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~ The paper presents

e an empirical study on Gross- Ilngwstlc influence of
contact languages (Turkish and Russian) Feﬁardmg the
/ process of verb, transference (including loanwords and
~loan blends) in Pohtic"Greek as spoken in Georgia;

e accommodation strategies of loan verbs, following the

~
N

)




Iritroeltietion

Contact languages:

» with concatenative’'morphology (Turkish);

» With non-concatenative morphology
QUESEND))

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
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C | (X b#ps://corpust.mpi.nl/ds/asv/;jsessionid=5776E67FE2061068110AC0379F6DEA2D?08& openpath=node:2182564 7=

‘-"" The Language Archive
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* 4 7 Georgian
= 4 @ Pontic Greek
* 4 ? Lexicon
= 4 @ Narratives
= 4 @ Ancestors

= & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B01
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-BO1.eaf
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B01.pfsx
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B0O1.wav
® & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B02
= & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B03
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B03.eaf

fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B03.pfsx

fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B03.wav
# & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B04
= & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B0S
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B05.eaf
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B05.pfsx

fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-BO5.wav

* & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B06

|58 @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-BO7
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B07.eaf
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B07.pfsx
fi @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B07.wav

# & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B08

# & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-CO1

# & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-C02

# & @ PNT-TXT-AN-00000-C03

[+ R @ DNT.-TYT-AN-NANANN.CNA

Q | METADATA SEARCH Q | CONTENT SEARCH P MANAGE ACCESS

a about manual register user: anonymous log in

f REQUEST ACCESS b)) CITATION

Name Pontic Greek
Title Pontic Greek

Description

less systematically investigated.

Pontic Greek is known for the preservation of several properties of Medieval Greek. The available publications and
resources about this dialect relate to the varieties spoken in Turkey or by Pontic Greek speakers_in Greece. The Pontic
Greek in Georgia, which is used within a different Tanguage situation and is in contact with new languages, has been
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e “nouns > adjectives > verb >\prepsitions\>.coordinatipg
conjunctions > quantifiers > determiners > free pronouns.>
clitic pronouns > subordinating conjunctions® (Muysken
1981: 181) 2’

/e “The most géi\eral constraint involves the well-known J
‘hierarchy of borrowability” according to which open-class
content items;like nouns and|adjectives lend themselves
most easily to bofrewi Ieiclese-class function items

adjectives > interjections: > adveris, > théﬁar\ticles,
It > derivational affixes >
inflecti 007461-62), e

e ]
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—
e “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\:laim to be advanced is that bO{rowed verbé,
by internal syntactic composition, are (at least)
bimorphemiciand that they are bilingual, consisting of a
generic verb constituent wheseiferm is indigenous, and of
a more specificnominallconstitient*whose phonetic form
corresponds byAdentitysergsimilarity, to the phonetic form
of the source Vern. :

(Moravcsik 1975: 4)
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~ Main Accommodation Strategies \z/
0] thed_oan \erbs \

)

o nght Verb\Strategy (LVS), \ J
o Indlrect in 1

/
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S Different In¢orp6\ratjo Strategies \\J

e Turkish: Indirect Insebtion ~ |
o Russian: Light Verb Strategy —
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~ Loan Verb Ihtegi“atio Hiearchy\\g

. ( =

LVS — Indl —» DI —» EarI

ilgemuth 2009)
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S - Two ﬁnz?%queons\ f\\ v

e Do the languages of distinct morp\hbiogical ,
typology: affect each ,dther in the | /
transferrence process? 5

e \Why the different denorlanguages
(immediaterdener languagdges) /i,nvolved In
the borrowing chese; dilfierer
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| .’ / ™ ~
Besides that the main strategy for Russian loan verbs is LVS
(75% of attested Iexemes/), there are examples of code-
switches and nonce-borrowings which can be re\dé"i'ded as
Direct Insertion examples, these are bare form§ without any
formal adaptaﬁon :

LVS is some%w | oblematlc as from one polnt of view it
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. Terms used a ] / “ \\ ~
SS

e accomodation — all process required in the recepient .~
language to make a loan Verb fully functional,-including that
of- attaching inflectional morphology, aSS|gn|ng valency to
/ loan verb etc‘sB /

o adaptationSa S

ubset of the accomodation process,

The markers of infinitive orinflection dernoet count as an instance of

oan verb adaptation, since rn-n;/ drE0p1Igatory appll\d to all

(ver al) stems; native orberrewed:




SeEREVERDSHTOmMNINKISH

Replica Form
araévo ‘search’

chatévo ‘meet’

child "zo‘cover’
yanévo ‘understand’

yavurévo ‘roast'
yazanévo ‘earn money'
Yyuévo ‘spare’
yunushévo ‘talk’
yurévo ‘set’

yurtarévo ‘save’

ijévo ‘reconcile, suit’
kalachévo ‘talk’

kochévo ‘migrate’
lelévo ‘rejoice’
tayutévo ‘disperse’
timizld ‘vo'clean’
toplaévo ‘gather’

xarapla ‘vo‘destroy’
xatévo ‘chase’

Turkish: Indirect Insertion

Model Form
aramak

catmak

cul
kanmak

kaurmak
kazanmak
kiymak
konusmak
kurmak
kurtarmak
uymak
kelegr

kog ftmek
lale
dagetmak
temiz
toplamak

harab
katmak

Attested Form

araévume, erd ‘evan, eraevane,
eraepsan, aré ‘pson

chatévume, chatévne, echatepsen

echilézan

yanévts, yanévs, yanév, yanéf,
yanévne, eyaneva, eyanevan,
eyanevnane, eyanepsa, eyanepse(n),
yanéps

yavurévumen

yazanepsane

YUévo, yiévo

yunushévume

yurévum, yureéftan

yurtarévne, eyurtarepse
Ijépsane

kalachévo, kalachévs, kalacheps,
kalachév, kalachévum(e),
kalachévumes, kalachévun(e),
kalachévne, ekaldchev(n)a, kaldcheva,
ekaldcheves, kalachévnen,
ekaldcheve(n), kalachevame,
ekaldchevame(n), ekalichevames,
ekaldchevan(e), kalachevan,
(e)kaldchepsa, kaldchepsen,
ekaldchepse, ekaldchepsan,
kaléchepson

kochévo, ekuchepsan

lelévo

tayutéftikan

tédmizld ‘'vo

topldéfkundane, etoplapsamen,
etoplanéfkundan

exaraplé ‘fte

xatévne, (e)xatepsan
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~ Loan Verb Ihtegi“atio Hiearchy\\g
( —

LS

LVS —> IndI — DI —>EarI
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IndT:
Present Tense Stem+ verbalizer -eyv- + TAM
and Person markers

e.g.

Model Form Present Tense Replica Form in
Stem + Verbalizer PG

konusmak konus+ev yunushéevo
‘to speak’




G SO NEVEISHTOMNIUIHISIH

L

(1) ayapo na értan s0 | \t/
love:1.5G to come:3.PL LOC -DEF:N.SG.NGEN

V. | CV S \
A

/ spiti=m e /tonaces. (

‘house:N.SG.I%EN =CL.1.SG:G neighbour;M.PL.NGEN

N =CL | \

na kabumes =

to sit:1.PL

CV

‘T like when [e]i it and talk together’
—~ : PNT-TXT-PP-00000-B08]
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SGEEERVatioRaINSUIXES

for \/r*rJ,,
o 8V, ~iz-, (1)éz-) 011~ -En-, ~ar- '
- \\E/

1 ~ -Iz- -\[)[)éz- -on-
/ Resultatlve \ AL Y N
Inchoative 4 £ N N
Ornative |
Locative
Performative
Similative

y | 1 4
Instrumental i

e
fthymiou 2011)

T~



DERVALGRBIRSUIXS=E)~

(MG) / ' A\
Jitonas — jitonévo. (neighbour-— to be nejighbour)Ne._
kaliteros — kaliterévo (better — to| become better) A f

konts — konté vo\’c/ose to become closer) Adv \

(PG)
nétos — natevo ( i//age — _'/// f'.//r/ /Al ) \




‘For the most part verbs were not borrowed. \Those that were were
standardly formed by the addition” of: the productive -/zoto the Turkish
past tense stem formed with the suffix -d/- (with vowel harmony), e.g.
kavur-mak ‘to roast’, past tense stem kavur-du- producing.Greek
kavurdizd'.

(Horrocks 2010: 380)

Model Form Past Tense Replica Form Present Tense Replica
Stem + in SG Stem + Form in PG
Verbalizer -iz- Verbalizer -ev-

ka(v)urmak  kavur-au-iz kavurdizo kavur-ev yavurévo
to roast’




L @AN=VERDS emNItFKISH

" the exclusive use of -iz- is due to a/cgrtaiﬁhe ologicall similarity between the
past tense stem in Turkish and thatéf the Greek verbs in -/z-, since both s

endin /i > ~~

/ ;\\ (Ralli zoo?: 14
(2) Ol ] panajian
two F.SG.ACC mother_of_god:F.SG.ACC
Q N’
etimaumes ' yavurevumen
prepare: 1.PL | éEN roast: 1.PL tyrkisH




b3 ¢ Loan=Verbs from Iurkish

e \erbs with two verbalizers;’ verbalizer of: Turkish language -/-
(see Kornfilt 1997: 453, (Goksel and Kerslake .2005: 56 etc.),

verbalizer of Pontic -ev-

Nominal Stem Replica Nominal Stem
+ Turkish Form + Turkish
Verbalizer Verbalizer

+ Pontic + Pontic

Verbalizer Verbalizer

tdmizld “vo temiz-la-ev xarapld ‘vo harab-la-ev
‘to clean’ ‘to destroy’




G IO NVERISHTOMNIUIKISH

=

(3)  pola exarapla ‘fte ‘ \\@/

much deteriorate:MEDP/PFV.PST:3.SG tyrki

ADV. V. ) SH\\

/ i \\ zof

/ = ,/. | /
DEF:F.SG.NOM life:FSG.NGEN
5 |
“The life deterioratedia ot

otaniditetall 20165 Pl WP-OOOOO-AOB]

)

§ T~
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—

(4)  emis kalachévume yeor?iani/@
/ 1:PL.NOM taIk;l.PLTUR,)ISH Georgian:N.PL.NGEN f
PN N S\ / A\
ke serume ke rusika

Russian:N.PI:.NGEN
c I\

‘We speak Georgian andweknow, ussianias well’
T-TXT-PP-00000-B01]




L @aN=VERDS femltirkisin

e IPFVPST | / &

(5) eraévane ) meshan \ /

e search:IPFV.PSTi3.PL rypyrsy fOrestESG.AACC f’
‘they were searching for forest’

B

- PNT-TXT-AN-00000-B03]



L @aN=VERDS femltirkisin

L

o PFV.PST I B 8

/

(6)

ke.  eraepsan ma’st%\ {
~ and \\search:PFV.PST:3.PL>TURKISH craftsman:M.SG.NNOI\J/I
na izl to
to
C =N

‘They werelsearching foricraftsman to build|it’




LEANEVERDS

frem UKKISH

- o SBIV
(7) €yo
oy 1:SG.NOI\’I
PN .
ayapo
love:1.SG
\Y/

ayapo
love:1.5G

)

na taemizljavo.-
to clean:1.5SG tyrkisH
CV

f
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— 7
- e Conclusion } / | | \

/

—

Turkish'uses indirect insertion saategy, which means that “an
affix is usually required in order for the verb to inflect J
according to the-")inflectional pattern of the recepriLnt”
(Wichman & W@hlgemuth 2008: 97). In case of PG that affix is
-ev-, added to the stem of theverb (Present stem) and then
inflectional affixesAAM and persefimarkers), characteristic to
Pontic Greek.
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. Further question/:/Why there iS’the sive @&of the =
verbalizer -ev- in verbal loanblends? N

Some observations: ) \ i

/ e It is the most pr\(jtluctive 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\ber.roed from verb and not: nominal;

o During the transferencepi Verblisitreated as non-verb, not noun exactly,
but a neutral lexemey sajitiiasito beverbalized and moreover, to indicate that
state turns into proGess Wit resuliativeimeaning; i.e. the'meaning that can be
applied by suffix -evz

e \While accommodating iurki: lizer; produces mostly
transitive verbs, just like its ISo Jo{n-verbs integrated

into Pontic. )




L SLoanPVErS fiiomIRUSSIEN

fz1n)s Llejnie \Velre) Sitrzitae)y, Diraet Ipisartion

Replica Form Model Form Attested Form

adyxat' fest” otdyxat’ adyxat,, atdixayut

astavatsia femain”’ ostovat’sya astalis’

asvabadit' felease’ osvobodit’ asvabadili

atmechat’ hote, celebrate ” otmechat’ atmichat, atmechat’

atvechat' answer’ otvechat' atvechayu

aznachdat' mean” oznachat' aznachat,, znachit

byt "be” byt” byt’, est, budesh, biudet, byl byld, bylo,
byla, byli

chtit’ honour” chtit' chtim

éxat’ go by car’ exat’ poédet

gavarit' say’ govorit' gavaryat, gavaritsa, skazat'

gulyat “*walk’ gulyat”’ gulyat’, gulydyut

imét’ have’ imet’ iméyut

interesovat' Interest” Interesovat’ interesovat'

kazat'sya seam” kazat'sya kdzhetsa

moch ” tan’ moch” mozhet

nachinat' begin” nachinat’ nachindyu

padxadit’ fit” podxodit’ padxadili

paluchat’ get” poluchat’ paluchil

panimat’ understand panimat’ panimayut

perevodit' translate perevodit’ pereveli

pomnit’ femember pomnit’ pomnyu

préznavat' telebrate ’ prazdnovat' praznavat

prinimat’ ‘accept” prinimat’ prinimat’

privozit' bring by car’ privozit' privezlf

priznavat’ fecognize ’ priznavat' priznavat’'

razlichdt' distinguish razlichat’ razlichat'

rugat’ quarell” rugat’ rugaemsya

sazhat' plant” sazhat' sazhat'

skanchatsia die” skonchat’sya skanchalsia

spravlyat' telebrate” spravlyat’ spraviyat'

sprashivat’ ask”’ sprashivat’ sprashivat’

stirdt' Wash” stirat’ stirali

uchit' teach” uchit’ uchit'

umirat' die” umirat’ umirali

uxodit' go away’ uxodit’' uxadi

varit' boil” varit' svaryd

varovat' Steal” vorovat' variem

véshat' hang”’ veshat' povesili

vinchatsa get married in church’ venchat’sya vinchatsa

vklyuchat' turn on’ vklyuchat' vkluchit'
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g

. (8 Ua vodias ne pomnyu | ya :
'SONG:FPL.NGEN NEG remgéber 1.SGryssian  L-SG:NOMN \Q/
\ PRT  V N\
/. prosto \\\\ ne - pomny)l ke J
simply 'NEG ~ remember:1.SGryssian \ and
ADV. PRT; V i C
oe @imame.
NEG remempEFiLSG
PRT  V
‘[ don’t remember: so
(/ (Or:ll'lldl e :ll 2A0 6 PNT—TXT CL—OOOOO-A14]
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e Russian: loan-verbs in INF - \@/
/ (2) [ B \ mama, ) Olts f

' DEFESG.NOM mother:F£.SG.NGEN aII:M./FNDL.ACC




' )
1, \,
&

S IEOCEVEIISHIOIIRRUSSIE

g

e Russian: Ioan-verb(s/in 3\S 5 \z/

a9

avito abaznachdet, f
- 3:N.SG. NaEN 'S0 mean:3. SgRUSSI\AN

PN | Adv. V

akino ‘ 5. abaznachaet
that:N.SG.NGEN St MEan:3.SGpyssian

PN "
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o ,; -~ | , ’
o Light Verb Constru\céon \*""

/ “Several Ianguagés prefer to apply zn overt, morphological J
accommodation strategy, when incorporating verbs of: foreign origin
into the IeX|con A aourlte strategy IS the use of: SO- caIIed “Ilght

become’.
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e Use of the/ﬁg ht \‘/erb"evtéjg (to make/ tO\\ﬁ/

do) ~
/ (11) _esi \\\ pa’ ka/a’) eftas \ [
2:SG.NOM~  too,  welll make:2.SG
PN - Adv. Adv V "
gatovit’
CooK: IPFV.INFaysstan
V

‘You too coekwell“
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- e Use of the/ﬁg ht verb’ "E’Vfa' (to make/ to\w/,

do)
(12)  endaman V. opshem \
M.SG.PREP

4 togethef\\ in general: ' (
AV PA : \
eftame praznavat
make:1.PL alebrate:IPFV.INFryssIAN

V
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(13)  peld ‘vun eftayne sazhat' ke
cultivate:3.PL  make:3.PL plant:IPFV.INFrysstan. @nd
/ Y \ V. /£ V | C [
~ Kartolla £ / \

potato:NLPL.NGEN

‘They cultivatejand|plant:potatees:
KetEdreEals 2016
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_

- ) - |
(14) ke atmechat’ ! }pi \@/
IAN

and  note:IPFV.INF gy make:PFV. PST?Q‘SG\\

c v Y ~ ,

= Vé e . & xl.‘ /. \
pote  extisan
when bhﬁd: V,PST;:3.PL
ADV.  V |
\ ¥ ¥t } 1
and noted Whenitwas bult /

Olafiiaifelsdl s Z0 LG I xT\)QFE-OOOOO-All]
|

§ T~
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_ Infinitive in Pontic. ) / N ~

In comparison with the Modern Greek, Pontic'Greek as
assumed by the scholars (Revithiadou and Spyropoulos |
/ 2012,*_¥Sitaridou\2014a,“- 2014b)/, ossesses 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 beffewing Venbsiiom Russian, Pontic uses
, wWhere according to
Greek system (SGland!PG) Subjurictive mood with /72 (to) is
expected ~
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_

(15). ondes eylitosen o mabin \\E/
when finish:PFV.pPST:3.5G DEF:N.SG.ACC \IQT:INF
ADV.  V ) D Ve |
/ f ! | 7 ,_ f
 éfen | so \
COME:PFV.PST:3.5G LOC-DEF:N.SG.NGEN
\/ | P-D =
xorion |
village:N.SGINGEN
\

- 'After: her graduations she cameitorthevillage.”
Stanidilet el 20165 PNT-TXT-FM-00000-B06]

§ T~
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e Use of Subjunctive Mood | f

(16) na razlichat’ to \z/
to distinguish:IPFV.INFryssia DEF:N.SG?NGEN\
c « V S D ,

/ 10SIKO VIR > ylosa i J
Russian:N.SG.NGEN - DEF FSG.NOM language:FE.SGINGEN
A D \

ine poll ap’  la

be:3° much different:RSGINGE om,  DEF:N.PL.NGEN
V Ady D

Pondiaka

Aussia
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e Use as complemeréci modal ver can/n)a}” |

(17) Ki poro dtora. atvechat’
NEG can:1.SG now  answer:IPFV.INFryssan

PRTT V Ad
‘I can not ansWerRngnERows

4
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e Use as complemenéo modal ver can//;a}"/

(18)  eyo \ =eporo - na \apana’o’
1:5G.NOM ~ NEG=Can:1.sG to answer:1.5G

C - /

v
@swooooo-saq
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_ cf. examples with native verps and'with Ru5|an ones used with

modals
(19) prep na orizne to \
must:3.5G to diVidg:3.PL DEF;N.SG.NGEN '
7 . N SN S |
=/ ) C, VA D \
pondiakon , 1 elinikon
Pontic:N.SG.NGH IN.SG.NGEN  Greek:N.SG.NGEN




& ALY from s

_ cf. examples with native verps andfwith Ru5|an ones used with
" modals ~J \zz/

(20) €EMIS ki=prep 2 na %e
G 1.

Y 1:PL.NOM\\ NEG=must:3. to make;1.pL PL |
PN S pRT=v C \/
sprashivat’ »

ask:IPFV.INFryseran

‘We mustnot-aske
Berikastvili 2006ENTEIRA-SN-00000-B01]

ey
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_ F—
Conclusion |~ ~

e The observed data reflect a binary distinction with regards to use~
of Russian infinitives, namely:

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

b) a subset of |nf|n|t|ves usediin LVS;

e the main strategy whi ' sian verbs is Light Verb
Strategy using th v-—*rb -—'/i',//_) ( (o) rn_ﬂ'--l to dO),

bilingualism.
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~ Loan Verb Ihtegi“atio Hiearchy\\g
( ) —

LVS — IndI — DI —> Parl




Conleltisions

e (1) loan verbs a?g transferred using if-ferent trategie%
Indirect Insertion for Turkish and Light Verb Strategy fo Y

USSERE
e (2)in both cases there is mor&wological adaptation, i.e. the
’" borrowed elemént IS formally,édapted before using| it as a
verb; |
e (3) the accommodatic 5.by Indl and LVS shows that
these verbs are BOrHeWEC ied for: part-of-speech
membership;




Conleltisions

— ) A~ 0N A~
e (3) PG, as language with “g‘{éng" affixation, avoids Direct
Insertion in favour of LVS and Indl; SN
(4) the availé‘bi%y of a./mprph/ logical procedure to derive (
verbs from non-verbs:in PG is applied only to the Turkish
loans and not'to the Russian ones;

e (5) the common stratec served. in nouns and verbs is for
Russian: reinterpretiing efisimpleforms according to the

- Whilelfor Turkishis fermation of new forms

nal affixes and rnorpholoc




Copleltisions

~ Possible reasons of d /fferen nt strategies \\/

(1) Typological compatlblllty c}f donor; and recipient
/ Ianguage\ /o /-/ \

(), Complexity of the recipient language verbal
morphology;

(3) Sociolinguis




Copleltisions

~ Possible reasons of c/liffere strategies in\ﬁ/
PG spoken in Georgia '

(1) the intuiti\% evaluation o
easy or difficult;

(2) chronological.
(3) degree of: bj

/

the donor Iangﬁlage as

o




Copleltisions

~ Loan Verb Ihtegratio Hiearchy\\g/

( ~—

/ /

/

LVS — Indl — DI — Parl
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