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Introduction 

The paper presents  

 an empirical study on cross-linguistic influence of 
contact languages (Turkish and Russian) regarding the 
process of verb transference (including loanwords and 
loan blends) in Pontic Greek, as spoken in Georgia;  

 accommodation strategies of loan verbs, following the 
classification of Wichman & Wohlgemuth (2008) and 
the Loan Verb Integration Hierarchy proposed by 
Wohlgemuth (2009); the morphological integration of 
verbs originating in concatenative language (i.e. 
Turkish) with verbs originating in non-concatenative 
language (i.e. Russian).  



Introduction 

Contact languages:  
• with concatenative morphology (Turkish);  
• with non-concatenative morphology 

(Russian)    
 

Multimedia corpus, uploaded to the TLA archive; 
• Semi-spontaneous speech and Narratives on the 

different (8) topics; 
• Quantity of analyzed data: The average word 

count per speaker is 936 words, 57 informants 
 

 



Introduction 



Introduction 

 “nouns > adjectives > verbs > prepositions > coordinating 
conjunctions > quantifiers > determiners > free pronouns > 
clitic pronouns > subordinating conjunctions”  (Muysken 
1981: 181) 

 “The most general constraint involves the well-known 
„hierarchy of borrowability‟ according to which open-class 
content items like nouns and adjectives lend themselves 
most easily to borrowing, while close-class function items 
like pronouns and conjunctions are least likely to be 
adopted.” (Winford 2003: 51) 

 “nouns, conjunctions > verbs > discourse markers > 
adjectives > interjections > adverbs > other particles, 
adpositions > numerals > pronouns > derivational affixes > 
inflectional affixes” (Matras 2007: 61-62)  

 

 

 

 



Introduction 

 

 “The restriction is that the class of borrowed constituents 
in a language does not include lexically homolingual 
constituents that are verbs in both languages [...]. The 
more specific claim to be advanced is that borrowed verbs, 
by internal syntactic composition, are (at least) 
bimorphemic and that they are bilingual, consisting of a 
generic verb constituent whose form is indigenous, and of 
a more specific nominal constituent whose phonetic form 
corresponds, by identity or similarity, to the phonetic form 
of the source verb.”   

(Moravcsik 1975: 4) 

 

 

 

 



Introduction 

Main Accommodation Strategies  

of the Loan Verbs 
 

 Light Verb Strategy (LVS);  

 Indirect Insertion (IndI);  

 Direct Insertion (DI);  

 Paradigm Insertion (PI). 

 



Introduction 

Different Incorporation Strategies  
 

 Turkish: Indirect Insertion 

 

 Russian: Light Verb Strategy 

 

 



Introduction 

Loan Verb Integration Hierarchy 
 

 

LVS  IndI  DI  ParI 

 

 

(Wohlgemuth 2009) 



Introduction 

Two main questions 
 

 Do the languages of distinct morphological 
typology affect each other in the 
transferrence process? 

 Why the different donor languages 
(immediate donor languages) involved in 
the borrowing chose different 
accommodation strategies? 

 

 



Introduction 

 

 Besides that the main strategy for Russian loan verbs is LVS 
(75% of attested lexemes), there are examples of code-
switches and nonce-borrowings which can be regarded as 
Direct Insertion examples, these are bare forms without any 
formal adaptation 

 LVS is somehow problematic, as from one point of view it 
can be regarded as a case of Direct Insertion, because 
“there is no further verbalizing derivation and the replica 
itself is treated like a native stem” (Wohlgemuth 2009: 116), 
from other - unadapted loan verb into complex predicate 
looks like a pattern of code-switch.  

 

 

 

 



Introduction 

Terms used 

 accomodation – all process required in the recepient 
language to make a loan verb fully functional, including that 
of attaching inflectional morphology, assigning valency to 
loan verb etc.;  

  

 adaptation – a subset of the accomodation process, 
namely those where the borrowed element is actually 
formally adapted by morphosyntactic means 

 

The markers of infinitive or inflection do not count as an instance of 
loan verb adaptation, since they are obligatory applied to all 
(verbal) stems, native or borrowed. 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

Turkish: Indirect Insertion 

 
Replica Form Model Form Attested Form 

araévo ‘search’ aramak  araévume, erä´evan, eráevane, 

eráepsan, arä´pson 

chatévo ‘meet’ çatmak chatévume, chatévne, echátepsen 

chilä´zo ‘cover’ çul echíläzan 

ɣanévo ‘understand’ kanmak ɣanévts, ɣanévs, ɣanév, ɣanéf, 

ɣanévne, eɣáneva, eɣánevan, 

eɣánevnane, eɣánepsa, eɣánepse(n), 

ɣanéps  

ɣavurévo ‘roast‘ kaurmak ɣavurévumen 

ɣazanévo ‘earn money‘ kazanmak ɣazánepsane 

ɣuévo  ‘spare’ kıymak ɣuévo, ɣiévo 

ɣunushévo ‘talk’ konuşmak ɣunushévume 

ɣurévo ‘set’ kurmak ɣurévum, ɣureéftan 

ɣurtarévo ‘save’ kurtarmak ɣurtarévne, eɣurtárepse 

ijévo ‘reconcile, suit’ uymak Ijépsane 

kalachévo ‘talk’   keleçı kalachévo, kalachévs, kalachéps, 

kalachév,  kalachévum(e), 

kalachévumes,  kalachévun(e), 

kalachévne, ekaláchev(n)a, kalácheva, 

ekalácheves, kalachévnen, 

ekalácheve(n), kaláchevame, 

ekaláchevame(n), ekaláchevames, 

ekaláchevan(e), kaláchevan,  

(e)kaláchepsa, kaláchepsen, 

ekaláchepse, ekaláchepsan, 

kaláchepson  

kochévo ‘migrate’ köç itmek  kochévo, ekúchepsan 

lelévo ‘rejoice’ lale lelévo 

taɣutévo ‘disperse’ dağetmak taɣutéftikan 

tämizlä´vo ‘clean’ temiz tämizlä´vo 

toplaévo ‘gather’ toplamak topläéfkundane, etoplápsamen, 

etoplanéfkundan 

xaraplä´vo ‘destroy’ harab exaraplä´fte 

xatévo ‘chase’ katmak xatévne, (e)xátepsan 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

Loan Verb Integration Hierarchy 
 

 

LVS  IndI  DI  ParI 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

IndI:  

Present Tense Stem + verbalizer -ev- + TAM 
and Person markers 

e.g.  

 

 

 

 

 

Model Form Present Tense 

Stem + Verbalizer 

Replica Form in 

PG 

konuşmak  

„to speak‟ 

konuş+ev ɣunushévo 

 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 
 

(1)  aɣapó   na értan  s-o     

 love:1.SG to come:3.PL LOC -DEF:N.SG.NGEN 

 V  C  V  P -D  

 spíti=m      itonáðes  

 house:N.SG.NGEN =CL.1.SG:GEN  neighbour:M.PL.NGEN 

 N =CL     N              

 na káθumes  na ɣunushévume 

 to sit:1.PL to talk:1.PL TURKISH        

    C  V          C  V              

 „I like when my neighbours come to me, we sit and talk together‟ 

 

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-PP-00000-B08] 



SG derivational suffixes  
for verbs 

 -év-, -íz-, -(i)áz-, -ón-, -én-, -ár- 

                                                                                                                                                        
  -íz- -(i)áz- -ón- -év- -én- 

Resultative      

Inchoative      

Ornative      

Locative       

Performative        

Similative        

Instrumental       

(Efthymiou 2011) 



Derivational suffix -ev- 

 

(MG)  

jítonas – jitonévo (neighbour – to be neighbour) N 

kalíteros – kaliterévo (better – to become better) A 

kontá – kontévo (close – to become closer) Adv 

 

(PG)  

nätos – nätévo (tillage – till, cultivate) N 

sostós – sostévo (right – set right) A  

arɣá – arɣévo (lately – to be late) Adv 



Loan verbs from Turkish 

 “For the most part verbs were not borrowed. Those that were were 
standardly formed by the addition of the productive -ízo to the Turkish 
past tense stem formed with the suffix -di- (with vowel harmony), e.g. 
kavur-mak „to roast‟, past tense stem kavur-du- producing Greek 
kavurðízo”.          

(Horrocks 2010: 380) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model Form Past Tense 

Stem + 

Verbalizer -iz- 

 

Replica Form 

in SG 

Present Tense 

Stem + 

Verbalizer -ev- 

 

Replica 

Form in PG 

ka(v)urmak  

„to roast‟ 

kavur-du-iz kavurðízo kavur-ev ɣavurévo 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 

“…the exclusive use of -iz- is due to a certain phonological similarity between the 
past tense stem in Turkish and that of the Greek verbs in -iz-, since both types 
end in /i/.” 

(Ralli 2009: 14) 

 

(2) ðíi méres  prin ti  panajían   

 two day:F.PL.NGEN before DEF:F.SG.ACC mother_of_god:F.SG.ACC  

 Q N  ADV D  N  
 etimáumes majirévume ɣlikízmata    ɣavurévumen 

 prepare:1.PL cook:1.PL sweets:N.PL.NGEN roast:1.PL TURKISH 

V  V  N     V    

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-FE-00000-A16] 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 

 Verbs with two verbalizers: verbalizer of Turkish language -la- 
(see Kornfilt 1997: 453, Göksel and Kerslake 2005: 56 etc.),  
verbalizer of Pontic -év- 

 

 Replica 

Form 

Nominal Stem  

+ Turkish 

Verbalizer  

+ Pontic 

Verbalizer  

Replica 

Form  

Nominal Stem  

+ Turkish 

Verbalizer  

+ Pontic 

Verbalizer 

tämizlä´vo  

„to clean‟ 

temiz-la-ev xaraplä´vo  

„to destroy‟ 

harab-la-ev 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 
 

(3) polá exaraplä´fte     

 much deteriorate:MEDP.PFV.PST:3.SG TURKISH  

 ADV V 

 i  zoí 

 DEF:F.SG.NOM life:F.SG.NGEN 

 D  N 

 „The life deteriorated a lot‟ 

   

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-PP-00000-A03] 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 PRS  
 

(4)       emís   kalachévume  ɣeorɣianiká    

 1:PL.NOM  talk:1.PL TURKISH      Georgian:N.PL.NGEN 

 PN         V             A                    

 ke  ksérume  ke rúsika 

 and know:1.PL and Russian:N.PL.NGEN  

 C    V           C    A                  

 „We speak Georgian and we know Russian as well‟ 

 [Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-PP-00000-B01] 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 IPFV.PST  
 

(5)      eraévane    meshán 

 search:IPFV.PST:3.PL TURKISH forest:F.SG.ACC 

 V    N 

 „they were searching for forest‟  

 

 [Berikashvili 2016:PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B03] 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 PFV.PST  
 

(6) ke  eráepsan    mástora    

 and  search:PFV.PST:3.PL TURKISH craftsman:M.SG.NNOM  

 C V    N   
 na xtízi   to  

 to build:3.SG that 

 C V  PN 

 „They were searching for craftsman to build it‟ 

 

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-C1-00000-B03] 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 SBJV  
 

(7)  eɣó   aɣapó   na tæmizljávo   

 1:SG.NOM  love:1.SG  to clean:1.SG TURKISH     

 PN  V  C  V 

 aɣapó   na ðulévo 

 love:1.SG  to work:1.SG 

 V          C  V 

 „I love to clean, I love to work‟ 

 

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-PP-00000-B08] 

 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

 Conclusion 

 
Turkish uses indirect insertion strategy, which means that “an 
affix is usually required in order for the verb to inflect 
according to the inflectional pattern of the recepient” 
(Wichman & Wohlgemuth 2008: 97). In case of PG that affix is 
-év-, added to the stem of the verb (Present stem) and then 
inflectional affixes (TAM and person markers), characteristic to 
Pontic Greek.     

 

 

 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Turkish 

Further question: Why there is the exclusive use of the 
verbalizer -ev- in verbal loanblends? 

Some observations:  
 

 It is the most productive suffix in verbal derivation denoting that verb is derived 
from verb. Even in the cases of denominal derivation of Turkish verbs with the 
foreign verbalizer, PG still uses the native verbal structural element to indicate 
that this word is borrowed from verb and not nominal;  

 During the transference process the verb is treated as non-verb, not noun exactly, 
but a neutral lexeme, so it has to be verbalized and moreover, to indicate that 
state turns into process, with resultative meaning, i.e. the meaning that can be 
applied by suffix -év-;  

 While accommodating Turkish verbs in Pontic -év- verbalizer produces mostly 
transitive verbs, just like its Turkish counterpart used also in loan-verbs integrated 
into Pontic.  

 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

Russian: Light Verb Strategy, Direct Insertion 

 
Replica Form Model Form Attested Form 
adyxát' „rest‟ otdyxat‟ adyxát', atdixáyut 
astavátsia „remain‟ ostovat‟sya astális' 
asvabadít' „release‟ osvobodit' asvabadíli 
atmechát' „note, celebrate‟ otmechat' atmichát', atmechát' 
atvechát' „answer‟ otvechat' atvecháyu 
aznachát' „mean‟ oznachat' aznachát', znáchit 
byt´‟be‟ byt´ byt´, est', búdesh, búdet, byl, bylá, býlo, 

býla, býli 
chtít' „honour‟ chtit' chtim 
éxat' „go by car‟ exat' poédet 
gavarít' „say‟ govorit' gavaryát, gavarítsa, skazát' 
gulyát´ „walk‟ gulyat´ gulyát´, gulyáyut 
imét' „have‟ imet' iméyut 
interesovát' „interest‟ interesovat' interesovát' 
kazát'sya „seam‟ kazat'sya kázhetsa 
moch´ „can‟ moch´ mózhet 
nachinát' „begin‟ nachinat' nachináyu 
padxadít' „fit‟ podxodit' padxadíli 
paluchát' „get‟ poluchat' paluchíl 
panimát' „understand‟ panimat' panimáyut 
perevodít' „translate‟ perevodít' perevelí 
pómnit' „remember‟ pomnit' pómnyu 
práznavat' „celebrate‟ prazdnovat' práznavat 
prinimát' „accept‟ prinimat' prinimát' 
privozít' „bring by car‟ privozit' privezlí 
priznavát' „recognize‟ priznavat' priznavát' 
razlichát' „distinguish‟ razlichat' razlichát' 
rugát' „quarell‟ rugat' rugáemsya 
sazhát' „plant‟ sazhat' sazhát' 
skanchátsia „die‟ skonchat‟sya skanchálsia 
spravlyát' „celebrate‟ spravlyat' spravlyát' 
spráshivat' „ask‟ sprashivat' spráshivat' 
stirát' „wash‟ stirat' stiráli 
uchít' „teach‟ uchit' uchít' 
umirát' „die‟ umirat' umiráli 
uxodít' „go away‟ uxodít' uxadí 
varít' „boil‟ varit' svaryú 
varovát' „steal‟ vorovat' varúem 
véshat' „hang‟ veshat' povésili 
vinchátsa „get married in church‟ ven‟chat‟sya vinchátsa 
vklyuchát' „turn on‟ vklyuchat' vkluchít' 
vstrechát‟ „meet‟ vstrechat‟ vstrichát' 
xvatát‟ „enough‟ xvatat‟ xvátit 
zabyvát' „forget‟ zabyvat' zabýla 
zapalnyát' „fill up‟ zapolnyat' zapalnyáli 
zhdat' „wait‟ zhdat' padazhdí 
zhit' „live‟ zhit' zhivyóm, zhivút 
znakómitsya „make the acquaintance‟ znakomitsya znakómitsya 
znat' „know‟ znat' znáyu, znáesh 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

(8) travoðías ne pómnyu  ya   

 song:F.PL.NGEN NEG remember:1.SGRUSSIAN 1.SG:NOMN 
 N  PRT V   PN  
    

 prósto  ne pómnyu    ke 

 simply  NEG  remember:1.SGRUSSIAN  and 

 ADV  PRT  V     C  
    

 ðe θimáme 

 NEG remember:1.SG 

 PRT V         

 „I don‟t remember songs, just don‟t remember‟. 

   [Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-CL-00000-A14] 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

 Russian: loan-verbs in INF 
  

(9) I    máma          ólts           

 DEF:F.SG.NOM mother:F.SG.NGEN  all:M./F.PL.ACC  

 D  N   PN   

 epínen    prinimát' 

 make:IPFV.PST:3.SG accept:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN 

 V   V 

 „Mother accepted all‟ 

[Berikashvili 2016:PNT-TXT-FM-00000-B03] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian  

 
 

 Russian: loan-verbs in 3.SG 
 

(10) avúto    aéts  abaznacháet,  

 3:N.SG.NGEN  so mean:3.SgRUSSIAN 

 PN   Adv V   

 akíno    aéts abaznacháet 
 

 that:N.SG.NGEN  so mean:3.SGRUSSIAN 
 PN   Adv V 

 „this means this, and that means that‟ 

[Skopeteas et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-FM-00000-B02] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

 Light Verb Construction 
 

“Several languages prefer to apply an overt, morphological 
accommodation strategy when incorporating verbs of foreign origin 
into the lexicon. A favourite strategy is the use of so-called “light” 
verbs… mainly two light verbs are used, each combining with a root 
of nominal form of the borrowed verb… they usually derive from or 
are identical to the lexical verbs for „to make/to do‟ and „to be/to 
become‟.” 

(Matras 2007: 47–48)  



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 Use of the light verb evtáɣo (to make/to 
do)  

 

(11)    esí   pa  kalá  eftás    

 2:SG.NOM too well make:2.SG  

 PN  Adv Adv V  
 gatóvit'  

 cook:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN 

 V 

 „You too cook well‟ 

[Berikashvili 2016: PNT-TXT-FM-00000-B03] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 Use of the light verb evtáɣo (to make/to 
do)  

(12) endáman  v  ópshem  

 together in general:M.SG.PREP 

 ADV  P   A              

 eftáme  íton   práznavat 

 make:1.PL such:N.SG.NGEN celebrate:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN 

 V  PN   V               

 „We celebrate generally together‟ 

    

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-FE-00000-B08] 

 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

 

(13) pelä´vun eftáɣne sazhát'  ke 
 cultivate:3.PL make:3.PL   plant:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN  and
 V  V  V   C

 kartólia 

 potato:N.PL.NGEN 

 N 

 „They cultivate and plant potatoes.‟ 

   [Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-PP-00000-A05] 

 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

(14) ke atmechát'  epíke    

 and  note:IPFV.INF RUSSIAN make:PFV.PST:3.SG    

  C V   V 

 

 póte éxtisan 

 when build:PFV.PST:3.PL 

 ADV V 

 „and noted when it was built.‟  

 

  [Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-FE-00000-A11] 

 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

Infinitive in Pontic  

 

In comparison with the Modern Greek, Pontic Greek as 
assumed by the scholars (Revithiadou and Spyropoulos 
2012, Sitaridou 2014a, 2014b) possesses the infinitive forms, 
though these forms are used in some varieties and are not 
regarded as a functional part of the dialect (Tombaidis 1988). 
In the process of borrowing verbs from Russian, Pontic uses 
the Russian infinitive form in the place, where according to 
Greek system (SG and PG) Subjunctive mood with na (to) is 
expected 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

(15) óndes eɣlítosen  to             máθin   

 when finish:PFV.PST:3.SG  DEF:N.SG.ACC learn:INF  

 ADV  V   D   V 

 érθen   s-o    

 come:PFV.PST:3.SG LOC-DEF:N.SG.NGEN  

 V   P-D 

 xoríon 

 village:N.SG.NGEN 

 N 

 „After her graduations she came to the village.‟ 

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-FM-00000-B06] 

 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 Use of Subjunctive Mood  
(16) na  razlichát'   to   
 to  distinguish:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN DEF:N.SG.NGEN  

 C V    D    

 rosikó    i   ɣlósa    
 Russian:N.SG.NGEN   DEF:F.SG.NOM language:F.SG.NGEN  
 A    D  N 

 íne  polí  ðiáfora    ap'  ta  

 be:3° much different:F.SG.NGEN from DEF:N.PL.NGEN 

 V Adv A   P D 

 Pondiaká  

 Pontic:N.PL.NGEN 

 A     

 „Russian language differs a lot from the Pontic Greek‟ 

[Kotanidi et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-LG-00000-B03] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

 Use as complement to modal verb can/may  

 
(17) ki  poró   atóra  atvechát' 

 NEG can:1.SG now answer:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN 

 PRT V  Adv V 

 „I can not answer right now‟ 

 

[Skopeteas et al. 2016: PNT-TXT-FM-00000-B01] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

 

 Use as complement to modal verb can/may  

 
(18)  eɣó  k=eporó  na apandó 

 1:SG.NOM  NEG=can:1.SG  to answer:1.SG 

 PN  PRT=v   c v 

 „I can not answer‟ 

 

[Berikashvili 2016: PNT-TRA-SN-00000-B04] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

cf. examples with native verbs and with Russian ones used with 
modals  

 (19)  prep  na xorízne  to    

 must:3.SG to  divide:3.PL  DEF:N.SG.NGEN  

  V  C V  D 

 pondiakón  ás-o   elinikón 

 Pontic:N.SG.NGEN from- DEF:N.SG.NGEN    Greek:N.SG.NGEN 
 A    P-D   A 

 „They must distinguish Pontic from Greek.‟ 

 

[Berikashvili 2016: PNT-TRA-SN-2-000-B03] 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

cf. examples with native verbs and with Russian ones used with 
modals 

 

(20) emís  ki=prep  na eftáme  
 1:PL.NOM  NEG=must:3.SG  to make:1.PL PL  

  PN  PRT=V   C V 

 spráshivat' 

 ask:IPFV.INFRUSSIAN 

 V 

 „We must not ask.‟ 

   [Berikashvili 2016: PNT-TRA-SN-00000-B01] 

 

 



Loan-verbs from Russian 

Conclusion 
 The observed data reflect a binary distinction with regards to use 

of Russian infinitives, namely:  

 a) a subset of infinitives used as DI in na-clauses 
 (including the use as complements to modals) and,   

 b) a subset of infinitives used in LVS;  

 the main strategy while borrowing Russian verbs is Light Verb 
Strategy using the verb evtáɣo (to make/to do);  

 there is no overt evidence what particular factor governs the 
choice of this strategy, possible explanation the degree of 
bilingualism.      



Loan-verbs from Russian 

Loan Verb Integration Hierarchy 
 

 

LVS  IndI  DI  ParI 

 

 



Conclusions 

 (1) loan verbs are transferred using different strategies: 
Indirect Insertion for Turkish and Light Verb Strategy for 
Russian;  

 (2) in both cases there is morphological adaptation, i.e. the 
borrowed element is formally adapted before using it as a 
verb;  

 (3) the accommodation of verbs by IndI and LVS shows that 
these verbs are borrowed underspecified for part-of-speech 
membership;  

 

 

 

 

 



Conclusions 

 

 (3) PG, as language with “strong” affixation, avoids Direct 
Insertion in favour of LVS and IndI;  

 (4) the availability of a morphological procedure to derive 
verbs from non-verbs in PG is applied only to the Turkish 
loans and not to the Russian ones;    

 (5) the common strategy observed in nouns and verbs is for 
Russian: reinterpretting of simple forms according to the 
rules of Pontic; while for Turkish: formation of new forms 
using derivational affixes and morphological markers    

 



Conclusions 

Possible reasons of different strategies 

 
(1) Typological compatibility of donor and recipient 

language;  

(2) Complexity of the recipient language verbal 
morphology;  

(3) Sociolinguistic factors. 

 

 



Conclusions 

Possible reasons of different strategies in 
PG spoken in Georgia 

 
(1) the intuitive evaluation of the donor language as 

easy or difficult;  

(2) chronological factor;  

(3) degree of bilingualism. 
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