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Loan verb adaptation in Pontic Greek spoken in G corg
ia

SVETLANA BERIKASHVILI

L. Introduction

sents an empirical study on cross-linguistic influence of cng, ctl
h and Russian) regarding the process of verb transference (ing] -
) ) : udip
loanwords and loanblends) in Pontic Greek (PG), as §poken In Georgia, It focyg,
mostly on loan verb accommodation strategies, following the classification of Wichf
man & Wohlgemuth (2008) and the Loan Verb Integration Hierarchy (LVIH) pro.
posed by Wohlgemuth (2009),and compares the m?rphological integration of verh,
originating in a concatenative language (i.e. Turkish) with verbs originating in
non-concatenative language (i.e. Russian).

The study is based on corpus data collected during several fieldwork periods in
the Pontic-speaking community of Georgia (by Evgenia Kotanidi, Svetlana Beri.
kashvili & Stavros Skopeteas 2005; 2014-2016). The corpus includes 435 recordings
of semi-spontaneous speech and narratives on different topics: Ancestors, Family,
Village, Culture, People, Marriage, Feast, and Language. The average word count
per speaker is 936 words and a total of 57 native-speaking informants have been
recorded, i.e. the whole corpus amounts to approximately 54,230 words. All the data
are glossed according to the Leipzig Glossing Rules and available from the TLA ar-
chive of the Max Planck Institute for Psycholinguistics (Nijmegen, Netherlands).

It is generally assumed that “open-class content items like nouns and adjectives
lend themselves most easily to borrowing” (Winford 2003, 51) and that morpho-
logical complexity blocks transfer; as a result, the borrowing of verbs — which have
high morphological complexity - tends to be rare (Myers-Scotton 2006, 229). Ac-
cording to the hierarchy of borrowability, verbs are mostly adopted after nominals:
nouns and adjectives (see Muysken 1981, 181-99) or nouns and conjunctions

This paper pre
guages (Turkis

(see

This paper is part of the project “The impact of current transformational processes 0f lan-

guage and ethnic identity: Urum and Pontic Greeks in Georgia” at Bielefeld University, funde
by the Volkswagen Foundation. I gratefully acknowledge the support provided for this research.
I would also like to thank Stavros Skopeteas for his helpful comments sl ST p
f‘)n an earlier draft of this article. Early versions of this work were presented at the Confel‘eﬂ_‘ff

The Impact of Socio-Political Transformations on Language and Identity” held & i
State University (18-20 February 2016), and at the 1st International Conference 01 Languaglf
Soptact_in the Balkans and Asia Minor held at the Institute of Modern Greek studies AT
COI:}ZZS:Y off Thes§aloniki (3-5 November 2016). I would like to thank the audienceg_?ari ou
(Februarces or their comments, special thanks go to Christoph Schr oeder and Io-a-nna l"ember
e for);hqu?) as well as to Brian Joseph, Andrey Sobolev and Christos Tzitth§ (No cience
e e;r msxghtfu! questions. Many thanks also go to the Shota Rustaveli Nationa

10n for supporting me with the individual travel grant.
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.. However, some scholars de it u
, 61-62). He : ‘ monstrate that “verl
rbs are not me
re

., 07,
Matras 20 . \ .
iiil‘ﬁCU“ than nouns to b.L borrowed, provided that certain conditions are met”
alli 2009 3). Moravcsik (19755 1978) shows that verbs cannot be b()rrowedta
: S

y are borrowed as nouns and they need to be adapted (re-verbali;
t language. vethalized)

According to Wichman’ & Wolllgemuth (2008), four main strategies are used
for loan verb accomlpodatlon in all languages. These strategies are: (a) Direct In-
ertion (DI); (b) Indirect Insertion (IndlI); (c) Light Verb Strategy (LVS); and (d)
paradigm [nsertion (Parl). These strategies resemble other classifications, e.g. the
first one presented by Moravcsik (1975; 1978), or the integration types listed by
Muysken (2000, 184-220); they are mostly built upon Muysken's approach, but clas-
ified differently. The same classification is adopted by Matras (2009, 176), but in-
terpreted in a slightly different way.

In the present study I follow the classification of Wichman & Wohlgemuth
(2008), SO the terms used can be interpreted as follows: (a) DI for two sub-catego-
ries: borrowing bare forms and inserting a verbal root directly into the verbal mor-
phology of the recipient language; (b) Indl for the loan verbs where morphosyn-
tactic adaptation is required, i.e. the affix (verbalizer) is added to the verbal root in
order for the verb to inflect according the morphological rules of the recipient lan-
guage; (c) LVS for the adaptation of the verbs by complex construction, i.e. by use
of a light verb which has an auxiliary-like function and bears the inflection; and
(d) Parl for the examples where the verb is borrowed with the donor language’s in-
flectional morphology.

The paper is restricted to the adaptation strategies, i.e. those strategies which
involve morphological changes applied to the borrowed verbs. According to the
dassification of loan verb accommodation, such strategies are IndI and LVS. This
conclusion is drawn from the corpus data results, where the attested strategies are
LVS for the Russian language and IndI for Turkish, and can lead us to important
generalizations on the understanding of morphological integration of loan verbs.

Some points need to be explained more precisely:

(1) Although the main strategy for Russian loan verbs is LVS (75% of attested

lexemes), there are examples of code-switching and nonce borrowings which can
any formal adaptation. I do not

be regarded as DI examples, i.e. bare forms without

take into consideration clearly recognizable code-switching, still I do analyze nonce
borrowings (term used by Poplack 1980) or temporary borrowings (term used by
Myers-Scotton 2006), i.e. borrowed forms whose “frequency and acceptability cri-
teria are unclear or nonexistent” (Poplack, Sankoff & Miller 1988, 52), but still have
characteristics of morphological and/or syntactic integration and provide insights
on the adaptation process. )

~ (2) LVS is somehow problematic as it can be regarded as a case of DI since then:
110 further verbalizing derivation and the replica itself is treated like a native stem
(Wohlgemuth 2009, 116); on the other hand, an unadapted loan verb into a com-
Plex predicate resembles a pattern of code-switching. Still I do think that this strat-

[ 263 ]
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. decisive for further general'izations, as it shf)ws that the re Cipie
egy 12 (reats the borrowed verb like a noun/nominalized lexem, nt |,
i.e. F ) i adopt the approach of Wohlgemut}'l (2009) in using the term; .
and zdaptation, including the state in “l’)hl(;h the I.nark.er s of infinjtjye or imod“tion
Jdo not count as an instance of loan verba algatzon, since they are applieg Sctiy
torily to all (verbal) stems, bel t}}em native or borrowed. Accommyg, tioy ~ °
rocesses required in the rc?c1p1en't language to make a lloar? verb fully g,
including that of attaching inflectional morphology, assigning valency
tc.
Verb.flfe material is from two languages of different morphological tYPOIOgy i
ly Russian (of non-concatenati\fe morphology) z.md Turl'clsh (of Concatenati\’/e ?nme.
phology). The interesting fact is that PG has different incorporatiop Strategie or-
accommodate verbs transferred from those languages. Sto

nguage’

€ans )
NCtion,
to the IOaI;

». Loan verbs from Turkish

The strategy used for the Turkish loan verbs is IndI by means of affixatiop with 5
verbalizer. In Haugen’s terminology (1950), such cases are regarded as loanblengs
i.e. words consisting of a copied part and a native part. Verbs borrowed from Ty
ish and elicited from the corpus are as follows (see Tables 1 and 2):

Replica form Model form | Attested form(s)

araévo ‘search’ aramak araévume, erdevan, erdevane, eraepsan, arapson

chatévo ‘meet’ ¢atmak chatévume, chatévne, echatepsen

yanévo ‘understand’ | kanmak yanévts, yanévs, yanév, yanéf, yanévne, eyineva,
eyanevan, eyanevnane, eyanepsa, eyanepse(n),
yanéps

yavurévo ‘roast’ kaurmak yavurévumen

yazanévo ‘earn money’ | kazanmak | yazdnepsane

yuévo ‘spare’ kiymak Yuévo, jiévo

yunushévo ‘talk’ konugsmak | yunushévume

yurévo ‘set’ kurmak yurévum, yureéftan

yurtarévo ‘save’ kurtarmak | yurtarévne, eyurtarepse

jjévo ‘reconcile, suit’ | uymak ijépsane

tayutévo ‘disperse’ dagitmak | tayutéftikan

témizlavo ‘clean’ temizlemek | timizlavo i
toplaévo ‘gather’ toplamak toplaéfkundane, etoplapsamen, etoplaﬂeﬂ(un
xaraplavo ‘destroy’ harablamak | exaraplafte

Xatévo ‘chase’ katmak xatévne, (e)xétepsan/

Table 1: Loan verbs of Turkish origin formed from verbs
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‘ “ORGIA

(@del form | Attested form(s)
ica
M cul echilézm
ilizo €oVer :
. kelect kalachévo, kalachévs,
kalachévum(e) kalachévy

; " mes, kalach¢
kalachévne, ekaléchev(n)a, kaléc;:\f: el
eka}acheves, kalachévnen, ekalécheve,(n)
kalafhevame, ekaléchevame(n), ekaléche’vame
ekaldchevan(e), kaldchevan, (e)kaléchepsa v

kaldchepsen, ekaldchepse, ekalachepsan
kaldchepson ’

kalﬂchévo ‘talk’ ka]achéps, ka]achév,

ochévo ‘migrate’ kog itmek kochévo, ekichepsan

Table 2: Loan verbs of Turkish origin formed from nouns

All these verbs are fully adjusted to the patterns of the recipient language and show
high integration. They are in the second place in the LVIH (Wohlgemuth 2009,
285): LVS — Indl — DI — (ParI) and the result of accommodation s a fully func-
tional, regular member of the class of verbs.

The main accommodation strategy for the verbs in the recipient language is in-
serting the stem of the verb (generally of the present tense, see [1] from the Turkish
konusmak ‘I speak; stem konus) and then adding the derivational affix (verbalizer)
of Greek verbs -év- and the inflectional markers of PG.

1]  ayapo na értan $-0 spiti=m
loven.sG  to come:3.PL LOC-DEF:N.SG.NGEN  house:N.SG.NGEN=CL.1.SG:GEN
A cC Vv P-D N=CL
itonddes na kaBumes na yunushévume
neighbour:M.PL.NGEN to sit:1.PL to  talkiLPLpeien
N c v cC Vv

Tlike when my neighbors come to me, we sit and talk together’
(Kotanidi et al. 2016, PNT-TXT-PP-00000-B0o8)

InStandard Modern Greek (SMG), the derivational suffixes for verbs are as fol-
lf)ws: €v-, -iz-, -(i)dz-, -6n-, -én-, -dr-. All of them derive verbs from nouns, adjec-
tives and adverbs (Ralli 2012, 147); their semantics includes various meanings, quite
often overlapping, The meanings of -6n- and -én- are more restricted than the
Meanings of -iz-, -(i)dz- and -év-, and all suffixes seem to share a common caus-
ative/resultative meaning. The verbalizer -dr- is exclusively used in SMG to derive
::lz)st}flmm foreign stems, e.g, filmdro ‘to film, fiyurdro ‘to figure, etc. Howevei,1 thj:
- _(i)elr loan verbs which are formed by means of other verbahzersl,’ m?tso c):,lean’
(Fromy Itaz", €.8. meremetizo ‘to repair’ (from Turk. meremet), patsavuriazo ' can
- alian SPazzaura), etc. (Ralli 2012, 91). In these instances, the verbalizer -ar

€ preferreq iy , dapted from western lan-
Bages, ot one to form verbs from verbal stems a ap g v

'+ ICTeas -1z- and -(i)dz- are typically used to derivate verbs fro
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(including Turkish) nouns. Geqerally, thej suffix -iz- iS.highly productiye
and most of its dialects (see Ralh 2009), wuh the exception of Pontijc. As en (_;reek
by Ralli (2013, 10-12), there is one more dialect, na.lm.ely Griko, that also 1? toneq
suffix -év- to accommodate loan V,erbs, but the spfﬁx is presented with p Ses the
cal changes, €.8. kuntéo ‘t0 narr?te (fron.1 Salentino, Romance dijalect kunta:ologL
In PG spoken in Georgia, as ev1dena'ed in the data, all loan verbs of Turkigh, e),.et. .
are formed by adding the -év- verbalizer only. | origiy
The adaptation of verbs borrowed from Tur}us}'-n differs in SMG and pg

cording to Horrocks, verbs borrowed fr.om Tur%‘(lsh in PG involve “the additic Ac.
_évo to the Turkish present stem”, while in SMG “the addition of the pmductiven,of
to the Turkish past tense stem formed with the suffix -di- (with vowel harp, s -IZ(:
(Horrocks 2010, 402, 380). In the dialects, the vowel harmony of Turkish VerlI)lZ)'

kept only in Cappa is

docian loan verbs (see Tzitzilis 1989, 185~97). Cf. Table 3 for SMG
and PG formation and [2] for a PG example attested in Georgia.

Model form | Past tense stem Replica form | Present tense stem | Replica form
+ verbalizer in SMG + verbalizer in PG

ka(v)urmak kavur-du-iz- kavurdizo kavur-ev- yavurévo

‘to roast’

Table 3: Formation of verbs in SMG & PG

[2] 3ii meéres prin ti panajian etimaumes
two day:F.PL.NGEN before DEF:FSG.ACC mother_of_god:F.sG.AcC prepare:LpL
Q N ADV D N v
majirévume ylikizmata yavurévumen
cook:1.PL sweets:N.PL.NGEN 10aSt:1.PL rypurs
v N v

“Two days before Virgin Mary’s feast we start preparing, we cook and we bake sweets.
(Kotanidi et al. 2016, PNT-TXT-FE-00000-A16)

SMG formation is observed by Ralli (2009) in the case of verb borrowing in Aival-
iot, a North-western Asia Minor Greek dialect, where the only verbalizer used is
_iz- and it is added to the Turkish past tense stem. This exclusive use of -iz- is ex-
plained by Ralli (2009, 14) as follows: “[...] the exclusive use of -iz- is due to a cer-
tain phonological similarity between the past tense stem in Turkish and that of the
Greek verbs in -iz-, since both types end in /i/”
Oikonomidis (1958, 402) notes that verbs in PG can beb )
Turkish verbs or nominals by using the following endings: -évo, -dz0, -i20 afld ol
He also gives several examples (like bashlaévo ‘to begin, ijévo ‘to reconcile, ch.zlazz
‘to cover, seiriinizo ‘to enjoy looking at sth; chichakéno ‘to blossom’), from whlchbl
can be concluded that verbalizers like -diz-, -iz- and -on- are used t0 denote Vero®
formed from nominals, and only -év- is used for those derived from ver]?Sj Iy
From the material elicited from native-speaking informants in Georg' e E:Ta_
dent that verbal loanblends are formed by using the derivational suffix -€¥~ (see

orrowed from either
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LOAN VE LK SPOKEN IN GE
1EORG A

used are -dz- and - (

see Tab)e
choice o, d able

enominal
‘thz:gommt 1997, 453), !)ut iz dc.)es not explain why different suffix ) in-Turk-
ls::erefore, the only vefbahzer usec:I = PG for the formation of Turkisfxslare e
-T-év-, which has acquired the additional function of showing deverba) ¢ o1 0S
is There is also a subset of loan verbs that preserves the Turkigh, derivat'rmanon.
fix as well The interesting thing is that these verbsg have denoming] form:t)inoarf sl;llft
heir formation strategy differs from that of .other verbs: they haye 4 nominal S;em

ihe Turkish -la- verbalizer, the most productive suffix that deriyeg verbs from noung
in Turkish and serves as the basic form to three additiona

1 suffixes with the g
Jerivational function (see Kornfilt 1997, 453; Goksel & Kerslake 200, 56 ang 2;1}1:

ers), followed by the productive Pont‘ic -év- verbalizer, which Sometimes undergoes
the phonological process of contraction of a and e into g, See Table 4 and examples
(3] and [7].
r’_—R:eplica form Nominal stem + Turkish verbalizer + Pontic verbalizer
timizldvo ‘clean’ temiz-la-ev-
toplaévo ‘gather’ top-la-ev-
xaraplavo ‘destroy’ harab-la-ev-

Toble 4: Verbs with two verbalizers (Turkish and Pontic)

[3]  pola exarapldfte i zof
much deteriorate:MEDP.PFV.PST:3.5G B DEF:E.SG.NOM  life:r.sG.NGEN
ADV v D N

‘The life deteriorated a lot’
(Kotanidi et al. 2016, PNT-TXT-PP-00000-A03)

As mentioned by Kiranudis (2000, 484), the suffix -la- (in the form -laévo) became
aderivational suffix in Pontic, used to form not onily verbs of Turkish.arign, but
also Pontic ones, e.g. kentirios ‘new’ > kenurlaévo ‘to renovate, However, in PG as
spoken in Georgia no such examples have been attested; its use is restricted to Turk-
ish loan verbs only, see [4].

(4] etoplanéfkundan eseréfkundan i

; :M./E.PL.NOM
gather:MEDPIPFV.PST:3.pL romxisn  @ather:MEDPIPFV.PST:3.PL  DEF:M./
v D

Y%
fran{

elder:M.PL.NOM
A

‘The elders athered’ . )
g | (Kotanidi et al. 2016, PNT-TXT-PP-00000 09

. S ative one t0
hus, Pontijc accepts a foreign structural element, but it still needsa n
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integrate the form morphologically, because the structure of Turkigp h
h hag),

transparency. _ B
The main criteria for the morphological integration of loa

clude: (a) following patterns of the native inflection; (b)

§t 1[3

N Verby
: n
using the Same TAtO Pg in.

ings as native verbs. Based on the material elicited, the loan verbs sh Marl
gree of integration and are fully adapted to the patterns of PG. The atw a high de.
are those of Present and Past: Perfective and Imperfective, Subjunct; testeq form
ative mood, etc. See [5] and [6]. Ve and [y,
[s]  eraévane meshan

search:IPEV.PST:3.PL rpxisn forest:E.sG.Acc

v N

“They were searching the forest.

(Berikashvili 2016a, PNT-TXT.AN 00000-B
"9000-Bgy)

or,

(6] ke erdepsan mastora
and  search:PFV.PST:3.PL  pasm craftsman:M.SG.NNOM
C v N

“They were searching for a craftsman’
(Kotanidi et al. 2016, PNT-TXT-C1-00000-Bgs)

In PG Subjunctive mood is marked on the complementiser na and is used with the
Imperfective Present of the verb. In this regard, it differs from the SMG system
where the PFV/IPFV distinction is made in both the Subjunctive mood and the
Future. In PG this distinction is observed only in some varieties, namely in those
of Tripolis, Amisos & Inepolis, e.g. #’ anikso ‘to open’ (see Papadopoulos 19ss, 69-
70). Otherwise, it does not make this distinction, see [7].

(7] eyo ayapo na tamizldavo ayapo na dulévo
1.SG.NOM  love:1.8G to clean:1.5G .y, lOverr.sc  to  workisG
PN v cC Vv v c Vv

‘T love to clean, I love to work!
(Kotanidi et al. 2016, PNT-TXT-PP-00000-Bo8)

From the examined data we can conclude that Turkish uses the Ind! stralcgh
which means that “an affix is usually required in order for the verb to inflect ac-
cording to the inflectional pattern of the recipient” (Wichman & Wohlgemuth 2008
97). In the case of PG, that affix is -év-, added to the stem of the verb (Pfesen't) a]x:
followed by inflectional affixes characteristic of PG. The interesting isSt¢ . WIK
PG uses this particular verbalizer to accommodate loan verbs from Turk]Shi'nS,
SMG this affix is usually used to turn state into process, with resultative m-ea[;fﬁx
and always prefers nominal stems. The interesting question is: why i this §
used for Turkish verbs that already have the meaning of process? e pr®

Two possible explanations can be mentioned: (a) During the transferenc?

. 1 s verbali%
cess the verb is treated by the recipient language as non-verb, which 3 ¥
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