eAnida ‘hope’ or kvpd ‘lady’ are feminine;

e. Nouns that inflect like pUAAo ‘leaf’, ndd: ‘foot’, dvoua ‘name’, kpéag ‘meat’ or

Ypdynuo ‘writing’ or are indeclinable are neuter.

Other morphological rules involve specific derivational suffixes. Derived

nouns formed with the suffixes -1o0u(d¢) or -tnpa(c) are masculine while those formed

with -dAa or -oovvn are feminine (Ralli 2005: 148-149). The most productive

diminutive suffixes are generally specified as neuter. The examples in Table 4.1 show

the distribution of nouns into the three genders in MGr by application of the semantic

and formal assignment rules.

Table 4.1. The masculine, feminine and neuter genders in MGr.

MASCULINE  SEMANTIC

FORMAL

FEMININE SEMANTIC

FORMAL

NEUTER SEMANTIC/FORMAL

FORMAL

avrpag ‘man’, natépag ‘father’, yiog ‘son’, adedpdg
‘brother’, ydro¢ ‘male cat’
@dpoc ‘lighthouse’, kavévag ‘rule’, kaBpéprng

‘mirror’, eAnviouds ‘hellenism’, aveuiotripag ‘fan’

yuvaika ‘woman’, untépa ‘mother’, képn ‘daughter’,
adedon] ‘sister’, yara ‘female cat’
wpa ‘hour’, efdoudda ‘week’, eAnida ‘hope’, tpexdAu

‘scamper’, voikokvpoouvr) ‘tidiness’

@UAAo ‘leaf’, médt ‘foot’, dvoua ‘name’, kpag ‘meat’,
Ypdynuo ‘writing’, uwpd ‘baby’

aydpt ‘boy’, kopitor ‘girl’, aveuornpdkt ‘fan.omv’

4.1.2.2 Gender agreement

In MGr, nouns and other nominalised expressions act as gender agreement

controllers. The set of agreement targets includes adjectives, definite and indefinite

articles, a small number or cardinal numerals (‘one’, ‘three’ and ‘four’), all attributive
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numerals (ordinal, multiplicative, proportional), participles and pronouns. Gender
agreement operates within all four domains identified by Corbett with the NP forming
the main agreement domain in the language.

Gender agreement in MGr is strictly syntactic (Chila-Markopoulou 2003;
Holton et al. 1997: 498; Thumb 1912: 67). This is evidenced by agreement with nouns
that exhibit a mismatch between their semantic and their syntactic gender: that is,
between the gender they would be assigned to by virtue of their meaning had gender
assignment in the language been semantic, and the gender they are actually assigned
to on the basis of their morphology. In the case of agreement with such nouns, targets
appear in a form that agrees with the syntactic gender of their controllers and not

with their semantic gender. This is shown in the examples in (11):

(11) MGr
a. Avroi o Téooepis  Toiyor  eivar  Pouuévor  KOKKIvoL

thesem them fourm  wallsm are  paintedm red.m

Eyw tovg EBaypar.
I them.m Ipainted

‘These four walls are painted red. I painted them.’

b. Avtéd 1o Eav00  ayopdkt  eivan TOAU  drakto.

this.n thew~ blond.N boy.piM.N is very mischievous.N

Oa 10 HAADOW.
I it Lwill.tell.off
‘This little blond boy is very mischievous. I will tell him off.’

In the NP avtoi o1 téooepic toixor ‘these four walls’ in (11a), the masculine forms of the
demonstrative pronoun avroi, the numeral téooepic and the definite article o1 agree in
gender with the masculine controller toiyoi. toiyor also controls the gender of the
medio-passive participle fauuévor found in the predicative position as well as the
gender of the adjective kékkivor in secondary predication and the third person
personal pronoun toug referring back to toiyor in the second sentence of the example.

Similarly, in (11b), avtd, o, éavd, drakto and to appear in the neuter form to agree
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with ayopdxki. Any deviation from this rule gives rise to ungrammaticality, as we see in

(12).

(12) MGr
a. *Avtda 1T« Téooepa  ToixOL  glvar  Pauuéva KOKKLVQ.

theseN theN fourn  wallsm are paintedN rednN

Eyw 1o EBaypar.
I them.N Lpainted

‘These four walls are painted red. I painted them.’

b. *Avtds o EavOo¢  ayopdkt  eivar TOAD  ATAKTOS.

thism them blond.m boy.niMM s very mischievous.m

Oa Tov uaAWow.
I him Lwill.tell.off
‘This little blond boy is very mischievous. I will tell him off.’

The neuter noun kopitor ‘girl’ appears to be the single exception to this
strong generalisation. Chila-Markopoulou (2003: 148-149) argues that some targets
agreeing with kopito1 may appear in the feminine gender, thereby agreeing with it
semantically. However, semantic agreement is an available option only with targets
found at the rightmost end of the Agreement Hierarchy, namely personal and relative
pronouns. Semantic agreement in the predicate is marginally allowed given enough
syntactic distance from kopitor while it is disallowed with attributive targets (see also
Joseph & Philippaki-Warburton 1987: 159; Valiouli 1997). Note, though, that semantic
agreement is not at all possible with the neuter noun aydp: ‘boy’, which is in a sense

the masculine counterpart of kopitot.

4.1.2.3 Gender and prototypicality: Anastassiadis-Symeonidis and Chila-
Markopoulou (2003)

Elaborating on the semantic and morphological principles of gender assignment in

Greek, Anastassiadis-Symeonidis and Chila-Markopoulou (2003) (henceforth A-S and

C-M) identify a prototypical core in the MGr gender system that is formed by three
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prototypical classes of nouns, one for each gender. Each class in their scheme is
defined by a specific gender value, specific morphological properties, and specific
semantic content. All three correlate strongly to one another in defining the three
prototypical gender classes so that a given gender value will prototypically have
specific semantic content and specific morphological properties for its formal
realisation and vice versa (2003: 21-22).

For A-S and C-M, morphological properties refer to nominative singular
endings, which they take as indicators of inflectional class. For example, final -« in the
nominative singular is taken to prototypically indicate membership to the inflectional
class of feminine nouns such as paud ‘mom’ or Oeix ‘aunt’. This seems to raise a
number of problems as final -« is, in A-S and C-M’s approach, also one of the
prototypical indicators of neuter nouns such as ypduua ‘letter’ or pevua ‘current’. A-S
and C-M tackle this by postulating and emphasising a strong relation between these
morphological properties and semantic properties. The latter refer to the basic
animacy and sex distinctions between animate and inanimate, and between male and
female as well as other semantic aspects such as the meaning of action or quality. The
relation between the morphological and semantic properties helps maintain the
distinction between homophonous nominative singular endings belonging to
different inflectional classes. In this sense, nouns that end in -« and have an inanimate
meaning are prototypically neuter (yoduua, pevux). Conversely, nouns that have the
same ending but denote female animate entities are prototypically feminine (uaud,
Oeia).

The definining characteristics of the three prototypical classes are presented
in Table 4.2 (adapted from A-S & C-M 2003: 34). Notice the overlap of A-S and C-M’s
classes with the MGr semantic and morphological gender assignment rules discussed

in §4.1.1.2 above.
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Table 4.2. The three prototypical noun classes in MGr (Anastassiadi-Symeonidi & Chila-Markopoulou

2003: 34).
1. II. I11.

GENDER masculine feminine neuter
SEMANTICS male animate female animate inanimate
MORPHOLOGY - -« -0

_r’ _l

-oU -«

indeclinable

The three prototypical classes are thought of as highly productive, frequently
occurring open-class categories that have the ability to constantly gain new members.
They are considered to be “auiyeic” ‘pure, unmixed’ (A-S & C-M 2003: 23) in terms of
gender, semantics and morphology. So, for example, the prototypical class labelled III
in the table above strictly contains nouns that are neuter in gender, denote inanimate
entities and end in -0, -1 or -a in the nominative singular or are indeclinable.
Unsurprisingly, there exist numerous non-prototypical nouns that do not belong to
any of the three prototypical classes. These are nouns whose gender, semantics
and/or morphology do not all correspond to the same prototypical class. For example,
the loanwords oegp ‘chef.m’ and ykolkinep ‘goalkeeper.’ that are assigned to the
masculine gender in MGr by virtue of their semantics are non-prototypical members
of class I in terms of their morphology as they are indeclinable and do not end in the
characteristically masculine -¢ in the nominative singular. Conversely, while being
prototypical with respect to their morphology, the inanimate masculine nouns dpduo¢
‘way.M’ and ypdvog ‘time.M’” are non-prototypical members of class I with respect to
their semantics as they denote inanimate, and not male animate, entities.

The three prototypical classes exert strong influence (“kevrpoudda §vvaun”,
A-S & C-M 2003: 23) on the MGr noun system as a whole, both synchronically and
diachronically (A-S & C-M 2003: 34). The main effect of the prototypical core is that
nouns that do not belong to one of the three prototypical classes tend to move
towards them over time, becoming more prototypical in terms of their gender and

morphology. The semantic component of the prototypical noun classes is therefore
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thought to remain diachronically stable. In that connection, masculine and feminine
nouns that are non-prototypical with respect to their semantics in denoting
inanimate entities are predicted to diachronically move towards the neuter noun
class of which they would be prototypical members by virtue of their semantics. The
diachronic development of the nouns in (13) confirms this prediction. In denoting
inanimates, the Ancient Greek nouns in the left column are non-prototypical
members of the masculine and feminine gender classes in terms of their meanings. As
shown by their MGr cognates in the right column, these nouns shifted in the course of
their history to the neuter gender and survive in the modern language as members of
the neuter class. In MGr, they are prototypical in terms of both their semantics and

their morphology, as they end in -o.

(13) Ancient Greek MGr
a. daxtvlog  ‘finger.m’ > Sdyrvdo ‘finger.N’
kokkado¢  ‘kernel.m’ > kokkado ‘bone.N’

\

b. Baoavog  ‘touchstone.r’ Bdoavo ‘torture.N’

\

Unoabpog  ‘field.F’ Unobpo ‘countryside.N’

Note that, apart from gender shift, these nouns underwent concomitant inflectional
shift, as well. For instance, Ancient Greek ddktvAog ‘finger.M’ survives in MGr as
ddytvdo ‘finger.N’ which is neuter in gender and belongs to a neuter inflectional class
(plural §dytvAa). There are no cases whereby a noun shifts solely in terms of gender
(*ScdxrvAog ‘finger.N’, plural ddytvdor) or solely in terms of inflection (*ddyrvAo
‘finger.M’, plural 8dytvAa).

The gender system hitherto presented is assumed in this chapter to be
largely identical to that which characterised Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects
before they started innovating new gender agreement patterns. This system, in its
most basic principles, has been incessantly operative in Greek since its earliest
recorded stages, stretching from Mycenaean and Homeric Greek through to Ancient,
Koiné and Medieval Greek, and still survives as such in the overwhelming majority of
dialects and varieties of the modern language. However, even if one chooses not to

attribute significant historical value to this consideration, there is evidence from
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AMGr dialects such as Pontic and Pharasiot that supports this assumption. As we will
later see, these dialects preserve the gender system described here, albeit in
competition with a novel gender system that relies far more heavily on semantics
rather than morphology for the purposes of agreement. There is therefore no reason
to assume that, before the onset of their idiosyncratic development, the gender

system of AMGr differed greatly from that which has been exemplified here.

4.1.3 Turkish: a genderless language

Turkish lacks gender distinctions or any other noun categorisation device. All nouns
in the language are treated in a uniform way for the purposes of agreement or, rather,
non-agreement. Elements that in other languages constitute gender agreement
targets show no formal variation in cooccuring with nouns that may differ with
respect to their semantic and formal properties, be they phonological or
morphological. In (14), the proximal demonstrative bu, the attributive adjective yasli,
the predicate hasta in the first sentence and the third person pronoun onun in the
second sentence remain invariable when modifying or referring to nouns denoting

entities of different (or no) sex.

(14) Turkish
a. [Bu yash adam], hasta. Onun; icin iizgiiniim.
this old man ill him for Lam.sorry

‘This old man is ill. I feel sorry for him.’

b. [Bu yash kadin], hasta. Onun, icin iizgiintim.
this old woman ill her  for Lam.sorry

‘This old woman is ill. I feel sorry for her.’

c. [Bu yash agac), hasta. Onun; icin iizgiiniim.
this old tree ill it for Lam.sorry

‘This old tree is diseased. I feel sorry for it.’

The only domain in which the semantic property of animacy might be considered to

condition the selection of an appropriately agreeing form is wh-questions. In the cases



145

in which the target of the question is human or animate, the wh-phrase kim ‘who’ is
used whereas questions whose target is inanimate are introduced by ne ‘what’ (Goksel
& Kerslake 2005: 296-299). This, however, is not surprising. Other genderless
languages also make similar distinctions in wh-questions such as Finnish (kuka ‘who’
versus mikd ‘what’) or Basque (nor ‘who’ versus zein ‘what’).

There are, of course, other, lexical or derivational possibilities for expressing
sex-based distinctions in Turkish. Compare, for example, day: ‘maternal uncle” with
teyze ‘maternal aunt’, or imparator ‘emperor’ with imparator-ice ‘empress’. Braun (2000,
2001) also notes that some otherwise gender-neutral terms systematically get
sex-biased readings. kuyumcu ‘gold seller’ and siiriicii ‘driver’ are usually taken to
denote male entities while sekreter ‘secretary’ gets an overwhelmingly female-biased
reading. However, since they do not trigger any “systematic covariation” (Pollard &
Sag 1994: 60) in cooccurring elements, these cases do not qualify as gender
distinctions in the sense in which the term is employed in the present study. Turkish

can be safely demonstrated to be a genderless language.

41.4 Summary

In languages in which gender distinctions are operative, nouns are classified into
groups, usually on account of a combination of semantic and formal properties; the
latter can be phonological or morphological. Nouns that belong to the same gender
class (controllers) trigger the same forms in elements that agree with them, such as
adjectives or pronouns (targets). The forms of such elements differ when they
combine with nouns of different genders. Agreement in the sense of systematic
covariation is therefore the only reliable criterion that can be used to identify gender
in a given language. In order to select their appropriate form, targets can refer to a
semantic or a formal property of controllers, triggering in each case two different
types of agreement, semantic or syntactic. Some languages normally exhibit only one
of the two agreement types; others may exhibit both. In the latter case, Corbett (1991,
2006) has shown that the distribution of semantic versus syntactic agreement is
generally conditioned by the Agreement Hierarchy: the farther away a target is from
the controller, the more likely it is that it will exhibit semantic agreement. MGr is a
gender language that makes a tripartite distinction into masculine, feminine and

neuter nominals. Agreement in MGr is overwhelmingly syntactic. As for assignment,
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nouns are allotted to the three genders on the basis of a formal system that, like all
systems of its kind, has a pervasive semantic core. Building on this assignment system,
A-S and C-M propose that the three genders form a prototypical core in the MGr
gender system, each defined by specific semantic and morphological properties. MGr
nouns are thought to be prototypical or non-prototypical based on the degree to
which their semantics and morphology comply with those defining the gender class
to which they belong. This core exerts strong influence on non-prototypical nouns
that tend to diachronically become more prototypical in terms of their gender and/or
morphology. Turkish, on the other hand, is a language that lacks gender distinctions
and agreement altogether. Elements that in other languages constitute gender
agreement targets show no formal variation in cooccuring with nouns which may
differ with respect to their semantic or formal properties. With these considerations
in mind, I now turn to the examination of gender and gender agreement in

Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects.

4.2 Gender in Cappadocian and other Asia Minor Greek dialects

4.2.1 Cappadocian: neuter agreement

In Cappadocian, the tripartite gender distinction into masculine, feminine and neuter
nouns has been lost. As in genderless Turkish, all nouns in the dialect are treated in a
uniform way in that elements that in other MGr varieties constitute targets for gender
agreement show no formal variation when they cooccur with nouns whose cognates
in other MGr dialects belong to different genders. Irrespective of the semantic or
morphological properties of their controllers, targets appear in what was historically
their neuter form (Costakis 1964: 32, 40; Dawkins 1916: 87, 115-116; Kesisoglou 1951: 4,
29, 48; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 29, 42-43, 81; Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960:
10). Cappadocian is therefore said to exhibit neuter agreement, and any discussion of
gender assignment in the dialect is irrelevant. It has to be noted, though, that targets
agree with their controllers for number, and in certain instances, case, as well.

Neuter agreement in Cappadocian is found in all domains in which gender
agreement is operative in other MGr varieties, that is, both within the NP and beyond
it. The examples in (15) and (16) below illustrate this development with a variety of

controllers (animate and inanimate, originally masculine or feminine, belonging to
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different inflectional classes), targets (definite and indefinite articles, adjectives,

participles, pronouns, numerals), and domains (within the NP and beyond it).

(15) Cappadocian
a. moAv Pabiké éEva  Témoug
very deep.N aN placeMm

‘a very deep place’ (Malakopi, Dawkins, 406)

b. Svo deuéva uvAdmerpeg
two tiedN millstones.F

‘two tied millstones’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 79)

c. €16 kAEQTang
this.N  thief.m
‘this/the thief’ (Ghtirzono, Dawkins, 342)

d. dAa Tolo XOKEMUES
another.N threeN steps.F

‘another three steps’ (Misti, ILNE/755, 50)

(16) Cappadocian
a. VTEPE  udva-u VhGTKG-val
now  mother.F-my unfed.N-is

‘even now my mother is without food’ (Ax4, Dawkins, 392)

b. © omnov ta vroix(ov)s xTiouéva

the house the~N walls.m built.n

‘the walls of the house (are) built’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 210)
c. ‘Epetoa o (.) 10 mGTIKG. Mopaka)el  To.
he.comes to then shepherd.m hebegs it

‘He comes to the shepherd. He begs him.’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 204)
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d. Znheye koi T Mo  Guwigoa.

she.envied and the.N other.N sister-in-law.r

Mnye KL €16 00 dape.
shewent and it to.the roof
‘And the other sister-in-law was jealous. She also went to the roof.’

(Ghuarzono, Dawkins, 346)

As can be seen in the examples, the various agreement targets appear in what
is from a historical point of view their neuter form: articles éve, to; adjectives fadikd,
vnétKd; participles Seuéva, yriouéva; pronouns £td, dAAo, dAa, to; numerals tpia. These
targets are, however, controlled by nouns that do not appear to have undergone any
kind of shift to the neuter gender reminiscent of the ones that we saw in §4.1.2.3. On
the contrary, a significant number of controllers in (15) and (16) would be
prototypical members of the masculine and feminine classes in terms of both their
semantics and morphology, in the sense described by A-S and C-M, had gender
distinctions not been lost in Cappadocian. kAéptdng ‘thief’, mérikés ‘shepherd’, udva
‘mother’ and Guvvigou ‘sister-in-law” denote male and female human beings and end
in -¢ and -« respectively (cf. Table 4.2). In other words, there is nothing about the
semantics or the morphology of these nouns that would justify neuter agreement. The
occurrence of neuter agreement is also in need for an explanation in the case of the
remaining nouns in (15) and (16), namely tdnov¢ ‘place’, uvAdnerpes ‘millstones’,
aokelueg ‘steps’ and vroiy(ov)s ‘walls’ that do not appear to have undergone any shift
to the neuter. The semantics of these nouns may be associated with neuter gender as
they are inanimate but their morphology remains prototypically masculine or
feminine.

The Cappadocian varieties of Delmesd, Potdmia and Silata are the only ones
to preserve traces of gender in a low number of targets. These mainly involve the
residual use of the feminine form of the definite article in the accusative singular
when it immediately precedes a feminine noun. In Delmesd, the feminine form of the
third person personal pronoun and that of the distal demonstrative are also found but
only when the referent is human (17a). Note, however, that the neuter forms of these

targets also occur alongside the feminine ones, sometimes even in the same context as

in (17b).
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(17) Delmesé Cappadocian (Dawkins, 316, 324)
a. ™n valke-T  &oo ueidév yepi  doo qovyi

ther wife.r-his from.the publicplace from.the well

&Padev ™n ka wipev  t6nv (..) ka  Aovoev énv
he.took.out her and he.took her and he.washed her
‘he took his wife out of the public space, out of the well and took her

and washed her’

b. ©n vaika-t  vaika THpev  vio Kai  THYEV VIO 00

the.r wife.r-his wife.r hetook it and took it  to.the

ueidévyepi  (..) ka  6n  valke-t (...) mixwoév VTO
public place and ther wife.r-his heburied it
‘he took his wife and took her to the public space (...) and he buried his

wife’

In Potdmia, feminine forms are restricted to the accusative singular of the
definite article, which cooccur with the neuter ones. Note that all other targets appear

in their neuter form, even when they are found within the same NP as the controller

(18).

(18) Potdmia Cappadocian (Dawkins, 460)

gkelvo ™  vaika QEPET 0 & (..) aokép  mhyav
thatNn ther womanr youbring it over soldiers they.went
Kot EQepav V7O

and they.brought it

‘bring that woman over here (...) soldiers went and brought her.’

A few occurrences of the nominative and accusative form of the masculine
definite article o and tov are found in Dawkins’s texts from Potdmia as in (19). They,
too, however, are rare (Dawkins 1916: 87) and, as shown in the example, appear in

competition with the neuter forms of the definite article, often in the same contexts.
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(19) Potdmia Cappadocian (Dawkins, 454)
a. aMmika mwHyev  oov Baoidéa  xor  eimev
fox itwent to.them kingm and it.said

‘the fox went to the king and said’

b. oMnika miyev  mdh oo Baoidéa ka1 eimev
fox itwent again to.the~ kingm and it.said

‘the fox went to the king again and said’

The null realisation of the definite article occurring in (19), which was dealt
with in detail at the end of Chapter 2, may also be thought to represent a kind of
residual gender agreement. Recall that the definite article in Cappadocian is realised
as null in the nominative singular and plural when immediately preceding nouns that
were historically masculine or feminine. In the environment before nouns originally
belonging to the neuter gender, the article is always overtly realised. Null realisation
applies even in the presence within the NP of attributive targets that in other MGr
dialects require definiteness to be overtly expressed like the demonstrative pronouns

or certain quantifiers, as in (20):

(20) Cappadocian
a. ki ekeivo Padiréyag eimev ki,  «KaAdy
and thatN king.m he.said that well
‘and that king said, “Well™” (Silata, Dawkins, 452)

b. 16 uava dovie  Oév  eiyav
this.n mother.r teeth not she.had
‘this mother had not teeth’ (Malakopi, Dawkins, 404)

The distribution of null realisation in Cappadocian prima facie challenges our
claim that the dialect has lost gender distinctions altogether as, in the specific
environments where the phenomenon is attested, it appears to be conditioned by
gender. Yet the lack of gender agreement between the controllers and their targets in

(20) holds us from accepting that fadidéyag and udva are marked for gender; ekeivo
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and 176 appear in the historically neuter form. Instead, as will be shown in Chapter 5,
the two nouns are marked for inflectional class, which is taken here to be the
conditioning factor for the distribution for the null and overt realisation of the
definite article in Cappadocian. That is, the definite article is realised as null in the
nominative singular and plural when immediately preceding nouns that belong to
specific inflectional classes, namely those that, prior to the loss of gender distinctions

in the dialect, were correlated with the masculine and feminine genders.

4.2.2 Pharasiot: syntactic and neuter agreement

In contrast to Cappadocian, Pharasiot preserves—albeit to a limited extent—the
gender classification of masculine, feminine and neuter. Nouns in the dialect are
assigned to the three genders on the basis of semantic and morphological rules that
do not differ significantly from the ones described for MGr in §4.1.2.1, in spite of
differences in the inflection of nouns between Pharasiot and other MGr varieties.
Pharasiot can therefore also be thought to still have, in principle, a formal gender
assignment system with an animacy-based semantic core. Table 4.3 below shows some
examples of Pharasiot nouns assigned to the three genders by application of the

formal and semantic assignment principles.

Table 4.3. The masculine, feminine and neuter genders in Pharasiot.

MASCULINE  SEMANTIC vYIdg ‘son’, deondt ‘bishop’, vrehigavous ‘young
man’
FORMAL paovrvog ‘neck’, apabds ‘waggon’, ywpdkkog

‘village.oim’

FEMININE SEMANTIC vaika ‘woman’, képn ‘daughter’, adedon] ‘sister’
FORMAL QWA ‘nest’, kapvtia ‘chest’, Mjunn ‘lake’
NEUTER SEMANTIC/FORMAL  povéi ‘mountain’, ux ‘roof’, ufo(v) ‘apple’, kpds
‘meat’

FORMAL kopit(i ‘girl’, vupdkko ‘bride.oivm’
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This tripartite gender system is made manifest through syntactic agreement,

which, however, applies only to a restricted domain defined by a head noun and the

definite article. The latter is the only target to retain masculine, feminine and neuter

forms in Pharasiot as shown in (21) below, in which the occurring definite articles are

controlled by a masculine and a feminine noun and therefore appear in the respective

gender forms.

(21) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 488)

€Bykale 0 vrepfiong  otnv TOGKQY ~— TOU & UKo

he.took.out the.wm dervishim from.ther pocketr its a apple

‘the dervish took an apple out of his pocket’

In all other cases, Pharasiot exhibits neuter agreement which is found with

all agreement targets from attributives (22a) and predicates (22b), to personal

pronouns (22¢, d) (Andriotis 1948: 35-41, 46-47; Dawkins 1916: 163, 170).

(22) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 468, 510, 526, 560)

a.

PEPIVKE atleivo 1 vaiko XOpTdpE
she.brought thatn  ther womanr herbs

‘that woman used to bring herbs’

gimev vitkt {0 TG1pdy0§ tov, «[w eluar uéyo»
he.said that and them servantm its 1 am  bignN

‘and his servant said, “I am big™”

viig  Olpeg  vex To
the.r doors.F you.open themn

‘open the doors’

Tyev n ua Tov'  €imev VI 10 vyiév - tov.

she.went ther mother.r its shesaid it them sonwm its
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Einev  voikl o vyI6§  TOV
hesaid that them sonm its

‘his mother went and told it to her son. Her son said...”

As in all AMGr dialects, definiteness spreading is obligatory in Pharasiot. This
grammatical condition affects the patterning of agreement in polydefinite
constructions, that is, in definite NPs in which definiteness is marked by means of the
definite article both before the head noun and before any modifying adjectives. As
shown in (23a), in these constructions, the prenominal article exhibits syntactic
agreement whereas the preadjectival article exhibits neuter agreement. Note, though,
that in a few cases this mismatch between the forms of the two articles is repaired,

and both the prenominal and the preadjectival article appear in the neuter form as in

(23b):

(23) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 466, 576)
a. onkwdny  tla Tov 0¥  TO Ko 0 VOU&T
herose.up and the God’'s thenN goodN them manm

‘and the God’s good man rose up’

b. 10 uitoiko  To adedpoc  eivi kA
thew youngnN theN brotherm he.is bald
‘the youngest brother is bald’

Note, finally, that some residual uses of the feminine form of the personal pronoun

can be found in examples such as (24):

(24) Phérasa Greek (Dawkins 1916: 510)
Sdtlev  via ™V Kdpn OV 00 vy ¢
he.gave it  the daughter its to.the son her

‘he gave his daughter to her son’
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4.2.3 Pontic: syntactic and semantic agreement

In Pontic, gender distinctions are preserved. Pontic nouns are marked for one of the
three genders—masculine, feminine or neuter—to which they are assigned on the
basis of principles similar to the ones we have seen for MGr and Pharasiot. Therefore,
gender assignment in the dialect can be considered fundamentally morphological
with semantic distinctions based on animacy also taken into consideration. Table 4.4
shows some examples of nouns assigned to the three genders by application of the

semantic and formal assignment rules.

Table 4.4. The masculine, feminine and neuter genders in Pontic.

MASCULINE  SEMANTIC Baaidéag ‘king’, mondc ‘priest’, yioouds ‘young man’
FORMAL Gewuds ‘winter’, Spduog ‘way’, yvpog ‘round’

FEMININE SEMANTIC yaprj ‘woman’, udve ‘mother’, vipd/vipe ‘bride’
FORMAL Tiun ‘price’, Adaiorépa ‘hammock’, Adkd ‘stain’

NEUTER SEMANTIC/FORMAL  dpo¢ ‘mountain’, modua(v) ‘thing’, Sevrpd(v) ‘tree’,

Osuér(v) ‘foundation’
FORMAL kopit{(v) ‘girl’, ayovp(1v) ‘boy’, kapddmo(v)

‘heart.oivm’

Agreement in Pontic can be either syntactic, as in MGr, or semantic. The
distribution of the two agreement patterns is conditioned by a combination of
animacy and gender (Dawkins 1937: 27-29; Drettas 1997: 167-169; Koutita-Kaimaki
1988/1989; Oeconomides 1958: 140-143; Papadopoulos 1955: 162-163; Tompaidis 1980;
Topcharas 1998 [1932]: 23-24). Taking animacy as the basis of description, we see that
human nouns whose referents are found at the high end of the Animacy Hierarchy

trigger syntactic agreement on all kinds of agreement targets (25)."

' As pointed out in §4.1.1.3, the formal and semantic properties of masculine and feminine nouns
denoting human beings such as vigd coincide. As a result, the application of syntactic and semantic
agreement would yield the same form in agreeing targets in examples such as (25). In a strict sense, we
are not able to say whether agreement in such cases is underlyingly syntactic or semantic. However,
for reasons of uniformity that will become clear later in section, I prefer to analyse it as syntactic
rather than semantic.
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(25) Chaldia Pontic (Drettas 1997: 684)

n uikpéoox 1) VUQd (..) érov ki dMo
the.r smallr  ther daughter-in-law she.was and more
Tovnpéoou

crafty.F

‘the younger daughter-in-law was even craftier’

On the contrary, nouns whose referents are found at the low end of the
Animacy Hierarchy trigger predominantly semantic agreement. This innovative
pattern becomes apparent in the case of inanimate masculine and feminine nouns.
These are morphologically assigned to the two genders on the basis of their
inflectional class membership, as in other MGr varieties, but are associated with the
neuter gender class from a semantic point of view by virtue of their meaning. In a
clear case of semantic agreement, the overwhelming majority of targets controlled by
such nouns appear in their neuter form to agree with the semantic, rather than
formal, properties of their controllers. The singular forms of definite articles that
agree with their controllers syntactically when immediately preceding them are the
only exception to this pattern that is otherwise found with all remaining targets in all
agreement domains, stretching from attributives within the NPs to pronominal
anaphora beyond it. Consider, in that connection, the examples in (26) below. Note
that in a fashion reminiscent of Pharasiot, the prenominal article in Pontic
polydefinite constructions agrees with the controller noun syntactically, but the
preadjectival article agrees with it semantically; for example, " aonuéviov o uxotpamndc

in (26a).

(26) Pontic
a. v XONUEVIOV 0 UXOTOXTIHG  TOAL  KPEUETAL
then silver~n  them tankardm again it.is.hanging

‘the silver tankard is hanging again’  (Oende, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 228)

b. eyéuoev o0 UQOTOOTI KoL TPV aKOUX v QEPEL

she.filled the.m tankardm and before even that she.brings
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até  ow Gethx  Teg

it to.the lips  her

‘she filled the tankard and even before she brought it to her lips’
(Oende, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 228)

c. oa oWt TA Ka1poU§  £T0V évag  Paoidéag
in.theN firstN the.N timesm there.was a king
‘in the old times there was a king’

(Argyroupolis, Papadopoulos 1955: 194)

d. épbav o évav Tpavov udyapav Kukd. Ki o ekeiv’

they.came to aN bign caveN near and thatn

n uayapa vro  €ifev nopte  (...) udvo Huoov wpa

ther caver that ithad ther doorr only halfn hourr

£0TEKVEV  aVOLYTGV
it.stayed open.N
‘They came near a big cave. The door to that cave had stayed open for

only half an hour.’ (Argyroupolis, Papadopoulos 1955: 194)

e. exailadevtave oo ETPAKGGA Mpog
they.agreed  to.then threehundred.n liras.F
‘they agreed on three hundred liras’  (Ophis, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 240)

The agreement patterns triggered by animal nouns that are found in the
middle of the Animacy Hierarchy illustrate the combined effect of animacy and
gender in Pontic. As can be seen in the examples in (27), targets controlled by
masculine nouns of this type agree with them syntactically and therefore appear in
their masculine forms; targets controlled by feminine nouns agree with them
semantically in appearing in their neuter form. Masculine nouns thus display the
agreement patterns found in human nouns whereas feminine nouns group with

inanimate nouns with respect to agreement.
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(27) Pontic
a. emfpe  tov  merewd ko Enuodoyd  Tova ko Aéer

he.took them cockm and heshrives him and he.says

atovae (...) ko Epayev atov (..) emipe v mamh

him and he.ate him he.took ther duck.r
koar  Enuodoyd  to ko Aéer ato (...) ka  Epayev  aro
and heshrives it and he.says it and he.ate it

‘he took the cockerel and shrove and said to it (...) and he ate it (...) he
took the duck and shrove it and said to it (...) and he ate it’
(Sotrmena, Papadopoulos 1955: 226)

b. Ta katag  eeviteav KL ot TEVTIKOl  XOPEVVE.
the. catsF they.are.gone and them micem they.dance

‘The cats are away and the mice are dancing.” (Papadopoulos 1961: 215)

Masculine nouns denoting animals do not always trigger syntactic
agreement. In some cases, nouns denoting smaller animals or insects seem to trigger
semantic agreement on targets found farther away from the controller, as in the

following example:

(28) Pontic

E0KOTOEV  TOV OKOPTOV (...) &&ipev aAN vav,
he.killed the.m scorpion.m it.came.out another.N one.N

EVIWKEV EEIVO T E0KOTOEV
hehit it~  part he.killed
‘he killed the scorpion (...) another one came out, he hit and killed it’

(Niképolis, Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 208)

Finally, there can be found a few instances of neuter agreement with human
masculine and feminine nouns (29a). In his description of the Pontic variety of
Chaldia, Drettas (1997) provides neuter forms for the plural of all feminine human

nouns as alternatives to the normally expected feminine forms (29b):
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(29) Pontic
a. 7o pOUGIKO 0 monas  €ime

the.N Russian.N the.m priest.m he.said

‘the Russian priest said’ (Rizaion, Oeconomides 1958: 416)
b. oo Tovpx (..) 1« yopridag  emaipvave

the Turks the.w womenr they.took

‘the Turks (...) took the women’ (Chaldf{a, Drettas 1997: 531)

4.2.4 Rumeic: semantic agreement

Rumeic is another AMGr dialect that preserves the distinction of masculine, feminine
and neuter nominals. In contrast to MGr, Pontic and Pharasiot, however, Rumeic
nouns are not assigned to the three genders by application of a formal, morphological
assignment system. Rather, they receive their gender specification on the basis of
their semantics. Nouns denoting male human entities are masculine, those denoting
female human entities are feminine, and all other nouns are neuter
(Pappou-Zhuravliova 1995: 196-210, 1997; Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 44-56). Some
nouns that are assigned to the dialect’s three genders by application of this semantic

assignment system are shown in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5. The masculine, feminine and neuter genders in Rumeic.

MASCULINE yaumpds ‘groom’, mbipds ‘father-in-law’, ndnrovg

‘grandfather’, nadikapovg ‘stout-hearted man’

FEMININE ety ‘aunt’, vug ‘bride’, vvaika ‘woman’, uavdka
‘grandmother’
NEUTER iAo ‘sun’, urva ‘month’, YoAdov ‘flea’, yapd ‘joy’, yrovpth

‘feast’, kovpWva ‘crow’, vig ‘fingernail’, vipé ‘water’,

Gt6émayua ‘cover’, kapromAa ‘potato’

As we see in the table, the neuter gender in Rumeic includes nouns that were

historically masculine or feminine; for example, #Aiov¢ (cf. SMGr fiAiog ‘son.m’), YoAAov
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(cf. SMGr yvAdog “flea.m’), xapd (cf. SMGr yapd ‘joy.F’), yrovptij (cf. SMGr yioptrj ‘feast.F’).
It is possible that some of these nouns may have been assigned to the neuter as a
result of shifts to neuter inflectional classes, comparable the ones we saw in §4.1.2.3.
Evidence supporting such a hypothesis comes from nouns that were originally
masculine and ending in -o¢—such as YUAlov—which in their nominative singular
form lack the distinctive masculine -¢. The neuter ending -o is found instead, which in
Rumeic may surface as -ov when unstressed. Such an explanation, however, is
challenged by the fact that nouns such as pvAlov lack neuter plural forms. This means
that, if some masculine nouns did indeed undergo a shift to the neuter in Rumeic,
they must have done so only in the singular.

Other categories of neuter nouns show no evidence whatsoever of a possible
earlier inflectional class shift. Many originally o¢-masculine nouns preserve their -o¢
ending such as Govuds ‘winter’, dvipovs ‘wind’, fAwovg ‘sun’, ovpavdg ‘sky’ while the
formerly feminine yapd (cf. SMGr xapd ‘joy.F’) and yiovpry (cf. SMGr yioptrj ‘feast.F’)
inflect in exactly the same way as feminine human nouns, such as eiyix ‘aunt’ or vog
‘bride’ (Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 48-49, 52).

As in all languages with purely semantic gender assignment systems,

agreement in Rumeic is overwhelmingly semantic as shown in (30):

(30) Rumeic
a. UpEvoV V& VTPAvoy TNV UAVE-U, TOUV  VIQTK-U
Lam.looking to Lsee ther mother.r-my them father.m-my

‘I want to see my mother and my father’ (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 254)

b. tov ko uag  to Govuos  ev  yMtokov
then our~ our then wintern itis tepid.N

‘our winter is tepid’ (Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 54)

c. v  unAéyix Koumavic v
the.w apple.tree.n it.hit her
‘the apple tree hit her’ (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 255)
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Nevertheless, there can be found a few residual cases of masculine and feminine
nouns denoting inanimate entities or animals. Such nouns are the only ones that
trigger syntactic agreement in Rumeic (31a). All of these nouns, however, have neuter
variants or counterparts (31b), which seem to be in the process of replacing these

exceptions to the semantic assignment system of the dialect.

(31) Rumeic (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1997: 732)
a. uéyag &viuovg
strongm  wind.M

‘strong wind’

b. uéya dviuov(c)

strong.N  wind.N

On the other hand, masculine and feminine nouns denoting human beings may

trigger neuter agreement in a number of cases, as in (32).

(32) Rumeic
a. alix  movAdd  yipddor
other.N many.N old.men.m

‘many other old men’ (Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 84)

b. ywo¢ uag mApwy  duovppov  vvaika
son our hetook beautifulN woman.F

‘our son married a beautiful woman’  (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 209)

4.2.5 Two innovations in Asia Minor Greek

Two major developments emerge from the description of the gender agreement
patterns in Cappadocian, Pharasiot, Pontic and Rumeic: semantic agreement in Pontic
and Rumeic, and neuter agreement in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. In the former case,
inanimate and/or animal masculine and feminine nouns trigger agreement in the
neuter on the various targets controlled by them. Targets controlled by human

masculine or feminine nouns appear in their masculine and feminine forms. In the
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latter case, all masculine and feminine nouns trigger agreement in the neuter on their
targets, irrespective of their meaning. Both developments are clear innovations of the
AMGr dialects compared to MGr syntactic agreement, which is, however, still
preserved in Pontic and Pharasiot, albeit to different extents.

Table 4.6 summarises the gender agreement patterns of AMGr. In each case, I
note the type of agreement (syntactic, semantic, neuter) that is triggered by each type
of controller noun with respect to gender (masculine, feminine), animacy (human,
animal, inanimate) and number (singular, plural) on the various targets (definite
article, attributive modifiers, predicate, personal pronoun) in the four AMGr dialects
examined in this section. The type of agreement that is found in principle for each
controller/target combination is given in Roman typeface. Agreement patterns that
are found as variants are given in Italic typeface. Brackets mark agreement patterns
for which I did not find any examples in the texts that I examined but which would be

expected to occur in a larger corpus of texts.

Table 4.6. Gender agreement patterns in AMGr.

definite attributive predicate personal
article modifiers pronoun
Cappadocian
neuter neuter neuter neuter
FEMININE * neuter/ neuter neuter neuter/
syntactic syntactic
Pharasiot
syntactic neuter neuter neuter
Pontic
HUMAN
MASCULINE syntactic syntactic syntactic syntactic
FEMININE syntactic/ syntactic/ syntactic/ syntactic/
neuter neuter (neuter) (neuter)
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ANIMAL
MASCULINE syntactic syntactic syntactic syntactic/
semantic
FEMININE SG: syntactic semantic semantic semantic
PL: semantic
INANIMATE sG: syntactic semantic semantic semantic
PL: semantic
Rumeic
HUMAN semantic/ semantic/ semantic/ sG: semantic
neuter neuter (neuter) PL: semantic/
neuter
NON-HUMAN semantic semantic semantic semantic

*In the varieties of Delmesd, Potdmia and Silata.

The AMGr varieties present striking similarities with respect to agreement
patterns. These become most evident in the case of inanimate nouns, especially in the
plural, where we find semantic and neuter agreement in all four varieties. Despite the
differences between the two, it is important to point out that both agreement types

trigger the same gender form on the targets involved, namely the neuter (33).

(33) a. Cappadocian
oov T aMa  ta NUEPES
like the.N other~n then days.F
‘like the other days’ (Aravan, KMS/P&K, 108)

b. Pharasiot
TEOOEPX  UEPES
four~N  days.F

‘four days’ (Dawkins 1916: 520)
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c. Pontic
T moAMa T YAwooag

theNn many.N theN languages.F

‘the many languages’ (Kars, Papadopoulos 1988/1989: 132)
d. Rumeic
T POVUATIKX  To yiovptis (cf. MGr y10ptés ‘feasts.F’)

theN Greek.N  the.n feasts.N

‘the Greek feasts’ (Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 82)

Similarities across the AMGr dialects expand beoynd agreement types to
concomitant inflectional developments, as well. In Pontic, inanimate masculine and
feminine nouns form their plural with a single, syncretic nominative/accusative form
that is morphologically identical to the original accusative. Reflexes of this syncretism
can also be found in Cappadocian (34), suggesting a closer relation between the two
AMGr dialects to the exclusion of Pharasiot that shows no evidence of this or any

other related development (see also Chapter 2).

(34) a. Pontic
edéPav XPOVE Kot Kaipou¢ (cf. SMGr ka1poU¢ ‘time.pL.ACC’)
they.passed years and time.M.PL.NOM

‘years and years passed’ (Chaldfa, Papadopoulos 1928: 196)

b. Cappadocian

T™ vdoix(ov)¢ éxve auTId (cf. SMGr roiyoug
then.pLNom  wallm.prNoMm  they.have ears ‘wall.pL.acC’)
‘even walls have ears’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 178)

The occurrence of neuter agreement is another point of convergence
between the AMGr dialects. While it is in principle found in Cappadocian and
Pharasiot, instances of neuter agreement are marginally attested in Pontic and
Rumeic, as well. The examples in (35) show the correspondence between neuter

agreement patterns in the four dialects.
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(35) a. Cappadocian
Evae uéya  Xepipog
aN bigN manm

‘a big man’ (Phloitd, Dawkins, 412)

b. Pharasiot
atletvo o popdc
thatNn theMm coward.m

‘that coward’ (Dawkins 1916: 551-552)

c. Pontic
70 pOUGIKO O TTOTdG
theN Russian.N them priest.m

‘the Russian priest’ (Rizafon, Oeconomides 1958: 416)

d. Rumeic
KaAé  aBpamovg
good.N man.m

‘good man’ (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 204)

By examining the agreement patterns in the AMGr dialects, a number of
generalisations can be formulated regarding the correlation between semantic and
neuter agreement on the one hand, and the types of targets and the features of
animacy, gender and number, on the other. With respect to target types, we observe
that the definite article is the target to which syntactic agreement pertains for longer
both in the development of semantic agreement—as in the case of inanimate nouns in
Pontic—and in the development of neuter agreement, as in Pharasiot. Drawing from
the examples we have seen so far, consider in that connection Pontic o uxotpamdc
‘the.m tankard.m’ and Pharasiot vrig 60peg ‘the.F doors.F’. We further observe that the
personal pronoun is the last target to give away to neuter agreement, as in the
Delmesd, Potdmia and Silata varieties of Cappadocian. At the same time, pronouns are
the first target to display semantic agreement, as is evident by the agreement
triggered by animal masculine nouns in Pontic: for example, tov okopmdv (...) egivo na

gokdroev ‘the scorpion (...) he killed that one’.
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Inanimate and animal nouns in Pontic provide good evidence for the role
gender and animacy play in the development of semantic agreement. Semantic
agreement is most advanced in inanimate nouns and less so in animal nouns, in whose
case it is conditioned by gender. Semantic agreement in the latter type is attested in
feminine nouns but only incipiently in masculine ones. Feminine nouns are also the
first ones to be affected by neuter agreement, as shown by feminine, but not
masculine, nouns denoting human entities in Pontic for which neuter agreement is
more widely attested, as shown by Drettas (1997). The feminine gender, therefore,
appears to be more vulnerable to developments in agreement than the masculine.

Similarly, in terms of number, the plural precedes the singular in the
development of both semantic and neuter agreement. The definite article forms for
inanimate and animal feminine nouns in Pontic make this clear in connection to
semantic agreement. With respect to neuter agreement, the personal pronouns
referring to human nouns in Rumeic provide relevant evidence: neuter agreement is
first manifested in the plural rather than the singular.

Taken as a whole, the development of semantic agreement is considered here
as evidence that the semantic core of the MGr gender assignment system plays a
central role in gender assignment and agreement in AMGr. It is also evident from the
data presented that this role can change and strengthen at the expense of syntactic
agreement and morphological assignment. It is also crucial to remark with respect to
neuter agreement that it appears to build upon semantic agreement for inanimate
and animal nouns, as both agreement types trigger the neuter gender form on the
variety of targets. In this sense, neuter agreement is considered an extension of the
gender of target forms triggered by semantic agreement to target forms controlled by
nouns that do not fulfil the semantic criterion that would trigger that gender, that is,
human nouns. Neuter agreement therefore appears to be a later development than
semantic agreement in AMGr. On this assumption, Pontic, which also preserves
inherited syntactic agreement to the most significant extent among the AMGr
dialects, is taken to illustrate an earlier stage in the series of developments in gender
agreement in AMGr, whereas Cappadocian and Pharasiot are thought of as
representing later stages.

This hypothesis is borne out by the agreement patterns in Pontic and Rumeic,

in which neuter agreement is found as a variant to well-developed semantic
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agreement patterns. In Rumeic, semantic agreement for non-human nouns has
reached all types of targets, leading to gender shift from the masculine or feminine to
the neuter. It is only after this shift has been completed that human nouns begin to
show neuter agreement. Note, though, that this is not necessarily always the case. In
Pharasiot, neuter agreement is found on attributive modifiers, on the predicate and

on personal pronouns for both human and non-human nouns.

4.2.6 Summary

In this section, I presented the data on gender assignment and agreement in
Cappadocian, Pharasiot, Pontic and Rumeic. Focusing on the latter, I identified two
innovative types of agreement in these dialects, semantic and neuter. Neuter
agreement is found more widely in Cappadocian and Pharasiot, with instances of
inherited syntactic agreement also attested. These are systematic in Pharasiot while
in Cappadocian they are of a more residual nature. Hence, the tripartite gender
distinction of masculine, feminine and neuter is considered not to be operative in
Cappadocian and only minimally preserved in Pharasiot. Pontic and Rumeic, on the
other hand, display semantic agreement. In the former, semantic agreement is
generally found with inanimate and animal feminine nouns; animal masculine and
human nouns trigger syntactic agreement. In the latter, morphological gender
assignment and syntactic agreement have totally given way to semantic gender
assignment and semantic agreement for the overwhelming majority of nouns. Both
Pontic and Rumeic, however, seem to allow for neuter agreement in some cases, as
well.

I further formulated a number of generalisations with respect to agreement
that hold across the four AMGr dialects. In short, the definite article is the last target
to lose syntactic agreement in favour of both semantic and neuter agreement. The
personal pronoun is the first target to exhibit semantic agreement and
simultaneously the last target to give way to neuter agreement. The feminine gender
appears to be more vulnerable than the masculine to the development of both
semantic and neuter agreement. Of the two numbers, the plural gives way first to
developments affecting agreement, be it semantic or neuter. Finally, semantic

agreement first develops for inanimate nouns and then extends to animal nouns
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which mark the limit up to which semantic agreement can spread. When the neuter
gender is found on targets controlled by human nouns, neuter agreement is at play.
Following the presentation of the AMGr data and before I proceed to my
diachronic account of the identified developments, I first review previous proposals
that have been brought forth in the literature in order to explain the innovative
agreement patterns in Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects. As I show in the
next section, these proposals do not take into consideration the genetic link that ties
the various dialects together or the relation that holds between the development of
semantic agreement and that of neuter agreement but, rather, examine each dialect
and each development in isolation, thus failing to provide adequate explanations for

the changes observed.

4.3 Previous accounts of the Asia Minor Greek developments in

agreement

4.3.1 Cappadocian neuter agreement

The loss of gender distinctions in Cappadocian is found in various discussions of the
contact-induced changes observed in the dialect, which seem to imply that language
contact with Turkish was the decisive factor in this development. Gender loss is seen
as a simplification of “one of the less essential, semantically relatively empty
distinctions [that] is often dispensable as it can be eliminated without compensation”
(Johanson 2002: 104; for a similar earlier view see Vendryes 1921:108; Jespersen 1922:
346-348). Janse holds that “the loss of gender distinctions is due to Turkish influence,
since Turkish has no grammatical gender” (2002: 366), a view often encountered

elsewhere in the literature:

Dawkins considers the loss of grammatical gender which is almost
complete in Cappadocia and occurs less extensively in Silli and
Phérasa, to be due to Turkish influence; Turkish has no gender
(Thomason & Kaufman 1988: 219-220);

Again under Turkish influence, there was a progressive loss of
gender distinctions, especially in South Cappadocian (Winford 2005:
405; see also Winford 2010: 181);
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In most cases when gender was lost in Indo-European, its loss can be
attributed to some substratum, or adstratum language (...) In other
cases the influence of genderless languages are (sic) easier to prove:
Turkish in the case of Asia Minor Greek (Matasovié 2004: 76-77);

The loss of gender as a nominal category has occurred (...),
dialectally, in Modern Greek (...) due to contact with Turkish (Igartua
2006: 56);

The loss of gender distinctions in Anatolian Greek was obviously
brought on by Turkish influence (Johanson 2002: 104).

Quotations such as the ones above refer to the absence of grammatical gender
distinctions in Turkish that we saw in §4.1.3. Without having been overtly formulated,
contact-oriented explanations for the loss of gender in Cappadocian appear to assume
that Cappadocian-Turkish bilinguals extended Turkish non-agreement to their
grammatical systems of Cappadocian in a fashion similar to the one we saw in Chapter
3 with respect to the development of DOM, that is, through grammatical pattern
replication in the sense of Matras (2009) and Sakel (2007). Alternatively, it could be
argued that bilinguals possibly failed to acquire gender agreement in Cappadocian on
account of the absence of agreement in Turkish (see Brendemoen 1999: 537).

Evidence relevant to the role bilinguals can play in developments leading to
the loss of gender comes from a number of studies reporting on the acquisition of
SMGr gender by bilinguals and L2 speakers. Georgalidou et al. (2005), in their study of
the bilingual SMGr-Turkish speech of the Muslim community of the island of Rhodes,
document the confusion and avoidance of gender marking in SMGr and the use of the

neuter for targets controlled by masculine or feminine nouns (36):

(36) SMGr-Turkish bilingual speakers (Georgalidou et al. 2005)
a. ueydro Oeln
bigN  auntr

‘the elder aunt’

b. rpre okvAog  (...) mewaouévo rta
it.came dog.Mm hungry.Nn  it.was

‘the dog came (...) it was hungry’
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The examples in (37) below, produced by L2 speakers of SMGr who are bilingual in
Russian and Turkish, are reported by Tsimpli (2003). They also show the use of the

neuter for targets controlled by masculine or feminine nouns.

(37) SMGr-Russian/Turkish bilingual speakers (Tsimpli 2003: 183-184)
a. auté 10 BonBeix
this.n the~ help.r
‘this help’

b. ¢ éva uakpvé  meploxn
in aN remote.N area.F

‘in a remote area’

c. ueyaro adeAgis
bigN  brother.m
‘elder brother’

The results of Hadjidemetriou’s (2009: 201-210) investigation of the acquisition of
gender in Cypriot Greek by Cypriot Greek-Armenian bilinguals and L2 speakers of
Cypriot Greek with Armenian as their L1 also reveal a similar pattern: the neuter is
primarily used in deviant constructions involving masculine or feminine controller
nouns and a modifier as in (38). Analogous results are also reported by Chondrogianni
(2007: 241-244) in her study on the acquisition of determiners and clitic pronouns by
child and adult L2 speakers of SMGr with Turkish as their L1 (see also Seaman 1972).

(38) Cypriot Greek - Armenian bilingual and L2 speakers (Hadjidemetriou 2009:
207)
a. 7o ueyarov ueyalov ekkAnoio
the.n big.n big.N church.r
‘the big church’
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b. tovto yevokrovia
this.n  genocide.r

‘this genocide’

Taken as a whole, these data seem to lend support to contact-oriented
accounts for the loss of gender in Cappadocian. They show that bilingual and L2
speakers of MGr have difficulty in acquiring gender and that when deviating from
grammatical gender agreement, the gender they most often use for targets controlled
by masculine and feminine nouns is the neuter. From this perspective, the agreement
patterns in (36)-(38) are reminiscent of neuter agreement in Cappadocian.

Konstantinidou (2005), in her short treatise on the AMGr dialect of Prousa
(Bursa), also reports on frequent instances of deviant agreement patterns similar to
those attested in Cappadocian. These occur in the speech of that group whose
speakers are in intense contact with other linguistic communities (Turkish, Armenian,
Hebrew) and who did not receive formal education in SMGr. Examples of neuter
agreement are shown in (39), below. Note that Konstantinidou does not report on any
similar agreement patterns in the speech of the group of the community whose
speakers were in no contact with other linguistic groups and who were educated in

SMGr.

(39) Prousa Greek (Konstantinidou 2005: 134)
a. 10 T6An
then city.F
‘the city’

b. ueyddo odAa
big.Nn  parlour.F

‘big parlor’

Cc. o yovelc  Tov
the parents its

‘her parents’
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Secondary evidence in support of a contact-based explanation for the loss of
gender in Cappadocian comes from the fact that the dialect did not undergo any
phonological changes that would affect the various distinctive gender markers of
nouns and/or the inflectional endings that mark agreement between targets and
controllers. The partial or complete loss of such markers due to phonological attrition
and subsequent confusion and morphological restructuring are considered to form
the typical diachronic trajectory that leads to reduction or even loss of gender
distinctions (Aikhenvald 2003: 379; Corbett 1991: 315; Duke 2009: 76-78; Ibrahim 1973:
86; Matasovi¢ 2004: 76; Priestly 1983: 342-343). The loss of gender in the history of
English and the reduction from three to two genders in the history of the Romance
languages are well known cases of such developments (see Curzan 2003; Hogg 1992:
124-146; Kastovsky 2000; Lass 1992: 103-123 for English; for the Romance languages
Hermann 2000: 49-69; for French, Picoche & Marchello-Nizia 1998: 217-223; for Italian,
Maiden 1995: 106-111; for Spanish, Penny 2002: 119-131). In Cappadocian and the
other AMGr dialects, however, the inflectional endings that are most saliently related
to the three genders in MGr (cf. A-S and C-M’s prototypical noun classes) are all

preserved, as we see in (40):

(40) AMGr

a. Cappadocian

Aayég ‘hare’ cf. SMGr  Aayd¢ ‘hare.m’
TUpa ‘door’ 60pa ‘door.F’
movux ‘cover’ T ‘cover.m’

b. Pharasiot

10091009 ‘priest.M’ cf. SMGr  mamds ‘priest.m’
Kopn ‘daughter.r’ kdpn ‘daughter.r’
TovAL ‘bird.N’ movAl ‘bird N’

c. Pontic
T6vog ‘pain.v’ cf. SMGr  mdvog ‘pain.m’
(epior ‘damage.F’ {nud ‘damage.r’

yévatov  ‘knee.N’ yévato ‘knee.N’
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d. Rumeic
T61p6¢ ‘weather.N’ cf. SMGr  kaipdg ‘weather.m’
QovAéyir  ‘nest.N’ QwAid ‘nest.F’
Kpéywrg  ‘meat.N’ kpéag ‘meat.N’

One could also argue that the loss of gender in Cappadocian is an exceptional
case by referencing Priestly’s (1983) notion of drift in Indo-European gender systems.
For Priestly, “the N[euter] was the IE gender in the greatest jeopardy” (1983: 343) due
to its being “relatively unmotivated semantically, but (...) also imperfectly opposed to
to the M[asculine] formally” (1983: 341). Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects
constitute counterexamples to Priestly’s observation, which may be true in the case of
many Indo-European languages and language groups (inter alia Hindi, Irish; Romance,
East Baltic; Matasovi¢ 2004: 75) but certainly does not find any support in AMGr. In
AMGr, the neuter gender extends over the masculine and the feminine. At the same
time, its use becomes increasingly semantically justified.

Accounts of gender loss in Cappadocian in terms of language contact with
Turkish take neuter agreement at face value without tackling the question of what the
intermediate stages of the process were through which Cappadocian went from
having a tripartite gender distinction to having no gender distinctions. On the other
hand, they examine the dialect in isolation and without investigating at all gender in
the other AMGr dialects, which show evidence of developments in agreement in the
larger AMGr dialectal context that precede the complete loss of gender distinctions in
Cappadocian. This, however, does not mean that language contact with Turkish did
not play a role in the development of neuter agreement. The bilingual and L2 data as
well as the dialectal evidence from other speaker communities in contact with
Turkish (and other languages) discussed above provide evidence for the effect
language contact can have on gender agreement. What is of paramount significance
for our purposes here, though, is what preceded the development of neuter
agreement and on what sort of a gender agreement system language contact had an
effect.

The Greek linguists who described specific Cappadocian varieties in the 1950s
and 1960s hint at the relations between the AMGr dialects in terms of gender
agreement (Andriotis 1948: 46; Kesisoglou 1951: 48; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou
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1960: 81; see also Anastasiadis 1995: 86-88; Papadopoulos 1998 [1919]: 127). More
importantly, Dawkins appears to have identified the connection between an instance
of semantic agreement with an inanimate masculine noun in Sinasés Cappadocian
reported by Archelaos (1899: 150)"” and Pontic semantic agreement, as well as that

between Cappadocian and Pharasiot. In his description, he writes that

it may be inferred that it [i.e., Pontic semantic agreement] is the
stage which everywhere in Cappadocia preceded the present
entirely genderless state of the adjectives. This entire loss of gender
can hardly but be due to the influence of the genderless Turkish. But
the disuse of the m.[asculine] and f.[eminine] adjectival endings before
dyuxa, but not before éuyuyw, in Pontos and, to judge from this
evidence from Sinasds, in the least Turkised of the Cappadocian
dialects, shews (sic) that the germ of this loss is involved in the
distinction between &uyvya and dpvxe, a distinction which is
certainly not of Turkish origin. It would seem that the Turkish
influence found already existing a loss of grammatical gender or at
least a tendency to lose grammatical gender, and carried this further
to its own condition of total absence of any distinctions of gender.
The dialect of Phdrasa, with a fem.[inine] article and a few
fem.[inine] demonstratives, but no fem.[inine] adjectives, is in an
intermediate stage (1916: 116; see also Dawkins 1937: 27-30).

Horrocks also considers the correspondences between Cappadocian and Pontic as
“[pointing] strongly to an earlier period when the two groups formed a single dialect
area. The initial development of the gender system along these lines clearly had

nothing to do with Turkish, which has no grammatical distinctions based on animacy”

7 Archelaos documents the following example:

(iii)  Sinasés Cappadocian (Archelaos 1899: 150)

70 KaAS 0 Aéyog
theNn good.N theM speech.m
‘the good speech’

This example challenges the claim that neuter agreement is the rule in Cappadocian as the definite
article o appears to agree syntactically with its controller Adyo¢. The agreement in this example is
reminiscent of Pontic semantic agreement; cf, Archelaos’s agreement rule: “éni dyvywv dpo.[evik@v] kai
OnA.[uk@dv] to énibet.[o] TiBeton kat’ 0U8ETepov Yévog” ‘with inanimate masculine and feminine [nouns] the
adjective is used in the neuter gender’ (1899: 150). In that connection, Dawkins notes that Archelaos’s
description of Sinasés Cappadocian is “professedly of a past state of things” (1916: 27). However, even if
one does not wish to discard this example on the basis of Dawkins’s remarks, thus considering it as
truly representing the synchronic state of that Cappadocian variety at the time of its documentation in
the 1890s, it could well be the case that Sinasés Cappadocian was one of the least innovative
Cappadocian varieties with respect to gender agreement that never underwent the changes
characteristic of the overwhelming majority of Cappadocian varieties. The Sinasds agreement pattern
in (iii) could then be thought of as illustrating an earlier stage in the development of gender agreement
in Cappadocian.
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(2010: 402; see also Henrich 1999: 661-667; Hovdhaugen 1976: 149). However, despite
Dawkins’s and Horrocks’s writings and despite the other occurrences in the literature
where the relations between the AMGr dialects are being called upon, the dominant
view on gender loss in Cappadocian remains heavily in favour of a language contact
explanation. It becomes clear, however, that Dawkins did not consider contact with
Turkish as the initiating trigger for the developments that led to gender loss in
Cappadocian. Instead, he viewed it as a catalyst that pushed ahead developments that
were already under way. What is more, he took semantic agreement in Pontic and
neuter agreement in Cappadocian and Pharasiot to represent an early and an
intermediate stage in these developments respectively. In §4.4, T will show in detail
what the relation between the two innovative agreement patters—Cappadocian and
Pharasiot neuter agreement and Pontic semantic agreement—is, how the
development of neuter agreement built upon that of semantic agreement and also,
very importantly, what the trigger and motivation for the emergence of semantic

agreement in the AMGr dialects were.

4.3.2 Pontic semantic agreement

Dawkins’s and Horrocks’s hypothesis that developments in gender agreement in
AMGr should be traced back to a period predating language contact with Turkish finds
support in the language of the Trebizond Almanac, a Medieval Pontic manuscript
written in Trebizond in 1336. The text of the Almanac is published in Lamprou (1916).
At first sight, nothing relevant to our discussion is found in the edited version of the
text. However, Henrich (1996: 178) spotted the following instances of semantic

agreement in the apparatus criticus:

(41) Medieval Pontic, Almanac for Trebizond, 1336 (Lamprou 1916)
a. o XEWWV  Kkabvuypov (edited kdbvypog ‘very wet.m’)
them winterm very.wet.N

‘the winter (will be) very wet’ (39, line 5)
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b. Ppoxn moAAn (=moAv) kai  dpéAnuov  (edited Wéhiuog ‘beneficial.F’)

rainF much.N and beneficial.N

‘much beneficial rain’ (39, line 7)
c. @fjua 8  Tva &AnOei (= aAnon) (edited tiveg aAnbeic

rumours.F and some.N true.N ‘some.F true.r’)

‘some true rumours’ (39, line 10)
d. o b6  xew@v  uéoov (edited uéoog ‘moderate.m’)

them and winter.v moderate.N

‘the winter (will be) moderate’ (41, line 28)
e. éota UYPOV  Kal  XQPOTIOLOV K&1p0g (edited vypog
it.willbe wet.N and gladdeningNn weather.m ‘wet.m’ and
XPOTI010G

‘gladdening.m’)

‘there will be wet and gladdening weather’ (42, lines 4-5)

f. mayerog Svvarov (edited Suvards ‘strong.m’)

frostM  strong.N

‘strong frost’ (45, line 21)

In the examples in (41), we see that targets controlled by masculine and feminine
nouns denoting abstract notions appear in the neuter form both in the predicate (41a,
d) and in attributive position (41b, c, e, f). These examples constitute evidence that
the development of semantic agreement in AMGr, at least for nouns denoting abstract
notions, is an early phenomenon that predates the intensification of language contact
between Pontic and Turkish. Recall that Trebizond did not fall under Ottoman rule
until 1461. As will be discussed extensively below, the positions in which we find
semantic agreement in the Trebizond Almanac are expected to exhibit novel agreement
distinctions in line with Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy after they have been already

introduced in the pronoun. This means that the emergence of semantic agreement in
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AMGr has to be dated at least before the early 14™ century with 1336 as a terminus ante
quem for this development (Henrich 1999: 665-666).

Semantic agreement in Pontic has attracted significant attention in the
dialectological literature. Oeconomides (1890: 236-239), in his attempt to explain the
occurrence of the neuter article t« in the plural of non-human a-feminine nouns in
Pontic—for example ta Aaiotépag ‘the.N.pL hammock.F.pL’ and ta popddag ‘the.N.pL
mare.F.PL’—posits that the form of the article is the result of a reanalysis of the
accusative plural form of the feminine definite article ta¢ as T« when followed by a
feminine noun beginning with a o- due to sound coincidence as in tag otpdrag ‘the
ways’ > Ta€ oTpdrag > To oTpdrag. From that initial environment, the neuter form of the
definite article was later extended to all a-feminines by analogy, even to those that do
not begin with a o-, such as ra nuépag ‘the days’ or ta vixrag ‘the nights’. The neuter
article form further triggered neuter forms in attributives and the predicate.
However, Oeconomides does not provide any account of why this phonological
reanalysis was restricted to non-human nouns and misses the fact that the change is

not restricted to a-feminines; consider, for example, ta miotei/niotag ‘the.N.pL
faith.r.p’” from niorn, to ud{@dag ‘the.N.pL meze.r.pL’ from ud{&. He also fails to explain

semantic agreement on adjectival predicates controlled by non-human feminine
nouns in the singular that lack an attributive and which still trigger syntactic

agreement on the definite article, as in (42):

(42) Pontic
H oefra ¢ ev moAd&  Tpavov.
ther lover your is very bigN

‘“Your love is very big.’ (Kotyora, Anastasiadis 1995: 86)

Moreover, Oeconomides does not address the issue that the form of the article rag is
not attested in Pontic; the form tot is found instead, as shown by human nouns which
were left unaffected by this change: to1 uavddeg ‘the.pr.acc mother.pr.acc’, ot
npolevérpeg ‘the.pL.acc matchmaker.pr.acc’.

Like Oeconomides, Papadopoulos (1955: 45-46; 1958: 191-194), focuses on the
plural of non-human feminine nouns. He attributes their emergence to analogy to

plural forms of o-neuter nouns that denote non-human entities such as ta mpdfara
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‘the sheep’ and ta devrpd ‘the trees’. The basis of this analogy is, according to
Papadopoulos, semantic. He further postulates that neuter plurals for feminine nouns
such as ta efdouddas ‘the.N.pL week.F.pL” were later extended to inanimate masculine
nouns as in ta §pduovg ‘the.N.pL street.m.pL” and ta dpkoug ‘the.N.pL oath.m.pL’.

In accounting for the neuter forms of attributive adjectives controlled by
non-human feminine nouns, Papadopoulos (1955: 162-163) resorts once again to
analogy and postulates a series of analogical reanalyses operating on the sentence
level. He hypothesises that similative sentences such as the one in (43a) were the
origin of this development, with the sentences in (43b-d) illustrating the intermediate

stages in his series of reanalyses.

(43) Pontic (Papadopoulos 1955: 163)
a. éxel Aadioy  duov  kwdWviv
s/he.has voicer like bellN

‘s/he has a voice like a bell’

b. éxa AoAlov  kwddviv

s/he.has voice.r bellN

‘s/he has a bell-like voice’

c. éExel Kwdwviv  AaAiov

s/he.has Dbell.N voice.F

‘s/he has a bell-like voice’

d. éa guopgpov Ao iov
s/he.has beautiful.n voice.r

‘S/he has a beautiful/loud voice.’

Tompaidis has pointed out the many weaknesses of Papadopoulos’s hypothesis,
stressing that the transition from a similative construction as in (43c), which he takes
as being marginally acceptable, to a neuter adjectival modifier as in (43d) is
“adivéntn” ‘inconceivable’ (1979: 232). Unfortunately, Tompaidis does not offer an

alternative account for the development of semantic agreement in Pontic but simply
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pinpoints a number of inflectional changes that, according to him, jointly form an
extensive context of noun and adjective neuterisation in which any explanation for
semantic agreement must be couched. However, apart from semantic agreement of
the plural definite article in examples like ta kooodpag ‘the.N.pL chicken.F.pr’” and o
eikdvag ‘the.N.pL icon.F.pr’, the changes that Tompaidis mentions either do not seem to
be directly related to the developments under consideration here (such as the
presence in Pontic of a special category of neuter adjectives ending in -1v that lack
masculine and feminine forms; for example, avdAiv ‘saltless.N’, kateviv ‘clear.N’), or
are completely irrelevant to them (for instance, the preservation in Pontic of
adjectives that have a single form for the masculine and the feminine gender like
dbxeuog ‘ugly.M/F” or dkAepog ‘heirless.m/F’; 1979: 232-233).

In her approach, Koutita-Kaimaki (1988/1989: 261-268) resorts to a
combination of phonologically-triggered cluster simplification—like Oeconomides—
and analogy, like Papadopoulos. Starting from accusative NPs such as ta¢ kavridag
‘the.r.pL.acc lamp.F.pL.AcC’ and tag @reipag ‘the.F.pr.Acc louse.F.pL.acc’ and, thus, also
assuming an earlier feminine form rag for the definite article, she argues that the
neuter form ra is the result of cluster simplification between the final -¢ of the article
and the initial consonant of the following noun: tag kavridag > tae kavrijdag > ta
kavtildag. The newly formed neuter definite article was later extended to feminine
nouns beginning with a vowel, a development aided by analogy to the plural of neuter
nouns such as ta §épd ‘the hands’. NPs containing a neuter head noun and an
adjectival modifier like ta kadd Gépd ‘the good hands’ also acted as models for
adjectival modifiers controlled by non-human feminine nouns to appear in the
neuter, as in ta kaAd nuépas ‘the.N.pL good.N.PL day.F.pL. As to why this change was
only relevant for non-human feminine nouns, Koutita-Kaimaki claims that these are
frequently used within the household domain. On a wider scale of considerations, she
observes the progressive strengthening of the neuter gender in Pontic and identifies
the precedence of semantic over morphological criteria as well as the central role that
animacy plays in gender agreement in Pontic, mentioning also in passing that
language contact with Turkish might have played a role in this development.

Summing up, by resorting to unmotivated, phonetically based explanations
and to highly untenable processes of analogical change, previous proposals miss a

holistic view of the Pontic phenomena and fail to provide adequate accounts of the
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emergence and development of semantic agreement. The main reason for this is that
they all take definite plural NPs headed by non-human feminine nouns as the locus in
which semantic agreement first emerged and therefore as the starting point for its
extension to other targets such as attributive modifiers and the predicate, always with
reference to feminine nouns. This emphasis can be explained considering that
semantic agreement in the dialect is more advanced with feminine nouns than with
masculine ones, a fact that drew the attention of scholars from very early on.
Nevertheless, even when dealing solely with non-human feminine nouns, none of the
proposals reviewed tackle the problem of semantic agreement in the personal
pronouns, which, as we will see in the next section, is crucial to explaining the

developments in agreement not only in Pontic, but in all the AMGr dialects as well.

4.3.3 Summary

In this section, I looked at the previous explanations proposed to account for the
innovative agreement patterns found in Cappadocian and Pontic. As far as
Cappadocian is concerned, neuter agreement is almost exclusively treated as the
extreme outcome of language contact with Turkish. This hypothesis appears to be
preliminarily corroborated by data drawn from the acquisition of SMGr gender by
bilinguals and L2 speakers. However, the scholars who support this contact-oriented
view in the literature do not address the issue of what the stages Cappadocian went
through in developing neuter agreement were. In the case of Pontic, the noun is
falsely identified as the starting point for the innovation of semantic agreement, and a
series of unlikely phonological and analogical changes is then postulated to explain its
extension to other targets, such as attributives and predicates, leaving semantic
agreement of pronouns unaccounted for. Despite the fact that the connection
between the two dialects with respect to agreement did not go completely unnoticed
by early scholars, more recent explanations have targeted one dialect at a time
without any attempt at examining comparatively the various attested agreement
patterns in the larger dialectological framework of AMGr, in the sense I discussed in
Chapter 2. It is this task that I undertake in the next section, in which I put forward
my diachronic explanation for the origin and development of semantic and neuter

agreement in AMGr.
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4.4 A fresh look

441 The typological and crosslinguistic context

There is a strong consensus in the typological literature that demonstrative and
personal pronouns are the locus of developments affecting gender systems (Corbett
1991: 248-259, 310-2, 2006: 264-271; Greenberg 1978). Such developments can involve
both the first introduction of gender distinctions in a previously genderless language,
and the introduction of novel semantic distinctions to already existing gender
assignment and agreement systems. Focusing on the latter case, Corbett argues that,
when a novel distinction is introduced to an extant gender system, it is first expressed
in the personal pronouns and that its subsequent development follows the path

defined by the Agreement Hierarchy, which is repeated here as (44):

(44) Agreement Hierarchy (Corbett 1979, 1983, 1991, 2006)

attributive > predicate > relative pronoun > personal pronoun

From the personal pronouns the novel distinction is extended to the relative
pronouns; from there it is extended to the predicate; and from there, finally, to
attributive modifiers. When the novel distinction is expressed in all possible
agreement targets for a given noun, that is, from personal pronouns to attributives,
then that noun undergoes gender shift and also potential morphological adaptation to
the new gender (Fernadndez-Ordénez 2009: 56).

Greenberg (1978: 75-78) offers an alternative to the path defined by Corbett’s
Agreement Hierarchy. Identifying demonstrative pronouns as the “initiator”
(Greenberg 1978: 75) of changes in gender agreement, Greenberg postulates a second
stage of development that involves the extension of the novel gender distinction to
the NP within which the innovative demonstrative pronouns are used as articles
combining with the noun. In Greenberg’s scheme, the novel distinction reaches the
predicate at a third stage and only after it has been morphologised in the noun.

Novel distinctions that are most often introduced to existing gender
assignment and agreement systems generally refer to common semantic oppositions
such as human versus non-human, animate versus inanimate and count versus mass,
depending, of course, on the type of the gender system already existing (Audring

2008: 107). These oppositions can have various effects in other domains in the
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language’s grammar, such as in the gender assignment system. As we saw in §4.1.1.2,
oppositions based on animacy are commonly found in the core of semantic and
morphological gender assignment systems. Most importantly, however, in languages
with formal assignment systems such as MGr, oppositions of this type normally play
no role in gender agreement that is typically syntactic.

The semantic oppositions that can play a role in gender assignment and
agreement systems are thought of as forming a conceptual continuum or scale. The
version of the scale that is most commonly used in the literature is a variant of the
Animacy Hierarchy called the Individuation Hierarchy (Sasse 1993).”® In the graphic
representation of the hierarchy in Figure 4.1, Sasse ranks referents according to
decreasing individuation on the basis of their “‘human-like’ character” (1993: 659). As
Audring explains, “referents are most highly individuated when they are adult
persons, and (..) individuation decreases with greater conceptual distance to this
referent point” (2009: 125). Proper names and human beings are therefore considered
the most individuated semantic type and abstracts and mass nouns the least

individuated semantic type.

Figure 4.1. The Individuation Hierarchy (adapted from Sasse 1993: 659)

proper names humans animals inanimate abstracts mass nouns
tangible objects
— S S I
~ T~
humans non-humans
— - — -
—~— —~
animates inanimates
~— ___— \ J
o~ Y
count nouns mass nouns

The distinction between mass and count nouns figures prominently in

developments involving the introduction of novel semantic distinctions to existing

'® The term actually used by Sasse is “a continuum of ‘individuality’” (1993: 659). Here, though, I use the
term Individuation Hierarchy in line with the studies that make use of Sasse’s graphic representation of
this conceptual scale (inter alia Audring 2008, 2009; Enger 2004; Siemund 2008).
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gender agreement systems in a variety of Western Indo-European languages.
Ferndndez-Orddnez (2009) shows how different languages represent different stages
with respect to these developments, which confirms Corbett’s hypothesis regarding
the path gender developments of this type follow, namely the one defined by the
Agreement Hierarchy. Starting with a language that represents an incipient stage in
the introduction of the mass/count distinction in agreement, Siemund (2002a, 2002b,
2005, 2008) reports on a number of English dialects (Southwest of England,
Newfoundland in Canada, Tasmania in Australia) in which the personal pronouns he
and she are systematically used to refer to nouns denoting inanimate, countable and
concrete entities. In these dialects, it is restricted to refer to nouns denoting mass and
abstract entities. In the Southwest of England, for instance, the masculine pronoun he

replaces count nouns (45a) whereas it replaces mass nouns (45b):

(45) Southwestern English (Siemund 2008: 43)
a. [What's the matter with your hand?]
Well, th” old horse muved on, and the body of the butt valled down, and he
[the hand] was a jammed in twixt the body o un and the sharps
(bran-pollard).

b. Tommy, where ‘v ‘ee bin to? — neet vive minits agone I do’d your hair

vitty, and now ‘tis all up on een again.

Spoken Dutch is currently undergoing a development similar to that
undergone by Southwestern English (Audring 2006, 2009; De Vogelaer 2009; De
Vogelaer & De Sutter 2011). Dutch makes a bipartite distinction between common—
deriving historically from masculine and feminine—and neuter genders in nouns,
articles, adjectives, demonstratives and relative pronouns. Personal pronouns,
though, have different forms for three genders: masculine, feminine and neuter
(Audring 2009: 27). Due to this mismatch, pronominal reference in Dutch is generally
thought to be quite problematic, especially in the case of common nouns denoting
inanimate entities. Previous researchers had concluded that the masculine personal
pronoun is used in pronominal reference with these nouns (Dekeyser 1980; Geeraerts

1992; Geerts 1995; cited in Audring 2006: 93). However, Audring (2006) shows that in
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Spoken Dutch the masculine pronouns hij and hem are used to refer only to count

nouns (46a) whereas it is the neuter pronoun het that is used to refer to mass nouns

(46b).

(46) Spoken Dutch
a. de vriezer ~ maakt een hoop lawaai hé? Hij is nu

the.c freezer.c itmakes a lot noise he he is now

al een hele  tijd niet open geweest
already a  whole time not open been
‘The freezer makes a lot of noise, doesn’t it? It has been open for quite a

while now’ (Audring 2009: 158)

b. Ik vind puree  van echte aardappelen altijd  lekkerder

I Lfind puréec of real potatoes always tastier

want het is wat steviger.
because it is somewhat firmer
‘I always prefer purée made of real potatoes, because it is firmer.’

(Audring 2006: 96)

According to Audring’s (2006) account for this development, the mismatch between
the bipartite gender system of nouns and other targets and the tripartite gender
distinction of personal pronouns triggered the resemanticisation of the pronominal
gender system of spoken Dutch (in the sense of Wurzel 1986). The semantic content of
the masculine and neuter pronouns was functionally reinterpreted as being
associated to a high and low degree of individuation respectively. Audring accounts
for the association of the neuter gender pronouns with a low degree of individuation
by referring to results of work within the Indo-European tradition that reveal the
neuter gender consistently expresses semantic types that are found “on the lowest
end of the animacy hierarchy” (Matasovi¢ 2004: 134), such as masses and fluids.

The distinction between mass and count nouns is found to have progressed
further in the Scandinavian languages in terms of the number of targets on which it is
expressed in agreement. The gender system of the Scandinavian languages is similar

to that of Dutch, with nouns and most agreement targets exhibiting a bipartite
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distinction into common and neuter, and personal pronouns retaining a tripartite
distinction of masculine, feminine and neuter (see Haberland 1994 for Danish:
323-324, 326-328; Askedal 1994: 229-231, 232-234 for Norwegian; Andersson 1994: 280,
282-284 for Swedish). In these languages, the mass/count distinction is expressed in
the personal pronouns in the same way as in Dutch. Taking the example of Danish,
masculine pronouns refer to common nouns denoting count entities and neuter
pronouns refer to common nouns denoting mass entities. The distinction is further
expressed in the predicate, which appears in the common gender when controlled by
a common noun denoting a count entity, and in the neuter gender when controlled by

a common noun denoting a mass entity (47).

(47) Danish (Ferndndez-Orddiiez 2009: 60)
Olie er godt/ ?god. Det/*den er godt.
oil.c is good.N/good.c itn/itc is good.N

‘Oil is good. It is good.’

Enger (2004b) analyses corresponding agreement patterns in Swedish as
cases of semantic agreement complying with Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy. He
identifies nouns that act as controllers in sentences such as (47) as being low on the
Individuation Hierarchy and correlates the neuter gender with the lower end of that
scale. Josefsson (2006) also argues in favour of both a grammatical (that is, syntactic)
and a semantic type of gender agreement in Swedish, albeit from a more formal point
of view (see also Andersson 2000; Corbett 2006: 150, 223-224).

Turning now to the Romance languages, we find that the mass/count
distinction is operative in agreement patterns in dialects of Spanish, in which it is
expressed in the majority of agreement targets making part of the Agreement
Hierarchy. Spanish generally distinguishes between two genders—masculine and
feminine—in nouns and three genders—masculine, feminine and neuter—in the
definite article, and the personal and demonstrative pronouns. In the standard
language, the neuter form of the article combines with adjectives to convey abstract
notions, whereas the neuter forms of the pronouns are used to refer to clauses or
sentences. When referring to nouns, only the masculine and feminine forms of the

pronouns can be used and masculine and feminine nouns control the respective forms
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of the definite article (Hualde et al. 2001: 137-143). In a number of Spanish dialects,
though, the neuter forms of the personal and demonstrative pronouns have extended
their domain of use and may refer to masculine or feminine nouns denoting mass
entities, having undergone a process of resemanticisation reminiscent of that posited
by Audring with reference to Dutch (Ferndndez-Ordéfiez 2006, 2007a, 2007b, 2009 and
references therein). In the Spanish dialects in question, this semantic agreement
pattern is found in predicates and even post-nominal attributive adjectives. Note,
however, that prenominal targets such as demonstrative pronouns and definite

articles agree with the controller nouns syntactically (48).

(48) South Cantabrian Spanish (Mata de Hoz; Ferndndez-Ordéfiez 2006: 89, 94)

a. esta miel es riquisimo, ademds es muy bueno pa la
this.p  honey is delicious.n also is very good.N for the
garganta
throat

‘This honey is delicious, it is also very good for the throat.’

b. ;Qué es lo que apretaban?  La cera. Lo  apretdbamos

what is the that they.pressed the.r waxF it.N we.pressed

y salia la miel pero ahora (..) sale
and it.came.up ther honey.F but now it.comes.up
limpio, una miel buenisimo, buenisimo

clean~ af honeyFr very.good.N very.good.N
‘What did they press? The wax. We pressed it and the honey came up but

now (...) it comes up clean, very good quality honey.’

Other Spanish dialects are more advanced in this respect. In Quirds Asturian,
the neuter forms of the demonstrative pronouns function as determiners with
masculine nouns denoting mass entities. This gives rise to a new lexical gender in the
dialect as the novel semantic distinction is expressed on all agreement targets
controlled by nouns which belong to this particular semantic type (49a). This is
evident also by the change in the nouns’ morphology. Targets appear in the masculine

form when the nouns receive a count reading as in (49b):
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(49) Quirds Asturian Spanish (Ferndndez-Ordéfiez 2009: 62)

a. esto  queiso / eso pan / aquello vino
this.n cheese.N that.Nn  bread.N thatn  wineN
‘this cheese’ ‘that bread’ ‘that wine’

b. este queisu / ese pan / aquel  vinu
thism  cheese.m thatm  bread.m thatm  winem
‘this piece of cheese’ ‘that loaf of bread’ ‘that kind of wine’

Overall, the developments involving the introduction of the mass/count
distinction in agreement in the languages above provide evidence in support of
Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy.” In Southwestern English and Dutch, the novel
distinction is incipiently expressed only in personal pronouns. In the Scandinavian
languages, it extends to the predicate and in many Spanish dialects it is additionally
found in post-nominal attributive modifiers. This trajectory of developments appears
to be complete in Quirds Asturian in which the mass/count distinction is expressed in
all possible agreement targets, creating a new lexical gender in the dialect.

In all cases above, the novel semantic distinction was introduced into the
existing gender agreement systems through the reinterpretation of the semantic
content of existing genders (in the sense of noun classes) based on innovative
association of these genders with specific semantic types defined on the basis of the
Individuation Hierarchy. This resemanticisation in turn led to the restructuring of
previously syntactic agreement systems into more semantic ones. It is important to
draw attention to the fact that, despite occurring in languages that are mutually
related in varying degrees, these developments involved the same reinterpretation of
the neuter gender that underwent in all the languages examined highly similar
reinterpretations in becoming associated with that part of the novel semantic
opposition that occupied the lower end of the Individuation Hierarchy.

The cases reviewed here form a typological framework that proves
particularly enlightening in accounting for the AMGr innovations identified in

previous sections. In what follows, I elaborate on the thesis that the development of

' See, though, Ferndndez-Ordéfiez (2007, 2009: 63-65; also Haase 2000) for discussion of a related case
from the South-Central Italian dialects that does not appear to follow Corbett’s modelling but instead
follows the path hypothesised by Greenberg (1978).
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semantic agreement preserved in Pontic and Rumeic followed a path similar to that

just illustrated with reference to the various Western Indo-European languages.

4.4.2 The development of semantic agreement in Asia Minor Greek:

resemanticisation and restructuring

My account of the development of semantic agreement in AMGr benefits greatly from
the distribution of semantic and syntactic agreement in Pontic, which, as shown in
§4.2.3, is conditioned by animacy and gender. First, the preservation of syntactic
agreement in the definite article, the target that is found closest to the controller for
all semantic types of nouns in the singular (human o dvrpag ‘the.m man.m’, n yvvaika
‘the.F woman.F’; animal o neteivdg ‘the.m cockerel.M’, n kooodpa ‘the.F hen.F’; inanimate
0 kKatpds ‘the.m weather.M’, n otpdra ‘the.F way.F’), suggests that semantic agreement
initially applied in a domain outside the NP and therefore the novel semantic
distinction introduced was initially expressed in a target found outside that domain.

Other than this, however, the Pontic data at first sight do not seem to provide
evidence for all the intermediate stages in the extension of semantic agreement to
increasingly more types of targets. Semantic agreement in the majority of targets
controlled by inanimate masculine and feminine nouns is almost (but not yet)
complete, with the exception of the definite article in the singular. Compare o kaipd¢
with ta kapovg, and n orpdra with ta otpdrag. The preservation of syntactic agreement
in the singular of the definite article keeps these nouns from shifting to the neuter.
Recall, though, that we find this in Rumeic, in which semantic agreement for
inanimate nouns is found in all targets, having resulted in their shift to the neuter
gender; for example, tov t61pd¢ ‘the.N time.N’, Tov otpdra ‘the N way.N'.

Evidence corroborating the hypothesis that the development of semantic
agreement in AMGr followed a path similar to the one illustrated in §4.4.1 above
comes from animal nouns in Pontic. The gender-based distribution of syntactic and
semantic agreement with these nouns offers valuable insights both into the incipient
stages in the introduction of the novel semantic distinction in agreement and into its
later development. As shown in §4.2.3, animal feminine nouns pair up with inanimate
nouns in triggering semantic agreement in all agreement targets except for the
definite article in the singular (50a). On the other hand, animal masculine nouns in

principle trigger syntactic agreement on all agreement targets (50b).
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(50) Pontic
a. &dékev atov  8vo  kooodpag, T évav  Yeuévov

s/he.gave him two chickensr theN one.N cooked.N

ko T dMo  dyerov
and the.N other.N uncooked.N
‘s/he gave him two chickens, one cooked one and one uncooked one’

(Kotyora, Koutita-Kaimaki 1988/1989: 273)

b. o Svvatov o yaidapov
them strongm them donkey.m

‘the strong donkey’ (Saltsis 1959: 5577)

The only target with which semantic agreement is possible when controlled
by a masculine animate noun is the personal pronoun, which can appear in the neuter

form as in (51):

(51) Ophis Pontic (Lianidis 2007 [1962]: 242)
movAnco ue  aou 70 kMo (..) K1 mopd va TovAd ard
yousell me thism them dogm not ILcan to Lseel it

‘sell me your dog (...) I cannot sell it’

The distinction that conditions semantic agreement with masculine nouns is animate
versus inanimate; with feminine nouns, semantic agreement is based on the human
versus non-human distinction. As a result, nouns that belong to the same semantic
type but to different genders do not trigger the same type of agreement, syntactic or
semantic. This difference is taken to suggest that the novel semantic distinction that
became operative in agreement was originally between animate and inanimate, with
the neuter gender expressing the part of the dictinction occupying the lower end of
the Individuation Hierarchy, namely inanimate. This original distinction was later
redefined as human versus non-human, shown by animal feminine nouns. Again, the
neuter is associated with the expression of the non-human part of the distinction, the

one found lower on the Hierarchy. This development involved a rightward shift of the
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cut-off point defining semantic agreement from a left/lower (animate/inanimate) to a
right/higher (human/non-human) position on the Hierarchy.

In animal masculine nouns, the personal pronoun is the first target to be
affected by the redefinition of the semantic distinction determining semantic
agreement, in line with the typological findings. This allows us to postulate that the
personal pronoun must have been the first target to express the distinction between
animate and inanimate when this became initially operative in AMGr agreement.
From there, I further postulate that semantic agreement was extended to more
targets along the path defined by Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy. The postulated
stages of this series of developments are exemplified in Table 4.7 using an inanimate
feminine noun. This should be taken as indicative of the developments that nouns of
other semantic types also followed, namely inanimate masculine nouns, animal

feminine nouns and animal masculine nouns.

Table 4.7. The diachronic development of semantic agreement in AMGr.

Stage I Nouns are assigned to the three genders, masculine, feminine and

neuter, morphologically. Agreement is syntactic for all targets.

H qompn n népta eivar kAewoth. Eyw) tnv ékAeioa. (SMGr)

‘The white door is closed. I closed it.’

Change 1 Resemanticisation: the semantic content of the three genders is
reinterpreted based on the animate versus inanimate distinction. The

neuter gender is associated with inanimate nouns.

Change 2  Restructuring: semantic agreement is introduced for targets found

farther away from controllers.

Stage II Nouns are assigned to the three genders, masculine, feminine and
neuter, morphologically. Personal pronouns show semantic agreement.
The predicate, determiners of attributives, attributives, and prenominal

determiners show syntactic agreement.
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Change 3

Stage III

Change 4

Stage IV

Change 5

Stage V

H aompn n népta eivar kAewoth. Ey to ékAeioa. (Pontic, animal

masculine nouns)

Extension of semantic agreement rightwards along the Agreement

Hierarchy.

Nouns are assigned to the three genders, masculine, feminine and
neuter, morphologically. Personal pronouns and the predicate show
semantic agreement. Determiners of attributives, attributives, and
prenominal determiners show syntactic agreement.

H qompn n népta eivar kAe1oto. Eyw to ékAeloa.

Further extension of semantic agreement rightwards along the

Agreement Hierarchy.

Nouns are assigned to the three genders, masculine, feminine and
neuter, morphologically. Personal pronouns, the predicate, determiners
of attributives, and attributives show semantic agreement. Prenominal
determiners show syntactic agreement.

To dompo 1 mopta eivar kAeoTé. EyW to ékAgioa. (Pontic)

Semantic agreement reaches all targets on the Agreement Hierarchy.

Nouns are assigned to the three genders, masculine, feminine and

neuter, semantically. Agreement is semantic for all targets.

To dompo to mépTw eivar kAeLoTO. EyW To €kAelon. (Rumeic)

It is important to bear in mind that, as is clear from the discussion above, the

extension of semantic agreement did not advance in a uniform way across the

different semantic types, genders and numbers. According to our proposal, semantic
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agreement initially applied to inanimate nouns and only at a later stage did it apply
also to animal nouns. In terms of gender, feminine nouns were the first ones to be
affected by these changes, followed by masculine nouns. Lastly, as far as number is
concerned, semantic agreement was first expressed in the plural and later in the
singular. It is along these lines, shown in (52), that the developments illustrated in

Table 4.7 should be considered.

(52) a. animacy/individuation

inanimate > non-human
b. gender

feminine > masculine
c. number

plural >  singular

An obvious question that follows from this discussion is what the original
trigger for the development of semantic agreement in AMGr was. Recall from §4.1.2.1
that gender assignment in MGr is largely morphological and a large number of
inanimate nouns are assigned to the masculine or feminine gender on account of their
inflectional class membership. We have also seen that A-S and C-M consider these
nouns to be non-prototypical in the sense that they belong to the right gender for
their morphology but to the wrong gender for their semantics just as German Mddchen
‘girl.N’. Corbett (1991: 256) argues that such gender conflicts (in the sense of Dahl
2000:107-112) between semantic and formal assignment are potential triggers for
changes in gender which are in turn initiated by the personal pronoun as they “can
occur at various distances from the potential controller [and] may be used deictically
(and so take the form justified by semantics)” (Corbett 2006: 271). It is exactly such a
conflict between the semantic and morphological properties of non-prototypical
masculine and feminine nouns that I hypothesise triggered the development of
semantic agreement in AMGr. I should emphasise that, according to this proposal, this
development occurred language-internally. Language contact did not play any, or at
least the decisive, role in bringing it about. This I base both on the findings of the

typological literature, which show that there is no need for such developments to
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have language-external triggers, and on the early attestations of semantic agreement
in Medieval Pontic which predate the period of intense language contact with Turkish
as well as any other languages spoken in Asia Minor.

Audring argues along the same lines that semantic agreement in spoken
Dutch personal pronouns was caused by the speakers’ feeling that nouns have the
“wrong gender for the purposes of pronominalization” (2009: 156) following the
association of the common (masculine and feminine) gender with a high degree of
individuation and that of the neuter gender with a low degree of individuation.
Conflicts between semantics and morphology, she continues, “are expected to be
strongest at the extreme ends of the individuation hierarchy” (Audring 2009: 156).
Non-prototypical masculine and feminine inanimate nouns in AMGr represent such a
case of strong conflict. Consider, in this connection, the following quotation from
Topcharas, a native speaker of Pontic, who wrote a grammatical description of the
dialect in the 1930s. In the part of his description where he deals with gender in

Pontic, Topcharas writes

Ta yevi wve tpwx Aogv: apvikov, OesAkov ke véetepov (...) Mavta To yevog Ki
XVTATIOKOLVETE GO TPAUATIKOV TIV QLOLY TOVTIOV A.X. 0 UPAVOV EV GPVIKOV,
€KL TIV TIPETT VL €V VOETEPOV” 1 TIETPAX €V OEAKOV, EKL IV TIPET V&L €V KIATO
vdetepov

‘The genders are of three kinds: masculine, feminine and neuter (...)
Gender does not always correspond to the nature of beings, for
example o vpavov [the sky] is masculine when it should be neuter; 1
netpa [the stone] is feminine when it too should be neuter’ (1998
[1932]: 12).

Swabhili presents with a relevant case of conflict between semantic content
and morphological properties that has an effect on agreement. In Swahili, nouns fall
into 14 noun classes which come in singular-plural pairs. Each noun class is marked by
a nominal prefix as in m-toto ‘cL1-child’, wa-toto ‘cL2-children; ki-kombe ‘cL7-cup’,
vi-kombe ‘cL8-cups’. Adjective, numeral and verb stems agree with head nouns in
terms of noun class by exhibiting the nominal prefix characteristic of the head noun’s
class: m-toto m-dogo ‘cLl-small cr1-child’, wa-toto wa-dogo wa-tatu ‘cr2-children
cL2-small cL2-three’. Noun classes in Swabhili are semantically homogeneous to a high
degree. Human nouns belong to classes 1 and 2, nouns denoting tools to classes 7 and

8 and animal nouns to classes 9 and 10 (Krifka 1995). However, a number of animate
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nouns are found in classes other than 1 and 2, and 9 and 10. This creates a conflict
between the semantic and morphological properties of these nouns which is resolved
by the so-called animate concord, an instance of semantic agreement whereby
animate nouns trigger class 1 and 2 agreement in their agreeing targets irrespective

of their noun class specification (53) (Wald 1975):

(53) Swahili (Wald 1975: 273)
yu-le ki-pofu, ni-li-mw-ona
cLl-that cL7-blind.man 1sG-pST-CL1-see

‘That blind man, I saw him.’

Wald (1975) provides substantial data from a variety of Bantu languages that
show how animate concord developed initially in targets positioned sufficiently far
from the controller. Chichewa represents that early stage (Corbett & Mtenje 1987,
cited in Corbett 1991: 248-250). Animate concord then extended to the predicate as an
alternative to class concord (syntactic agreement), as in Kimbundu, until it reached
the attributive position in Chonyi. Swabhili illustrates the last stage of this
development, in which animate concord is obligatory for the majority of targets
(Corbett 1991: 252-256). This trajectory of changes complies with the Agreement
Hierarchy and bears important similarities to the trajectory that I hypothesised for
the development of semantic agreement in AMGr. It also involves genetically related
languages that are shown to be in different stages with respect to the development of
animate concord in the same way that I argue that the various AMGr dialects
represent different chronological stages in the trajectory of the extension of semantic
agreement. What remains to be accounted for is neuter agreement in Cappadocian

and Pharasiot. I tackle this in the next section.

4.4.3 The development of neuter agreement in Cappadocian and

Pharasiot

In §4.4.1, we saw that the final stage in developments involving the extension of
semantic agreement in increasingly more types of targets is reached when all targets
express a novel semantic distinction. At that point, the affected nouns shift their

gender and can potentially undergo morphological adaptation to match their new
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gender. This is the stage reached by Rumeic, in which all nouns denoting non-human
entities have shifted to the neuter gender with some of the o¢-masculines adjusting
their morphology to the o-neuters, while agreement in the masculine and feminine is
restricted to human nouns. This stage could be considered to mark the end in a series
of developments whereby syntactic agreement ends up becoming semantic. As we
have seen, though, Cappadocian and Pharasiot undergo a second development, that of
neuter agreement, which ultimately leads to the complete loss of gender distinctions
in the two dialects.

Neuter agreement builds upon semantic agreement in extending the neuter
gender of targets controlled by inanimate and/or animal nouns to targets controlled
by human nouns that do not fulfil the semantic criterion for the neuter. I propose that
this extension was facilitated by the strong correlation between gender and inflection
in MGr which I consider as having played the key role in bringing about neuter
agreement in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. As was shown in §4.1.2.1 and §4.2, in MGr as
well as in the AMGr dialects that preserve gender distinctions even to a limited extent
like Pharasiot, gender assignment relies almost exclusively on the inflectional class
specification of each noun. With the development of semantic agreement in AMGr,
however, this morphological system is disrupted and gender assignment becomes
ambiguous, as nouns that belong to the same inflectional class trigger different types
of agreement, that is, in different genders. This is evident in Pontic. Compare the
inflection of a human and an inanimate noun from each of the two genders, masculine

and feminine in (54) with the gender of the targets controlled by them in (55):

(54) Pontic (Drettas 1997: 119)

a. masculine b. feminine
‘friend’ ‘way’ ‘mother’ ‘road’
SINGULAR
NOM 0 gpilov o0 dpduov 1 unTépa 1 oTpdTO
GEN ™ QiA ™ Spou T UNTEPaS 1 OTPATAG

ACC Tov pidov ToV dpduov TNV UNTEPAY TNV OTPATAV
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(55) Pontic
a. o KaAdc o Qilov

them goodm them friend.m

‘the good friend’
but
70 KaAGv o Spouov

then good.N them waym

‘the good way’

b. n KaAéooa 1 unTépa
ther goodr  ther mother.r

‘the good mother’
but
70 KaAGv 1 oTpdTR

then good.N ther way.F
‘the good road’

This discrepancy becomes especially pronounced in Rumeic. Human

masculine and feminine nouns, and inanimate nouns that were formerly masculine

and feminine belong to the same inflectional class but to different genders following

the shift of all inanimate nouns to the neuter (56):

(56) Rumeic (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 205-208; Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999:

51-52)

a. a-masculine b. a-feminine

‘man.m’ ‘month.N’ ‘woman.F’ ‘day.N’

SINGULAR

NOM/Acc avrpo TOV UNVQ vvaiKo TOU uEPX
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PLURAL

NOM/Acc avrpig To UNVIG vvaikic Tor U€pig

Many Cappadocian varieties provide evidence for the same identity in the
inflection of nouns that originally belonged to the same gender and inflectional class
but which would trigger different types of agreement in a semantic agreement system

of the Pontic type, as shown in (57):

(57) Axdé Cappadocian (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 35, 38-39)

a. a-feminine b. n-feminine
‘nun’ ‘door’ ‘bride’ ‘trouble’

SINGULAR
NoM/ACC  kaAdyapyix tUpa vue(n) vopyh
GEN kaAdyapylog tUpag voo(n)s VopYHg
PLURAL
NOM/Acc KaAGyapyleg TUpeg VUQAYES VOPYES
GEN KaAGyapyieaylov  TUPETyLOV VUQAYETYIOU  VOPYETYLOU

Corbett’s term Trojan horses (1991: 98, 103, 251) accurately describes the way
in which large numbers of masculine and feminine nouns that triggered semantic
agreement in the neuter gender—such as §pduov and orpdra in Pontic, or tUpa and
vopyj in Ax$ Cappadocian—could have “open[ed] the door for many more nouns”
(Corbett 1991: 98) of the same gender and inflectional class, but of different semantic
type to take agreement in the neuter in spite of the fact that they did not fulfil the
semantic criterion for that target gender. Pontic and Rumeic data suggest that this
most probably happened only after semantic agreement had been extended to most

or all types of targets on the Agreement Hierarchy. Consider the following examples:

(58) a. Rumeic (Pappou-Zhouravliova 1995: 255)
tpa Env atr, €va  OUOVPPOU  KOUPXTEYLX
now she.came.out sher an beautifulNn young.girl.r

‘then a beautiful young girl showed up’
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b. Pontic (Drettas 1997: 169)
T0  Euoppov 1 yorpr]
the.N beautiful.n theer woman.r

‘the beautiful woman’

In the Pontic example (58b), the human noun yaprj ‘woman’ triggers neuter
agreement in the attributive and its definite article in the same way as non-human
feminine nouns (cf. ta dompov n kooodpa ‘the white hen’). Recall that semantic
agreement in the feminine is more advanced than in the masculine and is triggered by
both inanimate and non-human nouns. Therefore, in terms of the Individuation
Hierarchy, the extension of agreement in the neuter from non-human to human
feminine nouns is not a surprising development. What calls for special attention here
is the fact that, in this extension, human nouns appear to adopt the agreement
pattern of non-human nouns wholesale, that is, with no intermediate stages parallel
to the ones we saw in the development of semantic agreement in §4.4.2. Compared to
the development of semantic agreement, which must have been a relatively long and
gradual process, that of neuter agreement appears to have been an abrupt and quick
change, whereby nouns denoting human beings assumed the agreement patterns of
nouns that triggered semantic agreement in the neuter in a shift-like fashion,
ultimately leading to the total loss of gender distinctions in Cappadocian.

This, however, is not the only possible scenario for the development of
neuter agreement. Corbett (1991: 142-143) reports on the progressive loss of gender
distinctions in different types of targets in a variety of languages, in which
determiners and personal pronouns retain gender distinctions longer, as in the Kru
languages (Marchese 1988: 332-336). The preservation of gender distinctions in
personal pronouns is in fact typical of developments leading to partial or complete
gender loss, English being a well-known example of such a retention (Aikhenvald
2000: 398-399; Corbett 1991: 259; Duke 2009: 78-79; Priestly 1983: 339-341).
Cappadocian and Pharasiot are not special cases of gender loss in that respect, as third
person pronouns retaining gender distinctions marginally survive both in a few
varieties of Cappadocian and in Pharasiot. Pharasiot, in which the definite article is
the only target to preserve the tripartite gender distinction of masculine, feminine

and neuter, represents the last stage before the complete loss of gender. Apart from
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the evidence discussed here, though, the available data do not seem to suggest a
progressive development of neuter agreement in Cappadocian and Pharasiot in terms
of agreement targets.

On the other hand, neuter agreement, like semantic agreement, appears to
have progressed differently with respect to gender and number. In Cappadocian,
feminine nouns trigger neuter agreement in the plural of the definite article
significantly more often than masculine nouns with which definite articles are
realised as null (Axé Cappadocian @ métikoi ‘the shepherd.m.pL” but ta vaikeg ‘the.N.PL
woman.F.PL’; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 29-32). Feminine nouns also
illustrate the difference in terms of number, as neuter agreement in the plural is
much more common than in the singular (@ vaika ‘the/a woman.r.s¢’ but ta vaikeg
‘the.N.pL woman.r.pL’). Therefore, the generalisations regarding the effect of gender
and number in the development of semantic agreement that were formulated in (52b)
and (52¢) seem to hold for the development of neuter agreement, as well. The relevant

schematisation is repeated in (59):

(59) a. gender

feminine > masculine
b. number
plural >  singular

As a final note, based on the historical and sociolinguistic background
discussed in Chapter 2, as well as on the findings of studies on the L2 acquisition of
SMGr gender reviewed in §4.3.1, the possibility that the influence of Turkish, and
possibly other languages, as well, had a role to play in the loss of gender in
Cappadocian and Pharasiot cannot be excluded. These are the two AMGr dialects that
evolved in an environment of most intense and long-standing language contact
compared to all other dialects in the AMGr group. In contrast to the dominant view,
however, I do not consider language contact as the decisive or primary factor that
triggered the developments that ultimately led to this loss. Rather, I argue that the
effects of contact could be relevant, if at all, only at a later stage following the

emergence and considerable development of semantic agreement in AMGr. Language
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contact might have favoured the extension of the neuter gender to targets controlled
by human nouns in a way similar to that in which bilingual and L2 speakers of SMGr
use the neuter gender for targets controlled by nouns of any of the three genders. In
my approach, language contact with Turkish is taken as having catalysed already
ongoing changes in gender agreement that had been initiated long before the AMGr
dialects came into intense contact with Turkish at the social, cultural, and, most

importantly, linguistic level.

4.4.4 The relationships between the Asia Minor Greek dialects with

respect to agreement

Cappadocian, Pharasiot, Pontic and Rumeic illustrate different stages with respect to
the development of semantic and neuter agreement. Pontic represents the earliest
attested stage in the development of semantic agreement that has progressed to a
significant degree in terms of targets and semantic types at the expense of inherited
syntactic agreement, which is also preserved to a considerable extent. The final stage
in the development of semantic agreement is found in Rumeic. Neuter agreement is
found incipiently in Pontic whereas it appears to be more widely available in Rumeic.
Cappadocian and Pharasiot are the two dialects in which neuter agreement is found
most extensively, with Cappadocian exhibiting neuter agreement across the board.
However, a caveat must be stressed at this point: I do not suppose that the agreement
patterns found in the four AMGr dialects represent, strictly speaking, different
developmental stages of a single and uniform instance of change succeeding one
another implicationally as if occurring in one single language. Rather, I consider the
changes affecting agreement in AMGr to be mutually related, to have followed similar
paths of development, and to trace their origin in the first emergence of semantic
agreement in their common ancestor, the AMGr Koiné that was spoken in the area in
Medieval times as hypothesised in Chapter 2. Nevertheless, the mutual relatedness of
the AMGr dialects in terms of agreement is of varying degrees and some dialects are
related to one another in a way suggesting at least some extent of common
development and shared innovation.

It has already been mentioned that the syncretic nominative/accusative

plural forms for inanimate masculine nouns, which are morphologically identical to
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the original accusative, such as the ones in (60), constitute evidence for a higher

degree of relatedness between Pontic and Cappadocian.

(60) a. Pontic (Oeconomindes 1958: 142)
ta dP(ov)¢  ‘the.N.pL fear.m.pL.NOM/AcC’ (cf. MGr @dPoug ‘fears.m.acC’)

T« Geipovs  ‘the.N.PL winter.Mm.PL.NOM/AcCC’

b. Malakopi Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 99-100)
T pofovg

Tor GELUOUG

It seems reasonable to assume based on this highly idiosyncratic morphological
innovation shared by Cappadocian and Pontic that the two dialects underwent the
same developments in agreement at least until a stage similar to that in which Pontic
is found at present: that is, a stage where semantic agreement is triggered by all
inanimate nouns in the overwhelming majority of targets, with the exception of the
definite article in the singular.

In contrast, in Pharasiot we find no parallels to Pontic agreement patterns, or
any reflexes reminiscent of any stage in the development of semantic agreement such
as the ones we find in Cappadocian. Neuter agreement in the overwhelming majority
of targets in this dialect has destroyed all possible environments where we could
potentially find patterns that could be associated more clearly with Pontic and
Cappadocian ones. Unlike the latter two dialects, Pharasiot preserves syntactic
agreement in the definite article in both numbers for all semantic types of nouns,
both human and non-human, as in (61) and (62), examples which differ from their

Pontic and Cappadocian equivalents.

(61) Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 39)

a. o 0eiog - o1 Ogior ‘the.M.sG-PL.NOM uncle.M.sG-PL.NOM’

b. ouvos - oruvor  ‘the.Mm. sG-PL.NOM mill.m. sG-PL.NOM’
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(62) Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 40)

a. nvaikx - otvaitée¢  ‘the.F.sG-PL.NOM woman.F. SG-PL.NOM’

b. nQwA& - o1 pwAdde¢ ‘the.F.sG-PL.NOM nest.F. SG-PL.NOM’

This is taken to suggest that Pharasiot diverged from Pontic and Cappadocian
with respect to the developments in agreement at a point before the expression of
semantic agreement in the definite article for any semantic type of noun, only to
converge with Cappadocian later in terms of the extensive neuter agreement.
Unfortunately, the stage in which the dialect is found as reported in the available
sources does not allow for the formulation of hypotheses regarding the development
of semantic and neuter agreement in targets other than the definite article. It may
well be that Pharasiot underwent some developments similar to, or even in common
with either Pontic or Cappadocian up to a certain point but, again, we are in no
position to have any insights in this connection. In any case, Pharasiot corroborates
the proposal in Chapter 2 that Pontic and Cappadocian share a larger number of
common innovations than they both do with Pharasiot.

Turning finally to Rumeic, it has already been pointed out that the dialect
illustrates the final stage in the development of semantic agreement with all formerly
masculine and feminine nouns denoting non-human entities shifting to the neuter
gender as shown in (63). This is the stage that is expected to complete the series of
changes represented in Pontic and, therefore, demonstrates the close relation

between the two dialects.

(63) Rumeic (Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 48-49)

a. tov Aayé ‘the.N hare.N”  (cf. MGr Aaydg ‘hare.m’)
tovfhwovg  ‘the.N sun.N’ (cf. MGr HAiog ‘sun.m’)

b. Tov kT ‘the.N cat.N’ (cf. MGr ydta ‘cat.F’)
Tov Xopd ‘the.N joy.N’ (cf. MGr xarpd ‘joy.F’)

Semantic agreement with non-human nouns in all targets in Rumeic could

potentially indicate a stage that Cappadocian might have undergone before the
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development of neuter agreement. Note, however, that if this turns out to be the case,
this point of convergence in the two dialects should not be viewed as a shared
innovation given their geographic and genetic distance. Rather, it should be examined
whether Cappadocian went through a stage similar to that of Rumeic independently
in the course of changes in agreement. In some Cappadocian varieties, most nouns
denoting non-human entities that were originally masculine or feminine take an
overt definite article in the singular. The relevant examples in (64) are clearly

reminiscent of the Rumeic ones in (63).

(64) Cappadocian

a. Tomovrikég  ‘the.N.sG.NOM mouse.N.sG.NoM’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 64)
TO yduog ‘the.N.sc.NoMm wedding.N.sc.NoM™  (AxS, KMS/M&K, 204)

b. to moika ‘the.N.sG.NOM cat.F.SG.NOM’ (Ghtirzono, Dawkins, 338)
TO OTPATA ‘the.N.sG.NOM way .F.SG.NOM’ (Aravan, KMS/P&K, 120)

These data appear to confirm the hypothesis at first glance. However, there can still
be found instances whereby the definite article is realised as null when preceding
formerly masculine or feminine nouns denoting animals (65a) and even inanimate

entities (65b):

(65) Phloitd Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 31, 64, 84)
a. @novrikés  ‘the mouse.M.NoM’

J moika ‘the cat.r.noM’

b. @ kadokaipng ‘the summer.m.NOM’

D xoundva  ‘the bell.F.nom’

Cappadocian, therefore, has not reached the final stage in the development of
semantic agreement found in Rumeic. The data in (65) suggest that, in the course of
its development, semantic agreement in Cappadocian never reached the masculine

and definite article in the singular. This corroborates the claim made above that
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Cappadocian shares a significant number of common innovations with Pontic, in
which the definite article in the singular retains syntactic agreement.

As for the neuter forms of the definite article in Cappadocian examples such
as (64), they are best analysed as the result of the extension of neuter agreement and
obligatory definiteness spreading. In many Cappadocian varieties, obligatory
spreading is blocked in the case of some formerly masculine and feminine nouns that
trigger the null realisation of the definite article. In cases such as (66), the definite

article appears only before the attributive adjective and is always neuter in form.

(66) Cappadocian

a. 7o uéya @  adelpdg

thewn  bign brother.m

‘the older brother’ (Phloitd, Dawkins, 410)
b. 7o ueyddo @  vevdq

then  bign yard.F

‘the big yard’ (Ax6, Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 31)

Definiteness spreading is, however, obligatory and operative in the overwhelming
majority of definite NPs containing an attributive in Cappadocian. As a result, in some
varieties, instances such as the ones above are eliminated and the neuter definite
article appears in front of all nouns as in Ulaghatsh Cappadocian. Constructions such
as the ones in (67) most probably resulted in the presence of the article in NPs

originally lacking an article, such as those in (68).

(67) Ulaghéatsh Cappadocian (KMS/K, 138, 142)
a. vto  ywbaviv  vro  Kavelg
then wild.n theNn man.m

‘the wild looking man’

b. vro ykot{av  vto vaiKko
then old~ thex  woman.r

‘the old woman’
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(68) Ulaghéatsh Cappadocian (Dawkins, 350, 264)
a. vro XEPIPOg
theN manm

‘the man’

b. vro vaika
theN woman.r

‘the woman’

In conclusion, we see that despite their differences, Pontic, Cappadocian,
Pharasiot and Rumeic can be shown to be related to one another in varying degrees.
Pontic has genetic links with all the other dialects and appears to illustrate a stage in
the development of semantic agreement that all three underwent. Pontic is,
therefore, considered to be a rather conservative dialect within the AMGr group, at
least with respect to agreement. The other three dialects are more innovative, having
developed relatively independently but in a similar fashion. This similarity they owe
to their origin from a common ancestor, in which changes affecting agreement had
most probably already been set in motion, but also to a degree of common
development as in the case of Cappadocian and Pontic, and Rumeic and Pontic

between which shared innovations are more readily confirmed by the data.

445 Summary

In this section, I put forward my account of the developments of semantic agreement
and neuter agreement in AMGr. Drawing on a wealth of typological data, I proposed
that semantic agreement developed as a result of the resemanticisation and
restructuring of the inherited syntactic agreement system on the basis of the
distinction between animate versus inanimate, which came to be expressed in
agreement. Resemanticisation was triggered by non-prototypical masculine and
feminine nouns denoting inanimate entities that were felt by speakers to have the
right gender for their morphology but the ‘wrong’ gender for their semantics. The
animate versus inanimate distinction was first expressed in personal pronouns and

progressed further along the lines defined by Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy: that is,
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from personal pronouns to the predicate, from the predicate to the attributives, and,
finally from attributives to determiners. Pontic represents an intermediate stage
while Rumeic illustrates the final stage of this series of changes. Feminine nouns
triggered semantic agreement before masculine nouns, the plural number before the
singular and inanimate nouns before those denoting animals. This last development
resulted in the redefinition of the semantic distinction serving as the basis for
semantic agreement from animate versus inanimate to human versus non-human.
Semantic agreement served as the basis for the development of neuter agreement,
whereby the neuter gender was extended from targets controlled by non-human
and/or inanimate nouns to human nouns that did not fulfil the semantic criterion for
agreement in the neuter on their targets. The strong relation between gender and
inflectional class in MGr played a key role in this extension which became possible via
Trojan horses. Masculine and feminine nouns that triggered semantic agreement in
the neuter but belonged to the same inflectional classes as masculine and feminine
nouns that triggered syntactic agreement in the masculine and feminine gender
respectively. In contrast to the development of semantic agreement—which
progressed in more or less well defined stages—neuter agreement developed abruptly
as human nouns assumed the agreement patterns of nouns that triggered semantic
agreement in the neuter in a shift-like fashion. Feminine nouns underwent these
developments earlier than masculine nouns, and so did the plural number with
respect to the singular. The further advance of neuter agreement ultimately led to the

complete demise of gender distinctions in Cappadocian.

4.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, I have brought forth my account of the historical origin and
subsequent diachronic developments that resulted in the loss of gender distinctions
in Cappadocian.

In contrast to previous approaches in the literature, 1 argued strongly in
favour of a language-internal explanation for gender loss. Placing particular emphasis
on the genetic relations between Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects, I drew on
a wealth of data on gender agreement in Pharasiot, Pontic and Rumeic as well as on
the robust findings of typological work concerning the development of gender

systems crosslinguistically. My investigation showed that the loss of gender in
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Cappadocian followed an earlier AMGr innovation, that of semantic agreement,
whereby inanimate nouns belonging to the masculine and feminine genders began
triggering agreement in the neuter on targets contolled by them. Semantic agreement
came about when the inherited MGr gender system was resemanticised on the basis of
the semantic distinction of animate versus inanimate that gradually became expressed
in agreement. Resemanticisation was in turn triggered by inanimate masculine and
feminine nouns that were non-prototypically assigned to the right gender for their
morphology but to the wrong gender for their semantics. Semantic agreement first
became manifest in personal pronouns and then followed a trajectory defined by
Corbett’s Agreement Hierarchy, moving from the pronouns to the predicate to the
attributives and, ultimately, to the determiners. Based on evidence from Medieval
Pontic and on the attestation of reflexes of semantic agreement in all core AMGr
dialects, I suggested that the earliest manifestations of these developments must go
back to the Medieval AMGr Koiné, the common ancestor of the modern dialects, thus
predating the intensification of language contact with Turkish.

I treated neuter agreement in Cappadocian as a chronologically later, second
level development that built upon that of semantic agreement. In its development,
the neuter gender of targets controlled by inanimate, and later also animal, nouns was
extended to targets controlled by human nouns that did not fulfil the semantic
criterion that would justify selection of the neuter. The strong correlation between
gender and inflection in MGr was the catalyst in facilitating this extension. Due to
semantic agreement, nouns that belonged to the same inflectional class were found to
trigger agreement in different genders, either in the masculine and/or the feminine,
or in the neuter. Nouns that triggered agreement in the neuter then acted as Trojan
horses in favouring the generalisation of that gender over the masculine and the
feminine, ultimately leading to the complete loss of gender distinctions in

Cappadocian.



The neuterisation of noun inflection

5.0 Introduction

In Chapter 3, I looked at how the development of DOM in Cappadocian rendered
masculine nouns in the dialect more neuter-like in terms of their syncretism patterns.
In Chapter 4, I showed that following the loss of gender distinctions all Cappadocian
nouns behave as neuters as far as agreement is concerned. In this chapter, I deal with
those developments that rendered the inflection of nouns in Cappadocian more like
that of i-neuters such as onit ‘house’ and naidi ‘boy’. As introduced in Chapter 1, there
are two such developments: neuter heteroclisis, and ‘agglutinative’ inflection. Both
innovations involve the use of the endings -100 and -ix that are characteristic of
1-neuter nouns to express the genitive singular/plural and the nominative/accusative
plural, respectively, in nouns that do not belong, diachronically or synchronically, to
the 1-neuter inflectional class. They, however, differ with respect to the kind of
linguistic unit to which they attach in inflection in realising these case/number
combinations. In neuter heteroclisis, the two endings attach to noun stems whereas in
‘agglutinative’ inflection they attach to what appear to be nominative singular forms
of nouns.

The development of neuter heteroclisis bears major historical significance. In

Chapter 2 we saw that it constitutes one of the shared innovations in light of which
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the AMGr dialects are shown to be related by descent from a common ancestor.
Heteroclitic forms are also found in a few Northern Greek (henceforth NGr) dialects
spoken on or just off the western coast of Asia Minor. This suggests that neuter
heteroclisis most probably emerged at a time before the genetic split of the two
dialect groups—AMGr and NGr. What is more, neuter heteroclisis is shown to have
been one of the contributing factors that facilitated the second neuterising
development dealt with here, namely that of ‘agglutinative’ inflection. These
considerations notwithstanding, the phenomenon has gone largely unnoticed in the
literature. In response to this gap, I aim in this chapter to provide an account of the
historical origin and subsequent development of neuter heteroclisis in Cappadocian.
As in Chapter 4, data drawn from a variety of AMGr and NGr dialects offer valuable
insights in that connection. As I will show in detail, neuter heteroclisis developed as a
repair strategy to overcome structural difficulties in the inflection of nouns, having to
do mostly with stress placement, diagrammaticity and prototypicality.

In contrast to neuter heteroclisis, ‘agglutinative’ inflection has attracted a lot
of attention in the literature. Due to its superficial similarity to Turkish noun
inflection that is prototypically agglutinative, it is generally viewed as a contact-
induced development by most extant analyses. Contrarily, I account for the
development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection in Cappadocian on purely language-internal
grounds and show that noun paradigms that have been considered agglutinative by
previous researchers in reality evidence the shift of large numbers of nouns to the
i-neuter inflectional class that was triggered by prototypicality deviations within the
masculine and feminine inflectional classes. Since ‘agglutinative’ inflection is a
distinctively Cappadocian development, my analysis in this chapter is based only on
data from the various Cappadocian varieties whose differences in the distribution of
‘agglutinative’ forms allow for the internal reconstruction of their origin and
development.

The chapter is structured as follows: §5.1 provides an outline of noun
inflection in MGr and Turkish. The general characteristics of Cappadocian noun
inflection are presented in §5.2. In §5.3 I develop my diachronic analysis of neuter
heteroclisis while that of ‘agglutinative’ inflection is found in §5.4. §5.5 concludes this

chapter.
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51 Noun inflection in Modern Greek and Turkish
5.1.1 Modern Greek

5.1.1.1 General typological characteristics

MGr nouns inflect for case—which has the values nominative, genitive, accusative,
and vocative?®—and for number, which has the values singular and plural. Inflection
in MGr is stem-based. Stems can be allomorphic or non-allomorphic, and are bound.
In Ralli’s (2000, 2002, 2005: 116-122) analysis, allomorphic stems have two allomorphs,
one ending in a vowel and one ending in a consonant. For example, otpaticitng
‘soldier” has the stem allomorphs orpatiwtn- and otpatiwt-. Endings in MGr are of the
portmanteau type. They exhibit cumulative exponence (Coates 2000: 618; Matthews
1972: 65-77) in that they express both case and number at the same time in a one-to-
many relation between form and function. -¢ in orpariddtn-¢ realises nominative case
and singular number as does -o¢ in ndy-o¢ ‘ice.sc.NOM’.

The difference between otpatiiitng and ndyog in the realisation of the same
case/number combination as well as in the form of the stem used in that realisation
shows that MGr nouns are classified in inflectional classes. In the literature, a number
of criteria have been traditionally used to describe inflectional class organisation in
MGr: gender, used by Triantaphyllides (1941) and Sotiropoulos (1972);
(im)parisyllabicity, used by Tsopanakis (1948) and Mirambel (1949, 1959); and case
syncretism, used by Kourmoulis (1964), Babiniotis and Kontos (1967), and Clairis and
Babiniotis (1996: 15-25). More linguistically-informed descriptions of MGr noun
inflection have been proposed by Malikouti (1970) and Thomadaki (1994).

More recently, Ralli, in a series of publications (among others 1992, 2000,
2002, 2003a, b, 2005; see also Alexiadou & Miiller 2008), has criticised traditional
approaches to noun inflection, pointing out that none of the above criteria can
account for the variety of inflectional classes in SMGr. She instead proposes a
classification of nouns in eight inflectional classes on the basis of systematic stem
allomorphy and of the forms of the whole set of endings that are combined with stems

in inflection (2003a: 86; 2005: 118). According to Ralli, SMGr noun stems and

“ The vocative is generally thought to be non-structural and is rarely found to play a role in triggering
change of any sort in the inflection of nouns in MGr. I will therefore not deal with its morphology in
this chapter.
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inflectional endings are inherently specified for inflectional class at the level of their
lexical entry. Inflectional class marking on both stems and endings ensures the
correct combination of the two in yielding grammatical inflected forms. As shown in
Chapter 4, inflectional class specification in stems further provides the necessary
information for gender assignment by application of the morphological gender
assignment rules in the case of nouns belonging to the semantic residue (Ralli 2002:
528-529, 537-539, 2003b: 71-72, 83-86).”' For example, Ralli’s Inflectional Class 6
includes nouns such as oniti ‘house’ in (1). These have a single stem of the type omiti-
that is inherently specified as belonging to Inflectional Class 6. As all nouns of that
class, oniti combines with the set of endings shown below to express the various

case/number combinations, and is neuter in gender.

(1) SMGr
SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/ACC omiTi-0 OTITI-0¢
GEN OTUTI-0U OTUTI-WV

In this chapter, I follow Ralli in classifying MGr nouns into inflectional
classes, placing particular emphasis on the strong correlation between inflection and
gender that has otherwise been pointed out by many researchers (Anastassiadis-
Symeonidis & Chila-Markopoulou 2003; Christofidou 2002, 2003; Coker 2009: 38;
Luraghi 2004: 374; Morpurgo-Davies 1968: 14-16; Seiler 1958: 59-65). However, since
Ralli’s analysis refers strictly to SMGr, which is only one variety of MGr, I do not use or
make any reference to the classes she identifies. Rather, I organise nouns into three
groups: masculine, feminine, and neuter. Within each group, I differentiate between
the various inflectional classes using the nominative singular ending as a reference
point. For example, in my classification, omizt in (1) belongs to the i-neuter inflectional
class (for a similar noun organisation system in analysing the grammar of Medieval
and Early MGr, see Holton et al. (forthcoming 2011); also Thumb 1912: 43-44). It must
be clarified at this point that, despite using gender and nominative singular endings

to define the MGr inflectional classes, I do not adhere to the position that any of the

! In Ralli’s analysis, Inflectional Class 1 nouns present the only exception to the strong correlation
between inflectional class and gender in SMGr; in the standard language, it can be either masculine,
like ndyos ‘ice.M’, or feminine like rimeipoc ‘continent.F’ (see fn.15, in Chapter 4).
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two can be used to account for inflectional class assignment and therefore I agree
with Ralli in her criticism of previous descriptive approaches to MGr noun inflection.
The inflectional classes that I take as forming the core of the MGr noun
system are presented in Table 5.1. By core I mean that these classes are found at the
basis of the inflectional systems of both SMGr and the MGr dialects. I will use this core
in this chapter as the point of reference in my discussion of the various developments

in the inflection of nouns in Cappadocian and other AMGr and NGr dialects.

Table 5.1. The MGr inflectional classes.

I. MASCULINE

a. -og b. -ag, -n¢, -£¢, -ov¢
‘lighthouse’ ‘rule’ priest’
SINGULAR
NOM Pap-0¢ Kavova-¢ TTmd-¢
GEN Qp-ov Kavéva-@ nond-@
ACC Qap-0 Kavéva-@ nond-@
PLURAL
NOM Qap-o1 KaVGV-€¢ Tanas-€¢
GEN Pap-wv KaVGV-wv Tamad-wv
ACC Pap-0UG KaVGV-€¢ Tands-e¢

II.FEMININE

a. -o, -1, -€, -0

‘hope’ ‘lady’
SINGULAR
NOM/Acc eAnido-0 KUP&-0
GEN eAmida-¢ KUP&-§
PLURAL
NOM/GEN eAmid-e¢ KUpAS-£¢

GEN eATid-wv KUP&S-wv
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III. NEUTER

a.-o b. -1 C.-ua, -uo, -a¢  d.-o¢
‘leaf’ ‘foot’ ‘name’ ‘forest’
SINGULAR
NOM/AcC @UAA-0 n6d1-@ ovoux-J ddo-og
GEN @UAML-ov nodi-o0 0VOUAT-0G Saa-oug
PLURAL
NOM/GEN QUAL-« m6di-o OVOUAT-0t Sao-n
GEN QUAA-wV mod1-wv OVOUAT-WV Sao-Wv

Within the MGr inflectional system, the neuter inflectional classes display a
high degree of homogeneity in terms of the prototypicality of their members, in the
sense of A-S and C-M that was discussed in Chapter 4. The overwhelming majority of
nouns belonging to these clases denote inanimate entities and are therefore
prototypical with respect to both their morphology and semantics. For example, afyd
‘egg’, mpdowmo ‘face’, kadokaipt ‘summer’, vnoi ‘island’, ypduua ‘letter’, xkvua ‘wave’,
Ypdynuo ‘writing’, 8éowo ‘tying’, kpéa¢ ‘meat’, uépog ‘place’, fédog ‘arrow’. They also
contain a small number of non-prototypical nouns denoting animate—both animal
and human—nouns such as npéfato ‘sheep’, noudi ‘child’, kopitor ‘girl’, aydpt ‘boy’. As
noted in Chapter 4, however, it is not rare from a typological point of view for nouns
denoting human beings of young age to be found in neuter inflectional classes.

The masculine and feminine classes are not homogeneous in that respect.
While containing many nouns denoting animate male and female entities respectively
that are prototypical members of the two classes in terms of both their semantics and
their morphology—such as yio¢ ‘son.M’, dvrpag ‘man.m’, uabnrr¢ ‘male student.m’, k6pn
‘daugher.F’, yovaika ‘woman.F’, uabrtpix ‘female student.F’—they both include large
numbers of inanimate nouns—such as fjAio¢ ‘sun.m’, cwAfvag ‘pipe.M’, kavarés ‘sofa.m’,
dykvpw ‘ancor.F’, fpvon ‘tap.F’, Aunn ‘sorrow.F’—that are prototypical members of the
masculine and feminine classes only in terms of their morphology. From a semantic

point of view, these nouns are more saliently associated with the neuter gender class.
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5.1.1.2 The -neuter inflectional class

The i1-neuter class figures prominently among the MGr inflectional classes. Its
formation represents a major inflectional development in the restructuring of
Ancient Greek (henceforth AGr) noun inflection in Koiné and Medieval times. Nouns
belonging to this class originate in AGr diminutives formed with the suffix -1ov like
nédiov from novg ‘foot’ (stem nod-) and maadiov from maic ‘child’ (stem naud-). By the end
of the Classical period, this diminutive formation process had become particularly
productive to the extent that forms such as nddiov and naidiov lost their diminutive
meaning and replaced the original, underived nouns mov¢ and mai¢ (Holton &
Manolessou 2010: 555; Papanastassiou 2007a: 659-660, 2007b: 613-614). Subsequent
phonological ~ developments (Georgacas 1948; Horrocks 2010: 175-176;
Malikouti-Drachman 2009: 22-29) gradually led to the formation of i-neuter nouns in

MGr, as shown in (2):

(2) Greek

novg ‘foot.M” > mddiov ‘foot.N.DIM’ > mébiv ‘foot.N’ > modt ‘foot.N’

It is generally accepted in the literature that a major advantage of the process
in (2) was that it provided regular alternatives to nouns of the collapsing third
declension that were characterised by difficulties with respect to stem allomorphy
and phonological operations (Holton & Manolessou 2010: 555-556; Horrocks 2010:
175-176; Papanastassiou 2007b: 614). The underived noun mov¢ had a stem nod- that
interacted in many different ways with endings in inflection. Consider, in that
connection, nominative singular nod-¢ > movg, genitive singular no§-o¢ > modo¢ and
dative plural no§-o1 > nooi. The stem modi- of its diminutive nddiov, on the other hand,
remained stable across the inflectional paradigm and therefore presented no
difficulties in combining with the various endings in inflection.

However, many 1-neuter nouns in MGr derive from AGr nouns that did not
belong to the difficult third declension, but to the more regular first and second

declensions that were essentially preserved in the modern language (3).
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(3) Greek
AGr MGr
a. dkavBa  ‘thorn.F’ > aykaft  ‘thorn.N’
koAvpn  ‘hutF > koAvPt  ‘hut.N’
b. kAddog ‘branch.m’ > kAadi  ‘branch.N’
papdog ‘rod.F’ > pafdi  ‘rod.N’

These examples corroborate A-S and C-M’s (2003: 39-40) hypothesis that the
formation of the i-neuter class was employed as a morphological adaptation device
with the aim of decreasing the number of non-prototypical nouns in masculine and
feminine inflectional classes originating in the ancient first and second declensions.
As a result, the masculine and feminine classes became more homogeneous with
respect to the prototypicality of their members while the already highly
homogeneous neuter class was strengthened further by the addition of large numbers
of prototypical nouns. A-S and C-M interpret these processes as evidencing a wider
tendency in MGr for inanimate nouns to belong to the neuter gender and, since its
development, to the i-neuter inflectional class in particular, which they treat as the
default among the neuter classes. The many cases of neuter nouns that shifted to the
i-class from inflectional classes that were otherwise preserved in MGr, such as the
ancient second and third declension neuters in (4), lend further support to A-S and

C-M’s hypothesis.

(4) Greek
AGr MGr

oavtah ‘sandal.N’

\

a. oavdadov ‘sandal.N’

Spénavov  ‘sickle.N’ > Spemavt ‘sickle.N’
b. déux ‘band.N’ > Seudtt  ‘band.N’
KOUMX ‘cut-off piece.N’ > Kouudtt ‘piece.N’

The tendency for inanimate nouns to belong to the neuter gender and the

-neuter class is generally first manifested in the plural as shown by inanimate
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masculine nouns that have i-neuter plural forms, alongside the expected masculine
plurals. These are mainly o¢-masculine nouns and are found both in the standard
language and in the MGr dialects, in which they appear to be much more common (5).
In some dialects, masculine plural forms are not reported at all, as in Sidtista and
Southern Italian Greek (5¢, d). In the former dialect, i-neuter plurals are found even

with some feminine nouns.

(5) MGr
a. SMGr (Clairis & Babiniotis 1996: 30; Holton et al. 1997: 71; Triantaphyllides
1948:17-18)
SINGULAR fpdyxo¢ ‘rock.m’ PLURAL fpdyot and PBpdyix
Aéyog ‘word.m’ Aéyor Abyi
XPOVO§ ‘year.m’ Xpovou Xpovia

b. NGr dialects (Papadopoulos 1926: 59)

SINGULAR «kdmouvg ‘labour.m’ PLURAL konot and kdma
kdAavovue ‘carved stone.m’ kahav (o) KoaAdvio
pdovg ‘burl.m’ P0G
TOmOUG ‘place.m’ TomK

c. Sidtista Greek (Tsopanakis 1953: 284)

SINGULAR pvfovg  ‘myth.m’ PLURAL ut6wx
tooiyovg  ‘wall.m’ TOO0I 1K
unoyroés  ‘garden.w’ umaxtodio
yaAdtoa  ‘gumshoe.F’ YoAdtoix
navrépAa  ‘slipper.F’ ravropha

d. Southern Italian Greek (Karanastasis 1997: 57)
SINGULAR @080  ‘flower.m’ PLURAL «00ix
kavvd  ‘smoke.m’ Kavvia

mdda  ‘foot.Mm’ modi
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Neuter plurals are also found with masculine nouns denoting kinship terms,
as in (6) below. In this case, neuter forms have a collective meaning and are used to

refer to both male and female kin indiscriminately.

(6) MGr (Triantaphyllides 1941: 258)
SINGULAR adeppds  ‘brother.m’”  PLURAL  adeppoi  and  adépgia
aviynd¢  ‘nephew.m’ aviyiol aviyio

gyyové¢  ‘grandson.m’ gyyovol EYYOVIX

It is obvious that the i-neuter class is extremely productive in MGr in the
sense of Dressler (2003), Gardani (2009) and Wurzel (1989: 149). This is supported by
the many aspects of productivity that we have already encountered, such as the
inflectional class shifts of nouns from various inflectional classes to the i-neuter class
or the formation of i-neuter plurals. The highly productive status of this class is
further evidenced by the high numbers of loanwords with unfitting properties that
are morphologically adapted to this class when borrowed into MGr. Some examples

are given in (7).

(7) MGr
Turkish kapak ‘cover’ > KOToKL
French gant ‘glove’ > yavm
Russian camogap  ‘samovar’ > oouofdpt
English winch > fivtar
5.1.2 Turkish

Turkish nouns inflect for case—which has the values nominative (or, absolutive),
genitive, dative, accusative, locative, and ablative—and for number, which has the
values singular and plural.”” As shown in (8) below, singular number is realised by the
null morpheme -@, whereas plural number is realised by the ending -LAr.” Each of the

endings corresponding to the six cases that are morphologically expressed in Turkish

2 According to Goksel and Kerslake (2005: 49), Turkish nouns inflect for person, as well.
 Capital notation is used to mark segments that are subject to phonological alternations due to vowel
harmony and voicing assimilation.
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realises one value for case and one value only in a one-to-one relation between form
and function; there are no endings that express case/number combinations. Endings
in Turkish therefore exhibit separate exponence. These remain constant in the
inflection of all nouns in the language; Turkish therefore lacks inflectional classes.
Leaving aside the accountable phonological alternations affecting the ending forms,
the inflection of ip ‘rope’ in (8a) is identical to that of kiz ‘girl’ in (8b). Notice that
Turkish has base form inflection: the element to which endings attach in inflection for
the realisation of the various case/number combinations is always that which
corresponds to the least marked cell in the nominal paradigm, namely the nominative

singular form (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 49, 68-72; Lewis 2000: 23-49).

(8) Turkish

a. ip ‘rope’ b. kiz ‘girl’

SINGULAR PLURAL SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM ip-0 ip-ler-@ kiz-@ kiz-lar-@
GEN ip-@-in ip-ler-in kiz-@-1n kiz-lar-in
DAT ip-0-e ip-ler-e kiz-@-a kiz-lar-a
ACC ip-0-i ip-ler-i kiz-@-y1 kiz-lar-1
LoC ip-0-te ip-ler-de kiz-0-da kiz-lar-da
ABL ip-0-ten ip-ler-den kiz-@-dan kiz-lar-dan

5.1.3 Summary

In this section, I presented the noun inflection systems of MGr and Turkish. Nouns in
MGr inflect for four cases and two numbers. Inflected forms of nouns are structured
into stems and inflectional endings, the latter of which are of the portmanteau type
and express both case and number at the same time. Nouns in MGr are classified into
a number of inflectional classes which correlate to gender. Inflectional class marking
is found in both noun stems and endings. Drawing on Ralli’s analysis of SMGr noun
inflection and stressing the correlation between gender and inflection in MGr, I
further sketched the noun classification system that I will use throughout this chapter
as reference. In this system, I defined each inflectional class on the basis of the gender
to which it correlates and of the nominative singular ending characteristic of that

class. I also showed that within the MGr inflectional system, the neuter inflectional



218

classes are highly homogeneous with respect to the prototypicality of their members
while the masculine and feminine classes include large numbers of non-prototypical
nouns. I finally elaborated on the i-neuter class that is by far the most productive
class, both among the neuter classes and the noun system as a whole. It is also the one
that is most prototypically neuter as evidenced by the numerous cases of shift from
many different classes to the i-neuter class and by the morphological adaptation of
loanwords to this class. In that light, I identified with A-S and C-M a diachronic
tendency in MGr for inanimate nouns to shift to the neuter gender and to the i-neuter
inflectional class in particular. This outline should serve as the basis for our discussion
of Cappadocian noun inflection in the next section.

Turkish nouns inflect for six cases and two numbers. The structure of
inflected forms, however, differs from that of MGr in that endings in Turkish express
only one morphosyntactic property at the time whereas they attach to the
nominative singular form in inflection. In addition, nouns in the language are not
organised in inflectional classes and all inflect in a uniform way regardless of their
semantic or otherwise morphological properties. The differences between the two
systems will be shown to be relevant in the analysis of ‘agglutinative’ inflection in
Cappadocian that is taken in the literature to have developed in the model of Turkish
noun inflection.

I first turn, though, to the discussion of the general typological

characteristics of Cappadocian noun inflection in the next section.

5.2 Noun inflection in Cappadocian

5.2.1 An inflectional system of the Modern Greek type

Noun inflection in Cappadocian has attracted significant scholarly attention, mainly
from a descriptive point of view. The most comprehensive description that covers the
varieties of all Cappadocian-speaking villages is Dawkins (1916: 89-115; see also 1910:
271-277). Brief accounts of noun inflection in the varieties of specific villages can be
found in early ethnographic monographs such as Alektoridis (1833: 487) and
Krinopoulos (1889: 35) on Ferték, Archelaos (1899: 149-150) on Sinasés, and
anonymous (1914: 45) on Anakd. Later and more extensive descriptions of noun

inflection in specific Cappadocian varieties are Costakis (1964: 33-38) on Anakd,
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Kesisoglou (1951: 30-34) on Ulaghdtsh, Mavrochalyvidis and Kesisoglou (1960: 33-42)
on Ax6, and Phosteris and Kesisoglou (1960: 10-11) on Aravadn. More recently, Janse
(2004: 6-12) and Spyropoulos and Kakarikos (2009, forthcoming) have provided
linguistically-informed, synchronic analyses of Cappadocian noun inflection.

As in all MGr varieties, nouns in Cappadocian inflect for case—which has the
values nominative, genitive, accusative and vocative*—and for number, which has the
values singular and plural. Inflection is stem-based. Stems can be allomorphic or
non-allomorphic, and are generally bound. Some analyses present certain classes or
groups of nouns in some Cappadocian varieties as having free stems and/or base form
inflection. This, according to Janse (2001: 475-476; see also 2004: 9-11), is the case of
nouns such as yonvog ‘sleep’ in Axé Cappadocian whose base yvnvoo- is formally
identical to the nominative singular form, on the basis of which genitive singular
yunvoo-iov and nominative/accusative plural yomvoo-ix are built. This issue is
addressed in detail in §5.4.2.2.

Endings in Cappadocian generally exhibit cumulative exponence. Following
Spyropoulos and Kakarikos’s (forthcoming) analysis, the ending -o1 in Delmesé
Cappadocian aBpdn-or ‘man.pL.NoM’ realises both nominative case and plural number,
whereas -1o0v¢ in afpwn-100¢ ‘man.pL.acc’ realises accusative case and plural number.
Some endings have been argued to exhibit separate exponence such as -1ov and -wx in
the Ax6 Cappadocian forms yonvoo-iov and yvnvoo-ix mentioned above. As will be
shown in §5.4.2.1, these are taken by some approaches to express solely genitive case
and plural number, respectively (Janse 2004: 9; see also 2001: 475). In other inflected
forms, though, in the same variety, case and number are expressed jointly by endings
such as -¢ and -e¢ in vopyrj-¢ ‘trouble.sc.GEN’ and vopy-é¢ ‘trouble.prr.Nom/Acc’
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 41).

The differences in the inflection of Axé Cappadocian yvunvos and vopyr
evidence the organisation of nouns in inflectional classes in the dialect. Despite
intradialectal differences and divergent developments among the various
Cappadocian varieties, the inflectional classes that were presented in the previous
section for MGr can be identified as the basis of noun inflection in Cappadocian (see

the available descriptions listed at the beginning of this section for details). These

* The available descriptions of Cappadocian noun inflection do not generally make specific mention of
vocative forms. An exhaustive discussion of vocative forms in Cappadocian is found in Henrich (1976:
248-263).
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classes as well as some examples of nouns belonging to each of them are given in
Table 5.2 using the system introduced in the previous section (o¢-masculine,
a-feminine, i-neuter, etc.). Note that reference to the various classes by means of
gender serves only illustrative and comparative purposes as, due to the collapse of
gender distinctions, Cappadocian inflectional classes do not correlate with gender
values. The loss of this correlation, however, does not affect that between inflection
and semantics. Following A-S and C-M’s approach, 1 assume that Cappadocian
inflectional classes preserve their prototypical semantic content. Therefore classes
that formerly correlated with the masculine and feminine genders prototypically
include nouns denoting male and female animate entities respectively. Similarly,
formerly neuter classes prototypically include inanimate nouns. As we will see later
on, though, in some varieties prototypicality correlations begin to blur as a result of
certain inflectional developments.

Note that some nouns in the table may be found to belong to different
inflectional classes in different Cappadocian varieties. This is especially the case of
inanimate nouns such as yduog ‘wedding’ and otpw¢ ‘mattress’ which in some varieties
belong to the o¢-masculine and n-feminine classes respectively whereas in others they
are found in the i-neuter class. The reasons for this shift will be made clear in §5.4.
Notice also that, due to high vowel deletion, word-final -n and -1 are dropped in the
nominative/accusative singular of originally paroxytone nouns in the n-feminine and

1-neuter classes.

Table 5.2. The Cappadocian inflectional classes.

I. MASCULINE
-0¢ métikds ‘shepherd’, fadididg ‘king’, yidpog ‘old man’, ivadvog

‘man’, xepipog ‘person’, yduos ‘wedding’, tonog ‘place’

-G, -1¢, ~€G, -0UC avtpag ‘man’, namds ‘priest’, xordug ‘hodja’, kAépténg ‘thief,
a@évr(ng ‘master’, vreipuevr(ric ‘miller’, téexuer{éc ‘drawer’,
vou¢ ‘mind’

II. FEMININE

-a, -1 vaika ‘woman’, badds{x ‘sister-in-law’, téiva ‘sparrow’, GAibrika

‘fox’, xvp« ‘door’, adeAgn ‘sister’, vigp ‘bride’, koApn ‘top’, vrponr
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‘shame’, otpw¢ ‘mattress’

III. NEUTER

-0 Aepd ‘water’, Sevrpd ‘tree’, xtnvd ‘cow’, Evdo ‘wood’, kdTéiAo
‘bone’, dyvpo ‘hay’

-1 ot ‘house’, yep ‘hand’, Ywui ‘bread’, mordu ‘river’, yaidovp
‘donkey’, mAdp ‘colt’, kamdxk ‘cover’, ki6TuiAvy’ ‘harm’, ka(
‘goose’, ykehvr(ix ‘bride’, pédy ‘child’, kopit¢ ‘girl’

-Ua, -0, -0g otdua ‘mouth’, diua ‘blood’, kéuua ‘field’, YaAdo ‘chanting’,

Adowuo ‘ploughing, ondpoiuo ‘sowing’, kipyids ‘meat’, dAag ‘salt’

Cappadocian inflectional classes show roughly the same degree of semantic
homogeneity in terms of noun semantics as their MGr cognates. The masculine and
feminine inflectional classes are not homogeneous in containing nouns denoting
human, animal and inanimate entities; for example, fadiMids, vreipuev(rg, témog;
vaika, dMlbika, koder. The neuter classes, on the other hand, remain largely
homogeneous. The overwhelming majority of nouns belonging to these classes denote
inanimate entities such as Aepd, &Ao, omr, kiGTUADY, S, Adowo, kipyids. In
Cappadocian, too, the i-neuter inflectional class is by far the most productive one

among the neuter classes and the default one for inanimate nouns.

5.2.2 Some common dialectal variation

Within the basic organisation of nouns into the major MGr inflectional classes, the
Cappadocian varieties additionally exhibit a certain degree of inflectional variation. In
some cases this involves phenomena that are fairly widespread in the MGr dialects
such as the use of imparisyllabic plural forms of feminine nouns, for example vugddeg
‘brides’ in Potdmia Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 115), or that of the o-neuter genitive
singular ending -ov with pa-, po-, ag-neuter nouns as in Delmesé Cappadocian
movpdt(ov) ‘cover’ (Dawkins 1916: 93). These variants are particularly widespread in
the MGr dialects (Thumb 1912: 59, 64-66; Triantaphyllides 1941: 242, 244) and do not
seem to point towards any special genetic relation between Cappadocian and any

other MGr dialect.
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Other types of inflectional variation, however, are more geographically
restricted to the AMGr and NGr dialects and appear to suggest that the genetic links
between the two groups may actually be stronger than generally thought. The
syncretism of nominative and accusative in the plural of o¢-masculine nouns in favour
of a form that coincides with that of the original nominative is one such phenomenon.
This pattern is found in most Cappadocian varieties and AMGr dialects, and is also

characteristic of the NGr dialects as shown in (9)-(11):

(9) Cappadocian
a. okotwoav T Xpotiavol

they.killed the Christian.pr.acc

‘they killed the Christians’ (Anaku, KMS/C, 82)
b. nvpx  uaotdp(or), nvpa gpydr(ot)
Lfound craftsman.pr.acc  Lfound worker.pL.ACC
‘I found craftsmen and workers’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 18)
(10) AMGr
a. amol ‘fox.pL.NOM/AcCC. (Pharasiot, Dawkins 1916: 165)

b. abpdin(ot) ‘man.pL.Nom/acc’  (Kouvouklia Bithynian, Deliyannis 2002: 95)

c. ddokal(or) ‘teacher.pL.NoM/Acc’ (Rumeic, Symeonidis & Tompaidis 1999: 52)

(11) NGr
a. ayiof ‘saint.PL.NOM/AcC’ (Lesbian, Anagnostou 1903: 16)
b. Avk(o1) ‘wolf.pL.NoM/AcC’ (Sardnta Ekklisiés Thracian, Psaltes 1905: 65)
c. @avol ‘lamp.pL.NoM/AcC’ (Kozdni Macedonian, Ntinas 2005: 111)

Notice that in (9b) the syncretism involves two nouns of the a¢-, n¢-, -,
ovg-masculine class, udotopag and spydrng. Yet, in the nominative/accusative plural
forms of uaotdp(or) and epydtr(or), case and number are expressed by -oi, which is
marked for the o¢-masculine inflectional class. Instances of this innovative

stem/ending combination are occasionally found in MGr varieties but are more
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extensive in the AMGr and NGr dialects. Consider, in that connection, the examples in

(12) and (13):

(12) AMGr
a. apydr(o) ‘worker.pL.NOM’ (Pontic, Oeconomides 1958: 167)
b. mpogritor ‘prophet.pL.NoM/Acc’ (Pharasiot, Andriotis 1948: 38)
C. dvtpor ‘man.PL.NOM’ (Prousa Bithynian, Konstantinidou 2005: 128)
(13) NGr
a. kAégt(or) ‘thief.pL.Nom/AcC’ (Kydonies Greek, Saccaris 1940: 104)
b. yipdvr(or) ‘old man.pr.NoM/AcC’ (Papadopoulos 1926: 59)
c. oahagot ‘snail.pL.NOM’ (Papadopoulos 1926: 59)

Another aspect of inflectional variation that Cappadocian shares with NGr
and some AMGr dialects is the rare use of genitive plural forms (see Costakis 1968: 37
for Anakd Cappadocian; Kesisoglou 1951: 33 for Ulaghdtsh; Mavrochalyvidis &
Kesisoglou 1960: 39 for Ax4). In many MGr dialects, especially NGr ones, these have
largely fallen into disuse and are usually replaced by prepositional phrases formed
with and (Papadopoulos 1926: 60-61; Thumb 1912: 31, 34; Triantaphyllides 1941:
227-228; for Kozani Macedonian see Ntinas 2005: 111-117; for Samian see Zapheiriou
1914: 45, Zapheiriou 1995: 88-91; for Sardnta Ekklisiés Thracian see Psaltes 1905:
64-66). A similar situation is found in some AMGr dialects, as well, such as Kydonies
Greek (Saccaris 1940: 104-110), Bithynian (for Demirdesi see Danguitsis 1943: 75-80; for
Kouvouklia see Deliyannis 2002: 95-98), Silliot (Costakis 1968: 67), and Pharasiot
(Dawkins 1916: 170; note, though, that Andriotis 1948: 35-41 gives genitive plural
forms for this dialect). In Cappadocian, genitive plural forms occur rarely in the texts
and, where they do, are often mistaken for genitive singular forms (Mavrochalyvidis
& Kesisoglou 1960: 39; Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 11). This is due to the formal
coincidence of the endings realising genitive singular and genitive plural that
characterises many inflectional classes. Consider, for example, the single form ¢ibi00

in (14) below. In (14a), it is a singular form; in (14b) it is a plural form.



224

(14) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 57, 58)
a. o XEpa-TVe €xve &va @1diov KOUAGK
in.the hands-their they.have a  snake.sc.GEN young.of.animal

‘in their hands they have the young of a snake’

b. Po-u givar  PaoiMiés  ovAov 19100
father-my he.is king all.PL.GEN  snake.PL.GEN

‘my father is the king of all snakes’

The syncretism of the two case forms, and the subsequent neutralisation of
the number opposition between them, is due to two phonological developments that
affected the original genitive plural -wv: the loss of word-final -v and the raising of [o]
to [u]. As a result, genitive plural -wv and genitive singular -ov became formally
identical. Therefore the genitive plural form @idiov in (14b) is taken here to derive
from an earlier form *@idiovv, in its turn derived from original gidichv. Evidence in
support of this explanation is found in occasional genitive plural forms that retain

word-final -v and also show the vowel raising such as otparovv in (15):

(15) Phloit4 Cappadocian (ILNE/812, 184)
TEOOEp  OTPXTOUV  0pTaAov
four road.pL.GEN found.in.the.middle

‘in the middle of four roads’

Note that the loss of word-final -v and the raising of [0] to [u] in the genitive
plural ending are attested in other MGr dialects, as well, both from the AMGr and the
NGr dialect group. For example, Silliot aprovmovpid ‘human.pL.GEN’, kAe@Ténpud
‘thief.pL.ceN’  (Dawkins 1916: 47); Pharasiot uvdiovv ‘mill.PL.GEN’, vairGiovv
‘woman.PL.GEN’ (Andriotis 1948: 39, 40); NGr uavddov ‘mother.PL.GEN’, matipddov

‘father.pL.GEN” (Papadopoulos 1926: 60).

5.2.3 Inflectional innovations

The inflectional profile of Cappadocian is completed by a series of innovative

developments that are even more geographically restricted than the ones discussed
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above. The diatopic distribution of such inflectional innovations is for the most part
confined to dialects of the AMGr group while other interesting developments are
found only in Cappadocian varieties.

Accusative singular forms of o¢-masculine nouns extended with the suffix -va
as in yepigova in (16a) are an example of such a minor inflectional development. In
Cappadocian, these forms are restricted to the variety of Aravan (Dawkins 1910: 276,
1916: 103-104; Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 11). They are also marginally found in
varieties of Pontic (Kim 2008; Oeconomides 1958: 233, 240; Papadopoulos 1955: 58,
61-62) as shown by Aadva in (16b) in which we further come across another
innovation shared by Cappadocian and Pontic, that of nominative/accusative
syncretism in the plural of inanimate masculine nouns as in ta vduovs. We have
already seen in previous chapters that reflexes of this syncretism are also found in

Cappadocian.

(16) a. Aravan Cappadocian (Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 106)
e T0  Xepigpova
he.took the man.acc

‘he took the man’

b. Oende Pontic (Lianidis 2007: 222)
VO VIPAVELVEV (..) T  vduovg Kot 10 Aadva
that he.took.care.of the law.pL.noM/Acc and the people.acc

‘that he would take care of the laws and the people’

Another minor inflectional development involves the formation of
imparisyllabic nominative/accusative plurals for o¢-masculine nouns on the basis of a
stem allomorph modelled on the imparisyllabic ag¢-, n¢-masculine nouns such as
neepdpe  ‘fathers-in-law”  from an earlier form *nebepéde¢ and uirpondpe
‘superintendents’ from *uitpondfes (Dawkins 1916: 105). These formations are
extremely rare and only found somewhat more extensively in Bithynian; for example,
Demirdesi Ogiode¢ ‘uncles’, kovundpodes ‘best men’ (Danguitsis 1943: 76); Kouvouklia

yi16deg ‘sons’, Sidfolrodeg ‘devils’ (Deliyannis 2002: 96).
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Undoubtedly, however, neuter heteroclisis and ‘agglutinative’ inflection are
the innovations that affect the morphology of nouns in Cappadocian most
pervasively. As already mentioned, both developments produce genitive singular/
plural and nominative/accusative plural forms of nouns from all inflectional classes in
which the respective case/number combinations are realised by means of the endings
-100 and -1, that is, two endings distinctive of the i-neuter inflectional class. The
difference between neuter heteroclisis and ‘agglutinative’ inflection is that in the
former the two endings attach to noun stems whereas in the latter they attach to
what appear to be nominative singular forms of nouns. In (17a), -100 attaches to the
stem mdétik- of o¢-masculine métikds ‘shepherd’; in (17b), -1x attaches to the stem
npad- of ag-masculine mapd ‘money’ (for the loss of final -¢ in inanimate a¢-masculine
nouns, see §5.3.3). As we will later see, cognates of these forms are found in all the
AMGr dialects as well as in a few NGr dialects spoken in the immediate vicinity of the

AMGr-speaking areas.

(17) Cappadocian
a. 'va méTiKiov vaiko
a  shepherd.sc.cen wife

‘a shepherd’s wife’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 214)

b. Mdoa nopddic THPES;
how.many money.pL.AcC you.took

‘How much money did you earn?’ (Phloit4, ILNE/812, 218)

In contrast, in (18a) the genitive singular ending appears to attach to the nominative
singular form of o¢-masculine yduo¢ ‘wedding’. Similarly, in (18b), the nominative/
accusative plural ending is found attached to what looks like the nominative singular
form of dyio¢ ‘saint’. These ‘agglutinative’ formations can be considered to be true
Cappadocian innovations as they are not attested in any other MGr dialect, either in

the AMGr group or beyond.
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(18) Cappadocian
a. xafipAdravev tpamé( xav  yduoliov®
it.prepared  table like wedding.sc.cEN
‘she prepared a table like that of a wedding’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 49)

b. vragshoav ayoQior
they.scattered saints.pL.NoM

‘the saints scattered’ (Ghurzono, Dawkins, 346)

It is in these two developments that my investigation focuses in the remainder of this

chapter.

5.2.4 Summary

In this section, I looked at noun inflection in Cappadocian. I showed that it generally
shows the basic typological characteristics of MGr noun inflection in terms of
morphologically expressed morphosyntactic features (case and number), structure of
inflected forms that are combinations of stems and endings, and cumulative
exponence of endings as well as organisation of nouns into inflectional classes. I
argued that, despite the loss of the correlation between gender and inflection that
followed the collapse of gender distinctions, inflectional classes in Cappadocian
preserve their prototypical meaning and the degree of their semantic homogeneity.
Therefore, as in other MGr varieties, formerly masculine and feminine classes
prototypically include nouns denoting male and female animate entities in addition to
large numbers of non-prototypical nouns that denote inanimate entities. Formerly
neuter classes prototopically include inanimate nouns and remain homogeneous in
terms of the meanings of their members. I then went on to examine various types of
variation in Cappadocian noun inflection focusing on inflectional developments that
appear to be geographically restricted to dialects of the AMGr and NGr groups, thus
potentially suggesting a closer genetic relation between the two. I finally identified

those innovations that have the most pervasive effect on the inflection of nouns in

? Final [s] is sometimes voiced to [z] when an ending beginning with a vowel or a voiced consonant is
added (Dawkins 1916: 70). In the case of genitive singular and plural forms, s-voicing is caused by
synizesis which turns the initial [i] of the ending into a glide.
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Cappadocian, namely neuter heteroclisis and ‘agglutinative’ inflection. In the next

section, I provide my account for the development of the former.

5.3 The development of neuter heteroclisis

5.3.1 Morphological reanalysis of the -neuter inflectional endings

Following Noyer (2004) and Stump (2006), I use the term heteroclisis to refer to the
property of inflected forms of nouns whose constituent parts—stem and inflectional
ending—do not share the same inflectional class specification. Heteroclitic forms can
therefore be conceived as belonging to two inflectional classes simultaneously. For
example, the Phloitd Cappadocian nominative/accusative plural forms uaordp(or) and
gpydt(or) in (9b) above are heteroclitic in that their stem allomorphs uaorop- and
gpyat- are specified for the a¢-, ng-masculine class but their ending -o1 is specified for
the o¢-masculine class.

In this section, I am concerned with heteroclitic forms in which the genitive
singular and plural, and the nominative/accusative plural case/number combinations
are realised by the endings -100 (or, its variants) and -iax respectively, which are
characteristic of the i-neuter inflectional class in which inanimate nouns such as omt
‘house’ and yep ‘hand’ are prototypically found. Such forms are found widely in all the
AMGr dialects. In Cappadocian, neuter heteroclitic forms of this type occur in the
paradigms of nouns belonging to most, if not all, inflectional classes, irrespective of
their prototypical meaning or the gender for which they were marked before the loss
of gender distinctions. For example, in (19a) we find the heteroclitic genitive singular
form uvAiov of the o¢-masculine noun wvlo¢ ‘mill’ whereas in (19b) we find the
heteroclitic nominative/accusative plural form kddpapir (< *kdApadia)® of the

ag-masculine kdAgag ‘apprentice’.

(19) Cappadocian
a. ¢ uvhiov T0  Tekvé
to mill.sc.Gen the trough

‘into the mill’s trough’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 200)

% In Aravén Cappadocian, inherited [8] is rhotacised to [r]. Other examples include maipf ‘child’ < maupf,
elpa ‘T saw’ < elda, yroptdpes ‘feasts’ < yioprddes (Dawkins 1916: 75).
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b. doa oUOTAPE Kl oow KadApapio v
those.who masters and those.who apprentice.rL.NoM they.are

‘those masters and those apprentices who are...” (Aravan, KMS/P&K, 112)

Recall from §5.1.1.1 that in MGr the endings combining with i-neuter noun
stems in forming the genitive singular and nominative/accusative plural are generally
considered to be -ov and -« respectively, whereas the genitive plural ending is -wv.
Consider, for example, the inflection of kepdAi ‘head’ in (20). Note that in MGr dialects

that have undergone synizesis, the genitive endings are always stressed.

(20) MGr
SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/AcC KEQUA-0 KEQAA-oL
GEN KEQPAAL-0U KePaM-wv

However, the endings found in heteroclitic forms in both Cappadocian and the other
AMGr dialects are (variants of) —iov, -iwv and -i. These result from an instance of
morphological reanalysis whereby the stem-final -1 of inflected forms of nouns such as
kepdA was taken as part of the ending. This reanalysis of a non-affixal part of the root
as part of affixes, termed secretion by Haspelmath (1995: 8-10), is illustrated in (21).
The example is carefully chosen from Pontic to illustrate that the reanalysis predates
the introduction of synizesis, a development that, as we saw in Chapter 2, Pontic
never underwent. Therefore it must be dated significantly early in the history of
AMGr. Note that the stress of the reanalysed genitive endings is also fixed in Pontic

and falls always on the ending-initial [i].

(21) Pontic
SINGULAR
NOM/AcC KEQHAL-V KEPHA-1V

GEN KEQaAi-ov > Ke@aA-iov > -iov
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PLURAL
NOM/AcC KEQAIA-00 > KEQHA-1 > (> -d@)
GEN KEQUA-wV > KEQaA-iwv > -lwv

What triggered this reanalysis is not clear. Dawkins (1916: 98; see also 1910:
274; Janse 2001: 475-476, 2004: 6-7; Karatsareas 2007: 51-56; Ralli 2009: 101-102),
proposes that the reanalysed endings emerged specifically from paroxytone i-neuters
such as onit1 ‘house’ that, due to high vowel deletion, had lost their word-final -1 in
the nominative/accusative singular to produce forms such as omr. In Dawkins’s
analysis, 1-less nominative/accusative singular forms were later interpreted as bases
upon which endings were added in inflection on account of the shared phonetic
material found in all inflected forms triggering morphological reanalysis as shown in

(22).

(22) Cappadocian

Stage Stage Stage
I I1 ITI
SINGULAR
NOM/Acc oTiTI-0 S omir-0 omr-0
4 ‘% 4 «\ 4 4
GEN omri-ob g omti-o¥  p  omrov > -loU
— S
Y
PLURAL 3 S
o )
/7 > /. ~ /.
NOM/Acc omit-a = oTiTI-0r omiT-1x > -
GEN omT-y OTUTI-G)V oMT-IY > -1V

High vowel deletion is indeed operative in many dialects in which the
i-neuter endings have undergone the reanalysis in (21). This is, however, not always
the case as shown by the following examples from the Pontic varieties of Ano Amisés
and Oende, and Silliot. These dialects do not generally show high vowel deletion (for
Pontic, see Oeconomides 1958: 64-70; Papadopoulos 1953: 89, 1955: 17-19; for Silliot,
see Costakis 1968: 31-33, 35; Dawkins 1916: 42), yet exhibit the morphological

reanalysis of the i-neuter endings.
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(23) Pontic
T agevriov  Tov Adyog
the master.cen his word

‘his master’s word’ (Ano Amisés, Lianidis 2007: 26)

oov naxtéadiov TO  OTITI
to.the garden.cen the house

‘in the garden house’ (Oende, Lianidis 2007: 214)

(24) silliot (Costakis 1968: 60)
TAMOPL)  POUXX
priests.GeN clothes

‘priests’ clothes’

The above examples cast doubt on Dawkins’s account for the development of
the novel i-neuter endings and call for an alternative explanation. The genitive
singular and plural forms nayréadiov and nanapi in (23) and (24) further show that,
in the analysis proposed here, neuter heteroclitic forms preserve the stems or stem
allomorphs defining the inflectional classes to which nouns primarily belong. For
example, nayréadiov is composed of the stem allomorph nayréad-, normally found in
plural forms, and the reanalysed ending -iov. This goes against Ralli et al.’s (2004:
575-577) and Ralli’s (2006: 136-141) analysis, which assumes that neuter heteroclitic
forms such as kpryiatiov ‘meat.sc.seN’ and Adfix ‘mistake.pL.Nom/Acc’ in the dialects of
Lésbos, Kydonies and Moschonisia are built upon the novel stem allomorphs kpryiazi-
and Aafi-, modelled on the i-neuter inflectional class. There appears to be no reason,
however, for the postulation of such an ad hoc allomorph that surfaces in no other
word formation process apart from neuter heteroclisis. In the present analysis, the
stems or stem allomorphs of neuter heteroclitic forms do not differ from those of

cognate forms in other MGr dialects that are not heteroclitic.

5.3.2 Genitive singular and plural heteroclisis

i-neuter heteroclitic forms in the genitive singular and plural are found in all

Cappadocian varieties and for nouns belonging to most inflectional classes: o¢-, ac-,
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n¢-masculine nouns (25a), a-feminine nouns (25b), o-neuter nouns (25c¢). ua-neuter

nouns and the very few ag-neuter nouns are the only exceptions in that respect.

(25) Cappadocian

a.

’

o éva umabka  mariGoxiov ol
to a  other padishah.sc.cen  child

‘to another padishah’s son’

(amtidiov T xépa
policeman.pL.ceN the hands

‘the policemen’s hands’

deomotiov T0O  OTPAT!
bishop.sc.GEN the way

‘the bishop’s way’

OTPATAPIOV TO  dKPX
way.sG.GEN the edge

‘the edge of the way’

TPOYXTIO0U 0O  @opo
sheep.sc.GEN the tax

‘the sheep’s tax’

Eva  XTNVIoU ayEA
a  COW.PLGEN herd

‘a herd of cows’

(Ghuarzono, Dawkins, 344)

(Phloitd, Dawkins, 416)

(Phloit4, ILNE/812, 174)

(Aravéan, KMS/P&K, 116)

(Phloitd, ILNE/812, 118)

(Potdmia, Dawkins, 456)

Note the genitive singular form otpdrapiov of the parisyllabic a-feminine

otpdra in (25b) that is built on an allomorph otpatap- (< otparad-; see fn. 26) modelled

on the imparisyllabic a-feminine nouns. Imparisyllabic stem allomorphs for nouns

that do not generally have them are recorded for Aravan and Ghirzono by Dawkins

(1916: 107) and Phosteris and Kesisoglou (1960: 10-11), who provide i-neuter
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heteroclitic forms for o-neuter nouns built on imparisyllabic stems such as guvropiov
‘plant.sc.GEN’, uétamopiov ‘forehead.ceN’ (see also Hatzidakis 1912).

Neuter heteroclitic forms have received little attention in the various
descriptions of Cappadocian noun inflection, and no satisfying explanation for their
origin and development has been proposed to date. Dawkins notes the use of the
ending -0 to form the genitive singular of masculine nouns in Cappadocian,
mentioning in passing that it is “based upon the decl.[ension] of diminutives in - and
-1, [the ending] being taken direct” (1916: 95). Along similar lines, Costakis (1964: 34)
argues that numerous masculine and feminine nouns in Anaku Cappadocian have
shifted to neuter diminutives in the genitive singular and plural while other scholars
merely state the occurrence of heteroclitic forms in their descriptions of Cappadocian
varieties (Kesisoglou 1951: 34; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 34-35). In his
analysis, Janse (2004: 8), guided by its extensive use in the formation of ‘agglutinative’
forms of Cappadocian, treats -0 in forms such as afpwmiod ‘man.sc.GEN’ as an
agglutinative ending despite its expressing at least two morphosyntactic properties at
the same time—case and number—and not merely one of them, as would be typical of
a truly agglutinative ending.

With reference to Pontic, Hatzidakis (1934 [1911/1912]: 278-280), elaborating
on a proposal by Kousis (1884: 86), claims that the ending -iwv in genitive plural forms
such as apbemiwv ‘man.PL.GEN’ originates in the group of a¢-masculine adjectives
exemplified by okvéac ‘lazy’. These build their plural forms on a stem allomorph
okveap- combined with the o¢-masculine plural endings: okvedp(or), okveapiwv,
okvedp(ov)s. According to Hatzidakis, such plural forms arose when a plural collective
suffix -dpior was attached to adjective stems to give okvedpi-ot, okveapi-wv, okvedpi-ovs.
The former, Hatzidakis argues, was simplified to okvedp(or) by deletion of the first of
two consecutive [i]s. Focusing on genitive plural forms in which the ending -iwv is
found, Hatzidakis claims that they are based on the original stem okvexpi- that
preserves the first [i] of the collective suffix. He, thus, rejects the view that they are
related to neuter nouns. He, however, provides no explanation as to why the original
stem does not appear in accusative plural forms such as okvedp(ov)s in which no
consecutive [iJs are found. As for genitive singular -iov, Hatzidakis treats it as an
analogical formation on the basis of plural -iwv, even though the former is not found

in adjectives of the okvéag¢ type that form their genitive singular as okvéw. More
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importantly, this type of adjectives is restricted to Pontic and Pharasiot (Dawkins
1916: 167-168) and is not attested in Cappadocian or in any other dialect in which
heteroclitic forms are found.

It is true that the distribution of neuter heteroclitic forms within the
Cappadocian noun inflection system is so wide and uniform across the different
varieties of the dialect that it does not appear to be possible to formulate hypotheses
regarding their origins and development dialect-internally. The dialectological
approach introduced in Chapter 2 can, however, overcome this obstacle due to the
fact that neuter heteroclisis in the genitive singular and plural is not confined to
Cappadocian. Heteroclitic forms are found in all other AMGr dialects but also in the
NGr dialects of Lésbos and Kydonies, and Sdmos that are spoken on or just off the
western coast of Asia Minor. This seems to suggest that neuter heteroclisis probably
emerged at a time before the split of the two dialect groups—AMGr and NGr—as they
are known to us today. Yet, with the exception of Anastasiadis (1995: 82-83) and a few
brief mentions in the descriptions of Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 35) and Silliot
(Costakis 1968: 57), this possibility has gone for the most part unnoticed in the
literature. The analysis in the remainder of this section draws on the broad
geographic distribution of neuter heteroclisis in the genitive singular and plural in
order to reconstruct its early and later development in Cappadocian and the other

AMGr dialects.

5.3.2.1 Stress uncertainty as the trigger for the early development of neuter

heteroclisis

The NGr dialects of Lésbos and Kydonies, and Sdmos offer valuable insights as regards
the origins of neuter heteroclisis. Heteroclitic forms have a limited and accountable
distribution in the noun inflection of the two dialects, compared with the various
AMGr dialects in which they are found to a much wider extent. Lésbos and Kydones,
and Sdmos Greek can therefore be thought of as representing an incipient stage in the
development of this morphological innovation.

In Lésbos and Kydonies, neuter heteroclisis is most distinctively attested with
proparoxytone nouns belonging to the og-masculine and o-neuter inflectional classes,
and, in the case of genitive plural, with a small number of a-feminine nouns, as well

(26). In Sdmos, only neuter nouns have heteroclitic forms in the genitive singular and
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plural, most of them being proparoxytone members of the o-neuter inflectional class

(27).

(26) Lésbos and Kydonies Greek (Anagnostou 1903: 16-17; Melissaropoulou 2007:
30; Papadopoulos 1926: 57; Saccaris 1940: 107)

a. o¢-masculine nouns

NOM.SG abpovrmovg ‘man’  GEN.SG  afpoum-100 GEN.PL  aBpOouTm-10Uv
ar{nlovg ‘angel’ (at{nA-100) at{nA-100v
dviuovg ‘wind’ aVIu-100 (aviu-100v)

b. a-feminine nouns

Oadaooo ‘sea’ Oadaoo-100v

C. o-neuter nouns

npdfatov ‘holm-oak’ npofat-10U npofat-100v
oidnpov ‘iron’ o1dnp-100 (018np-100V)
dAovyov ‘horse’ aAovy-100 (adovy-100v)

(27) Sémos Greek (Zapheiriou 1914: 48; Zapheiriou 1995: 91-92)

NOM.SG adipov ‘intestine’  GEN.SG  adip-10U0  GEN.PL  adip-10Uv-i¢”
yévarov ‘knee’ youvat-100 YOUVAT-10UV-1§
dAovyov ‘horse’ aAovy-100 aAovy-100v-1¢

The heteroclitic forms in (26) and (27) have cognates in all the AMGr dialects.
Compare, for example, Lesbian afpovmiov and afpovmiovv with Malakopi Cappadocian
aBpovmiov, Pontic avOpwmni(ov) and avBpwriwv, Silliot aprovmiov and aprovmid (Dawkins
1916: 47, 99; Papadopoulos 1955: 46); or, Samian alovyiov with Bithynian Greek
aoyiov (Danguitsis 1943: 80). Neuter heteroclisis therefore figures as a morphological
innovation shared by the AMGr dialects, on the one hand, and the NGr dialects of
Lésbos and Kydonies, and Sdmos, on the other. This common development cannot be
due to chance. On the contrary, it appears to suggest a relation between the two that

may actually be stronger than generally thought. This in turn lends support to the

?7 Note the peculiar extension of the genitive plural ending by the addition of -ig, which is the
nominative/accusative plural ending of a¢-, n¢-, &¢-, ov¢-masculine and «-, -, &-, ov-feminine nouns
such as dvrp-i¢ ‘men’ or yvvaik-i¢ ‘women’,
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methodological approach of treating Lesbian and Samian as representing the earliest
attested stages in the development of neuter heteroclisis in AMGr.

In accounting for this stage and on the basis of the attestation profile
exemplified in (26) and (27), it stands to reason to assume that proparoxytone
o¢-masculine and o-neuter nouns were the first ones to exhibit neuter heteroclisis. In
search for the trigger of this change, we observe with Triantaphyllides (1963) that
these two particular noun groups are characterised by a significant degree of
uncertainty and instability with respect to stress placement in the genitive singular
and plural cells of their nominal paradigms. This uncertainty is caused by the clash
between the inherited, Ancient Greek rule of stress movement and the later MGr
tendency for columnar stress. Stress movement is triggered by endings that contain
vowels originating in Ancient Greek long vowels or diphthongs which caused the
accent to change position in the ancient language due to accentuation limitations.
The genitive singular and plural -ov and -wv are of this type. Despite the loss of length
distinctions in MGr, the stress movement rule was inherited and, in many MGr
dialects and varieties, it still has a particular effect in many proparoxytone nouns
belonging to the o¢-masculine and o-neuter classes. For example, masculine ddokadog
‘teacher’ and neuter mpdfato ‘sheep’ tend to move their stress in the penultimate
syllable in their genitive forms in the standard language and in more formal registers:
Saorarov, daokdAwv; mpoPatov, mpoPfdatwv.

In contrast, the tendency of columnar stress is manifested in keeping the
stress of inflected forms of nouns stable on the syllable on which it is found in the
nominative singular (Triantaphyllides 1941: 41, 228). This results in forms such as
Sdokadov, ddokalwv and mpdParov, mpdPatwv. In MGr, older, inherited nouns and
nouns occurring in higher registers—such as dyyslog ‘angel’, dvbpwmno¢ ‘man’, mpdowmo
‘face’—usually move their stress, whereas later formations and compounds—such as
kdapPovvo ‘coal’, kaAdyepo¢ ‘monk’, avrpdyvvo ‘husband and wife’—generally have
columnar stress across their paradigms (see, however, Clairis & Babiniotis 1996: 22-24;
Holton et al. 1997: 51-53, 63-64; Thumb 1912: 45, 60 for the impossibility of defining
which nouns preferably follow which rule).

It has been shown that this kind of instability and stress uncertainty can lead
to particular affected forms becoming diachronically defective. Holton and

Manolessou (2010: 554), and Sims (2006, 2007, forthcoming) have demonstrated this to
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be the case of genitive plural forms of parisyllabic a-feminine nouns in MGr. This class
contains inherited nouns tracing their origin either to the ancient first declension
such as ylwooa ‘tongue, language’ or to the ancient third declension such as aonida
‘shield’ that underwent major inflectional restructuring in Koiné times. The two
declensions differed in their accentuation, and the stress of a-feminine nouns in MGr
generally falls on the syllable corresponding to their accentuated syllable in Ancient
Greek. Nouns of the former origin are accordingly stressed on the ultima in the
genitive plural, as in yAwoowv; nouns of the latter origin are stressed on the penult, as
in aomidwv. As a result of this class-internal conflict and the consequent uncertainty
as to stress placement, genitive plural forms of parisyllabic a-feminine nouns were
avoided and became gradually unproductive in MGr, thus rendering the paradigms of
many feminine nouns defective in this respect.

With these considerations in mind and following Stump (2006: 297-301), who
views heteroclisis as a mechanism against morphosyntactic property neutralisation
and defectiveness, I propose that neuter heteroclisis in the genitive singular and
plural of proparoxytone o¢-masculine and o-neuter nouns, and in the genitive plural
of parisyllabic a-feminine nouns is the result of a repair strategy whose aim was to
overcome the uncertainty of stress placement in the two paradigmatic cells. In this
view, heteroclisis was employed in order to counteract stress uncertainty, which
could potentially lead to a significant defectiveness in the affected nouns’ paradigms.
The likelihood of this can be retrospectively shown to have been high in light of the
unproductive status of the genitive plural of a-feminine nouns in MGr. The means for
the implementation of the repair strategy were provided by the i-neuter inflectional
class. Apart from being extremely productive, this class also offered two genitive
endings that, following morphological reanalysis, were inherently specified for stress
which was stably found on the [i], -iov and -iwv. This is supported by the Pontic data,
which provide uncontroversial evidence that heteroclisis developed before: the stress
shift from [i] to [u] in the genitive singular ending and to [o] in the genitive plural
ending (-lov > -10U; -lwv > -10v); the subsequent application of synizesis; and the
phonological changes that led to the coincidence of the genitive plural ending with
that of the genitive singular in Cappadocian. This account of the origin of neuter

heteroclisis is illustrated in (28):



238

(28) AMGr and NGr dialects

a. paroxytone o¢-masculine nouns

NOM.SG dveuog ‘wind’
GEN.SG avéuov/dveuov? > aveu-iov
GEN.PL avEuwv/aveuwv? > aveu-iwv

b. paroxytone o-neuter nouns

NoM/Acc.sG  mpdfato ‘sheep’

\

GEN.SG npofdrov/mpdPatov? mpofat-iov

GEN.PL npoPdtwv/mpdfatwv? > AVEU-IWV

c. parisyllabic a-feminine nouns
NOM/ACC.sG  Oddaoon ‘sea’

GEN.PL Bodaooyv/0ddacowv? > Badaoo-iwv

I therefore treat proparoxytone o¢-masculine and o-neuter, and parisyllabic
a-feminine nouns as the locus of the early development of neuter heteroclisis in AMGr.
Having these noun groups as its starting point, the phenomenon began spreading
within the noun inflection system of the various AMGr dialects in which it extends to
nouns of different stress properties and inflectional classes. It is to these subsequent

developments in Cappadocian that I now turn in the next section.

5.3.2.2 Diagrammaticity as a conditioning factor for the spread of neuter

heteroclisis

In Cappadocian, neuter heteroclisis in the genitive singular/plural has spread
extensively and is found with nouns that do not belong to any of the three noun
groups identified in §5.3.2.1 as the first ones to have developed heteroclitic forms. In
(19) and (25c) we came across heteroclitic genitive singular/plural forms of
o¢-masculine and o-neuter nouns that were, however, paroxytone such as pvAiov for
uvAo¢ ‘mill’ and ytnviov for xtrivo ‘cow’. We also saw in (25a) that the paroxytone
n¢-masculine deomdrng ‘bishop’ and the a¢-masculine {antids ‘policeman’ have the
heteroclitic forms deomotiov and {antiadiov. Here 1 show that this extension was not

unconditioned.
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Stress appears to have played a key role in the extension of neuter
heteroclisis in the genitive singular of paroxytone o¢- and n¢-masculine, and o-neuter
nouns such as uvlog, deomdtng and xrrvo. As a result of high vowel deletion, which is
operative in all Cappadocian varieties, the genitive of nouns of this type is expressed
by a null ending. For example, in Delmesé Cappadocian, the genitive singular of uoAog
is uwA-@ (Dawkins 1916: 95). This leads to a situation whereby the nominative singular,
that is, the unmarked form, in the inflectional paradigm of this noun has an overt
exponent, while the genitive singular, which is a more marked form in the
morphological expression of case and number, has a zero exponent as in (29a), below.
The same is found with paroxytone o-neuter nouns such as yrrjvo in (29b) as well as
with paroxytone n¢-masculine nouns such as deondrng in (29¢). Note, though, that in
the latter inflectional class the genitive singular is expressed by a null morpheme by
definition. In this case, high vowel deletion affects the final vowel of the stem
allomorph, yielding a similar relation between the exponents of nominative and

genitive in the singular.

(29) a. paroxytone o¢-masculine
NOM.SG UUA-0g

GEN.SG UOA-@ (< uvA-ov)

b. paroxytone o-neuter
NOM.SG XTHv-0

GEN.SG xtnv-@ (< xtiiv-ov)

c. paroxytone n¢-masculine
NOM.SG deonérn-¢

GEN.SG deonét-@ (< Seondtn-0)

From a typological point of view, this is not an expected distribution of overt
and zero exponents within the paradigm as it goes against diagrammaticity, namely
the optimal alignment of semantic relations between categories by the formal
relations between the markers of those categories (Koch 1996: 235; see also Dressler &

Acson 1985: 116-117, 119; Koch 1995 and references therein). Being based on the
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theory of markedness, the idea behind diagrammaticity is that, within noun
inflection, marked values for case and number tend to be morphologically expressed
by more complex material than that used to express unmarked values. Neuter
heteroclisis is in this light taken here to have spread to nouns such as uvlog, xtrjvo and
deomotng in order to repair this break in diagrammaticity by replacing the zero
exponent in the genitive singular with an overt exponent, the i-neuter ending -100,
that, as a result of the developments that we saw in §5.3.2.1, had gained further in

productivity. The attested forms in (30) exemplify this development:

(30) a. Axé Cappadocian (KMS/M&K, 200)
NOM.SG UUA-0g

GEN.SG uvA-100 < uvA-@ < uvA-ov

b. Potdmia Cappadocian (Dawkins, 456)
NOM.SG XTHv-0

GEN.SG Xtnv-iov < xtnv-0 < XTHV-0U

c. Phloitd Cappadocian (ILNE/812, 174)
NOM.SG deonérn-¢

GEN.SG deomot-100 < Oeonér-@ < deomorn-@

The same motivation lies behind the extension of neuter heteroclisis to
imparisyllabic ag-masculine nouns such as {antids ‘policeman’ that, like n¢-masculine
nouns, had a null exponent in their genitive singular. Some varieties preserve these
non-heteroclititic forms, such as Potdmia Cappadocian in which the genitive singular
of nands ‘priest’ is mand-@ bearing a null exponent for the expression of case and
number (31a). These paradigms of such nouns also go against diagrammaticity,

triggering the repair exemplified by the form nanadiov from Anaki Cappadocian in

(31b).

(31) a. Potdmia Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 109)
NOM.SG TATH-§

GEN.SG Toana-@
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b. Anakd Cappadocian (Costakis 1964: 38)
NOM.SG TATH-§

GEN.SG nanad-100 < noand-0

At this point, I should also note the possibility that some neuter heteroclitic
forms might have been borrowed from the paradigms of cognate nouns found in the
i-neuter inflectional class. For example, the genitive plural movtauiovv of the
o¢-masculine movtauds in Lésbos Greek (Anagnostou 1903: 16) might have been
borrowed from the cognate i-neuter movtdu(i). While it is to a certain degree probable
that such cognate nouns might have facilitated the early development of neuter
heteroclisis, the number of i-neuters corresponding to nouns exhibiting heteroclisis
in their genitive singular and/or plural is limited and in no way comparable to the
wealth of heteroclitic forms attested in the AMGr and NGr dialects. For example,
i-neuter nouns such as *avBpdm or *Povrdpr that could have lent their genitive
singular and plural to form the Pontic apbwni(ov), apbwnivwv and Povrovpi(ov),
Bovtovpiwv (Oeconomides 1958: 149) are not attested in either Pontic or any other
MGr dialect according to the Historical Lexicon of the Greek Language of the Academy
of Athens.

5.3.3 Nominative/accusative plural heteroclisis

In §5.1.1.2, I noted the MGr tendency for inanimate nouns to belong to the neuter
gender and, in particular, to the i-neuter inflectional class. We saw that this tendency
appears to be first manifested in the plural, as evidenced by a wealth of data from a
wide variety of MGr dialects. Cappadocian is no exception in that respect, as shown by
the 1-neuter nominative/accusative plural heteroclitic forms of inanimate nouns in

(32) below, cognates of which can be found in most, if not all, MGr dialects.

(32) Cappadocian
mov  eine o1 T Adyww
that Lsaid you the word.pL.AcC

‘the words I told you’ (Malakopi, Dawkins, 404)
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TEpvaoav (...) xpovix
they.passed year.PL.NOM
‘years passed’ (Aravéan, KMS/P&K, 100)

In Cappadocian, we further find heteroclitic forms of nouns denoting kinship
terms that have a collective meaning such as the ones in (33) which, just as the

examples in (32), have cognates in most MGr dialects.

(33) silata Cappadocian (Dawkins, 448)
ginev  ox adEA@La-T
he.said to.the sibling.pr.Acc-its

‘he said to his siblings’

In Cappadocian, the morphological process whereby inanimate nouns form
i-neuter plurals has been grammaticalised in the ag-, ng-masculine inflectional class.
All imparisyllabic inanimate nouns of this class form neuter plurals (34a), as opposed
to human nouns that form masculine plurals (34b) (Dawkins 1916: 108-111). The same
is found in Pharasiot. Compare the forms of the inanimate nouns in (35a) with those of

human nouns in (35b).

(34) Cappadocian
a. va  qgadavti¢  mopadi
that he.earns money.pL.ACC

‘that he earns money’ (Potdmia, Dawkins, 456)

telovtave oo uoxoAddio
he.wandered in.the neighbourhood.rr.Acc

‘he would wander in the neighbourhoods’ (Phloitd, ILNE/812, 155)

b. 0kev  ta oo TG adeg
he.gave them to.the pasha.rr.acc

‘he gave them to the pashas’ (Delmesd, Dawkins, 316)
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Seiev edvé  (amriédeg
he.showed two policeman.pr.Acc

‘he appointed two policemen’ (Delmesd, Dawkins, 316)

(35) Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 35, 40; Dawkins 1916: 166-167)

a. kaPydde ‘fight.pL.NOM/AcCC’ (< kaPyddia)
TEAKSe ‘trouble.pL.NOM/AcC’ (< meA&Sicx)
oddde ‘rooms.PL.NOM/AcC’ (< odddix)

b. afrlrides ‘hunter.pL.NoM/AcC’
deAdigavovdeg ‘young man.PL.NOM/Acc’

Notice that all the nouns in (34) and (35) are loanwords originating in Turkish
nouns that end in a stressed vowel (par['a], dakik['a], mahal['a], pas['a], zaptiy['e],
kavg['a], bel['a], od['a], avc['w], delikanl['wi]). Turkish loanwords of this type are in
principle borrowed as imparisyllabic ag-, n¢-, &¢-, ovg-masculine nouns in the MGr
dialects, depending on their final vowel (Kyranoudis 2009: 89-106). This is the case in
Pharasiot as evidenced by oddc in (36) (see also Anastasiadis 1980: 322-323).

(36) Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 492)
oddc mdM  t{ovoe
room again he.had.not

‘but he had no room’

In Cappadocian, nouns of this type lack the distinctively masculine final -¢ in the
nominative singular in which they appear in the same form as their Turkish originals
(Dawkins 1916: 110); for example, naArd (< Turkish balta), t6e6ué (< Turkish cesme)
(37a). However, attested forms such as toydc (< Turkish dua) in (37b) leave no doubt
that these nouns were originally borrowed as masculine at an earlier stage in the
history of the dialect. The attested ¢-less forms in (37a) must have been reborrowed

into the language later, replacing the original forms.
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(37) Cappadocian
a. 0 ToAtd ooKOUT!L

the axe.sc.Nom breaks

‘the axe breaks’ (Ghtirzono, Dawkins, 338)

T0  TOEGUé () a¢ 1ot

the fountain.sc.NoM let it.flow

‘let the fountain flow’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 204)
b. rtoydg qocbovA dev  yivera

prayer.sc.NoM  acceptance not it.becomes

‘prayer is not accepted’ (Phloitd, Dawkins, 432)

As a result of their morphological adaptation, inanimate loanwords of this
type are found in inflectional classes of which they are non-prototypical members in
terms of their meaning. Neuter heteroclisis in the nominative/accusative plural of
nouns such as mapd ‘money’ and uaxadd ‘neighbourhood’ in (34a) is therefore
interpreted as a morphological and semantic adaptation strategy aiming at repairing
deviations with respect to prototypicality in the masculine inflectional classes by
shifting the plural of inanimate masculine nouns to the semantically appropriate and
morphologically productive i-neuter inflectional class. This is achieved by extending
the domain of application of the MGr tendency that was noted above to the
imparisyllabic masculine nouns, with which it was not generally found. Preliminary
evidence in support of this analysis is found in forms parallel to the imparisyllabic
neuter plurals in (34a) and (35a) that are attested in some NGr dialects such as Siatista
Greek (cf. (5¢) above, partially repeated here as (38a); see also Ntinas 2005: 114 on
Kozéni Greek) and marginally in the standard language (38b), as well. Notice that the

nouns in (38) have also been borrowed from Turkish.

(38) a. Siatista Greek (Tsopanakis 1953: 284)
U TOES-1cx ‘garden.pL.NoM/AcC’
TOWIKES-1 ‘tin.pL.NOM/AcC’

oopudd-io ‘stuffed vine leaf.pL.NoM/AcC’
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b. SMGr
Bepeaéd-e¢ and Bepeoéd-ie ‘credit.pL.NoM/AcC’
TEVEKES-€¢ TevekéS-lw  ‘tinPL.NoMm/AccC’
Tevi{eped-eg tevr{epéd-la ‘pan.pL.NOM/ACC’

On the model of inanimate nouns, a small number of human nouns of both
Turkish and Greek origin begin to exhibit neuter plurals in some Cappadocian
varieties. Note the conflicting use of the masculine plural for the noun ovotdg and that

of the neuter plural for kdAgag in the same sentence in the example from Aravén (39).

(39) Cappadocian
ooa ovoTApE KL 000 KaApapix elv
those.who masters and those apprentice.pL.NoM they.are

‘those masters and those apprentices who are...’ (Aravén, KMS/P&K, 112)

ue  ta  mebepddia, ue Tt mebepovdi
with the mother.inlaw.pr.acc with the father.in.law.pr.acc

‘with the mothers- and fathers-in-law’ (Phloit4, ILNE/812, 92)

Imparisyllabic masculine nouns of this type have neuter heteroclitic forms in
the genitive singular/plural irrespective of their semantics in Cappadocian. For
example, in Malakopi Cappadocian we find both nanadiov ‘priest.sc.GeN” and napadiov
‘money.sG.GEN” (Dawkins 1916: 109-110). In Pharasiot, on the other hand, neuter
heteroclitic forms are not found at all in the genitive singular which is formed with a
null exponent for all imparisyllabic masculine nouns as in odd-@ ‘room.sc.GeN’ and
nand-@ ‘priest.sc.GEN.” (Dawkins 1916: 166). This suggests that neuter heteroclisis in the
nominative/accusative plural is an independently motivated development that most
probably predates the emergence of genitive heteroclisis for these nouns in
Cappadocian. The fact that human masculine nouns of this type have heteroclitic
forms in the genitive singular/plural but not in the nominative/accusative plural
lends further support to the hypothesis that the two developments are independent
from one another.

In the case of some o¢- and n¢-masculine nouns, though, neuter heteroclisis

in the genitive singular/plural appears to have analogically triggered the
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development of heteroclitic nominative/accusative plural forms in some Cappadocian
varieties. Compare, the masculine nominative plural of aokéong ‘soldier’ in (40a) with

the neuter heteroclitic nominative/accusative plural of the same noun in (40b).

(40) Cappadocian
a. rprav aokép(or)
they.came soldier.pL.NoM

‘the soldiers came’ (Potdmia, Dawkins, 456)

b. moiker KL EUXS KOKEPLX
you.make and us  soldier.pr.Acc

‘make us soldiers, too’ (Silata, Dawkins, 452)

In both Potdmia and Silata, aoképn¢ has a heteroclitic form aokepiov in the
genitive singular, as shown in (41). In Potdmia, the noun forms a masculine
nominative plural aokép(or) whereas in Silata it has a neuter heteroclitic nominative/
accusative aoképwx, formed by analogy to the heteroclitic genitive singular. It is
possible that this analogical process was triggered in order to replace the zero
exponence of nominative plural in forms such as Potdmia aokép(ol) caused by high
vowel deletion with an overt one thus repairing the break in diagrammaticity in a
fashion similar to that elaborated in §5.3.2 regarding the extension of heteroclitic

genitive singular forms to a¢- and n¢-masculine nouns.

(41) Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 113)

a. Potdmia b. Silata
SINGULAR
NOM XOKEPN-G aoKEPN-G
GEN XOKEP-10U XOKEP-10U
PLURAL
NOM aokép-(o1) ,
aoKEP-1

ACC XOKEP-10UG
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Finally, the same analogical process led to the development of neuter
heteroclitic nominative/accusative plural forms in a number of o¢- and n¢-masculine
nouns, such as yekiu-ix ‘doctor.pL.NoM/Acc’ and Peip-1x ‘vezir.pL.NOM/ACC’ in Aravan
Cappadocian (Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 106, 112), or artpWmia ‘man.pL.NOM/ACC’
vtaokdho  ‘teacher.pLNom/acc’ and  yiaBohia  ‘devil.pLNom/Acc’  in  Ulaghétsh

Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 102, 106; Kesisoglou 1951: 34).

5.3.4 The implications of neuter heteroclisis in Asia Minor Greek

Neuter heteroclisis caused a break in the inferential correlation between gender and
inflectional class in AMGr. In acquiring neuter heteroclitic forms in their paradigms,
large numbers of non-neuter nouns became morphologically associated with the
neuter gender and the i-neuter inflectional class in particular. As a result,
membership of specific inflectional classes and, by extension, of specific genders
became less distinct in the case of heteroclitic nouns.

The break in the correlation between the two grammatical features was a
consequence of the morphological reanalysis that gave rise to the i-neuter
heteroclitic endings -100, -1v and -wx. Dealing first with the genitive endings, before
the reanalysis at a stage in the development of noun inflection assumed to be similar
to that described in §5.1.1 with reference to MGr, -ov and -wv—in which the
reanalysed 1-neuter genitive endings originate—were both the default endings for the
expression of the genitive singular and genitive plural, respectively. The plural ending
was invariant across all inflectional classes; the singular ending was the least specific
among the possible genitive singular realisations (-ov, -@, -¢, -ov¢) as it appeared in
four out of seven major inflectional classes. This stage is illustrated in (42) (see also
Spyropoulos & Kakarikos’s (forthcoming) analysis of noun inflection in Delmesé

Cappadocian; also Alexiadou & Miiller (2008: 119-125) with reference to SMGr).
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(42) AMGr

GEN.SG

GEN.PL

GEN.SG

GEN.PL

a. masculine classes

b. feminine classes

-0¢ -G, -1, -€G, -0U¢ -at, -1), -0V, -€, -W
‘lighthouse’ ‘rule’ ‘hope’
Q&p-ov Kavova-0 eAmida-¢
Pap-wV KXVGV-wV eATid-wv
c. neuter classes
-0 -1 -Uet, U0, -G -0¢
‘leaf’ ‘foot’ ‘meat’ ‘forest’
QUAA-ov modi-ov KPEXT-0U daa-ovg
QUAA-wV nodi-v KPEAT-WV Sao-wyv

After the morphological reanalysis and before the development of neuter

heteroclisis, the novel endings -iov and -iwv were limited to the i-neuter inflectional

class. As -ov and -wv preserved their original form in the other classes in which they

were found before the development of neuter heteroclisis, -iov and -iwv were no

longer default in expressing the genitive singular and plural but were on the contrary

uniquely associated with the i-neuter class. In Carstairs-McCarthy’s (1994) terms, the

two endings developed from general defaults into class identifiers and, due to the

correlation between inflection and gender, into gender identifiers, as well. This stage

is illustrated in (43).

(43) AMGr

GEN.SG

GEN.PL

a. masculine classes

-0¢ -G, -1¢, ~€G, -0U¢
‘lighthouse’ ‘rule’
P&p-ov Kavova-@

Pap-wV KXVGV-wV

b. feminine classes
-a, -1, -0V, -€, ~W
‘hope’
eAmida-¢

eAid-wv



249

c. neuter classes

-0 -1 -Uct, U0, -G -0¢
‘leaf’ ‘foot’ ‘meat’ ‘forest’

GEN.SG QUAA-ov m08-100 KPEAT-0V dao-ovg

GEN.PL QUAA-wV nod-1v KPEAT-WV Sao-Wv

Turning now to the nominative/accusative plural ending, before the
morphological reanalysis, it too was the least specific among the possible nominative
and accusative plural endings. It was syncretic and therefore used for the expression
of both case/number specifications at the same time. It also appeared in three out of
seven major inflectional classes (see also Spyropoulos & Kakarikos (forthcoming) for
Delmes6 Cappadocian and Alexiadou & Miiller (2008: 119-125) for SMGr). Unlike the
genitive endings, which were found in inflectional classes correlated with all three
genders, the original nominative/accusative ending -, in which the reanalysed
1-neuter nominative/accusative ending originates, was found only in neuter classes as
shown in (44). Therefore, -« already had the status of gender identifier even before

the ending was reanalysed in AMGr.

(44) AMGr
a. masculine classes b. feminine classes
-0¢ -0¢, -1¢, ~€G, ~0UC -a, -1, -0V, -€, ~W
NOM.PL Qdap-ot
ACCPL odp-ove KXVOV-£¢ eAmid-e¢
c. neuter classes
-0 -1 -UQ, -0, -0¢ -0¢
‘leaf’ ‘foot’ ‘meat’ ‘forest’

NOM/ACC.PL QUAN-« nod1-a KpéaT-o Sdo-n

Similarly to the novel genitive endings, the novel nominative/accusative plural
ending -1 developed after the morphological reanalysis into a class-identifier for the

i-neuter class while retaining its status as a neuter gender identifier.
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After the emergence of these class- and gender-identifying endings and as a
result of the subsequent development of neuter heteroclisis, large numbers of nouns
in the AMGr dialects acquired mixed paradigms. Some parts of these paradigms
inflected according to each noun’s primary inflectional class which could be
correlated with the masculine, feminine or even the neuter. The remaining parts of
these mixed paradigms inflected according to the i-neuter inflectional class. In this
way, membership into specific inflectional classes and specific genders was blurred
and became uncertain as nouns were found to belong to two inflectional classes and
to two genders simultaneously, one of which was always the neuter and the i-neuter
inflectional class. Compare the mixed inflectional paradigms of masculine and
feminine nouns with those of i-neuter nouns in Cappadocian and Pontic in (45) and

(46). As is shown below, this change affected animate and inanimate nouns alike.

(45) Cappadocian (Phloitd, Silata, Ferték, Delmesd; Dawkins 1916: 90, 99, 106, 109,

110)
a. og-masculine b. ag-masculine C. -neuter
‘mill’ ‘room’ ‘shirt’
SINGULAR
NOM/Acc UUA-0¢ odd-(¢) uer-@
GEN uvA-100 odad-100 UET-10U
PLURAL
NOM/Acc UUA-ov¢ oddd-100 UET-100
GEN uvA-100 odad-100 UET-10U
d. o¢-masculine e. a¢c-masculine f. i-neuter
‘man’ ‘priest’ ‘shirt’
SINGULAR
NOM/Acc &Tpwm-0 rand-(g) uer-@
GEN XTPWT-10U nanod-100 UET-10U
PLURAL
NOM/Acc ATPWT-100 nanad-£¢ UET-100

GEN XTPWT-10U nanod-100 UET-10U
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(46) Pontic (Oeconomides 1958: 176, 196; Papadopoulos 1955: 42-43, 46)

a. a-feminine b. n-feminine C. I-neuter
‘money’ ‘yard’ ‘belt’
PLURAL
NOM/Acc ToPES-0G avA-dg Awp-io
GEN Topad-lwv avA-iwv Awp-lwv
b. o¢-masculine c. a-feminine d. i-neuter
‘man’ ‘niece’ ‘belt’
SINGULAR
NOM dvBpwn-og avepd-@ Awp-iv
GEN avBpwrn-i(ov) aAVEPFE-C Awp-i(ov)
ACC avBpwm-ov avepd-v Awp-1v
PLURAL
NOM avOpdn(-ot) aveEs-e¢ Awp-ioc
GEN avOpwn-iwv avePpEd-iwv Awp-lwv
ACC avBpwn-(ov)g aveEs-e¢ Awp-ioc

As is shown in (45) and (46), with the development of neuter heteroclisis,
nouns belonging to all inflectional classes and semantic types became
morphologically associated with the neuter gender and the i-neuter inflectional class.
Naturally, the effect of this association was stronger in inanimate nouns such as
Cappadocian uvdog and odd(g) or Pontic mapd and avAd, which were already more
saliently related to the neuter than animate nouns by virtue of their meaning. It is
therefore clear that neuter heteroclisis provided a morphological mechanism that
strengthened the grammatical association of the inanimate semantic type with the
neuter gender and the i-neuter class in AMGr, which, as I argue in the next section,
acted as the catalyst in bringing about the second neuterising development dealt with
in this chapter, namely ‘agglutinative’ inflection.

One might argue that, in the case of Cappadocian, neuter heteroclisis could
only strengthen the association of the inanimate semantic type with the i-neuter
inflectional class but not with the neuter gender since gender distinctions are not

operative in the dialect. However, its occurrence in all the AMGr dialects—of which
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only Cappadocian has lost gender—and also in the NGr dialects of Lésbos and
Kydonies, and Sdmos, which do not show any gender-related phenomena reminiscent
of the ones discussed in Chapter 4, evidences that neuter heteroclisis must be dated
back to a time predating the dialectal split between the AMGr and the NGr dialect
groups and, therefore, the developments that affected gender agreement in AMGr.”
With that in mind, it would not be an exaggeration to suggest that neuter heteroclisis
is perhaps the earliest attested neuterising innovation affecting the morphosyntax of
nouns in AMGr. As such, it could be viewed as one of the factors that potentially
contributed even to the development of semantic agreement in AMGr, if one views it
as the overt expression of the grammatical association of the inanimate semantic type

with the neuter morphological gender by means of agreement.

5.3.5 Summary

In this section, I provided my account of the emergence and subsequent development
of neuter heteroclisis. I showed that this morphological innovation is not confined to
Cappadocian but is found, in varying degrees, in all the AMGr dialects but also in the
NGr dialects of Lésbos and Kydonies, and Sdmos. This suggests that neuter heteroclisis
emerged before the split between the two dialect groups—AMGr and NGr. Neuter
heteroclisis became possible after a morphological reanalysis whereby the final -1 of
1-neuter noun stems was taken to be part of the original genitive singular and plural,
and nominative/accusative plural endings, giving rise to the novel -iov, -iwv and -1.
All the heteroclitic forms examined in this section are formed with these novel
endings. As regards the genitive singular and plural, I identified proparoxytone
o¢-masculine and o-neuter nouns, and parisyllabic a-feminine nouns as the first noun
groups to develop neuter heteroclisis, an innovation that I attributed to the

uncertainty as to stress placement in these paradigmatic cells. Heteroclitic forms

*® This could be the case even of neuter heteroclitic forms that are only found in Cappadocian for which
it is not possible to decide with historical certainty whether they were formed before or after gender
was lost; for example, the nominative/accusative plural forms of human masculine nouns such as
atpdma ‘men’ or vraokdMa ‘teachers’. It could be argued that the lack of gender distinctions in
Cappadocian allowed for the formation of such plural forms for nouns whose semantics would not
otherwise allow for their belonging to the neuter gender. However, neuter plurals are attested for
masculine nouns denoting kinship terms such as adéppia ‘brothers’, aviyna ‘nephews and nieces’,
gyyéviar ‘grandchildren’ in all MGr dialects including Cappadocian. These plurals entail a collective
meaning. If Cappadocian forms like atpdma and vraokdhia were formed before the complete loss of
gender, it is possible that they could have initially entailed such a meaning which they later lost.
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were built with the novel i-neuter endings that were stable with respect to stress and
thus helped overcome stress uncertainty. From that locus, neuter heteroclisis was
further extended to other noun types that presented with different structural
difficulties such as breaks in diagrammaticity, found in nouns that had an overt
exponent for the nominative but a zero exponent for the genitive in the singular due
to high vowel deletion. Neuter heteroclisis in the nominative/accusative plural was
analysed as evidencing an extension of the MGr tendency for inanimate nouns to
belong to the neuter gender and to the i-neuter inflectional class, in particular, which
is first manifested in the plural. I argued that Cappadocian extended the domain of
application of this tendency to inanimate nouns belonging to inflectional classes with
which it is not normally found in other MGr dialects in order to repair deviations with
respect to prototypicality. I analysed neuter heteroclisis in the plural of human nouns
as an analogical development based on heteroclisis in the genitive singular/plural.
This series of developments had major implications for the organisation of nouns into
specific inflectional classes and genders in AMGr as, in acquiring heteroclitic forms,
large numbers of nouns from all inflectional classes, genders and semantic types
became more neuter-like in terms of their inflectional morphology, an effect that was
more pronounced in inanimate masculine and feminine nouns that were otherwise
already associated with the neuter gender due to their semantics. In the next section,
I show how this was the catalyst in the development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection in

Cappadocian.

54 The development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection

5.4.1 A contact-induced morphological innovation?

‘Agglutinative’ inflection has attracted more attention in the literature than any other
distinctively Cappadocian development. ‘Agglutinative’ forms are genitive singular/
plural, and nominative/accusative plural forms in which case and number are
expressed by the reanalysed i-neuter endings -10v and -1« respectively. In contrast to
i-neuter heteroclitic forms, the i-neuter endings in ‘agglutinative’ inflection do not
attach to noun stems but to nominative singular forms of nouns, which have been
reanalysed as stems, or, according to some analyses discussed below, free bases.

‘Agglutinative’ forms occur with nouns whose cognates in other MGr varieties may
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belong to any inflectional class. Consider, for example, the forms yduoCiov, tpayiov,
nxpayiov, dyodix and Aipayie from yduog ‘wedding’, dyiog ‘saint’, napd ‘para’, tupa
‘door’ and Aipw ‘lira’ in (47). Note that in SMGr the cognates of these nouns belong to
the o¢-masculine (yduog, dyiog), the a¢-masculine (mapds) and the a-feminine class

(60pa, Mpc).

(47) Cappadocian
a. xaQioddravev  tpamé( xav  yduoliov
she.prepared table like wedding.sc.GEN
‘she prepared a table like that of a wedding’ (Phloitd, ILNE/811, 49)

o’ TUPAYLOU vTo vreMKa
from door.sc.Gen  the hole

‘from the keyhole’ (Ulaghétsh, KMS/K, 140)

b. ¢ mévrte vrékka Tmapaywv  Gpyo
to five ten para.PL.GEN work

‘to five-ten paras’ worth of work’ (Ax4, KMS/M&K, 194)

c. vraydhoav aytoQio
they.scattered saints.pL.NoM

‘the saints scattered’ (Ghurzono, Dawkins, 346)

VTEG EOUO  KATG Mpayro
you.give two hundred liras.prL.acc

‘give me two hundred lira’ (Ulaghétsh, Dawkins, 368)

In the case of a-feminine nouns in some Cappadocian varieties, the genitive
ending -100 appears to have lost its number specification and is found attached to
forms that consist of the nouns’ stems and original a-feminine nominative/accusative
plural ending. This produces such novel ‘agglutinative’ genitive plural forms as
ovouaoieaiov from ovouaoioa ‘nameday’ in (48), in which number is expressed by -e¢ and

case by -iov.
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(48) Phloita Cappadocian (ILNE/811, 48)
TIVIOKAV — 0& OVOUQOI-£0-10V 0 OomiTio
they.went to.the nameday-pi-ceN the houses

‘they would go to the houses that celebrated namedays’

Dawkins (1916: 97-98) was the first to use the term ‘agglutinative’ to refer to
these Cappadocian forms based on their superficial similarity to Turkish noun
inflection, in which endings separately expressing case and number are attached to
the nominative singular form of nouns in inflection. Dawkins recorded ‘agglutinative’
forms only in the varieties of Silata, Malakopi, Ax6, Misti, Ulaghatsh, Semenderé,
Aravén, Ghurzono and Ferték. According to his description, no such forms were found
in Delmesd, Potdmia and Phloitd at the time of his documentation. However, as we can
see in (47a) and (48) above, ‘agglutinative’ forms are attested in the Phloitd
Cappadocian texts of the chronologically later ILNE corpus, which suggests that the
variety developed them after Dawkins’s documentation in 1909-1911.

In the literature, ‘agglutinative’ inflection in Cappadocian is taken as the
outcome of heavy structural borrowing from Turkish and is often considered to
indicate a typological shift from inherited fusional inflectional morphology to
agglutinative inflection (Janse 2001: 475-476, 2004: 9-12, 2009: 41; Johanson 2002:
59-60; Karatsareas 2007; Matras 2009: 262-263, 2010: 75-76; Ralli 2009: 99-102;
Spyropoulos & Kakarikos forthcoming; Thomason 2001: 63-64; Thomason & Kaufman
1988: 219; Winford 2003: 83, 2005: 405, 2010: 181). In accounting for their development,
extant analyses such as Janse (2009: 41, 51 endnote 16) and Ralli (2009: 99-102) identify
the i-neuter inflectional class, exemplified by {wvdp ‘belt’ in (49a), as the origin of the
endings -1ov and -wx which they take to have spread to “all nouns and inflectional
paradigms” (Ralli 2009: 101) resulting in forms such as ydnvoQiov and yvrvo{ix from
o¢-masculine ydnvog ‘sleep’ in Ax4 Cappadocian (49b). In these forms, the two i-neuter
endings are treated as functioning in exactly the same way as the Turkish genitive
ending -nun and plural ending -lar in the corresponding inflected forms uykunun and
uykular of uyku ‘sleep’ in (49c), that is, as cases of single exponence whereby -iov solely
expresses genitive case and -wx solely expresses plural number. The use of the
nominative/accusative singular form ydnvo¢ as the element to which the i-neuter

endings attach “in the Turkish fashion” (Horrocks 2010: 404)—similarly to uyku—is
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further identified by Ralli (2009: 102) as another point of structural convergence

between Cappadocian and Turkish noun inflection.

(49) a. Ax6 Cappadocian b, Axé Cappadocian c. Turkish
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 36-40)

SINGULAR
NOM/Acc {wvdp-0 yunvog-@ uyku-@
GEN {wvap-100 yvnvod-iov uyku-nun
PLURAL
NOM/Acc {wvdp-1a yunvol-io uyku-lar”
GEN {wvap-100 yvnvod-iov uyku-lar-in

No form combining the two endings resulting in such a genitive plural as
*yunvol-ix-yiov that would parallel Turkish uyku-lar-in is attested in the Cappadocian
texts. As shown in (49), the genitive plural in Cappadocian is in most cases formally
identical to the genitive singular. Sasse (1992: 65) claims to have elicited the genitive
plural form drpwnoowxyiov for drpwmog ‘man’ from one of the last speakers of
Ulaghdatsh Cappadocian who was living in Athens, Greece in the 1960s (see also Janse
2004: 10-12, 2010: 41; Ralli 2009: 101-102). However, since there is not even a single
occurrence of this type of genitive plural in our corpus, I will not deal with it any
further.

The main problem with existing analyses of Cappadocian ‘agglutinative’
forms is that they rely too heavily on the superficial structural similarity and linear
intermorphemic correspondence between genitive singular and nominative/
accusative plural inflected forms in Cappadocian and Turkish. These are employed as
evidence to establish language contact with the latter as the single cause for the
development of ‘agglutinative’ forms in the former. Such analyses are generally
ahistorical. They do not account for the actual linguistic mechanisms and processes of
change whereby nominative singular forms of nouns such as yvnvo¢ were reanalysed
as stems, or for those that allowed for the attachment of the i-neuter endings to such

reanalysed nominative singular forms, a process generally portrayed as abrupt and as

» Uykular bears zero marking for case and is found in the direct object position only with non-specific
NPs. In the case of specific NPs, the form uykular-1 is found instead.
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not having undergone intermediate stages of development before. Previous
approaches make no reference to the general typological profile or the more specific
characteristics of the Cappadocian noun inflection system either before or after the
development of ‘agglutinative’ forms, which are examined in isolation both from a
synchronic and a diachronic point of view. In the remainder of this section, I aim to

overcome these shortcomings.

5.4.2 A synchronic analysis

5.4.2.1 Endings: single or cumulative exponence?

In examining the ‘agglutinative’ forms synchronically and dealing first with the
exponence of i-neuter endings, in accepting that -iov and -ix in forms such as
yonvoliov and ydnvolix in (49b) express only genitive case and plural number, one
would have to assume that the same holds in the corresponding forms of i-neuter
nouns in which the endings originate, i.e., in forms such as {wvapiov and {wvdpix in
(49a). Yet, Ralli asserts that -1ov and -1 “are still used as fusional morphemes [i.e.,
they express both case and number] for some Cappadocian nouns” (2009: 102)
including i-neuter nouns such as {wvdp. Ralli’s claim, however, is completely
unjustified since the same case/number combinations are expressed by the same
endings in both yinvo¢ and {wvdp; therefore, the two nouns belong to the same
inflectional class, namely the i-neuter one. There is no reason to analyse the same
endings, -100 and -1, as cases of cumulative exponence in i-neuter noun forms such as
{wvapiov and {wvdpiax but as cases of single exponence in inflected forms of nouns that
appear to have historically belonged to other inflectional classes such as yunvoliov
and yvnvoQix from originally og-masculine yonvog.

The claim that -10v and -1 in forms such as yonvoQiov and yunvoQix are single
exponents is based on the apparent neutralisation of the specification for case and
number affecting the two endings within the inflectional paradigm of nouns like
yunvog in (49b). As we have seen, in the case of -1ov, the loss of word final -v and the
raising of [0] to [u] in the original genitive plural ending -1v resulted in the formal
coincidence of the formerly distinct genitive singular and plural endings into a single
form -10v. This led to number syncretism and, consequently, number neutralisation in

the genitive. This kind of transnumber syncretism is typologically rare (Baerman et al.
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2005: 92-95) but is, nonetheless, found in Cappadocian as shown by (47b) above where
the form napayiov ‘para.pL.ceN’ follows the numerals névre vrékka ‘five ten’. Examples
such as (50) below support the claim that napayiov is also a plural and not merely a

singular form, showing that the plural indeed follows numerals in Cappadocian.

(50) Axé Cappadocian (KMS/M&K, 196)
vivo  yadavia Mpeg
two cauldron.pL gold.coins

‘two cauldrons full of gold coins’

Similarly, in the case of -, case neutralisation is the result of syncretism
between nominative and accusative in the plural of not only the i-neuter inflectional
class, in which - originates, but of all neuter classes; this characterises all MGr
dialects. This type of syncretism has been distinctive of the neuter classes since the
earliest recorded stages in the history of Greek and goes back to Proto-Indo-European
times (Clackson 2007: 93-94, 100-104; Matasovi¢ 2004: 136). Consider, for example, the
plural of the four neuter inflectional classes identified by Ralli (2000, 2005) for SMGr in
(51).

(51) SMGr (Ralli 2005: 121)

a.1C5 b.1C6 c.1C7 d.IC8

‘mountain’ ‘house’ ‘body’ ‘state’

NOM/AcCC.PL Bovv-a OTTI-00 COUXT-O KPAT-1
GEN.PL Bovv-civ OTUTI-W)V OWUAT-WV KPAT-)V

As we see in (51), in SMGr, nominative/accusative syncretism in the plural—
the same condition for case neutralisation as in Ax6 Cappadocian (49a, b)—is found in
all four classes. In the standard language, the two cases are syncretically expressed
either by the more general ending -« or by the more specific ending -n. Nowhere in
the literature, however, can there be found an analysis claiming that -« and -n are
single exponents of number in SMGr noun inflection. Conversely, according to
Alexiadou and Miiller (2008: 119-125), these endings express plural number and

non-oblique case—nominative or accusative—and contrast within the plural of the
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inflectional paradigm with the ending -wv that expresses plural number and oblique
(genitive) case. There is therefore no reason to assume that the Cappadocian ending
-t under the same paradigmatic conditions as SMGr -a and -n solely expresses
number. Note also that it, too, contrasts within the inflectional paradigm with the
genitive singular/plural syncretic ending -iov.

Following Ralli’s (2000, 2005) analysis of SMGr noun inflection and
Spyropoulos and Kakarikos’s (forthcoming) analysis of noun inflection in Delmesé and
Ulaghdatsh Cappadocian, I further assume that besides case and number, endings in
Cappadocian are marked for the grammatical feature of inflectional class and so are
noun stems. In stems, the inflectional class feature is inherently specified. In endings,
it can be inherently specified, in which case the correct combination of stem and
ending to produce grammatical inflected forms is achieved on the basis of inflectional
class specification shared between the two; or, it can be underspecified, which is the
case for endings that serve as defaults in the expression of particular case/number
combinations.

In Axé Cappadocian (52), as in most Cappadocian varieties, both -1ov and -1«
are inherently specified for inflectional class and bear the value i-neuter as they, in
principle, only combine with nouns whose stems are specified for the i-neuter
inflectional class (52e). Among the other possible realisations for genitive singular
and/or plural, -ov is found in three out of six inflectional classes (o¢-masculine,
o-neuter, ua-, uo-, ac-neuter) and is therefore the default for this case/number
combination; -¢ is specified for the a-, n-feminine inflectional class; -@, found in the
ag- and n¢-masculine class, is the general default that bears no specification for case,
number or inflectional class. In the nominative/accusative plural, -« is found in two
neuter inflectional classes and -&¢ in the a-, n-feminine inflectional class. In the other

classes, nominative and accusative plural are expressed by different endings.



SINGULAR
NOM

GEN

ACC
PLURAL
NOM

GEN

ACC

SINGULAR
NOM/ACC
GEN
PLURAL
NOM/ACC

GEN

After Aronoff (1994) and Carstairs-McCarthy (1994), 1 consider inflectional

of all nouns.

a. o¢-masculine

‘shepherd’

mGTIK-0¢
TMOTIK-0U

méTIK-0

méTik-ol
méTIK-00

MGTIK-100¢

d. o-neuter

‘water’

Aep-6
Aep-ov

Aep-a
Aep-ov

b. a¢-, ng-masculine

«

man’

VOUUKTN-G
vouudt(n)-0
vouudt(n)-0

vovudt-£(¢)

vovudat-e-100

VOUMKT-10UG

e. 1-neuter

‘belt’

(wvap-@

{wvap-100

{wvap-1

{wvap-100

(52) Axdé Cappadocian (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 40-42)

c. a-, n-feminine

‘spindle’

KkAwxdpo-0
KAwxdpo-¢
KkAwxdpa-0

KAwxdp-€¢
kA wxdp-e{-100

KAwx&p-€¢

f. ya-, uo-, ag-neuter

‘dream’

opovua-0

0povud&T(-ov)

0POUMAT-

0povudT(-ov)

class specification to be part of the endings’ information content in the cases in which
they bear an inherent value. On this basis, I argue that -100 and -wx in forms such as
yunvodiov, yunvoQix and {wvapiod, {wvdpix in (49b) and (52) are not cases of single
exponence solely expressing genitive case and plural number respectively in the
‘agglutinative’ way. On the contrary, they exhibit cumulative exponence by virtue of
their additional inflectional class feature specification which Alexiadou and Miiller
characterise as “the very device that brings about fusional inflection” (2008: 101). This
contrasts starkly with noun inflection in typical agglutinative languages like Turkish,
which lacks inflectional classes and in which there is a single set of endings separately

expressing the various case and number values that is used uniformly in the inflection
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Recall, however, that -iov is also found in heteroclitic forms of nouns that do
not belong to the i-neuter class. For example, in Axé Cappadocian, we find
o¢-masculine vriwokaAdiov ‘teacher.sc.GEN/PL’, Avkiov ‘wolf.s6.GEN/PL’; n¢-masculine
kAepriov ‘thief.sc.GEN/PL’; o-neuter ytnviov ‘cow.sG.GEN/PL’, &vAiod ‘wood.sG.GEN/PL’
(Dawkins 1916: 100, 107, 112-113; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 41). This means
that within the same inflectional class the same case/number combination can have
two distinct realisations, either the default genitive singular/plural ending -ov or the
-neuter specific ending -100 (mbTik-oU versus vriaokaA-100; vovudt(n)-@ versus
kAe@t-100; Aep-0U versus EvA-100). Combined with the growing productivity of the
i-neuter inflectional class, the competition between the two gradually led to the
generalisation of -10v as the default genitive singular/plural ending at the expense of
other possible realisations. The first manifestations of the i-neuter ending’s winning
over the former default ending can be found in the only truly agglutinative forms: the
genitive plural forms such as Ax6 Cappadocian vovudr-e{-iov and kAwyxdp-ed-ov in
(52b, ¢) in which number is expressed by -e¢ and case by -iov, in spite of the fact that
-10v remains inherently specified for the i-neuter inflectional class in this variety. The
completion of this replacement is attested in Ferték and Ulaghatsh. Consider the

inflectional classes of Ulaghédtsh Cappadocian in (53):

(53) Ulaghéatsh Cappadocian (adapted from Spyropoulos & Kakarikos forthcoming
based on Dawkins 1916: 102, 107, 109 and Kesisoglou 1951: 30-34)

a.o¢-masculine b, a¢-, n¢-masculine c. -, n-feminine
‘man’ ‘priest’ ‘woman’
SINGULAR
NOM/Acc XEPLQ-0¢ TTAmd-¢ vaiko-0
GEN XEPLP-10U TAMA-Y10V VaIKo-y1ov
PLURAL
NOM/Acc XEPTp-100 Tmd-yio Vaik-€¢

GEN XEPLP-10U TAMA-Y10U vaik-e{-100
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d. o-neuter e. 1-neuter f. ua-, ag-, ag-neuter
‘water’ ‘shirt’ ‘cover’

SINGULAR
NOM/Acc Aepd-0 Uét-@ movua-@
GEN Aepo-yLou UET-10U TOUUA-YL0U
PLURAL
NOM/Acc Aep-d UET-100 TOVUAT-
GEN Aepo-yLou UET-10U TOUUA-YL0V

In Ulaghatsh, -iov is the only available genitive singular/plural ending. What
is more, in the nominative/accusative plural, the i-neuter ending -1 has developed
into the default ending for that case/number specification as it is found in three out
of six inflectional classes. Therefore, only in varieties such as Ulaghatsh could one
argue that -10v and -wx are cases of single exponence solely expressing genitive case
and plural number, their inflectional class specification being null. Bear in mind,
though, that this could only hold if we again disregard the fact that -iov is used both in
the singular and in the plural number, and that -i« is used both in the nominative and
in the accusative case. In all other Cappadocian varieties, the two endings show
cumulative exponence: -iov is marked for case, arguably number, and inflectional

class; -1a is marked for number, non-oblique case, and inflectional class.

5.4.2.2 Bound stems or free bases?

Ralli (2009: 102) treats nominative singular forms such as yinvog in (49b) to which -1ov
and -1« attach to build the ‘agglutinative’ forms yonvo{iov and yinvolix as free bases,
i.e., as monomorphemic forms that are unmarked compared with other inflected
forms within the inflectional paradigm and which are systematically used as the unit
to which endings are added in word formation processes, both inflectional and
derivational. On this assumption, she considers ‘agglutinative’ forms to be
“reminiscent of the Turkish nominal inflectional paradigms, where the inflected
forms are shaped on the basis of a nominative singular word form” (2009: 102). For
example, the inflected forms uykunun, uykularin and uykular in (49c) are built on the
nominative singular base form uyku (see also Janse 2001: 476; however, in 2004: 9 and

2009: 41 Janse makes use of the term stem). Ralli contrasts this to SMGr stem-based
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inflection, in which endings and other derivational formatives are attached to bound
stems, which do not in principle formally coincide with either the base form or any
other inflected form of nouns. In SMGr, all inflected forms, including nominative
singular forms, are always analysed as bimorphemic and morphologically structured
into a stem and an ending. For example, nominative singular vnvog ‘sleep’, the cognate
of Axé Cappadocian yunvog, consists of the stem vnv- and of the ending -o.

As Wurzel (1989: 44-50, 74-82) and Carstairs-McCarthy (2000: 603-605) are
careful to make clear, inflectional systems do not always fall neatly within one of the
two typological types with respect to the unit used as the basis for inflection—base
inflection of the Turkish type or stem inflection of the SMGr type. Some inflectional
systems, such as the Turkish one, belong solely to one type. In Turkish, all nouns
exhibit base inflection in all their inflected forms and, since the language lacks
inflectional classes, there are no nouns or groups of nouns that do not belong to this
inflectional type either in whole or in some of their inflected forms. In other
inflectional systems, most commonly ones in which nouns are divided into different
inflectional classes, the majority of nouns (or inflectional classes) as well as of
inflected forms within the paradigm exhibit one of the two inflectional types. At the
same time, though, a smaller number of nouns (or inflectional classes) and possibly
some inflected forms in the paradigm of some or even all inflectional classes may
belong to the other inflectional type. This is the case in German, which generally has
base form inflection in all inflectional classes with the exception of some peripheral
partial classes of the n-declension, the plural of which is formed by stem inflection
(Wurzel 1989: 75-76).

Inflected forms in MGr are built on stems that do not generally coincide
formally with particular inflected forms. For example, the stem vnv- of o¢-masculine
unvog never surfaces per se and always needs an ending to form a grammatical word.
However, in the case of nouns belonging to feminine and neuter inflectional classes
that exhibit stem allomorphy, one stem allomorph—most commonly the one ending
in a vowel—is always formally identical to the nominative/accusative singular form of
nouns; for example, a-feminine eAnida ‘hope.sc.Nom/pPL’ (eAmida-); ua-neuter dvoun
‘name.sG.NoM/PL’ (ovoua-).

The i-neuter class is the only one in which all inflected forms of the paradigm

are built upon a morphemic unit that formally coincides with the nominative/
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accusative singular, that is, the base form of nouns belonging to this class. Consider,

for example, the inflection of oniti ‘house’ in SMGr.

(54) SMGr
SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/ACC omiti-0 OTITI-0¢
GEN OTTI-00 OTUTI-()V

The forms in (54) can be thought of as built upon a free base oniti, which, as
uyku in Turkish (49c), is monomorphemic. On this assumption, the inflection of
-neuter nouns in MGr can be analysed as a case of base form inflection. This,
however, would mean not taking into account the system definining structural
properties of MGr inflection which is, as we have seen, stem-based and in which all
inflected forms are structured into stems and endings. Keeping in line with this
general typological profile for MGr, Ralli considers omiti- in (54) to be a stem in her
analysis of SMGr noun inflection (2000: 223, 2005: 121), and not a base. The
nominative/accusative singular form omniti is therefore treated as consisting of the
stem omti- and of a null ending -@ (see also Alexiadou & Miiller 2008: 120; Malikouti
1970: 32-35; Thomadaki 1994: 217-222).

Turning now to Cappadocian noun inflection, we have seen that it, too, is in
principle stem-based. Taking noun inflection in Ax$ Cappadocian in (52) as an
example, we find that the inflected forms of o¢-masculine and o-neuter nouns are
built upon single stems (mérik-; Aep-), that ac-, ng-masculine, a-, n-feminine and ua-,
uo-, ag-neuter nouns have two stem allomorphs, one ending in a vowel and one
ending in a consonant (voupatn- ~ vouuat-; KAwxapa- ~ KAWXap-; OPOUUX- ~ OPOUUKT-),
and that i-neuter nouns have a single stem that is used in the inflection of all forms in
the paradigm ({wvap-). Overall, the inflectional classes in Axé Cappadocian and in
most other Cappadocian varieties are defined by the same kind of stem allomorphy
and the same intraparadigmatic distribution of stem allomorphs as their cognate
inflectional classes in other MGr dialects (see also the analysis of Delmesd
Cappadocian noun inflection in Spyropoulos & Kakarikos forthcoming). Recall also

that neuter heteroclitic forms, which are found in all Cappadocian varieties, are built
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by attaching -iov and -ix to the various nouns’ stems and thus preserve the stem
allomorphic patterns defining each inflectional class.

Stems and stem allomorphs are preserved to a significant degree even in the
inflection of Ulaghétsh and Ferték Cappadocian, in which ‘agglutinative’ forms are
found most widely compared to the rest of the Cappadocian varieties. As can be seen
in (53), inflectional classes in Ulaghatsh Cappadocian generally preserve their
defining stem allomorphy. a¢-, n¢-masculine nouns are the only exception in that
respect as they appear to have lost their consonant-ending stem allomorph and all
their inflected forms are built upon a single, vowel-ending stem. Nevertheless, the
distribution of stem allomorphs in the singular of some inflectional classes is different
from that of other Cappadocian varieties. The genitive singular/plural of o- and ua-,
uo-, ag-neuter nouns is formed on the basis of the vowel-ending stem allomorph
(Aepo-yi00, movua-yiov) and not the consonant-ending one which is, however, still
found in the plural of these nouns (Aep-d, movuat-«). The vowel-ending allomorph is
the one that appears in the nominative/accusative singular form of nouns in these
two inflectional classes and the genitive forms in question are formed with the
1-neuter genitive singular/plural endings. The relevance of this will become clear in
§5.4.3.

In light of the discussion above, 1 consider the treatment of nominative/
accusative singular forms like yonvo¢ in (49b) as free bases to be biased in favour of an
analysis that sees the development of ‘agglutinative’ forms in Cappadocian as the
outcome of contact-induced change under the influence of Turkish. On the other
hand, I argue that the inflected forms of nouns originating in inflectional classes other
than the i-neuter inflectional class and those of nouns that have always belonged to
the 1-neuter class should be analysed in the same way so long as the full set of case/
number combinations making up the paradigm is expressed by the same endings in
both historical types of nouns. Therefore, forms like yonvog should be analysed as
being structured into a stem yvnvoo- and a null ending -@, that is, similarly to
nominative/accusative singular forms of i-neuter nouns like {wvdp in (49a). In light of
this and of the discussion on the exponence of the i-neuter endings in §5.4.2.1, I

conclude that ‘agglutinative’ inflection in Cappadocian is not in reality agglutinative.
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5.4.3 A diachronic analysis: ‘agglutinative’ inflection as inflectional

class shift

5.4.3.1 The early manifestations of shift

In Dawkins’s documentation, the Cappadocian varieties of Malakopi and Silata are the
ones in which ‘agglutinative’ forms have the most limited distribution within the
noun inflectional system, in which they are only found with inanimate og-masculine
nouns. 1 therefore assume that these two varieties illustrate the earliest attested
stages in the development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection and take inanimate
o¢-masculine nouns as the locus of its first manifestation.

In Malakopi Cappadocian, inanimate o¢-masculine nouns form their
nominative/accusative plural in two different ways. They have either a fusional form
that is morphologically identical to the original accusative, structured into a bound
stem and the o¢-masculine accusative plural ending -ovg, or an ‘agglutinative’ form in
which the i-neuter nominative/accusative plural ending -ix attaches to a stem that
formally coincides with the nouns’ nominative singular form. For example, the plural
of o¢-masculine Geiudg ‘winter’ in Malakopi Cappadocian is either Geipov¢ or Geiuéfior
(Dawkins 1916: 99-100; for cases of similar variation in Ax4 Cappadocian, see Dawkins
1916: 100). Dawkins does not record any ‘agglutinative’ forms in the genitive singular/
plural in Malakopi. On the other hand, inanimate o¢-masculine nouns in the variety of
Silata form both their genitive singular/plural and their nominative/accusative plural
in the ‘agglutinative’ way while retaining the original fusional form as an alternative
in the plural. Consider the inflection of udAo¢ ‘mill’ in (55), below. The variation in the

accusative singular is due to DOM.

(55) Ssilata Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 97-98)

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM UUA-0¢ uUA-ovg/uvrol-1x
GEN uvAol-ov uvAod-1ov
AcCC UUA-0/uvA-o¢ uUA-ovg/uvrol-1x

Two competing inflectional paradigms can be identified in (55). The original, fusional
paradigm that can also be found in other AMGr dialects such as Pontic (56a), and the

innovative, ‘agglutinative’ paradigm that is only found in Cappadocian (56b):
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(56) Silata Cappadocian

a.

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM UUA-0¢ uvA-ovg
GEN — —
ACC UvA-0 UUA-0vg
b.

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/AcC UvAo¢-0 uvAod-1x
GEN uvAol-ov uvAod-1ov

As was shown in §5.4.2, the ‘agglutinative’ inflection of uvlog in (56b) is identical to
that of i-neuter nouns such as AovAovf ‘flower’ in (57) with respect to both endings

and stem non-allomorphy.

(57) silata Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 91)

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/ACC AovAov0-@ AovAovd-1x
GEN AovAové-100 AovAové-100

We see that the full set of case/number combinations making up the nominal
paradigm is expressed by the same set of endings in the inflection of both uvAog in
(56b) and AovAou6 in (57). We also see that the inflected forms of both nouns are built
upon single stems formally coinciding with the nouns’ nominative/accusative
singular form, which in both cases ends in a consonant. On this basis, I consider uvAo¢
and AovAouf to belong to one and the same inflectional class, namely the i-neuter one.
By extension I argue that all nouns that inflect according to the i-neuter inflectional
class belong to it irrespective of their historical inflectional class membership. This
may not be clear in the case of uvdog that has a mixed inflection but is, however,
without a doubt the case of nouns that only inflect according to the ‘agglutinative’

pattern such as Ax6 Cappadocian yvnvog in (49b) above.
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Apart from the identical sets of endings and type of stem, further evidence
supporting this proposal comes from the synchronic analysis of noun inflection in
Ax6 Cappadocian that we discussed in §5.4.2.1. There we saw that the genitive
singular/plural ending -iov and the nominative/accusative plural ending -iax are
inherently specified for the i-neuter inflectional class. As such, they attach only to
stems of nouns that are also inherently specified for the i-neuter class. Therefore, the
stems of nouns such as uAo¢ and yonvog that do not historically belong to the i-neuter
class but which combine with -iov and -ix in their inflection must be inherently
specified for the i-neuter class. ‘Agglutinative’ forms are therefore interpreted here as
evidencing the inflectional class shift of such nouns to the i-neuter inflectional class.

Considering the relation between the historical inflectional class and the
semantic type of nouns that are the first to shift to the i-neuter class in Malakopi and
Silata Cappadocian, 1 propose that prototypicality was the main trigger for
inflectional class shifts. As we saw in §5.2.1, despite the loss of gender distinctions, the
prototypicality correlation between inflectional class and semantics remains in
principle operative in most Cappadocian varieties. In this respect, the inflectional
classes that were formerly masculine do not lose their prototypical meaning, and still
prototypically include nouns denoting male entities; inanimate nouns remain non-
prototypical members of these classes. Since the semantic homogeneity of the
Cappadocian inflectional system does not present significant differences compared to
other MGr dialects, formerly masculine classes contain both prototypical as well as
many non-prototypical nouns that denote inanimate entities.

On this account, I view the incipient shifts to the i-neuter class in Malakop{
and Silata Cappadocian as having been triggered in order to repair deviations with
respect to prototypicality within the o¢-masculine inflectional class by assigning
inanimate, hence non-prototypical, members of the class to the semantically
appropriate, overwhelmingly homogeneous and morphologically most productive
i-neuter inflectional class of which they would be prototypical members. The
grammatical association of the inanimate semantic type with the neuter gender and
the i-neuter inflectional class acted as the catalyst in this instance of change. As has
been argued, this association exerts very strong influence on noun inflection and
plays a key role in inflectional and other developments affecting the morphosyntax of

nouns in all the AMGr dialects.
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As shown by the Malakopi and Silata evidence, the morphological
coincidence of o¢-masculine nominative singular forms to i-neuter nominative/
accusative singular forms facilitated the first shifts from the former to the latter class.
The final -¢ of o¢-masculines was taken as one of the many consonants in which
1-neuter nouns ended following the loss of word-final -1 due to high vowel deletion. On
the basis of this similarity, nominative singular forms of inanimate og-masculine
nouns consisting of a bound stem and the ending -o¢, for example wuvlAo¢
‘mill.o¢-masculine’ (< uvA- + -o¢), were reanalysed as i-neuter nominative/accusative
singular forms structured into a stem and a null ending, for example uvAo¢
‘mill.i-neuter’ (< uvAoo- + -@). This is shown in (58). As discussed in detail in Chapter 3,
DOM contributed to the reanalysis by creating a novel instance of syncretism between

the nominative and the accusative in the singular of masculine nouns.

(58) Cappadocian
NOM.SG uvlog: uvA- + -o¢ >  uvdoo- + -0

o¢-masculine > I-neuter

Considered in combination, the prototypicality correlation between
inflectional class and noun semantics, and the formal similarity between o¢-masculine
and 1-neuter nominative singular forms can account for the early manifestations of
shift in Malakop{ and Silata Cappadocian. In these two varieties, no cases of shift are
attested that involve prototypical nouns in other—masculine, feminine or neuter—
inflectional classes or non-prototypical nouns in the other masculine class. Regarding
the latter, inanimate nouns in the a¢-, n¢-masculine class have heteroclitic forme in
the genitive singular/plural and nominative/accusative plural. In addition, they have
lost the final -¢ in their nominative singular that consequently ends in a vowel.
Consider odd ‘room’ in (59), for example. In most cells of their inflectional paradigms,
these nouns are, as a result, already prototypical members of the i-neuter class on
account of their heteroclitic forms whereas their ¢-less, vowel-ending nominative

singular does not allow for their reanalysis as consonant-ending i-neuter nouns.
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(59) Ssilata Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 110)

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/ACC odda-@ oddd-100
GEN odad-100 odad-100

In the feminine classes, the majority of non-prototypical, inanimate nouns
fail to undergo shift to the i-neuter class for the same phonological reason as the ag-,
n¢-masculine nouns, namely due to their nominative/accusative singular forms
ending in a vowel, either -« or stressed -n; for example, Silata Cappadocian AaytvAido
‘ring.sc.NoM/Acc’, kAwGtH ‘thread.sc.Nom/acc’ (Dawkins 1916: 442, 444). This, however,
is not the case for non-oxytone n-feminine nouns that lose their final -n due to high
vowel deletion, such as otpw¢ ‘mattress’ (cf. SMGr otpdon) or pey ‘back’ (cf. SMGr
pdxn) that have shifted to the i-neuter class in most Cappadocian varieties. Consider
the inflection of pey in (60) that provides additional support for the relevance of word-

final consonants to inflectional class shifts.

(60) Aravéan Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 115)

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/AcCC pex-0 PEX-10
GEN PEX-10U pEX-10U

As for the first manifestation of shift in the nominative/accusative plural and
not in the genitive singular/plural, as evidenced by Malakopi Cappadocian, it is
accounted for in the context of the general MGr tendency for inflectional
developments that repair prototypicality deviations to be first expressed in the plural.
Recall, in that connection, the neuter plurals Adyix ‘words’ and Ppdyix ‘rocks’ as
alternatives to the masculine plurals Adyor and Ppdyor that are found in all MGr
varieties but also the grammaticalised neuter plurals for all inanimate nouns of the
ac-, n¢-masculine class in Cappadocian and Pharasiot; for example, odddix in (59)

above.
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5.4.3.2 The generalisation of inflectional class shifts

Owing to the early shifts of inanimate o¢-masculine and n-feminine nouns, the
i-neuter class strengthened with respect to the number of its prototypical members
thus gaining significantly in semantic homogeneity and productivity. Productivity in
the 1-neuter class grows at the expense of productivity in the o¢-masculine and
n-feminine classes, which lose members to the neuter class. They, however, gain in
prototypicality and semantic homogeneity as they are left containing mostly nouns
denoting male and female entities. Nevertheless, productivity appears to play a more
central role in inflectional developments than prototypicality in certain Cappadocian
varieties in which shifts to the i-neuter class begin to generalise and affect human
nouns, as well. This is what we find in the varieties of Mist{, Ulaghatsh, Semenderé,
Aravén, Ghurzono and Ferték, always according to Dawkins’s description.

Formal similarity to the consonant-ending nominative/accusative singular of
I-neuter nouns was an important factor in the generalisation of inflectional class
shifts. In most of the abovementioned varieties, o¢-masculine and ag-, n¢-masculine
nouns as well as n-feminine nouns that have lost their word final - due to high vowel
deletion are the only noun types to undergo shift. Consider, for example, the
competition between the o¢-masculine and the i-neuter class in the inflection of
Ghurzono Cappadocian yidokalog ‘teacher’ in (61), or the inflection of n-feminine vog
‘bride’ in Malakopi Cappadocian in (62). vvg is the only prototypical noun in this
variety to undergo shift. Note also the i-neuter heteroclitic form in its genitive

singular/plural.

(61) Ghurzono Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 106)

a. SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM YidokaA-o¢ yicokdA(-o1)
GEN YixokdA(-ov) yicokdA(-ov)
AcCC YidokaA-o yiokdA(-o1)
b. SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/Acc yuokoaAog-@ yutokado-1o
GEN yidokaAod-10v yutokaAod-10v
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(62) Malakopi Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 115)

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/AcC vop(-n) VU@l
GEN VUQad-100/vug-10U VUQad-100/vog-100

In some varieties, most notably Ulaghatsh, Ferték and Semenderé
Cappadocian, the relevance of phonological similarity to the i-neuter nouns begins to
lose its significance. The extensive shifts to the i-neuter class and the concomitant
increase in its productivity allow for nominative/accusative singular forms that end
in vowels to be reanalysed as i-neuter nominative/accusative singular forms. As a
consequence, inflected forms of nouns belonging to literally any inflectional class and
semantic type shift to the i-neuter class, from human a¢-masculine nouns (63a) to
human a-feminine nouns (63b) and even to neuter nouns belonging to inflectional
classes other than the i-neuter class (63c), (64). These massive shifts cause a
disruption to the prototypicality correlations between inflectional class and noun
semantics, as increasing numbers of human nouns join the i-neuter class, whose

members prototypically denote inanimate entities.

(63) Ferték Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 111, 107, 114)

a. ‘father’

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/Acc unaGd-0 uradd-yio
b. ‘woman’

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/AcC vaika-0 VaiKk-£¢
GEN VATKo-Y100 VaiKk-€0-10U
c. ‘bath’

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/Acc Aovtpd-0 Aovtpd-yia
GEN Aovtpo-yiov Aovtpo-yiov
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(64) Ulaghéatsh Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916: 93)

‘cover’

SINGULAR PLURAL
NOM/Acc ToUux-0 ToUUoT-o
GEN TIOUMX-YI0U TOUUA-YL0V

Contrary to the shifts of non-prototypical nouns that are first manifested in
the plural, it is the genitive singular/plural of the inflectional paradigm of
prototypical masculine, feminine and neuter nouns that first seems to undergo shift
to the i-neuter class. The nominative/accusative plural forms of most prototypical
nouns appear to be more resistant. This is the case of all a-feminine nouns, such as
vaike (63b), as well as of all ua-neuter nouns, such as modua (64), that retain their
original nominative/accusative forms in all Cappadocian varieties: vaike¢ and novuata
respectively.

The inflectional systems of Ulaghatsh, Ferték and Semenderé Cappadocian
illustrate the last attested stage in the series of developments that could potentially
lead to the uniformisation of noun inflection under the i-neuter class, which never
reached completion in any Cappadocian variety. It should be noted that there is
evidence of developments involving inflectional class shifts that go beyond the stages
recorded by Dawkins in certain varieties, though not further than the stage
represented by Ulaghétsh, Ferték and Semenderé Cappadocian. In his description,
Dawkins documents only two human masculine nouns having undergone shift to the
i-neuter class in Axé Cappadocian, both in the plural: o¢-masculine vridkolie and
ag-masculine mamdyix (1916: 100, 109). Shifts in this variety are overwhelmingly
restricted to inanimate o¢- and a¢-masculine nouns (Dawkins 1916: 100, 111). In their
1960 description of Axé Cappadocian, Mavrochalyvidis and Kesisoglou record a good
deal of human o¢-masculine nouns shifting to the i-neuter class: kaAdyiopoiov
‘monk.sG.GEN’, teio{iov ‘uncle.sG.GEN’, Guvtekvoliov ‘best man.sc.GEN’, §uvrekvolia ‘best
man.PL.NOM/ACC’, apévtn{ia ‘master.pL.NoM/AcC’ (1960: 33, 37). Similarly, Dawkins does
not record any shifts in Phloitd Cappadocian with the exception of n-feminine
oeuadeuév ‘betrothed’ lit. ‘marked’ (cf. MGr onuadeuévn), which forms the genitive
singular/plural oepadeueviod (1916: 115). In the 1962 ILNE corpus by contrast, we find

a number of cases of shift in both human and inanimate o¢-masculine nouns as well as
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a few cases of ‘agglutinative’ o-feminine genitive plural forms: yduoliov
‘wedding.sc.GEN” (ILNE/811, 49), yduoowrx ‘wedding.sc.GEN’ (ILNE/811, 40), xopdlix
‘dance.pL.NoM/Acc’  (ILNE/812, 90), avamdpoowx ‘poor.PL.NoM/Acc’ (ILNE/811, 44),
ovouaoisoiov ‘nameday.PL.GEN’ (ILNE/811, 48). In none of these two varieties, however,
are examples found illustrating stages that would be more advanced than the ones in
Ulaghdtsh, Ferték and Semenderé Cappadocian. The developments evidenced in the
later documentation of Ax6 and Phloitd Cappadocian are familiar developments,

already recorded by Dawkins for other Cappadocian varieties.

5.4.4 Summary

In this section, I revisited Cappadocian ‘agglutinative’ inflection. In the literature, this
development has been overwhelmingly attributed almost without exception to the
effect of language contact with Turkish. All extant approaches accordingly treat
‘agglutinative’ forms in Cappadocian as parallel formations of Turkish agglutinative
inflected forms and analyse them as consisting of a free base and single exponence
endings solely expressing case and number. They, however, do not provide any
account of the processes or mechanisms that brought this change about. I took issue
with such previous accounts. My synchronic analysis showed that those Cappadocian
forms that are most commonly analysed as ‘agglutinative’ are not in reality
agglutinative. In terms of exponence, the endings used in their formation, -100 and -,
both express a bundle of different morphosyntactic features (case, number,
inflectional class) whereas the elements used as the basis of inflection are bound
stems considering the system defining properties of nominal inflection in
Cappadocian. In this light, I argued that all nouns that inflect according to the
i-neuter inflectional class with respect to stem allomorphy and the set of endings used
in inflection as belonging to that class, regardless of their historical origin in other
masculine, feminine or neuter classes. Therefore, I considered nouns that used to
belong to other classes, but which inflect according to the i-neuter class in
Cappadocian, as cases of diachronic inflectional class shift. In accounting for this, I
examined those Cappadocian varieties in which shifts have the most limited
distribution and identified inanimate o¢-masculine and non-oxytone n-feminine
nouns as the first noun groups to have shifted to the i-neuter class. I further proposed

that this shift was motivated in order to repair prototypicality deviations within the
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masculine and feminine classes by assigning inanimate nouns to the semantically
suitable and morphologically productive i-neuter class. These shifts were conditioned
by the formal similarity of nominative singular forms of masculine and feminine
nouns to consonant ending nominative/accusative singular forms of i-neuter nouns.
Early shifts enhanced the productivity of the i-neuter inflectional class which in turn
allowed for their extension to more numbers of nouns, irrespective of their
inflectional class, semantics or phonological similarity to i-neuters in some

Cappadocian varieties.

5.5 Conclusions

In this chapter, I looked at the two neuterising developments affecting noun
inflection in Cappadocian: neuter heteroclisis and ‘agglutinative’ inflection, both of
which I approached from a language-internal, dialectological perspective.

I treated neuter heteroclisis as an inflectional development of major
historical significance. We saw that apart from dialects belonging to the AMGr dialect
group, neuter heteroclisis is also found in the NGr dialects of Lésbos and Kydonies,
and Sdmos. I took this geographical distribution to suggest that the early development
of neuter heteroclisis could go back to a time before the split between the two dialect
groups—AMGr and NGr. I examined neuter heteroclisis in the genitive singular and
plural, and in the nominative/accusative plural and proposed that heteroclisis in the
genitive first became manifest in proparoxytone o¢-masculine and o-neuter nouns,
and parisyllabic a-feminine nouns that presented with a considerable degree of
uncertainty with respect to stress placement in the genitive singular and plural forms.
In that light, I argued that neuter heteroclisis developed as a repair strategy with the
aim of overcoming this uncertainty by providing inflected forms whose stress was
fixed. From that source, neuter heteroclisis started spreading within the noun
inflection system to fix, as it were, other structural difficulties such as the breaks in
diagrammaticity in inflected forms whose endings expressing marked case/number
combinations had been reduced to null for phonological reasons. In the case of the
nominative/accusative plural, I considered neuter heteroclisis within the general MGr
tendency for inanimate nouns to belong to the neuter gender and specifically to the
-neuter inflectional class. I argued that this tendency extended its domain of

application in Cappadocian to inanimate nouns belonging to inflectional classes with
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which the phenomenon is not normally found in other MGr dialects and thus helped
repair prototypicality deviations in the non-neuter classes by providing neuter
plurals to inanimate nouns that were already associated with the neuter gender by
virtue of their semantics. I showed that the development of neuter heteroclisis had
major implications for the organisation of nouns into inflectional classes and genders
in AMGr. The most important of these implications was that it provided the
morphological means for the association of large numbers of non-neuter nouns from
all inflectional classes, genders and semantic types with the neuter gender, an effect
that was obviously more pronounced in inanimate nouns. It also contributed
significantly to the productivity of the already highly productive i-neuter inflectional
class. Neuter heteroclisis thus paved the way for ‘agglutinative’ inflection.

In contrast to the accepted view in the literature that considers the
development of ‘agglutinative’ inflection in Cappadocian to be an instance of contact-
induced language change brought about by the influence of Turkish, I argued that the
inflected forms that have been treated by previous analyses as ‘agglutinative’ and
modelled on Turkish inflected forms are not in reality agglutinative. Based on
synchronic analysis, I showed that such forms are built upon bound stems and
cumulative exponence endings, a structural composition typical of languages with
fusional inflection. I analysed all nouns that combine with the i-neuter endings in
their inflection as belonging to the i-neuter inflectional class, irrespective of their
original inflectional class or that in which their cognates are found in other MGr
varieties. From a historical point of view, I interpreted nouns that used to belong to
other classes but which inflect like i-neuter as instances of inflectional class shift. As
in the case of neuter heteroclisis in the nominative/accusative plural, in my
diachronic analysis 1 argued that prototypicality and the grammatical association
between the inanimate semantic type, the neuter gender and the i-neuter inflectional
class were the key factors that can account for the diachronic shifts to the i-neuter
class. Identifying inanimate o¢-masculine and non-oxytone n-feminine nouns as the
first noun groups to have undergone this morphological change, I proposed that the
shifts were first motivated in order to repair prototypicality deviations within the
masculine and feminine classes by assigning inanimate nouns found in non-neuter
classes to the semantically appropriate and morphologically productive i-neuter class.

These early shifts, which were conditioned by the phonological similarity of



277

masculine and feminine nouns to i-neuter nouns, added many new members to the
i-neuter inflectional class, which thereby gained significantly in productivity. High
productivity gradually allowed for the generalisation of shifts to nouns that did not
fulfill the semantic or formal condition of early shifts with the result that in some
Cappadocian varieties, many more nouns underwent shift, irrespective of their

inflectional class, semantics or phonological similarity to i-neuters.



Conclusions

The aim of this dissertation has been to provide a diachronic account of the
development of DOM, the loss of gender distinctions, and the neuterisation of noun
inflection in Cappadocian. The main objective has been to overcome the
methodological and analytical shortcomings of previously proposed explanations of
the innovations that Cappadocian has undergone in these three domains by
identifying their historical origin and by illustrating the course of their diachronic
development. Shifting the focus away from the effects of language contact with
Turkish to the geographical context of Cappadocian and to its genealogical
relationships with the other dialects of the AMGr group (Pontic, Rumeic, Pharasiot,
Silliot), in this study I set out to address more readily the possibility that at least some
of the observed Cappadocian innovations may actually be the result of language-
internal processes of change.

To this end, in Chapter 2 I developed a methodological approach that is based
on the systematic grammatical similarities shared by the AMGr dialects as well as on
their points of dialectal divergence. Drawing on the former, I elaborated on the idea
that the modern AMGr dialects are related by descent from a common linguistic

precursor, which I hypothesised was a regional variety of Greek that was spoken
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contiguously in inner Asia Minor approximately until the medieval period. I proposed
that this Medieval AMGr Koiné was characterised by a number of distinctive dialectal
features that differentiated it from other forms of Greek spoken elsewhere at the time
and which, crucially, are the origin of the similarities defining the AMGr dialect
group. Unfortunately, there is an almost complete dearth of historical records that
would grant direct access to the hypothesised Medieval AMGr Koiné as well as to later
periods in the history of AMGr. This makes the systematic comparison between early,
intermediate and most recent attested stages of linguistic change an almost
impossible task. In order to overcome this limitation, my methodological approach
relied on the points of grammatical divergence between the different AMGr dialects.
These can be more conservative or innovative with respect to change, some of them
representing earlier and others later developmental stages in the course of specific
instances of diachronic innovation. I argued that in such cases the synchronic stages
in which the various dialects are found can be used to reconstruct the mechanisms,
trajectories and, ultimately, origins of change. It is with these considerations in mind
that I approached the Cappadocian developments in DOM, gender and inflection,
which I examined in comparison with parallel developments attested mainly in
Pontic, Rumeic and Pharasiot.

Based on my comparative analysis, I argued in Chapter 3 that language
contact with Turkish has been correctly identified as the main cause of change only as
far as the development of DOM is concerned. 1 showed that the formal
implementation of the phenomenon in Cappadocian and Pharasiot is improbable from
a typological point of view. Unlike what is found in the overwhelming majority of
DOM languages, in the two AMGr dialects -¢, the overt marker that alternates with
zero in expressing the morphological distinction between nominative and accusative
that DOM employs, is found not on the head nouns of definite NPs—the marked DOM
class—but on those of indefinite NPs, that is, the unmarked DOM class. I took this
typological deviation to suggest that it is unlikely that the two dialects developed
DOM language-internally. Considering further the similarity of the Cappadocian,
Pharasiot and Turkish DOM patterns in terms of the relation between the case form
used for the head nouns of the unmarked class of DOM NPs and that used for the head
nouns of subject NPs in the three languages, I supported the idea that Turkish

provided the model for the Cappadocian and Pharasiot innovation. 1 identified
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Cappadocian-Turkish and Pharasiot-Turkish bilinguals as the agents of change, who
introduced DOM in their Cappadocian and Pharasiot grammatical systems by adapting
the originally non-DOM system of the two dialects into a differential one by
replicating the Turkish pattern. I treated the occurrence of DOM in both Cappadocian
and Pharasiot as indicative of areal convergence whereby they both underwent the
same change under the common influence of Turkish within a single linguistic micro-
area in which all three languages were contiguously spoken. Finally, I showed that,
with its development, DOM created a set of novel grammatical conditions for the
prototypically neuter syncretism of nominative and accusative in masculine
inflectional classes, which were not previously characterised by this property of
formal identity. Masculine nouns were thus rendered more neuter-like in terms of
their syncretism patterns, whereas the use of the nominative for the expression of
both the subject and the (indefinite) direct object favoured the form that would later
be used in the shift of inanimate masculine nouns to the i-neuter inflectional class.

On the contrary, regarding the historical origins of those innovations that
had the most pervasive effect on the grammatical structure of Cappadocian, namely
the loss of gender distinctions and the neuterisation of noun inflection, I put forward
the position that they can be traced back to the Medieval AMGr Koiné. Through a
series of synchronic and diachronic analyses, I further argued and illustrated that
what we find in Cappadocian is the final stage in a long succession of typologically
plausible, language-internal developments affecting gender and inflection, reflexes of
which can be found in all the modern AMGr dialects. I therefore rejected the common
view that language contact with Turkish was the trigger for the emergence of these
two phenomena or the primary factor that conditioned their subsequent
development.

In the domain of gender, in Chapter 4 I developed an account that drew on a
wealth of data on gender in Cappadocian, Pharasiot, Pontic and Rumeic as well as on
the robust findings of typological work on the diachronic development of gender
systems crosslinguistically. Focusing on gender agreement, I proposed that the loss of
gender in Cappadocian is a more recent innovation that followed an earlier
development, that of semantic agreement whereby inanimate nouns belonging to the
masculine and feminine genders began triggering agreement in the neuter on targets

controlled by them. This agreement pattern came about when the inherited MGr
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gender system was resemanticised on the basis of the semantic distinction of animate
versus inanimate that gradually became expressed by means of agreement. I suggested
that resemanticisation was triggered by inanimate masculine and feminine nouns that
were non-prototypically assigned to the right gender for their morphology but to the
wrong gender for their semantics. Semantic agreement first became manifest in
personal pronouns and then followed a trajectory defined by Corbett’s Agreement
Hierarchy, moving from the pronouns to the predicate, from there to the attributives,
and finally to the determiners. Semantic agreement is attested as early as the 14™
century in Medieval Pontic documents and is still preserved in Pontic and Rumeic
whereas reflexes of it can be identified in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. In light of this, I
analysed the generalisation of agreement in the neuter in Cappadocian, which
evidences the loss of gender distinctions in the dialect, as a chronologically later
development. Neuter agreement built upon semantic agreement in extending the
gender used for targets controlled by inanimate, and later also animal, nouns to
targets controlled by human nouns that did not fulfil the semantic criterion for the
neuter. I argued that the strong correlation between gender and inflection that holds
in MGr played a key role in this extension as, due to semantic agreement, nouns
belonging to the same inflectional class triggered agreement in different genders,
either the masculine or feminine, or the neuter. Nouns that triggered agreement in
the neuter subsequently acted as Trojan horses in favouring the generalisation of that
gender over the masculine and the feminine, ultimately leading to the demise of
gender distinctions in Cappadocian.

In the domain of inflection, in Chapter 5 I drew attention, for the first time,
to neuter heteroclisis, which I considered a development of major historical
significance. I took its broad geographical distribution in the dialects of the whole of
Asia Minor and those of the islands of Lésbos and Sdmos to suggest that neuter
heteroclisis is a very early inflectional innovation, which probably emerged at a time
before the genetic split between the two dialect groups—AMGr and NGr. Examining
the noun inflection systems of a variety of AMGr and NGr dialects, I postulated that
proparoxytone o¢-masculine and o-neuter as well as parisyllabic a-feminine nouns
were the first ones to develop heteroclitic forms in order to overcome uncertainty as
to stress placement in the genitive singular and plural cells of their inflectional

paradigms. Neuter heteroclisis acted as a repair strategy against this uncertainty by
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providing inflected forms whose stress was fixed. From that locus, the phenomenon
spread within the noun inflection system of Cappadocian and the other AMGr dialects,
fixing, as it were, other structural and inflectional difficulties. As for neuter
heteroclisis in the nominative/accusative plural, I proposed that it was employed to
repair deviations with respect to prototypicality in non-neuter inflectional classes by
furnishing neuter plurals to inanimate nouns that were already semantically
associated with the neuter gender by virtue of their meaning. As a result of these
developments, a large number of non-neuter nouns became morphologically
associated with the i-neuter inflectional class and, by extension, the neuter gender,
owing to the heteroclitic forms found in their paradigms. On this basis, 1 viewed
neuter heteroclisis as a morphological mechanism that strengthened the grammatical
association of the inanimate semantic type with the neuter gender and the i-neuter
inflectional class in AMGr, which acted as the catalyst in the development of
Cappadocian ‘agglutinative’ inflection.

Challenging the dominant view in the literature, which treats ‘agglutinative’
inflection as an instance of contact-induced language change modelled on Turkish
noun inflection, I accounted for it in strictly language-internal terms. Based on my
synchronic analysis of the Cappadocian noun inflection system and its system
defining properties, 1 suggested that noun paradigms that have been analysed as
agglutinative by previous researchers are not actually agglutinative. ‘Agglutinative’
forms in Cappadocian are built upon bound stems and cumulative exponence endings,
a composition typical of fusional languages. I showed that ‘agglutinative’ paradigms
display the same structure as those of nouns belonging to the i-neuter inflectional
class not only in terms of the full set of endings expressing the various case/number
combinations that make up the nominal paradigm but also in terms of stem
allomorphy. On these grounds, I treated all nouns whose paradigms exhibit this
structure as belonging to the i-neuter class, irrespective of their historical inflectional
class membership. From a diachronic point of view, I interpreted nouns that used to
belong to other classes, but which inflect like i-neuters in Cappadocian, as instances of
inflectional class shift. After examining relevant data from Cappadocian varieties in
which the phenomenon has the most limited distribution and occurs only in
inanimate o¢-masculine nouns, I argued that the early shifts to the i-neuter class were

the result of the combined effect of prototypicality and of the MGr tendency for
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inanimate nouns to belong to the neuter gender and in particular to the i-neuter
inflectional class. I therefore suggested that shifts were initially triggered to repair
prototypicality deviations within the non-neuter inflectional class by assigning
inanimate nouns to the semantically appropriate, and morphologically productive,
i-neuter class. These early shifts added considerably to the productivity of the
1-neuter class, a factor, which in a number of Cappadocian varieties, allowed for the
further extension of shifts within the noun inflection system.

In Chapter 1, I drew attention to the fact that all the Cappadocian innovations
that I examined in this dissertation have/had the effect of rendering the morphology
and syntax of nouns in the dialect more like that of neuters. From a different point of
view, the innovations could be thought of as making the role of the neuter gender
more prominent in the morphosyntax of nouns in Cappadocian. This synergy between
the various different innovations could be considered to represent a case of drift in
the sense of Sapir, that is, as “the unconscious selection on the part of [the language’s]
speakers of those individual variations that are cumulative in some special direction”
(1921: 151; see also Andersen 1990; Malkiel 1981). As interesting as examining the
Cappadocian changes from the perspective of drift would be, it falls beyond the scope
of the present work. It does, however, lend itself as a very promising avenue for future
research given not only the recent resurgence of interest among linguists on the
phenomenon of drift (consider, for example, Sitaridou & Willis 2011) but also the
extensive, ongoing projects documenting the last surviving AMGr dialects that are
currently being undertaken both in Greece (by Janse and by Karatsareas on
Cappadocian varieties; by Revithiadou & Spyropoulos on Pontic varieties) and in
Turkey (by Sitaridou on Pontic varieties). The present-day linguistic data collected by
these projects could provide a valuable testing ground of the hypotheses put forward
in this dissertation concerning the directionality, or drift, of change not only in
Cappadocian but in AMGr in general—especially in the case of the gradual innovations
examined here such as the development of semantic agreement in Pontic and that of
‘agglutinative’ inflection in Cappadocian. A representative example concerns the
extension of agreement in the neuter from feminine nouns denoting non-human
animate entities to human nouns, for instance ta pavdddc ‘the.N mothers.F’, that is

evident in the Ophis Pontic varieties that are still spoken today in the area of Trabzon
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in Turkey (loanna Sitaridou, personal communication; for a parallel in the Ophis
Pontic varieties spoken in Greece see Revithiadou & Spyropoulos 2009: 51-52).

On the whole, it is hoped that a significant contribution has been made to our
knowledge of the history of Cappadocian, which had been hitherto dealt with mainly
from a synchronic standpoint. The major point stemming from the findings of this
study is that diachronic change in Cappadocian, as well as in the other dialects of the
AMGr group for that matter, is best understood when examined within a larger
dialectological context. This appears to be the only perspective able to compensate for
the lack of early historical records, to illuminate those aspects and manifestations of
change which may have been obscured in the synchronic form in which we find the
various dialects, but also to reassess the language-internal and -external dynamics
that shaped them in time and space. Having attempted to illustrate how this approach
can be implemented in accounting for the development of DOM, the loss of gender
and the neuterisation of noun inflection in Cappadocian, it is also hoped that this
study will open a fresh round of scientific discussion on the historical origins and the
diachronic development of many other innovations that are attested in AMGr and
which are considered by historical linguists and MGr dialectologists to be untypically

Greek or contact-induced or both.
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