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Matter versus pattern borrowing in compounding:

Evidence from the Asia Minor Greek dialectal variety

Abstract

This paper deals with issues of matter and pattern borrowing as applied to compound formations in four Asia
Minor Greek varieties, Aivaliot, Cappadocian, Pharasiot and Pontic, which have been in contact with the
typologically and genetically different Turkish. While Pharasiot has been impoverished of Greek-based
compound structures due to an extensive Turkish influence, Aivaliot, Pontic, and to a lesser extent Cappadocian,
show a wealth of items that are created on the basis of Greek patterns containing right-hand inflection, a
compulsory compound-internal marker, and a combination of native and foreign constituents reanalyzed as stems.
Assuming that Turkish compounds are phrasal, it is suggested that Greek compounding resists change, since the
native compound morphology strongly constrains the adoption of a Turkish compound structure which is built in
syntax. More specifically, it is proposed that in a contact situation, it is particularly difficult for a pattern to be
transferred from one language to another if it presupposes changing of grammatical domain, that is, shifting from
morphology (Greek compounding) to syntax (Turkish compounding). The article also discusses a number of
formations in Pharasiot, where a N N phrasal compounding pattern seems to be selectively borrowed from
Turkish. Refining the previous claim, it is further proposed that a transfer implying a passage from one
grammatical domain to another could become possible in heavy contact situations if one basic condition is
fulfilled: that the innovative pattern is allowed by the native properties of the recipient language. As a matter of
fact, N N structures are not unknown in the Greek language, which has used them in specific contexts in several

periods of its long history.

Keywords compounding, matter borrowing, pattern borrowing, Asia Minor Greek, Aivaliot, Cappadocian,

Pharasiot, Pontic.

1 Object of investigation: assumptions and premises

Lexical borrowing is generally identified as the commonest and most frequent type of transfer in contact
situations (Haspelmath 2009), while structure is generally accepted to be far less amenable to adoption (see,
among others, Lepschy & Tossi 2006; Bowern 2008; Gardani 2008, 2012; Gardani et al. 2015; Lucas 2012;
Thomason forthcoming). Admittedly, structural transfer occurs in situations of heavy contact (see, among others,
Thomason & Kaufmann 1988), and it is commonly acknowledged that cross-linguistically borrowing is much

more frequent between systems showing structural similarities (Myers-Scotton 2002; Aikhenvald 2007; Matras



2009; Seifart 2015). By taking a somehow extreme position, a number of linguists, as for instance, Field (2002),
claim that structural borrowing is feasible if the two languages in contact are typologically similar, a view that
can be traced back to Meillet (1921:82).

As far as morphology is concerned, the study of contact-induced morphological change encompasses not
only lexical, but also grammatical material related to addition, replacement or loss of morphological categories
and/or morphological structures (Gardani 2008, 2012, 2018, 2020b; Gardani et al. 2015; Ralli 2012a, 2012b,
2016b; Karatsareas 2016), grammatical material being borrowed with or without the concomitant transfer of
lexicon or morphemic material (see also Winford 2003). Therefore, a crucial question is whether all kinds of
morphological structures can be borrowed or only a certain type of them. Moreover, if morphological structures
are borrowed selectively, one needs to know how they are delimited and what morphemic elements can be
transferred with them.

In the existing literature on contact morphology, derivation and inflection have received the bulk of the
attention (see, among others, Gardani 2008; Gardani et al. 2015), but little has been said about the transfer of
compounds (though see Gardani 2018, for an exception). It is not clear, for instance, what can be transferred as
compound material or compound patterns, and it becomes a challenge to build general arguments on the aspects
of compounding that could be subject to adoption. In fact, compounding constitutes a particularly interesting case
since it may involve not only matter borrowing but also pattern, i.e., structural borrowing (in Sakel’s 2007
terminology; cf. Gardani 2020a).

In this paper, I will investigate whether structure or structural elements of compounding can be borrowed
and under which conditions pattern borrowing is feasible. To this purpose, I will examine compounding in four
Asia Minor Greek (hereafter AMG) dialects,' which had been in contact with the typologically and genetically
different Turkish: Aivaliot, spoken once in the Kydonies area (commonly called Aivali) of the North-Western
Aegean coast of Turkey (Sakkaris 1920, 1940; Ralli 2017), Pontic, spoken in the Black Sea area (Oikonomidis
1958; Papadopoulos 1955, 1958), Cappadocian and Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916; Janse 2019b; Karatsareas 2011;
Papastefanou & Karakelidou 2012; Bagriagik 2018), located in central Turkey. The choice of these dialects is

! In this article, the term Asia Minor Greek designates the Greek varieties spoken in the geographic area of Asia Minor. In the
literature (see, among others, Karatsareas 2011, Revithiadou et al 2016, etc.), the term often refers to Pontic, Cappadocian,
Pharasiot and Silliot, following a tradition established by Dawkins’ (1916) seminal work. However, as demonstrated by a
number of recent articles (see Koutsoukos & Pantelidis to appear, Markopoulos to appear, and Ralli (to appear), some other
varieties located in Asia Minor can be named as such, as for instance, Bithynian, Smyrniot and Aivaliot, since, on the one
hand, they display a number of features which diverge from those of the Modern Greek dialects found in the Greek mainland
and the islands, and, on the other hand, they share a considerable number of properties with Pontic and Cappadocian. In fact,
Manolessou (2019) distinguishes the following groups of Asia Minor Greek dialects: the isolated inner Asia Minor ones
(Pontic, Cappadocian, Pharasiot and Silliot), the varieties with continuous presence in Asia Minor since ancient times but in
contact with neighboring mainland Greek ones (Bithynian), those with possible presence in Asia Minor since ancient times
but strongly infused with immigration from the Aegean islands (Aivaliot, Smyrniot, Moschonisiot), and finally the varieties

reaching Asia Minor from a specific area at a specific time (Livissiot, Propontis Tsakonian).



due to the abundance of data from written sources and the oral corpora stored in the Laboratory of Modern Greek
Dialects (LMGD) of the University of Patras (http://www.Imgd.philology.upatras.gr). The four dialects were
spoken in the Asia Minor peninsula before 1922-1924 (see Map 1), that is, before the end of the war between
Greece and Turkey, and the subsequent exchange of populations between Christians and Muslims following the
Lausanne treaty in July 1923. The Turkish influence on Pontic and Aivaliot dates from the fifteenth and sixteenth
century AD respectively, whereas Cappadocian and Pharasiot had been under Turkish pressure since the eleventh
century AD, Pharasiot being grammatically and lexically situated between Cappadocian and Pontic (Bagriagik et
al. 2015; Bagriacik 2018). Today, the four dialects are spoken in dialectal enclaves in Greece by first- and second-
generation refugees, Aivaliot speakers mainly living on the Aegean island of Lesbos (Ralli 2016b, 2019).
Interestingly, Pontic is still spoken by Muslim Pontians in the Black Sea area, near Trabzon (the language is also
called Rumeic, see, among others, Mackridge 1990; Sitaridou 2013, 2014), or in Georgia and the Ukraine
(Dawkins 1937; Berikashvili 2017), where first-generation refugees fled at the beginning of the twentieth century
to avoid Ottoman persecutions.

What is particularly interesting in the contact situation involving Greek? and Turkish is that the languages
are not typologically similar, so borrowing cannot be supposed to be facilitated by the morphological congruence
of the two systems. The question which arises then is what is the mechanism that is activated in order to make
diffusion possible between typologically incompatible systems. For instance, it would be interesting to examine
whether morphotactic transparency and morphological salience play a decisive role in language interference.

It is known that in cases of long-lasting contact, interference usually brings about a situation in which
borrowed items and structures co-exist and compete with the native ones leading to variation and change
(lexical/grammatical parallelism, in terms of Aikhenvald 2007). Thus, another important issue for investigation
concerns the rivalry between native and non-native morphological categories and patterns, and how this rivalry
has an impact on increasing or decreasing the extent of borrowing.

The next sections of the paper are structured as follows: firstly, I give a brief description of the main
characteristics of compounding in both Greek (Sect. 2.1) and Turkish (Sect. 2.2), to highlight differences but also
possible similarities. Sect. 3 provides a detailed picture of compounds influenced by Turkish in Pontic,
Cappadocian, and Aivaliot, while Sect. 4 deals with a number of constructions in Pharasiot, where the dialect
seems to have selectively borrowed a Turkish pattern. The paper concludes with a summary of the findings and

the bibliography.

2 Compounding

Compounding is generally seen as a process creating a new lexeme by joining two lexemes (Bauer 2003).

However, among linguists, there is no overall agreement on the definition of a compound, the classification of

2 In this article, Greek designates Modern Greek, while the term Ancient Greek is reserved for the language spoken before

the Hellenistic period (ca. third century BC — third century AD).



compounds, as well as on whether compounding constitutes a morphological or a syntactic process (see, among
others, Lieber & Stekauer 2009, Bauer 2017 for relevant discussion). According to Ralli (2013b), compounds
can be morphologically or syntactically built, depending on the language one deals with, and the means that a
language provides for creating its compound structures. For Ralli, compounds that involve lexemes smaller than
words (e.g. stems) and are not accessible to syntactic operations (e.g. agreement between internal constituents or
insertion of elements disrupting the structural internal cohesion) are morphological formations. In contrast,
compounds which are partially subject to certain syntactic operations can be considered to be built in syntax,
although they diverge from phrases in that they are not freely accessible to syntax. Therefore, compounding can

be seen as an interface phenomenon which cuts across morphology and syntax.

2.1 Greek compounding

Assuming that morphology and syntax are different grammatical domains, Ralli (2007, 2009, 2013a) has shown
that typical Greek compounds are created in morphology, the status of which is defined on the basis of the
following phonological, morphological, syntactic and semantic criteria:

(a) Greek compounds are phonological words, in that they display a single stress, which most often falls on a
syllable different from the stressed syllables of the two main constituents when used as independent words (e.g.
xartokuto® ‘paper box’ < xart(i) ‘paper’ kut(i) ‘box’).

(b) Compounds belonging to nominal, adjectival and verbal categories are always inflected at the right periphery
(inflection is compulsory in Greek) and their inflectional ending can be different from that of the second
constituent when used as an autonomous word (cf. the inflectional ending -o of xartokut-o ‘paper box’ vs. -g of
kuti ‘box’).*

(c) With few exceptions where the first constituent is an uninflected adverb (e.g. ksanakdano ‘redo, make again’
< ksana ‘again’ kano ‘make/do’), the first member of Greek compounds is a stem, that is, a word stripped of its
inflectional ending (consider again xart- in xartokuto, while the full word form is xarti).

(d) In their vast majority, Greek compounds contain a linking element -o-> (analyzed by Ralli 2008 as a compound
marker), which links the two lexemes together, and its presence depends on the category of the first constituent:
-0- is present if the first constituent is a stem but absent if it is a word. See, for instance, ksanakano (ksand is an
uninflected adverbial word). The presence of the linking element also depends on the initial vowel of the second

constituent: while it is there in e.g. xart-o-kuto, it may not show up if this vowel is stronger (e.g. an [a]) on the

3 The Greek data will be presented in a broad phonological transcription. Stress and gender will be noted only when they are
relevant to the argumentation, and the strings of constituents that do not participate in the compounding process will be
included in parentheses. For reasons of clarity, the compound constituents are often divided by a hyphen.

4 See Ralli (2005) for the segmentation and analysis of the Greek inflectional endings.

5 -0- is a semantically empty element which participates in the process of compounding. As shown by Anastassiadi-Symeonidi
(1983) and Ralli & Raftopoulou (1999), -o- originates from an Ancient Greek thematic vowel, which has already become a

compound marker in the Hellenistic period.



vowel hierarchy of Greek phonology (see Chatzidakis 1905-1907 and Kaisse 1982 for details on this hierarchy),
such as for example in aksiaydpitos ‘worth loving’ (< dksi(os) ‘worth’ ayapitos ‘loving’).
(e) Greek compounds are not accessible to syntax and their internal cohesion cannot be broken by the insertion
of other elements. They all obey the lexical integrity hypothesis (see, among others, Lieber & Scalise 2006) and
display units (stems and a compound marker) and properties (single stress and only one inflectional ending)
which are different from those usually seen in phrasal formations. Compare, for instance, the compound ayri-o-
Jineko and the noun phrase dyria jinéka. Both mean ‘wild woman’ and contain the same constituents, viz. the
adjective of feminine gender dyria ‘wild’ and the feminine noun jinéka ‘woman’. However, they display
significant differences: first, while in the noun phrase adjective and noun are fully inflected words, agreeing for
gender (feminine)--each having its own inflectional ending and stress-- in the compound, the two constituents are
stems, deprived of their inflectional endings. Second, the cohesion of the internal compound structure cannot be
interrupted with the insertion of another element, as opposed to the noun phrase, where an adjective, like meyali®
‘big’, can be introduced between the adjective dyria and the noun jinéka. For an illustration, compare the
ungrammatical compound *ayri-o-meyal-o-jineko with the grammatical phrase dyria meyadli jinéka ‘wild big
woman’. Besides, in the compound, there is a compound marker -o- linking the two stems together and the new
lexeme is neuter. Moreover, the formation shows a unique stress, placed on the compound marker, and only one
inflectional ending at the right periphery, different from that of the second constituent when used as an
autonomous word.

Compounding is particularly frequent in Greek and compounds belong to major grammatical categories
(see (1)) and are all very productively built. With respect to their internal constituent relations, compounds can
be coordinative (1f-h), attributive (1d,i) or subordinative (la,b,c,e, see Scalise & Bisetto 2009 for relevant
classification). On formal grounds, they combine stems with stems ([stem stem] compounds (1a,d,g,h,1)) or stems
with words ([stem word] formations (1b,c,e,f)), the distinction of which is based on the form of the inflectional
ending of the compound as a whole and/or on the place of stress: compounds which bear a different stress and
ending from those of the second constituent are defined as [stem stem] ones, contrary to compounds which share
the same ending and place of stress with the second constituent and are, thus, defined as [stem word]
constructions. Finally, Greek compounds are also distinguished into right-headed endocentric (la-e) and

exocentric ones (1i), the latter being particularly productive in Ancient Greek and the literary language.’

(1) a. [NN]n kukl-6-spit-o < kukl(a) spit(i) -INFL
‘doll’s house’ ‘doll’ ‘house’
b. [NN]v domat-o-salata < domat(a) salata
‘tomato salad’ ‘tomato’ ‘salad’

6 meyali is the feminine form of the adjective meydlos.M meyadli.F meydlo.N, agreeing for gender with jinéka, which is also a
feminine noun.
7 By convention, Greek nominal compounds are given in the nominative singular form and verbal ones in the first person

singular of the present tense.



c. [NV]y xart-o-péz-0® < xart(f) pézo
‘play cards’ ‘card’ ‘play’

d. [AN]x ayri-o-jinek-o < ayri(a) jinék(a) -INFL
‘wild woman’ ‘wild’ ‘woman’

e. [Adv V]v krif-o-kitazo < krif(a) kitazo
look in secret’ ‘secretly’ ‘look’

f. [VV]v aniy-o-klino < aniy(o0) klino
‘open-close’ ‘open’ ‘close’

g. [NN]v alat-o-piper-o < alat(i) pipér(i) -INFL
‘salt and pepper’ ‘salt’ ‘pepper’

h. [A Ala kitrin-6-mavr-os < kitrin(os) mavr(os) -INFL
‘yellow - black’ ‘yellow’ ‘black’

i. [AN]a anixt-6-mpal-os < anixt(6) mpal(6) -INFL
‘open-minded’ ‘open’ ‘mind’

All formations described in this subsection are considered to belong to prototypical compounds in Greek,
which are one-word, both phonologically and morphologically, and inaccessible to syntax. However, in the last
century, under the influence of English and French, a pattern of multi-word expressions, displaying an Adj N and
N NGEN structure, has entered the language (e.g. emfilios polemos ‘civil war’, zoni asfalias ‘security belt’ (lit.
belt security.GEN)). These constructions contain two independent words, each of them bearing its own stress and
inflection. Moreover, in the first case, there is agreement between the adjective and the noun, while there is
genitive case assignment in the second case. Following these characteristics, they could be considered as simple
noun phrases. However, they differ from the latter in that, among other things, they do not allow independent
modification of their constituents (e.g. *[poli emfilios] polemos ‘[very civil] war’ or *zoni [meydlis asfalias] ‘[big
security] belt’). Ralli (2007, 2013a, 2013b) analyzes them as compounds that, contrary to prototypical
morphological compounds, are built in syntax, and labels them ‘phrasal compounds’. It should be noted that
nowadays, this phrasal compounding pattern is particularly productive in the formation of scientific terms in

Greek (e.g. in the specific jargons of medicine and informatics), but it is rare in everyday language.

2.2 Turkish compounding

Turkish is relatively poor in compound structures as compared to Greek, in that its compounds are mainly N N
endocentric and right-headed ones, such as the following (see Kornfilt 1997, Goksel 2009, Goksel & Kerslake
2005, Goksel & Haznedar 2008, among others):

8 See Ralli (2013a) for a detailed account of [stem stem] and [stem word] compounds.



(2) a. evgati-si
‘house roof”
b. kitap sayfa-si
‘book page’
c. kapi kol-u
‘doorknob’ (lit. door handle)

Turkish compounds combine full word forms and their structure is often followed by a compound marker
-(s)1,” originating from the third person possessive suffix of genitive possessive constructions. This -s/ does not
mark possession, as argued by van Schaaik (2002) and Goksel (2009), although it retains some structural affinity
with the possessive marker: for example, they are both closing suffixes (see Goksel 2009 for details). Contrary
to the compulsory character of the Greek -o-, as in sidir-o-kastro ‘iron castle’, the Turkish compound marker -(s)/
does not appear in all compounds, e.g. in the synonymous demir-hisar. Nevertheless, as an anonymous reviewer
has suggested, children acquire the suffixless type of compounds earlier than that with -(s)/ (see Ketrez 2017 for
details), which has the superficial form of a phrase, that is, contains a marker which looks like the phrase-final
possessive one. Thus, due to the age of acquisition effect, the type without -(s)/ could be considered as more basic
than that with -(s)/. On the basis of these properties, Turkish compounds differ from the Greek ones, which belong
to all major grammatical categories, involve constituents drawn from all categories, combine stems or stems and
words, and have a compound internal marker, linking the two constituents together.

Many researchers (Kornfilt 1986; Yiikseker 1987, 1998; Uygun 2009; Giirer 2010; Ralli 2013b; Bagriagik
& Ralli 2013, 2015; Trips & Kornfilt 2015) have proposed that Turkish compounds are mainly phrasal items,
that is, they are syntactically-built formations, for the following reasons. First, their stress pattern is similar to

that of phrases, as argued by Kamali & Ikizoglu (2015):

3) ((gemi)w (halat-i)w)e
ship rope-CM

‘ship rope’

Second, they display a certain visibility to syntactic operations. For instance, both the head and the non-
head of an example like (2a) can be modified separately, as in (4a-b), while some compounds can undergo

insertion of a suffix, between the right-hand constituent and the compound marker -(s)/, as in (4c):

(4) a. eski [ev cati-si]
old [house roof-CM]

‘old roof of some house’

9 [s] surfaces only when the second constituent ends with a vowel, and /I/ is subject to vowel harmony, surfacing as [i]/[w].



b. [eski ev] cati-si
[old house] roof-cMm
‘roof of an old house’

c. ev cati-lar-1
house roof-PL-CM

‘house roofs’

Moreover, coordination can be hosted in both the head and the non-head positions, as in (5a,b),

respectively.'?

(5) a. ilke birlig-i ve/ile beraberlig-i
country unity-CcM  and  solidarity-CM
‘national unity and solidarity’

b. kedi ve kopek  mama-si
cat  and dog food-cM

‘cat and dog food’

However, as shown by Goksel (2009), the two types of constructions, viz. compounds and possessive
phrases, are not identical. For instance, scrambling of the constituents is not allowed in N N-s/ compounds (6a)

whereas it is permitted in the possessive constructions (6b):

(6) a. *oda-si yemek
room-CM food
‘dining room’

versus

b. oda-s1 Cagla-nin
room-POSS.3SG  Cagla-GEN.3SG

‘Cagla’s room’

Similarly, the head of the compound cannot be modified by a functional element, such as an indefinite

article or a quantifier (7b):

19 The examples (4-7) are drawn from Bagriagik, Goksel and Ralli (2018).



(7) a. bir/her dikkan  vitrin-i
a/every shop window-CM
versus

b. *diikkan bir/her  vitrin-i
shop a/every  window-CM

‘a/every shop window’

Reviewing all properties of Turkish compounds and their affinities with phrases is beyond the aim of the
current article. However, following Ralli’s division into morphological and syntactic compounds on the basis of
syntactic (in)accessibility, Turkish compounds seem to be built in syntax, differing from the Greek

morphologically created constructions, in that the latter bear a structure opaque to syntactic operations.

3 Compounding in Asia Minor Greek dialects

Compounding in AMG dialects basically follows the Greek pattern, in that it displays all properties identified for
Greek in Sect. 2.1. For instance, the two compound constituents are linked together with the Greek compound
marker -o- (or -u- in the unstressed position, depending on the dialect)'!, and all compounds end with a native
Greek inflectional suffix marking case and number, which may be different from that of the second constituent
when taken in isolation.

It is worth noting that AMG shows extensive lexical borrowing: many formations involve Turkish lexemes
at the left (8) or the right side (9) of compounds, while in other formations both constituents are of Turkish origin

(10).12

(8)  Compounds with a Turkish first constituent

a. Aivaliot
xabar-u-10y-us < habert: -CM- loyaiv - INFLAiv
‘big harmless insect’ < ‘news’ ‘who says’
g y

lit. who announces news

"' In Aivaliot as well as in all Northern Greek dialectal varieties, unstressed /o/ is raised to [u], cf. Standard Modern Greek
dloyo ‘horse’ and Aivaliot dluyu (Chatzidakis 1905-1907). However, vowel raising is also observed in some sub-varieties of
Cappadocian as well as in Pharasiot, at the unstressed word final position.

12 The data are drawn from Dawkins (1916), Papadopoulos (1958), Oikonomidis (1958), Andriotis (1948), Sakkaris (1940)
and Ralli (2017).
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b. Cappadocian

zeitun-u-alimat-a < zeytint: -CM- alimacap - INFLCap
< . . 9 [3 . b [3 . 9
olive ointments < olive ointment

c. Pontic
sokak-0-skil-on < sokakrr -CM- skilpon - INFLPon
‘street dog’ < ‘street’ ‘dog’

(9)  Compounds with a Turkish second constituent

a. Aivaliot
arxud-u-maxalao-is < arxud(as)aiv -CM- mahalletr - INFLAiv
‘rich neighborhoods’ < ‘rich man’ ‘neighborhood’

b. Cappadocian
psom-u-pox/Ja-s < psom(i)cap -CM- bohgar: - INFLCap
‘napkin for bread’ < ‘bread’ ‘packing cloth’

c. Pontic
kreat-o-surv-a < kréa(s)pon -CM- gorbartr - INFLPon
‘meat soups’ < ‘meat’ ‘soup’

(10) Compounds with two Turkish constituents

a. Aivaliot
kazmad-u-sapl-u =~ < kazmar: -CM- sapl(1k)1r - INFLAiv
‘peduncle handle’ < ‘hoe’ ‘handle’

b. Cappadocian

tsaxmax-u-fitil-ja < cakmakrr -CM- fitilrr - INFLcap
‘lighter fuses’ < ‘lighter’ “fuse’

c. Pontic
printz-o-surv-a < piringtr -CM- gorbarr - INFLPon
‘rice soups’ < ‘rice’ ‘soup’

These cases do not show transfer of any Turkish structural pattern (pattern borrowing), but only adoption
of Turkish lexemes (matter borrowing), which are combined with the native ones in accordance with Greek
compounding rules. Note, however, that the adoption of Turkish lexemes presupposes that they have acquired a
stem status by a reanalysis procedure from words to stems, since Greek compound structures have the following

idiosyncrasies (Ralli 2013a):
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(a) Only compounds whose first constituent is a stem can contain the compound marker -o- (cf. Sect. 2.1).
For illustration, compare the compounds in (11) xartopézo ‘play cards’ and ksanapézo ‘play again’ (lit. again
play), where the stem xart- in (11a) of the word xartja ‘cards’ is followed by the -o-, while the uninflected

adverbial word ksand ‘again’ in (11b) is a full word form, and as such does not contain the compound marker:

(11) a. xart-o-pézo versus b. ksana-pézo
card-play.INFL again-play.INFL
‘play cards’ ‘play again’
(b) Inflectional endings appearing at the right periphery of all nominal and verbal compounds are generally

added to stems. These stems can be either the entire compound structures (12a) or the stems of the right

constituents (12b):

(12) a. ftox-0-spit-o < [ftox-CM-spit]-INFL
‘poor house’ ‘poor’  ‘house’
b. ftox-o-tréo < ftox-CM-[tro-INFL]

‘poorly eat’ ‘poorly’ ‘eat’

Interestingly, there are also few Turkish compounds which have entered the dialects as such, that is, as
structurally opaque words, but they have been reanalyzed as stems, as illustrated by the neuter noun jeralmasi-

Jj-a in Aivaliot and Pharasiot in (13):

(13)  Aivaliot/Pharasiot
jeralmasi-dj-a'? < [yer elma-si]r - 8i-INFL(NOM/ACC.PL)Aiv/Phar

‘Jerusalem artichokes’ ‘ground’ ‘apple’

As depicted in (13), these Turkish compounds do not contain an internal Greek compound marker, and
the Turkish marker -s/ is considered to be part of the stem. Moreover, their incorporation in Greek and the
reanalysis as stems have been accompanied by the introduction of Greek material, in this case, by the formative
-0-, the neuter ending -7 (unstressed [i] has phonologically become a semivowel [j] in front of [a]), and the plural
marker -a. As for the formative -0-, it constitutes an extension of Greek stems and appears as part of stem

allomorphs in the inflection of many Greek masculine and neuter nouns (Ralli 2005), among which there are

13 By regressive vowel assimilation, a frequent phonological phenomenon in many Modern Greek dialects, the /e/ of elma has

become [a].
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many Turkish loan nouns (e.g., the plural of the Aivaliot masculine noun muxtar-d-is ‘elected officers of
communities in the Ottoman Empire < Tr muhtar, Ralli 2017).'4

Note now that there is a sole example of compounding showing a clear Turkish pattern borrowing in
Aivaliot, viz. ajéra para-si ‘without money’ (lit. wind money), which has the following properties:'>
(a) both lexeme constituents are full word forms, the Greek, ajéra ‘wind’ and the Turkish, para ‘money’,
contrary to Greek compounds, where the first constituent is a stem if it belongs to an inflected category.

(b) The main stress is on the left constituent, the Greek word gjéra, according to the Turkish stress pattern
of compounds which displays a non-head main stress, as postulated by Goksel (2009). In contrast, in the
innovative Greek compound-like phrases, those combining two independent words, of the zoni afalias ‘security
belt’ type described in Sect. 2.1, each word carries its own stress (see Ralli 2013a, 2013b for details).

(©) The formation does not contain an internal compound marker, as is the case in Greek, but it ends in -si,
which corresponds to the Turkish marker -s/ by simple phonological adaptation, since there is no central high
vowel [w] in Aivaliot and no vowel harmony.

Admittedly, the occurrence of only one example cannot constitute conclusive evidence for a generalized
pattern borrowing of Turkish compounding. Rather, I suggest that, sometime in the past, when the area of Aivali
(formally Kydonies) was part of the Ottoman Empire, ajéra para-si was produced analogically to the Turkish
compounding structures, but this pattern has not proliferated in Aivaliot morphology, probably because this
structure was not compatible with the rest of compounding structures in the recipient language. In fact, Aivaliot
speakers, who still use this fixed expression, are not able to fully analyze its internal structure: while they
recognize ajéra ‘wind’ and pard ‘money’ as words of their everyday vocabulary (para being a Turkish loan noun,
integrated as pards in Greek with the appropriate -s Greek nominative ending), they cannot identify the presence
and the exact function of the -si item.

Apart from this unique example, the absence of transfer of the Turkish compounding pattern in Aivaliot
should not come by surprise, since, from the four AMG dialects under investigation, Aivaliot, as well as Pontic,
had been the least affected by Turkish: although being part of the Ottoman Empire, the town of Aivali was
inhabited only by Greek speaking people (Sakkaris 1920), while Pontus was the last Asia Minor area to be
conquered by the Ottomans (fifteenth century), and Pontic is generally considered to be one of the most
conservative dialects (Papadopoulos 1955; Drettas 1997; Manolessou & Pantelidis 2011). In contrast, the
geographic areas of Cappadocia and Pharasa had been under Turkish dominance already in the eleventh century,
and their varieties, Cappadocian and Pharasiot, had been heavily influenced by the Turkish language, showing
Turkish features at all levels of grammar (Dawkins 1916; Karatsareas 2011, 2016; Janse 2004, 2019b; Bagriagik
2018). In the literature, heavy contact and bilingualism are usually considered to be among the main reasons for

extensive borrowing (see, e.g., Thomason 2001; Matras 2009). Therefore, one could expect a Turkish effect on

14 For the role of stem allomorphy in Greek inflection, see Ralli (2005).
15 Note that the existence of ajéra parasi (or under the form of aéra parasi) is not exclusive to Aivaliot. It also occurs in
Cypriot and in the Northern Greek dialect of the Greek Macedonian town of Serres. I owe to lo Manolessou this piece of

information.
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both Cappadocian and Pharasiot compounding. As a matter of fact, the small number of Greek-based compounds
in these two varieties, which do not display all categories of Greek compounds but only some N N structures (see
8b, 9b, 10b and 16), might suggest a certain influence of Turkish compounding in Pharasiot and Cappadocian.
However, this evidence is weak.

One may, thus, wonder why the structure of Greek-based compounding so strongly resists change,'® while
other structural patterns have been borrowed, such as, for instance, agglutination in inflection in Cappadocian,
which, in some cases, has replaced Greek fusional inflection (Dawkins 1916, Janse 2004, 2019a,b, Ralli 2009,
Karatsareas 2011, 2016). Consider the following examples:

(14) a. Greek
jinek-6n
woman.F-GEN.PL
‘women’

b. Turkish
hanim-lar-in
woman-PL-GEN

c. Cappadocian
nék-es-ju

woman.F-PL-GEN

In (14a), the Greek inflectional ending -on is a portmanteau morpheme, encompassing the features of
genitive and plural, while in Cappadocian (14c), there are distinct markers for plural and case, -es- and -ju
respectively, set one after the other, similarly to the agglutination pattern shown by the Turkish inflection in
(14b).

In an effort to provide an explanation for this discrepancy, Ralli (2016a) proposed that AMG compounding
tends to preserve its native Greek structure because it is entirely different from Turkish (see Sect. 2): as
demonstrated in Sect. 2.1 and Sect. 2.2, Greek compounds usually combine stems, while Turkish ones combine
words; Greek compounds link their constituents with a compound marker -o-, situated in between them, while,
in many Turkish occurrences, the equivalent marker -s/ is placed at the end of the structure; more importantly,
typical Greek compounds (one word ones) are entirely inaccessible to syntax, whereas Turkish compounds violate
the Lexical Integrity Principle (for more details, see, among others, Bagriagik and Ralli 2013, 2015, Goksel 2015,
Trips & Kornfilt 2015).

16 With the exception of Cappadocian and its parent Pharasiot and Silliot, where one-word compounds are not many, one-
word compounds abound in all the other Asia Minor dialects. Note that the limited number of compounds is not a characteristic
of inner AMG in general -inner AMG consisting of Cappadocian, Pharasiot, Silliot, and Pontic (Manolessou 2019)- since

Pontic is also rich in compounds, as illustrated by the big number of occurrences found in Papadopoulos’ (1958) dictionary.



14

As opposed to compounding, inflection shows a certain correspondence in the two contact languages,
where, despite the typological difference (fusional Greek versus agglutinative Turkish), inflection is linearly
similar, in that the inflectional markers follow the base, one-by-one, if there is more than one suffix, such as in

the following verbal types:

(15) a. Greek
ké0i-s-a
Sit-PFV-PST.1SG

‘I sat’
versus

b. Turkish
otur-du-m
Sit-PST-1SG

‘I'sat’

In fact, the existence of more than one verbal inflectional suffix and their linear structure have led
Philippaki-Warburton (1991) to propose that Greek inflection is not purely fusional but semi-agglutinative.
Therefore, in a heavy contact situation, such as in Cappadocian, inflection is more prone to change than
compounding, because the difference between the two languages in developing inflected forms is smaller than
the difference in building compounds.

Moreover, assuming that morphology and syntax are autonomous grammatical domains (see Ralli
2013a), and since Greek compounds are built in morphology, while Turkish ones are created in syntax, the
divergence between Greek and Turkish compounding refers to the organization of grammar. As such, it can be
vital for allowing or forbidding major structural changes due to contact. Thus, I would like to claim that another
factor for prohibiting the borrowing of a Turkish compounding pattern in Greek is the major change in shifting
compounding from one grammatical domain to another, that is, shifting compounding from morphology to

syntax.

4 Pattern borrowing in Pharasiot compounding?

Let us now focus on Pharasiot, where, besides a small number of occurrences of Greek-based compounds (16),
there are constructions that seem to be situated in between compounds and phrases in that their structure is similar
to that of noun phrases, at least superficially, but they also bear some morphological characteristics. Consider the

examples in (17):!7

17 Many examples in this section are drawn from the work by Bagriagik, Goksel & Ralli (2018).
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(16)  viz-6-pon-u'® < viz pon-us
[breast-CM-pain].N-NOM/ACC.SG breast.N.NOM/ACC.SG  pain.M-NOM.SG
‘pain of breast’

(17) a. zejtin-u stavr-0s

olive.N-GEN.SG Cross.M-NOM.SG
‘cross made of olive wood’

b. jorgan-u xarai
quilt.N-GEN.SG face.N.NOM.SG
‘quilt cover’

c. pejgir-u mamutsi
horse.N-GEN.SG fly.N.NOM.SG
‘horse fly’

At a first glance, the constructions of (17) resemble phrases, phonologically and structurally, in that each
lexeme constituent has its own stress and is a fully inflected word form, contrary to Greek compounds, which
have only one stress, involve stem constituents and whose inflection is situated at the right-hand side. In addition,
the non-head constituent of these Pharasiot formations ends in -u (17a-c), mirroring the inflectional ending of the

genitive singular number of most Greek and Pharasiot masculine and neuter nouns, as shown in (18) and (19):'°

(18) Greek
a. vun-u
mountain.N-GEN.SG
‘of the mountain’
b. lay-0
rabbit.M-GEN.SG

‘man’s’

(19) Pharasiot
a. zejtin-u
olive.N-GEN.SG

‘of the olive’

1% The inflectional ending -0 has become -u after a high vowel raising in unstressed word-final position. See also footnote 12.
1% In Standard Modern Greek, -u marks the genitive singular of masculine nouns in -os (e.g. dnfrop-os ‘man’ anfrdp-u
‘man’s’) and that of neuter nouns in -i (e.g. spiti ‘house’, spitj-u ‘of the house’) and -o (vun-6 ‘mountain’, vun-u ‘of the
mountain’). In Pharasiot, -u appears in the genitive case of the singular number of masculine nouns in -os (e.g. ay-ds ‘rabbit’,

ay-u ‘of the rabbit’) and has been generalized to all neuter nouns.
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b. ay-u
rabbit.M-GEN.SG
‘of the rabbit’

However, the genitive marker -u- in Greek (18) is not exactly the same as the -u in Pharasiot (19), for the

following reasons:

(a) in Pharasiot, -u is the genitive singular marker of masculine nouns in -os (19b) but not of those ending in -as

when used as independent words (20b-c). Curiously, formations containing masculine nouns in -as as a first

constituent (20a) display an -u- instead of the expected zero marker:

(20) a. ywjmad-u koftéd-a
ground.meat.M-GEN.SG meatball. M-NOM.PL
‘(type of) meatballs’
versus

b. Singular
NOM ywjma-s
ACC ywjma-o
GEN ywjma-o

c. tu ywjma i murudia
tu ywjma-@ the smell
the.M.SG.GEN  ground.meat.M-GEN.SG

‘the smell of the ground meat’

(b) -u is attached to a stem allomorph Xd-, employed in constructions of the (20a) type, whereas this allomorph

does not appear in the singular when the word occurs autonomously (20b,c

).20

I conclude that the presence of -u on the left constituent makes Pharasiot structures like those of (17) differ

from common noun phrases.

Another property that differentiates the Pharasiot formations from noun phrases is the ability to become

bases of derived words (21a), similarly to what Greek compounds usually do (21b), due to their facility to accept

derivational suffixes at their right-hand side, after being stripped of their inflectional ending (in Greek, derivation

is stem-based, see Ralli 2005, 2013a):

(21) a. Pharasiot

20 See also Sect. 3 and example (13) for a case of stem allomorphy containing the -0- formative.
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$irid-u yavurma-s  versus
pork kavurma
‘pork kavurma’
. Greek
xart-0-péz-o versus

card-CM-play-1SG

‘I play cards’

[$irid-u yavurma]-la-s2!
[pork kavurma]-DER-NOM.SG

‘kavurma with pork’

[xart-o-peks]-ia-s?
[card-CM-play]-DER-GEN.SG

‘of the act of playing cards’

As Bagriacik (2018) and Bagriagik et al. (2018) have shown, no phrase in Pharasiot, or in Greek in general,
admits derivation of any sort. This characteristic, together with the properties of phrasal accentuation and overt
inflection on the constituents, may align the Pharasiot constructions in (17), (20a) and (21a) with syntactically-
built genitive phrases. However, the possibility to undergo derivation as well as the peculiar marker -u of the left
constituent render these formations different from common genitive phrases. Therefore, the question is whether
they are not phrases, but types of compounds with phrasal properties. If they are compounds, the -u ending of the
left constituent should not mark the genitive case, but is a rather invariable vowel and, as such, a possible
candidate for being a compound marker.?® In other words, the inflectional status of -u- has been reduced into that
of a simple marker denoting the process of compounding. Since this change is functional, it can be considered as
a case of exaptation, along the lines of Norde & Van de Velde (2016) and Gardani (2016).

At the same time, the Pharasiot formations diverge from Greek compounds as well because they allow an
external modification of the head, which breaks the internal cohesion of the structure by inserting another item
(22b), contrary to Greek compounds, which do not allow any insertion and behave like islands to internal

modification (23):

(22) a. Pharasiot
yuval-u alima-@
water.buffalo.M-CM butter.N-NOM.SG

‘buffalo-butter’

21 [y originates from the Turkish suffix -// which attaches to nouns to form nouns and adjectives of a relational meaning
(Goksel & Kerslake 2005, Kornfilt 1997). In Modern Greek dialects affected by Turkish, like for instance in Aivaliot, which
do not display a systematic vowel harmony, the /I/ Turkish vowel is sometimes realized as [i] and sometimes as [u], without
any particular phonological motivation.

22 The Greek suffix -ia is often attached to verbal stems to form deverbal nouns (Ralli 2005).

23 An anonymous reviewer asks why from all morphological markers available in Pharasiot, -u is the one that assumes the
role of a compound marker. A tentative answer could be that Pharasiot compounds have borrowed the Turkish N N compound
pattern, where the first noun is a possessive modifier of the second, and possession in Greek is marked with the genitive on

the modifier.
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b. Pharasiot
yuval-u taz-0 alima-@
water.buffalo.M-CM fresh-NOM.SG butter.N-NOM.SG

‘fresh buffalo-butter’

(23) a. Greek
fistik-o-vtir-o
peanut.N-CM-butter.N-NOM.SG

‘peanut butter’

b. Greek
*fistik-o-fresk-o-vitiro
peanut-CM-fresh-CM-butter

‘peanut fresh butter’

As further shown by Bagriacik et al. (2018), another affinity of these Pharasiot constructions to phrasal

formations, which differentiates them from Greek compounds considerably, is the possibility to have a limited

coordination of two non-head constituents combined with an overt coordination conjunction. Compare the

Pharasiot formation in (25a) and the ungrammatical Greek construction in (24a):

(24) Greek
*yvamvak-o-ke-kapn-o-xoraf-o
cotton-CM-and-tobacco-CM-field-NOM.SG

‘cotton and tobacco field’
from

vamvak-o-xoraf-o kapn-o-xdraf-o
cotton-CM-field-NOM.SG tobacco-CM-field-NOM.SG

‘cotton field’ ‘tobacco field’

(25) Pharasiot
ko¢-u Ce rov-u topus
barley-cM and alfalfa-cm field

‘a field where barley and alfalfa are planted’

from
ko¢-u topus rov-u topus
barley-cM field alfalfa-cm  field

‘field with barley’ ‘field with alfalfa’
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So far the discussion has made clear that the Pharasiot formations under investigation have a peculiar
status: they seem to be situated between phrases and compounds, for they share properties with both Greek
compounds and genitive phrases, albeit there is no absolute similarity with either of them. On the one hand, they
have limited accessibility to syntax, display phrasal accent, and their constituents are fully inflected word forms.
These properties differentiate them from typical Greek compounds, which are not accessible to syntactic
operations, are phonological words, and are made up of stems. On the other hand, the Pharasiot formations
undergo derivation, like Greek compounds, and their left-hand constituent ends in an element which could be
considered as a compound marker exapted from a genitive suffix (although it differs from the Greek compound
marker, which derives from a thematic vowel, as shown by Anastassiadi-Symeonidi 1983 and Ralli &
Raftopoulou 1999). Therefore, I believe that the Pharasiot formations are types of compounds which are not
morphological, like the Greek ones, but phrasal, like the Turkish ones. In concordance with Bagriagik et al.
(2018), I hypothesize that the origin of these peculiar Pharasiot formations lies in Turkish N N phrasal
compounding: most likely, Pharasiot, under the pressure of dominant Turkish started replacing its native Greek-
based compounding structure by a more Turkish-like one. Following the borrowing of a new N N compound
structure, the genitive suffix -u of the left constituent was refunctionalized as a phrasal compound marker.
However, this new structure is not entirely identical to the original Turkish source. The available written sources
(Dawkins 1916; Papastefanou & Karakelidou 2012) and field data collected by Metin Bagriagik between 2013
and 2015 show that there are major differences between Pharasiot N N formations and Turkish compounds, as
follows:

(a) The Turkish compound marker -s/ is completely absent from the Pharasiot formations;?*

(b) the -u of the Pharasiot left-hand constituent may have become a phrasal compound marker, but, due to its
provenance (i.e., the genitive suffix of the left constituent), it differs from the Turkish compound marker -s/,
which originates from a third person possessive suffix situated at the right periphery of the construction;

(¢) the non-head of Turkish compounds can host phrases (26a), while this is not possible in Pharasiot (26b).

(26) a. Turkish
liseye yeni baglayan [ergen tavr-1]
high.school new start adolescent  behavior-CM
‘adolescent-who-just-started-high-school-behavior’

(Kamali & Ikizoglu 2015, copied from Bagriagik et al. 2018)

b. Pharasiot

* tu ¢o katés ywoses 0 nomata xali
[[reic1 tu ¢o kates ywoses 0 nomat]-u xali]
that not understand.3sG languages  the.NOM.SG man-CM situation

24 As an anonymous reviewer has observed, this may be borrowing of the Turkish pattern without -s/.
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‘[[the man who does not listen to reason] situation]’

or ‘the situation of someone who does not listen to reason’

By distinguishing, in Johanson’s (1992, 1993) terms, between ‘global copying’ and ‘partial copying’, I
consider the Turkish pattern borrowing in Pharasiot an instance of partial borrowing. In other words, the pattern
is implemented selectively, with native material used for the integration of borrowed structures, as is the case
with the Greek genitive suffix -u exapted into a compound marker.

This analysis was already given in Bagriagik et al. (2018). However, diverging from that, I would like to
appeal to the criterion of the language-internal factor proposed by Thomason (2001, 2010), Winford (2010),
Karatsareas (2011) and Andreou (2014), which tests whether a pattern can be transferred from a donor to a
recipient language without the necessary mediation of lexical borrowing. This allows me to test the validity of
the hypothesis of a selective pattern borrowing of Turkish compounding in Pharasiot. As a closer inspection of
the history of Greek reveals, constructions similar to N N right-headed phrasal structures are attested in various
periods of the Greek language and its dialects. In Ancient Greek, a genitive noun can both precede and follow
the head noun; there is no “canonical” position for indefinite noun phrases (27) but the post-nominal position is
more common (27a). In definite noun phrases, the “normal” position of the genitive attribute is between the article
and the noun (28a) and secondarily after the noun (28b). The post-nominal position is rarer (28b), but gradually
grows in frequency, until, from the Koine (Hellenistic) period onwards, it becomes the normal one. A pre-articular
position (28c) was focused and emphatic already in Ancient Greek, and has remained so throughout the history

of Greek (for a detailed account, see Manolessou 2000:ch.2 and Schwyzer 1950:89-137).

(27)  Ancient Greek

a. €pKog 0dOVI®V
[erkos odonto:n]
wall teeth.GEN
‘wall of teeth’

b. kioo0D  GTEPOVOC
[kissu:  stephanos]
ivy.GEN  wreath

‘wreath of ivy’

(28)  Ancient Greek

a. o 0D Boaoiiémg Opdvog
[ho tou basilea:s thronos]
DET.NOM DET.GEN king.GEN throne.NOM

‘the king’s throne’

b. o Opdvog 00 Bociiémc
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[ho thronos tou basilea:s]
DET.NOM throne.NOM DET.GEN king.GEN

‘the king’s throne’

c. Tob Bociiémc 0 Opdvog
[tou basileo:s ho thronos]
DET.GEN king.GEN DET.NOM throne.NOM

‘the king’s throne’

Note that a genitive noun preceding the head noun is available in all periods of Greek, but its frequency
diminishes after the ancient period. Today, it is most frequently found in texts of a lively-oral narrative character,
in poetic texts, in fixed phrases and collocations, and under focus.

As it seems, the development of N N phrasal-compound-like formations in Pharasiot can be interpreted
as having resulted from heavy contact with Turkish, but the system-internal factor of structural similarity has
played a major role: this compounding pattern could be established because it matched the system’s properties
of the recipient language, which possessed a similar structure in its phrasal system. Also, because of the properties
of the recipient language, the non-matching features of the source language such as a compound marker at the
right periphery of the construction were rejected. In other words, the development from N-GEN N phrases into N-
CM-N phrasal compounds in Pharasiot may have been triggered by mainly system-external factors, but the
recipient language interference has not only facilitated the process, serving as a catalyst to the change, but it has
also contributed to shaping the final output.?’ In Sect. 3, I have claimed that a pattern would hardly be borrowed
if it would imply a shift of grammatical domain. However, the Pharasiot data discussed in this section show that
a transfer entailing a passage from one grammatical domain to another can be possible given the condition that
the innovative pattern is allowed by the native properties of the recipient language. In assuming this, I align with
the weak retentionist position put forward by Jakobson (1938:54), who had proposed that foreign structural
elements could only enter a language if they comply with its own tendencies. I believe that before assuming a

language-contact effect, the native structures of the recipient languages must be examined in detail.

5 Conclusions

In this article, I have investigated matter and pattern borrowing between two genetically and typologically
different languages, Greek and Turkish, in relation with the interplay of endogenous and exogenous factors. My
study has revealed that loan lexemes (matter borrowing) may participate in native compound structures with the
necessary morpho-phonological changes. More specifically, I have shown that in the four Greek-based Asia

Minor dialects Aivaliot, Cappadocian, Pharasiot and Pontic, the left-hand and/or the right-hand slots of Greek

25 See Andreou (2014) for the interplay of endogenous and exogenous factors applied to the creation of left-headed compounds

in the Greko variety of Italiot Greek.
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compound patterns can be filled by Turkish lexemes which have been reanalyzed as stems and have undergone
any necessary phonological change. In case that Turkish compounds are borrowed as lexical entities, they are
used as morphologically opaque mono-morphemic items, being also reanalyzed as stems in order to accept Greek
inflection.

I have suggested that the transfer of compound patterns from a source into a recipient system is not easy
if compounds are built in different grammatical domains. However, it is not impossible, provided that these
patterns are allowed by the structural properties of the recipient language. This is the case of the Pharasiot dialect
which has been heavily influenced by Turkish: it shows a N N phrasal pattern, not unknown to Greek, reminiscent
of Turkish phrasal compounds, while the Turkish compound marker -s/ never appears in these structures.

In pursuing the research questions formulated in Sect. 1, I have proposed that, in heavy contact situations,
the decisive factor making possible the diffusion of a pattern between typologically incompatible systems is the
existence of a certain matching between relatively similar patterns in both the source and the recipient language.
However, for pattern borrowing to occur, the items participating in the borrowed structure have to be
morphologically transparent (speakers can identify their content and function). The Pharasiot N N compound-
like structures offer a noteworthy illustration for this proposal: while the N N phrasal compounding pattern was
borrowed from Turkish to Greek, the -s/ compound marker was rejected as being unrecognizable. Instead, the
Greek native genitive suffix -u assumed the role of a compound marker because it occupied a structurally internal
slot, similarly to the native compound internal marker -o- (see Sect. 2.1). The lack of morphological transparency
could also explain why in Aivaliot, the gjéra para-si example (Sect. 3) is the only case of a Turkish compound
structure borrowed as such by the Aivaliot speakers.

Besides the importance of structural factors, in Sect. 3 I showed that the intense socio-political contact
between Turkish and Cappadocian or Pharasiot led to an impoverishment of typical Greek compound structures
in the two dialects, as opposed to the situation of the less affected by Turkish Aivaliot and Pontic, which kept
intact both the extent of use and the structure of their native compounds. Finally, I have shown (Sect. 4) that the
existence of a certain similarity between two rival structures may overcome the general structural incompatibility

of the languages in contact, including the generation of a pattern in two different grammatical domains.

Abbreviations

1=first person, A=adjective, ACC=accusative, Aiv=Aivaliot, AMG=Asia Minor Greek, Cap=Cappadocian, cM=compound
marker, DER=derivational suffix, DET=determiner, F=feminine, GEN=genitive, Gr=Greek, INFL=inflection, M=masculine,
N=neuter, N=noun, NOM=nominative, PFv=perfective, PL=plural, Pon=Pontic, pST=past, RelCl=Relative Clause, sG=singular,

Tr=Turkish, V=verb

Acknowledgements
I sincerely thank Metin Bagriacik for allowing me to use the Pharasiot examples, drawn from his own corpus
collected on site in a Greek Macedonian enclave of refugees from the Asia Minor Tsuchuri village. I also thank

him for his assistance with the Turkish language and the fruitful discussions that we have held about Turkish



23

compounding. I am particularly grateful to: lo Manolessou for her precious help regarding Ancient and Medieval
Greek, Francesco Gardani for giving me the opportunity to present and publish this article, and the two

anonymous reviewers whose comments made the article benefit greatly.

References

Aikhenvald, A. Y. (2007). Grammars in contact: A cross-linguistic perspective. In A. Y. Aikhenvald & R.M.W.
Dixon (Eds.), Grammars in contact: A cross-linguistic typology (pp. 1-66). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Andreou, M. (2014). Headedness in word formation and lexical semantics: Evidence from Italiot and Cypriot.
Doctoral dissertation, University of Patras.

Anastassiadi-Symeonidi, A. (1983). La composition en grec modern d’un point de vue diachronique. Lalies, 2,
77-90.

Andriotis, N. (1948). To glossiko idioma ton Pharason [The dialect of Pharasa]. Athens: Ikaros.

Bagriacik, M. (2018). Complementation in Pharasiot Greek. PhD dissertation, Ghent University.

Bagriacgik, M., Goksel, A., & Ralli, A. (2018). Copying compound structures: The case of Pharasiot Greek. In C.
Trips & J. Kornfilt (Eds.), Further investigations into the nature of phrasal compounding (pp. 181-228).
Berlin: Language Science Press.

Bagriacik, M., & Ralli, A. (2013). NN-sI concatenations in Turkish: Construct-state nominals and phrasal
compounds. In O. Umut (Ed.), Proceedings of the 8th workshop on Altaic formal linguistics, MIT Working
Papers in Linguistics 67, 13-24.

Bagriacik, M., & Ralli, A. (2015). Phrasal vs. morphological compounds: Insights from Modern Greek and
Turkish. STUF - Language Typology and Universals, 68, 323-357.

Bagriacik, M., Ralli, A., & Melissaropoulou, D. (2015). Borrowing verbs from Oghuz Turkic: Two linguistic
areas. In F. Gardani, P. Arkadiev & N. Amiridze (Eds.), Borrowed morphology (pp. 109-136).
Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter Mouton.

Bauer, L. (2003). Introducing linguistic morphology. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Bauer, L. (2017). Compounds and compounding. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Berikashvili, S. (2017). Morphological aspects of Pontic Greek spoken in Georgia. Miinchen: LINCOM.

Bowern, C. (2008). Syntactic change and borrowing in generative grammar. In G. Ferraresi & M. Goldbach
(Eds.), Principles of syntactic reconstruction (pp. 187-216). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Chatzidakis, G. (1905-1907). Meseonika ke Nea Ellinika [Medieval and Modern Greek]. Athens: Sakellarios.

Dawkins, R. M. (1916). Modern Greek in Asia Minor: A study of the dialects of Sili, Cappadocia and Pharasa,
with grammar, texts, translation and glossary. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dawkins, R. M. (1937). The Pontic dialect of Modern Greek in Asia Minor and Russia. Transactions of the
Philological Society, 36, 15-52.

Drettas, G. (1997). Aspects pontiques. Paris: ARP.

Field, F. W. (2002). Linguistic borrowing in bilingual contexts. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Gardani, F. (2008). Borrowing of inflectional morphemes in language contact. Frankfurt am Main: Peter Lang.



24

Gardani, F. (2012). Plural across derivation and inflection, fusion and agglutination. In L. Johanson & M. L.
Robbeets (Eds.), Copies versus cognates in bound morphology (pp. 71-97). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Gardani, F. (2016). Allogenous exaptation. In M. Norde & F. Van de Velde (Eds.), Exaptation and language
change (pp. 227-260). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Gardani, F. (2018). On morphological borrowing. Language and Linguistics Compass, 12(10), 1-17.

Gardani, F. (2020a). Borrowing matter and pattern in morphology. An overview. Morphology.

Gardani, F. (2020b). Morphology and contact-induced language change. In A. Grant (ed.), The Oxford handbook
of language contact (pp. 96—122). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gardani, F., Arkadiev, P., & Amiridze, N. (Eds.) (2015). Borrowed morphology. Berlin/Boston: De Gruyter
Mouton.

Goksel, A. (2009). Compounds in Turkish. Lingue e Linguaggio, 8, 213-236.

Goksel, A. (2015). Phrasal compounds in Turkish: Distinguishing citations from quotations. STUF Language
Typology and Universals, 68, 359-394.

Goksel, A., & Haznedar, B. (2008). Remarks on compounding in Turkish. Manuscript, Bogazi¢i University.

Available at http://componet.sslmit.unibo.it/download/remarks/TR.pdf.

Goksel, A., & Kerslake, C. (2005). Turkish. A comprehensive grammar. London: Routledge.

Gilirer, A. (2010). EPP, subject positions and case checking in CNPCs in Turkish. MA thesis, Bogazici University.
Haspelmath, M. (2009). Lexical borrowing: Concepts and issues. In M. Haspelmath & U. Tadmor (Eds.),
Loanwords in the world’s languages: A comparative handbook (pp. 35-54). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Jakobson, R. (1938). Sur la théorie des affinités phonologiques entre les langues. Actes du Quatrieme Congrés

International de Linguistes (pp. 48-59). Copenhagen: Munksgaard.

Janse, M. (2004). Animacy, definiteness, and case in Cappadocian and other Asia Minor Greek dialects. Journal
of Greek Linguistics, 5, 3-26.

Janse, M. (2019a). Agglutinative noun inflection in Cappadocian. In Angela Ralli (Ed.), The morphology of Asia
Minor Greek: selected topics (pp. 66—135). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Janse, M. (2019b). I kappadokiki dialektos [The Cappadocian dialect]. In C. Tzitzilis (Ed.), Neoellinikes dialektoi
[Modern Greek dialects] (pp. 1-91). Thessaloniki: Institute of Modern Greek Studies.

Johanson, L. (1992). Strukturelle Faktoren in tiirkischen Sprachkontakten. Stuttgart: Steiner.

Johanson, L. (1993). Code-copying in immigrant Turkish. In G. Extra & L. Verhoeven (Eds.), Immigrant
languages in Europe (pp. 197-221). Clevedon, Philadelphia & Adelaide: Multilingual Matters.

Kaisse, H. (1982). On the preservation of stress in Modern Greek. Linguistics, 20, 30—49.

Kamali, B., & Ikizoglu, D. (2015). Compound stress in Turkish is phrase stress. In D. Zeyrek, C. Sagin-Simsek,
U. Atas & J. Rehbein (Eds.), Ankara papers in Turkish and Turkic linguistics (pp. 40-51). Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz.

Karatsareas, P. (2011). A study of Cappadocian Greek nominal morphology from a diachronic and dialectological

perspective. PhD dissertation, University of Cambridge.



25

Karatsareas, P. (2016). Convergence in word structure: revisiting agglutinative noun inflection in Cappadocian
Greek. Diachronica, 33(1), 31-66.

Ketrez, F. N. (2017). The emergence of nominal compounds in Turkish: a case study on structural simplicity vs.
input frequency. In W. U. Dressler, F. N. Ketrez & M. Kilani-Schoch (Eds.), Nominal compound acquisition
(pp- 231-249). Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Koutsoukos, N., & Pantelidis, N. (2019). Subtractive imperative forms in Bithynian Greek. In A. Ralli (Ed.), The
morphology of Asia Minor Greek: Selected topics (pp. 255-283). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Kornfilt, J. (1986). The shuttering prohibition and morpheme deletion in Turkish. In A. Aksu-Ko¢ & E.
Erguvanli-Taylan (Eds.), Proceedings of the second international conference of Turkish linguistics (pp. 59—
83). Istanbul: Bogazig1 University Publications.

Kornfilt, J. (1997). Turkish. London/New York: Routledge.

Lepschy, A. L., & Tosi, A. (Eds.) (2006). Rethinking languages in contact: The case of Italian. Oxford: Legenda.

Lieber, R., & Scalise, S. (2006). The Lexical Integrity Hypothesis in a new theoretical universe. Lingue e
Linguaggio, 5 (1), 7-32.

Lieber, R., & Stekauer, P. (2009). Introduction: Status and definition of compounding. In R. Lieber & P. Stekauer
(Eds.), The Oxford handbook of compounding (pp. 3—18). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lucas, C. (2012). Contact-induced grammatical change: Towards an explicit account. Diachronica, 29, 275-300.

Mackridge, P. (1990). Some pamphlets on dead Greek dialects. The Annual of British School in Athens, 85,201—
212.

Manolessou, 1. (2000). Greek noun phrase structure: A study in syntactic evolution. PhD dissertation, University
of Cambridge.

Manolessou, 1. (2019). The historical background of the Asia Minor dialects. In A. Ralli (Ed.), The morphology
of Asia Minor Greek: Selected topics (pp. 20-65). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Manolessou, 1., & Pantelidis, N. 2011. To archaio elliniko /e:/ stin Pontiaki [Ancient Greek /e:/ in Pontic].
Neoelliniki Dialektologia, 6: 245-271.

Markopoulos, Th. (2019). The Smyrna dialect: Loanword adaptation in a multilingual setting. In A. Ralli (Ed.), The
morphology of Asia Minor Greek: Selected topics (pp. 199-220). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Matras, Y. (2009). Language contact. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Meillet, A. (1921). Linguistique historique et linguistique générale. Paris: Champion.

Myers-Scotton, C. (2002). Language contact: Bilingual encounters and grammatical outcomes. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Norde, M., & Van de Velde, F. (2016). Exaptation and language change. Amsterdam/Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.

Oikonomidis, D. (1958). Grammatiki tis ellinikis dialektou tou Pontou [ Grammar of the Greek dialect of Pontos].
Athens: Academy of Athens.

Papadopoulos, A. A. (1955). Istoriki grammatiki tis pontikis dialektou [Historical grammar of Pontic dialect].
Athens: Academy of Athens.



26

Papadopoulos, A. A. (1958). Istorikon leksikon tis pontikis dialektou [Historical dictionary of Pontic dialect].
Athinai: Tipografeion Mirtiadi.

Papastefanou, G., & Karakelidou, A. (2012). Chameni glossa: Varasotiko-neoelliniko leksiko [The lost language:
Pharasiot Greek - Modern Greek dictionary]. Giannitsa: Sampos.

Philippaki-Warburton, 1. (1991). I analysi tou rimatikou sinolou sta Nea Ellinika [The analysis of the verbal
complex in Modern Greek]. Studies in Greek Linguistics, 1990, 119-138.

Ralli, A. (2005). Morfologia [Morphology]. Athens: Patakis.

Ralli, A. (2007). I sinthesi lekseon: Diaglossiki morfologiki prosengisi [The composition of words: A cross-
linguistic morphological approach]. Athens: Patakis.

Ralli, A. (2008). Compound markers and parametric variation. STUF-Language Typology and Universals, 61,
19-38.

Ralli, A. (2009). Morphology meets dialectology: Insights from Modern Greek dialects. Morphology, 19(1), 87—
105.

Ralli, A. (2012a). Morphology in language contact: Verbal loanblend formation in Asia Minor Greek (Aivaliot).
STUF-Language Typology and Universals, 65, 185-201.

Ralli, A. (2012b). Verbal loanblends in Griko and Heptanesian: A case study of contact morphology. L ltalia
Dialettale, LXXIII, 111-132.

Ralli, A. (2013a). Compounding in Modern Greek. Dordrecht: Springer.

Ralli, A. (2013b). Compounding and its locus of realization: Evidence from Greek and Turkish. Word Structure,
6, 181-200.

Ralli, A. (2016a). On borrowing compounds. Paper presented at the 17" International Morphology Meeting.
Vienna: February 18-21, 2016.

Ralli, A. (2016b). Strategies and patterns of loan verb integration in Modern Greek varieties. In A. Ralli (Ed.),
Contact morphology of Modern Greek dialects (pp. 73—-108). Newcastle upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars
Publishing.

Ralli, A. (2017). Leksiko dialektikis poikilias Kydonion, Moschonision kai Voreioanatolikis Lesvou [Dictionary
of the dialectal varieties of Kydonies, Moschonisia and Northeastern Lesbos]. Athens: Foundation of
Historical Studies.

Ralli, A. (2019). Affixoids and verb borrowing in Aivaliot morphology. In A. Ralli (Ed.), The morphology of
Asia Minor Greek: Selected topics (pp. 221-254). Leiden/Boston: Brill.

Ralli, A., & Raftopoulou, M. (1999). I sinthesi os diachroniko fenomeno schimatizmu lekseon [Compounding as
a diachronic word-formation process]. Studies in Greek Linguistics, 19, 389-403.

Revithiadou, A., Spyropoulos, V., & Markopoulos, G. (2016). From fusion to agglutination: The case of Asia
Minor Greek. Transactions of the Philological Society, 115 (3), 297-335.

Sakel, J. (2007). Types of loan: Matter and pattern. In J. Sakel & Y. Matras (Eds.), Grammatical borrowing in
cross-linguistic perspective (15-30). Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Sakkaris, G. (1920). Istoria ton Kydonion [History of Kydonies (Aivali)]. Athens: Vitsikounakis.



27

Sakkaris, G. (1940). Peri tis dialektou ton Kydonion en sigkrisi pros tas Lesviakas [On the dialect of Kydonies
as compared to the dialect of Lesbos]. Mikrasiatika Chronika, 3, 74—141.

Scalise, S., & Bisetto, A. (2009). The classification of compounds. In R. Lieber & P. Stekauer (Eds.), The Oxford
handbook of compounding (pp. 34-53). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schaaik, van, G. (2002). The noun in Turkish: Its argument structure and the compounding straitjacket.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Schwyzer, E. (1950). Griechische Grammatik, Bd. 11, Syntax und syntaktische Stilistik, edited by A. Debrunner.
Miinchen: Beck.

Seifart, F. (2015). Does structural-typological similarity affect borrowability? Language Dynamics and Change,
5(1), 99-113.

Sitaridou, . (2013). Greek-speaking enclaves in Pontus today: The documentation and revitalization of Romeyka.
In M. Jones & S. Ogilvie (Eds.), Keeping languages alive: Language endangerment: Documentation,
pedagogy and revitalization (pp. 98—112). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Sitaridou, I. (2014). The Romeyka infinitive: Continuity, contact and change in the Hellenic varieties of
Pontus. Diachronica, 31(1), 23-73.

Thomason, S. (2001). Language contact. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Thomason, S. (2010). Contact explanations in linguistics. In R. Hickey (Ed.), The handbook of language contact
(pp- 31-47). Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell.

Thomason, S. (forthcoming). Can rules be borrowed? 4 Festschrift for Terry Kaufinan.

Thomason, S., & Kaufman, T. (1988). Language contact, creolization, and genetic linguistics. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Trips, C., & Kornfilt, J. (2015). Typological aspects of phrasal compounds in English, German and Turkic. STUF-
Language Typology and Universals, 68, 281-321.

Uygun, D. (2009). A split-model for category specification. Lexical categories in Turkish. PhD dissertation,
Bogazi¢i University.

Winford, D. (2003). An introduction to contact linguistics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Winford, D. (2010). Contact and borrowing. In R. Hickey (Ed.), The handbook of language contact (pp. 170—
187). Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell.

Yiikseker, H. (1987). Turkish nominal compounds. In P. Avery et al. (eds.), Toronto Working Papers in
Linguistics, 7, 83—103.

Yiikseker, Hitay (1998). Possessive constructions in Turkish. In Lars Johanson, (Ed.), in cooperation with Eva
Agnes Csato6, Vanessa Locke, Astrid Menz, Astrid & Dorothea Winterling, The Mainz meeting. Proceedings
of the 7th international conference of Turkish linguistics (pp. 458—477). Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.



28

Map 1. Asia Minor before 1922 (copied from Karatsareas 2011:12)
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