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THE USE OF THE ACCUSATIVE AS AN INDIRECT OBJECT IN NORTHERN AND 

PONTIC GREEK: A CLASSIFICATION OF ITS SYNTACTIC RANGE 
ELENA ANAGNOSTOPOULOU1, DIONYSIS MERTYRIS2 & CHRISTINA SEVDALI3 

University of Crete1 & Ulster University2, 3 

One of the most important isoglosses in Modern Greek dialectology is the split between dialects 
that either use the genitive or the accusative to express the indirect object and other related 
functions inherited from the Ancient Greek dative. Our presentation aims to discuss the 
findings of fieldwork that was undertaken in the Prefectures of Grevena, Kozani, Pieria and 
Imathia in Northern Greece in May 2019 with native speakers of the two major dialect groups 
that employ the accusative as an indirect object (ACC = IO), Northern and Pontic Greek 
(Manolessou & Beis 2006). 

Our research focused on the range of the use of the accusative in the following syntactic 
contexts: 
i) as the third argument (recipient, addressee and source) in ditransitive constructions; 
ii) as a beneficiary (indirect object-like or free); 
iii) as an experiencer (e.g. with the piacere type of verbs); 
iv) as the (non-direct object) second argument of verbs that can denote a mixed 
comitative/goal role (e.g. with ȝȚȜȐȦ ³VSeak´, ȝȠȚȐȗȦ ³UeVemble´); 
v) as a locative goal (e.g. with ȑȡȤȠȝĮȚ ³cRme´) and VRXUce (e.g. ZiWh ȟİĳİȪȖȦ ³VliS aZa\´); 
vi) as an external possessor; 
vii) as an ethical dative. 

A number of criteria were used with regards to the range of the use of the accusative in 
these syntactic domains: 
i) differences between nominal phrases and personal pronouns (strong and clitics); 
ii) differences between the imperative and other moods; 
iii) the possible role of definiteness, number, gender and the distinction between proper and 
common nouns; 
iv) word order; 
v) the use of ACC = IO in passive constructions; 
vi) the significance of clitic doubling, namely the grammaticality of an ACC = IO nominal 
phrase without the presence of a pronominal clitic. 

Preliminary results suggest the following main points. First, quite clearly the accusative 
is used in all of these syntactic domains in both dialect groups without the parallel use of the 
genitive (apart from exceptions in the mixed type of the variety of Siatista, Kozani Prefecture). 

Second, the use of the ACC = IO in passive constructions is extremely limited. Third, the 
role of clitic doubling is crucial when the accusative is used as a non-direct object second 
complement in Northern Greek, as opposed to Pontic Greek. Finally, Pontic Greek does not 
allow constructions with accusative raised possessors and ethical datives (e.g. *ĳȓȜȘıȩȞ ȝİ 
[1sg.ACC] ĲĮ ʌĮȚįȓĮ ³kiVV Whe childUen Rn m\ behalf´). TheVe findingV aUe Rf high Vignificance 
not only for the understanding of the synchronic status of the use of the accusative in these 
dialect groups, but also for the diachronic comprehension of the loss of the dative in early 
Medieval Greek and the split that it caused between GEN = IO and ACC = IO dialects in the 
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Greek-speaking world. This latter point will also be addressed in our presentation by comparing 
our findings to ACC=IO constructions in vernacular Medieval and early Modern Greek texts 
(cf. Manolessou & Lentari 2003). 
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IRONY INTERPRETATION IN GREEK-SPEAKING MULTILINGUAL 

AND BI-DIALECTAL SPEAKERS 
ȀYRIAKOS ANTONIOU1 & GEORGE SPANOUDIS2 

University of Cyprus1, 2 

We examined the effect of speaking more than one language (multilingualism) or two dialects 
(bi-dialectalism) on irony interpretation and processing in Greek-speaking young adults. To 
our knowledge, there has been so far no comprehensive examination of irony in multilinguals 
or bi-dialectals. We expected a multilingual advantage in irony interpretation because there is 
some evidence that multilinguals weigh pragmatic information (e.g. intonation) more heavily 
than linguistic cues during language acquisition and processing (Yow & Markman 2011). Bi-
dialectals were tested to examine whether the close similarity between the languages spoken 
modulates the effect of multilingualism (if any). 

Thirty-three multilinguals (in Cypriot, Standard Modern Greek and other languages), 52 
bi-dialectals (in Cypriot and Standard Modern Greek) and 29 monolinguals (in Standard 
Modern Greek) were given: 
(1) An irony test in Standard Modern Greek (SMG). We used ironic criticisms, where the 
speaker provided a positive reply to mean something negative, with a critical intent. 
Participants watched videos where one actor asked the other which of two objects s/he wanted. 
The second actor¶V UeSl\ cRXld be VinceUe (liWeUal negaWiYe RU SRViWiYe) RU iURnic and ZaV 
accompanied by different cue(s) (Context-only, Intonation-only, Intonation + Face, Context + 
Intonation + Face). We used different cues to determine whether multilingualism confers a 
global advantage in irony or whether the benefit is found only when irony is indexed by non-
verbal cues (e.g. facial expression). Participants had to select the object the second person 
wanted (for irony, one object corresponded to the literal meaning). Accuracy and reaction times 
(RTs) were recorded. 
(2) Mill Hill Vocabulary test (Raven et al. 1997). 
(3) Matrix reasoning test for general intelligence (Wechsler 1999). 
(4) Family Affluence Scale (Boyce et al. 2006) and parental education levels for socioeconomic 
status (SES). 

There were no group differences in SES (F(2, 101)=0.016, p>.05) or general intelligence 
(F(2, 121)=1.511, p<.05), but multilinguals had a smaller SMG vocabulary than the other two 
groups (F(2, 119)=6.46, p<.05).  An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) on accuracy with Group 
and Condition as factors indicated only a significant effect of Condition (F(2, 222)=213, 
p<.05). Participants were less accurate in the Ironic than the other conditions (ps<.05). A 
similar ANOVA on RTs showed, again, only a significant Condition effect (F(1, 80)=32, 
p<.05). Participants were slower in the Ironic than the other conditions (ps<.05). A further 
ANOVA on accuracy for the ironic items with Group and Cue as factors indicated only a 
significant Cue effect (F(3, 333)=29, p<.05). Participants were less accurate in the Context-
only and Intonation-only conditions than the other cue conditions (ps<.05). A similar ANOVA 
on RTs for ironic items showed only a significant Cue effect (F(3, 129)=28, p<.05): participants 
were slower in the Context-only than the Intonation + Face condition (p<.05).  
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In general, we found some evidence that irony is more demanding than understanding 
literal meanings and that it is facilitated when more than one ironic markers are present. 
Nevertheless, there were no group differences in irony. We discuss these findings in the context 
of a recent proposal that multilinguals have a single, language-independent pragmatic system 
that develops and functions similarly to monolinguals (Antoniou 2019). 
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DIALECTAL VARIATION IN GREEK SIGN LANGUAGE (GSL): 

THE EMERGENCE OF MARKERS AND STEREOTYPES 
KLIMIS ANTZAKAS1, DIMITRIS PAPAZACHARIOU2 & VASILIKI ZACHAROPOULOU3 

University of Patras1, 2, 3 

The aim of this study is to present and encode the dialectal variables in Greek Sign Language 
(GSL) through the analysis of video recorded narratives of deaf informants from two different 
regions of Greece, Thessaloniki and Patra. 

Our research follows the tendency of the most recent research models and encoding of 
dialectal variation in many different sign languages around the world (see among others: Woll 
et al. 1991; Stamp 2013; Stamp et al. 2015; Schembri et al. 2018; for BSL (British Sign 
Language), Johnston & Schembri 2007 for AUSLAN (Australian Sign Language), Lucas et al. 
2001 for ASL (American Sign Language) and for LIS (Italian Sign Language) Geraci et al. 
2011). 

Data analysis showed that the handshape, the location, the movement and the direction 
(i.e. all these elements that form the morphological units -GLOSSES- in GSL) can show 
variation· variation that apparently relates with the geographical region of the signers, for 
example if they are from Patras or from Thessaloniki. Variables which we consider as 
phonetic/phonological ones. 

Except the above phonetic/phonological variation, a lot of occurrences of 
morphological/lexical variation were also found, i. e. the existence of GLOSSES with the same 
meaning but with a completely different form. 

In addition to differentiation of dialectal variables in terms of linguistic levels, dialectal 
variables identified in our data can be categorized under the following three different 
categories: 

i) Variables ² mainly lexical ² with variants commonly used by signers in one 
geographical area, but not recognized by the signers of the other. An example of such case is 
Whe le[ical YaUiable ³CHEESE´ and iWV TheVValRnikian YaUianW, Zhich ZaVn¶W UecRgni]able b\ 
the signers from Patras. 

ii) Variables that function as stereotypes, following Labov (1972). Such an example is 
Whe GLOSS Rf TheVValRniki ³ANIMALS´. The VigneUV fURm PaWUaV UegiRn aUe able WR UecRgni]e 
the sign but they consider it as a variant of Thessaloniki, so they prefer not to use it. 

iii) Variables used by signers of both regions, with clear quantitative differentiation 
beWZeen PaWUa and TheVValRniki. TheVe YaUiableV aUe cRnVideUed WR be ³maUkeUV´. A W\Sical 
e[amSle iV Whe le[ical YaUiable Rf Whe Vign ³ROAD´ and iWV WZR YaUianWV. 
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HOW SONORITY SHAPED THE FATE OF CONSONANT CLUSTERS 

IN ITALIOT GREEK 
EIRINI APOSTOLOPOULOU 
Università degli Studi di Verona 
Universitetet i Tromsø —
Norges arktiske universitet 

This paper investigates the syllable structure of the Italiot Greek (IG) dialects, i.e. Calabrian 
Greek (CG) and Salentinian Greek (SG) (Rohlfs 1950; Karanastassis 1997) and suggests a 
common motivation behind the diachronic changes consonant clusters have undergone. The 
analysis is couched within Optimality Theory (Prince & Smolensky 1993/2004). 

At the surface level, no rising sonority clusters are synchronically attested in IG, with the 
exception of obstruent-liquid sequences, e.g. mávro µblack¶, kladí µbUanch¶ (e[amSleV fURm 
KaUanaVWaVViV 1984௅1992). ObVWUXenW-nasal clusters turn into geminate nasals; for example, 
kanӃó µVmRke¶ (< pn), línӃo µlamS¶ (< xn), alemӃéno µgURXnd (/aleC[cor]-mén-Ƞ/) (cf. dӃarméno 
µVkinned¶, ZiWh a liTXid-final root). 

Further evidence comes from the evolution of the stop-fricative clusters ps and ks in CG. 
In the Rochudi and Gallicianò sub-dialects, one finds the variants spomí (< ps) µbUead¶, ZheUe 
the order of the segments has been inverted, and ʃӃílo (< ks)µZRRd¶, ZheUe Whe clXVWeU haV giYen 
its place to a geminate. On the other hand, in Bova, both clusters have become tִ Ӄs, i.e. tִ Ӄsomí, 
tִ Ӄsílo. Concerning obstruent-obstruent clusters coming from sonority plateaux, e.g. ft and xt (< 
pt and kt, respectively), a change in the Place of Articulation (PoA) has led to neutralization: 
both dorsals and labials have turned into coronals. Each CG variety opted for a different path; 
consider for instance tӃhoxó / tӃhéni (Gallicianò) ~ θtoxó / θténi (Rochudi) ~ stoxó / sténi (Bova) 
(cf. Standard Greek ftoxó µSRRU¶ / xténi µcRmb¶). InWeUeVWingl\ enRXgh, SG demRnVWUaWeV VimilaU 
cases of neutralization regarding C[lab or dor]C[cor] clusters. In particular, labialization of the 
dorsals is observed, followed by further coronalization, e.g. fsomí~sӃomí, fsílo~sӃílo. 
ftoxó~tӃoxó, fténi~tӃéni (see Tzitzilis 2004). 

We maintain that the evolution of consonant clusters in IG is conditioned by minimal 
sonority distance requirements that impose restrictions on complex onsets and on codas. 
Branching onsets can host only obstruent-liquid clusters; therefore, clusters of a different 
sonority profile need to be syllabified as coda-onset. Crucially, in case the latter do not comply 
with the Syllable Contact Law (SCL, Davis 1998; Murray & Vennemann 1983; Gouskova 
2001), which dictates that the sonority between a coda and an onset is required not to rise, 
repair strategies may be employed: (a) coalescence, which results in flat sonority geminates 
that do satisfy the requirements imposed by the SCL (ps > tִ Ӄs); (b) local metathesis (ps > sp), 
which yields a falling sonority cluster; and (c) lenition in terms of PoA (kt > ft), according to 
the markedness hierarchy dorsals > labials > coronals (de Lacy 2006; see Seigneur & Pagliano 
2003 for Romanian), which targets consonants in coda position. Note that, on the basis of 
independent evidence (long-distance rhotic metathesis, syntactic doubling), we take word-
initial pre-consonantal fricatives as well as the first part of word-initial geminates to be 
heterosyllabic (Goad 2011). The diatopic variation arising due to the application of different 
phonological processes is formalized in terms of Property Theory (Alber, DelBusso & Prince 
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2016). The microtypology across the IG varieties is namely determined by the minimal ranking 
conditions between faithfulness constraints LINEARITY (=no metathesis) and IDENT (=no 
change). 
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BETWEEN [s] AND [ݕ]: DIFFERENCES IN SPECTRAL PROPERTIES OF /s/ 
BETWEEN CYPRIOT GREEK AND STANDARD GREEK 

SPYROS ARMOSTIS1 & EFTYCHIA LOMBARDO2 
University of Cyprus1 & European University 
Cyprus2 

The study comprises a comparison of the realisation of the alveolar fricative /s/ in two varieties 
of Greek: Standard Greek (henceforth SG) and Cypriot Greek (henceforth CG). In contrast to 
SG, CG has both an alveolar and a post-alveolar fricative in its inventory. In the case of SG, 
since there is no such contrast, the realisation of /s/ need not be very different from the 
realisation of a /ݕ/. Indeed, SG [s] was acoustically shown to be intermediate between English 
[s] and [ݕ] (Panagopoulos 1991) and also Bulgarian [s] and [ݕ] (Milenova 2014). In articulatory 
terms, the realisation of SG /s/ (Nicolaidis 2001) involves a retracted articulation compared to 
English [s] (cf. Arvaniti 2007). However, in spontaneous speech, some variability was 
observed, as SG /s/ was articulatorily shown to be fronted before e.g. /t/, but retracted in 
between two /ܣ/s (Nicolaidis 1994, 2001). 

No study so far has examined whether the realisation of /s/ differs between SG and CG, 
and, in particular, whether SMG [s] is intermediate between CG [s] and [ݕ]. In order to 
investigate this, an acoustic experiment was designed, which examined [s] in both SG and CG, 
and [ݕ] in CG, in every vocalic context in both stressed and unstressed syllables. Six native 
speakers of SG and six native speakers of CG were recorded. The first four spectral moments 
from the centre of the target fricatives were measured in order to establish differences in 
fricative spectral shape. 

The results showed that SG [s] was intermediate in Centre of Gravity (CoG) between CG 
[s] and [ݕ], being closer to the latter rather than to the former. Vowel environment and stress 
had no effect on CoG. Spectral standard deviation did not vary significantly among the three 
fricatives. Regarding spectral skewness, SG [s] exhibited the highest positive value, followed 
by CG [ݕ], indicating concentration of energy in the lower frequencies for both consonants; CG 
[s] exhibited almost zero skewness, something that shows that acoustic energy was 
symmetrically distributed around the mean. Finally, SG [s] showed greater kurtosis than both 
SG [s] and [ݕ]. 

References 
Arvaniti, A. 2007. Greek phonetics: the state of the art. Journal of Greek Linguistics 8: 97±

208. 
Milenova, M. 2014. The acquisition of new and similar sounds ² evidence from Bulgarian 

learners of Modern Greek. In G. Kotzoglou et al. (eds.), Selected Papers of the 11th 
International Conference on Greek Linguistics, 1113±1121. Rhodes: University of the 
Aegean. 

Nicolaidis, K. 1994. Aspects of lingual articulation in Greek: An electropalatographic study. 
In I. Philippaki-Warburton, K. Nicolaidis & M. Sifianou (eds.), Themes in Greek 
Linguistics, 225±232. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Nicolaidis, K. 2001. An electropalatographic study of Greek spontaneous speech. Journal of 
the International Phonetic Association 31. 1: 67±85. 



MODERN GREEK DIALECTS AND LINGUISTIC THEORY 9 

 10 

Panagopoulos, L. 1991. A comparison of English and Greek alveolar fricatives. In Proceedings 
of the XIIth International Congress of Phonetic Sciences. Vol. 2, 326±328. Aix en 
Provence: Service des Publications. 

  



 11 

Ti AND ki IN PHARASIOT GREEK 
METIN BAöRIAdIK1 & KONSTANTINOS SAMPANIS2 

Bo÷aziçi University1, 2 

It has been noted since Dawkins (1916: 654) that in the Modern Greek dialect of Pharasa 
(hereafter PhG) a certain particle, ti (< Ancient Greek hóti; Dawkins 1916: 654; Andriotis 1948: 
52 and Anastasiadis 1976: 259), may optionally be enclitic on verba dicendi or on verbs of 
mental communication when such verbs introduce quotes (Nicholas 1998: 290ff; Ba÷UÕaoÕk 
2018: 295±298). In this context another particle, ki (< the so-called Turkish complementizer 
ki), can also follow the Verb=ti complex, either immediately after it (1) or following another 
constituent of the reporting clause that comes after the Verb=ti complex (2). 

(1) Ipen di ki ³Allah, Panajia mu, ade to koridzi 
said.3SG TI KI God Holy Virgin my this the girl 
dhos ta a SViãi´ 
give.IMP.2SG 3OBJ a soul 
µHe Vaid ³O Allah, O HRll\ ViUgin, giYe WhiV giUl life!´¶ (DaZkinV 1916: 466) 

(2) Tuz a ipo ti so vasilon ki tin gori su 
how PRT tell.1SG TI to.the king KI the daughter  your 
irevi ta a fidhi? 
want.3SG 3OBJ a snake 
µhRZ Zill I Well WR Whe king ³a Vnake iV aVking fRU \RXU daXghWeU?´¶ 

(Theodoridis 1964: 306) 

For (1)±(2), NichRlaV (1998: 291) claimV WhaW ³Whe TXRWaWiYe fXncWiRn Rf ti is so pervasive 
in [PhG], that syn[t]actically it no longer behaves as a complementiser, but has grammaticalised 
into a clitic to the linguistic verb, allowing the Turco-Persian complementiser ki to act as the 
acWXal TXRWaWiYe´. 

We begin this presentation with two fundamental observations: (i) neither ti nor ki is 
obligatory with any verba dicendi or verbs of mental communication when there is a quote 
associated with these verbs, and (ii) ti is not attested with any other verb, e.g., verbs of emotion, 
even in cases where there is a quote associated with them. Based on (i) we claim that neither ti 
nor ki can be glRVVeV aV an ³acWXal TXRWaWiYe´ par excellence, and based on (ii) we claim that ti 
is not grammaticalized into a clitic just to any linguistic verb; but only to transitive verbs when 
they are associated with a quote. This leaves us with the question what the functions of ti and 
ki are in a quotative construction. We begin answering these questions by adopting the cross-
linguistic observation that there is a close distributional affinity between quotes and bare 
nominals (de Vries 2008: 65). Following this, we claim that ti in its earlier attestations was a 
quasi-obligatory clitic resuming the quote. Data from heritage speakers of PhG reveal that ti 
has been replaced today by the third person resumptive object clitic ta Janse (1998: 539±540), 
which, unlike ti, is an obligatory resumptive clitic in this context. Returning to ki, we claim, 
following Ba÷UÕaoÕk (2017), that it does not function as a quotative particle but rather as a 
discourse particle that signals the authority of the speaker on the narrating event. Furthermore, 
it appears with the same function not only in quotative constructions but in a number of 
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apparently unrelated configurations. These observations urge us to conclude that there are no 
quotative [markers] in PhG ² actual or not ² contrary to the claim in Nicholas (1988). 

In addition to the synchronic analysis, we examine ti with respect to the complementation 
system of the rest of Asia Minor Greek varieties and other Greek dialects and we attempt to 
provide an interpretation for the co-occurrence of the particles ti and ki in certain PhG contexts. 

Selected references: 
de Vries, M. 2008. The representation of language within language: a syntactico-pragmatic 

typology of direct speech. Studia Linguistica 62: 39±77. 
Nicholas, N. 1998. The story of pu: the grammaticalisation in space and time of a Modern 

Greek complementizer. PhD diss., University of Melbourne. 
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SUBJECT CONTACT RELATIVES IN ASIA MINOR GREEK 
METIN BAöRIAdIK 
Bo÷aziçi University 

In both Pontic (PG) and Pharasiot Greek (PhG) dialects, relative clauses (RC) are, in the 
unmarked case, introduced by relativizers whose morphological shape vary across dialects and 
across RC types. (1)±(2) exemplify subject RCs with tu in PhG and p¶ in PG respectively: 

(1) PhG 
[tu a¶ niksi to varti] eni tu vasilo i kRUi [«] 
RLZ PRT blossom.3SG the rose is the.GEN king.GEN the daughter 
µWhe URVe WhaW Zill blRVVRm iV Whe king¶V daXghWeU«¶ (LeYidiV 1892: 388) 

(2) PG 
[i proskinitadhes S¶ idhan aS¶ oloera] eYaUki]an [«] 
the pilgrims RLZ saw.3PL from around yelled.3PL 
µThe SilgUimV ZhR VaZ (iW) aURXnd \elled«¶ (PaSadRSRXlRV 1938: 467) 

Texts on both dialects further exhibit a plethora of apparent RCs in which, however, 
contrary to the unmarked case, no relativizer is present. For earlier observations, see Andriotis 
(1948: 51), Anastasiadis (1976: 248) (for PhG), and Papadopoulos (1955: 23), Kiriakides 
(1951:161) (for PG). This abstract focuses only on relativizerless subject RCs, as in (3)±(4): 

(3) PhG 
idha [an koritsi katheti aþi monaxo ts] 
I saw a girl sit.3SG there on her own 
µI VaZ a giUl ZhR/WhaW ZaV ViWWing WheUe Rn heU RZn.¶ (AndUiRWiV 1948: 51) 

(4) PG 
ama o perperts eton inas athropos ksai mistikon k¶ ekranen 
but the barber was a man never secret not kept.3SG 
µBXW Whe baUbeU ZaV a man (ZhR) neYeU keSW VecUeWV¶ (PaUchaUidiV 1885: 153) 

Given that both dialects are null-subject varieties, the aim of this note is to assess whether 
or not relativizerless structures as (3)±(4) do indeed qualify as (some sort of) RCs. To this 
effecW, I cRmSaUe Whem WR µVXbjecW cRnWacW UelaWiYeV¶ (SCRV) Rf ceUtain English varieties 
discussed in Jespersen (1928: 143ff), Doherty (1994; 2000), Henry (1995), Haegeman (2015): 

(5) I know a smart Greek fella (who) owns maybe twenty restaurants (Doherty 200: 58) 

Drawing on synchronic data, I first reveal that relativizer omission in subject RCs is 
rather restricted: it is most naturally tolerated when the subject RC is a complement of a few 
verbs, such as see, in copular existential sentences, and in have-existential sentences. 
Preliminarily judgments suggest that relativizer omission in these contexts is tolerated as long 
as the head is indefinite. Second, I show that relativizer omission is disallowed when the RC 
functions as the subject or the indirect object in a given sentence. Finally, I show with a number 
of tests that a relativizerless RC (in the above configurations) is not a root clause juxtaposed to 
a nominal (Head): (i) a relativizerless RC and its associated nominal can be topicalized 
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together, (ii) a relativizerless RC can be coordinated with a regular RC, yielding RC-stacking, 
(iii) a variable pronominal within the RC receives a distributive reading if the Head is 
quantificational. (i)±(iii) reveal that a relativizerless subject RC is a genuinely embedded 
clause, behaving on par with fully-fledged RCs; hence, SCRs should be recognized in PhG and 
PG, verifying the previous observations. The talk also touches upon the issue as to how this 
configuration might have emerged in PhG. 
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ASPECTS OF DIALECTAL PHRASEOLOGY: 

THE CASE OF THE GREEK IDIOMS OF THE MOUNTAIN REGION OF THESPROTIA 

AND OF SOUTH ALBANIA 
ELENI BANTIOU1 & DORIS K. KYRIAZIS2 

Aristotle University of Thessaloniki1, 2 

The aim of this paper is to contribute to the field of dialectal phraseology, which is examined 
within the scope of language contact and Balkan linguistics. Except for the diachronic aspect 
of the phraseological units, we focused on their diatopic aspect and their spread in certain 
geographical areas, where they are mostly, or even strictly known. In the light of contact 
linguistics, we examine phraseological material of the Greek idioms of South Albania and of 
the mountain region of Thesprotia. The collection of the phraseological material was based on 
indexing phraseological units from the literary work of T. Kotsias and S. Dimitriou, who 
systematically use the dialectal variation in their writings. More phraseological units of the 
lRcal idiRmV ZeUe added, deUiYing fURm ZRUk cRnceUning Whe UegiRn Rf ǼSiUXV. A cRmSaUiVRn 
of the gathered material with the available, corresponding phraseological units coming from 
the Albanian language was made afterwards. The study highlights a series of phraseological 
equivalents between the two linguistic varieties, which are the result of the language contact 
between Greek speaking and Albanian speaking populations of this specific geographic, as well 
as linguistic area. The consistency of the phraseological units leads us to the conclusion that 
we can interpret a large part of the dialectal phraseological material, which remains opaque 
within the range of Greek, by shedding light on the neighboring language. 
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VOICE IN ISTANBUL GREEK 
UMUT GÜLSÜN 
Bo÷aziçi University 

The GUeek cRmmXniW\ Rf IVWanbXl (CRnVWanWinRSRliWeV RU Whe ³RXmV´) iV an indigenRXV 
ethnoreligious group that has long existed, withstanding pressure and heavy emigration to 
Greece. Although the Orthodox Greek population in Turkey is now confined to Istanbul (Poli), 
ø]miU (Sm\Una), BR]caada (TenedRV), and G|koeada (ImbURV), Whe GUeek langXage ZaV VSRken 
throughout Asia Minor before World War I and the population exchange between Greece and 
Turkey in 1924. Today, the Greek population in Istanbul is estimated to be around 2500 people 
(Rompopoulou 2018). Nevertheless, the Greek language continues to exist in Istanbul, with 
several official domains for the language. These domains include the Greek Orthodox 
Patriarchate situated in Fener (Phanar) with its 70 churches (Komondouros and McEntee-
Atalianis 2007) around Istanbul, two community newspapers (Iho and Apoyevmatini), the Iho 
radio, the Istos publishing house, four junior schools, three high schools, and a nursery school 
(Rompopoulou 2018). However, given the highly small size of the community and various other 
unfavorable factors surrounding the minority languages in Turkey, Istanbul Greek could be 
facing the threat of language shift in its last bastion in Turkey. 

This research aims at analyzing the language spoken by the Greeks of Istanbul in terms 
of Voice related constructions, such as anticausative and passive predicates. In these 
constructions, a special morphological phenomenon in Greek, namely non-active morphology, 
shows up on a regular basis. Hence, the usage of non-active morphology in Istanbul Greek is 
the main theme of this research. In order to collect data for the Istanbul dialect, I collected 
grammaticality judgments from speakers of Istanbul Greek based on a set of Greek sentences. 
Each of these sentences include two options for marking the verb: non-active morphology vs. 
active morphology. Moreover, each verb in question comes in four different contexts: passive, 
anticausative, anticausative with partial change semantics, and anticausative with total change 
semantics. Eventually, I could collect data for the morphological marking of 25 verbs in 
Istanbul Greek. In terms of demographics, all four Istanbul Greek informants that participated 
in this study are generations-long Istanbulites who are Greek-Turkish bilinguals. The interviews 
with the informants took place in their homes, work places, or public places such as cafes. All 
of the informants were either middle-aged or elderly. Note that this research was conducted 
with a small sample, and the findings can only be interpreted as tendencies. 

The data collected in this research revealed differences between Standard Greek and 
Istanbul Greek in terms of the marking of anticausative and passive verbs. I claim that some of 
these differences can be attributed to language contact between Istanbul Greek and Turkish. In 
terms of setting the theoretical background for Voice-related constructions in Standard Greek, 
I XWili]ed Ale[iadRX eW al.¶V (2015) ZRUk about Standard Greek marked/unmarked 
anticausatives. I also collected data on Standard Greek myself, which diverged slightly from 
Ale[iadRX eW al.¶V (2015) e[SlanaWiRn Rf VRice-related constructions in the standard dialect. For 
setting the linguistic background on Istanbul Greek, I utilized the study of Pandelidis (2019). 
In order to offer a morphosyntactic explanation for the dialectal differences observed in the 
Istanbul Greek data, I utilized language contact concepts such as valency-copying (Grossman 
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& Witzlack-Makarevich 2019), morphophonological explanations such as the presence vs. 
abVence Rf Whe aXgmenW YRZel, and HaVSelmaWh¶V (1993) VSRnWaneiW\ Vcale, amRng RWheUV. 
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GENDER, DEFINITENESS AND WORD ORDER IN ULAĞAÇ CAPPADOCIAN 
MARK JANSE 
Ghent University, 
Harvard University 

Of all Whe CaSSadRcian dialecWV, Ula÷ao CaSSadRcian iV cRnVideUed Whe mRVW µcRUUXSW¶ b\ 
DaZkinV (1916: 18): ³NRZheUe iV Whe YRcabXlaU\ VR filled ZiWh TXUkiVh ZRUdV RU Whe V\nWa[ VR 
TXUkiVh´. KeViVRglRX VingleV RXW Whe fRllRZing aV being chaUacWeUiVWic: Whe lRVV Rf gUammaWical 
gender distinctions and the resulting neuterisation of nouns, including the generalized use of 
the neuter article do, pl. da (ȀİıȓıȠȖȜȠȣ 1951: 4). In the case of transitive clauses this results 
in potential ambiguity, as nominative and accusative NPs are not distinguished 
morphologically. Kesisoglou quotes the following example: itó do néka do ándra-t páasen do 
do xorjó, Zhich cRXld eiWheU mean µWhaW ZRman led heU hXVband WR Whe Yillage¶ RU µWhaW ZRman, 
heU hXVband led heU WR Whe Yillage¶ (ȀİıȓıȠȖȜȠȣ 1951: 49). To disambiguate such cases, the 
article is often omitted under the second interpretation according to Kesisoglou: itó do néka 
ándra-t páasen do do xorjó (ȀİıȓıȠȖȜȠȣ 1951: 49). Likewise, itó do peí vavá-t çórsen do µWhaW 
child, iWV faWheU VaZ iW¶ YV. itó do peí do vavá-t çórsen do µWhaW child VaZ iWV faWheU¶ (ȀİıȓıȠȖȜȠȣ 
1951: 49). This suggests that the article is omitted in the case of subject NPs, but not in the case 
of object NPs (Janse 2019:100). Upon closer scrutiny, however, it turns out that the article can 
only be omitted if the noun is historically masculine or feminine, but not neuter. In this paper, 
I investigate the use of the article in transitive clauses containing two overt NPs in connection 
with the word order and information structure of these clauses as means of distinguishing 
subject from object NPs. 
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HOW TO MAKE SOMETHING OUT OF NOTHING: 

GRAMMATICALIZATION WITH DEGRAMMATICALIZATION 

IN THE GREEK DIALECTAL IMPERFECT 
BRIAN JOSEPH1 & ANGELA RALLI2 
Ohio State University1 & University of Patras2 

A VWandaUd inWeUSUeWaWiRn Rf Whe gUammaWicali]aWiRn ³cline´ VeeV Whe deYRlXWiRn Rf gUammaWical 
maWeUial VXch aV affi[eV inWR µmeUe¶ ShRnRlRg\, aV ZiWh nRXn SlXUal UmlaXW in GeUmanic RU 
Celtic grammatically relevant consonant mutations, as showing movement towards the 
endpoint of the cline (Hopper & Traugott 1993). 

Since affixes often themselves result from movement along the cline from originally free 
words, the development of a phonological effect out of an earlier affix or even a once-free word 
can be taken as consistent with unidirectional movement in grammaticalization from forms with 
greater independence and less grammatical value to marking that has less independence and 
greater grammatical value (Haspelmath 2004). In a sense, such examples show the development 
along a grammatical cline essentially into nothing ² the absence of an overt grammatical form, 
except for a feature of the phonological make-up of a word-form ² out of something, i.e. out 
of a once-freestanding element. 

There are cases, however, of the opposite sort of development, whereby something, i.e. 
an overt grammatical affix, has arisen out of nothing, i.e. out of a mere phonetic effect that has 
been reinterpreted as having an independent existence as a grammatical marker (Joseph 2011). 
A case in point is the emergence of the suffix -Ȗ- in some dialectal varieties of Modern Greek ² 
Peloponnesian, and some Cyclades and Sporades varieties (Pantelidis 2003) ² as a marker of 
the imperfective aspect (Ralli 2005). 

This suffix developed via the reinterpretation and spread of a phonetic glide, -j-, that arose 
originally in the 3sg imperfect tense between the stem vowel -a- and the personal ending -e, 
around the end of the 16th century (Ǿolton et al. 2019); thus fila- µkiVV¶ fRUmed a SaVW 
imperfective /fíla-e/ µV/he ZaV kiVVing¶, Zhich ZaV ShRneWicall\ Ueali]ed aV [ftla-j-e] with the 
glide -j- phonetically inserted in the transition between the back vowel -a- and the front 
vowel -e. Since -j- before a front vowel in Modern Greek is the phonetic realization also of 
underlying /Ȗ/, this sequence -aje was reinterpreted as phonemically /-aȖe/ and from that, -Ȗ- 
spread to personal forms where -j- was not phonetically justified, e.g. with the 1sg ending -a-, 
thus [fílaȖa] µI ZaV kiVVing¶, fURm Xnderlying /fíla-a/. Thus, this grammatical suffix -Ȗ- arose 
RXW Rf µmeUe¶ ShRnRlRg\. 

ThiV deYelRSmenW, WheUefRUe, VhRZV hallmaUkV Rf ³gUammaWicali]aWiRn´ in WhaW, fURm a 
functional standpoint, it involves the emergence of material with grammatical function out of 
material that was less (or even non-) grammatical originally, but, at the same time, in terms of 
form, it shows counter-directional, degrammaticalizing, movement from a dependent 
phonological effect to a more independent affix. Thus, such instances represent cases of 
³degUammaWicali]ing gUammaWicali]aWiRn´, a VRmeZhaW anRmalRXV and XnXVXal cRmbinaWiRn Rf 
traits. 

These examples and the interpretation given to them demonstrate important points about 
Greek dialectology, about grammaticalization, and about the study of grammatical change. As 
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for Modern Greek dialects, the developments with -Ȗ- in the imperfect contrast with what 
occurred in other dialects: Northern Greek has -us- (e.g. aȖapusa µI ZaV lRYing¶, PaSadRSRXlRV 
1926), and Cappadocian shows inherited -isk, -an-/-in- or combined -inisk-, varying by area 
(e.g. Delmeso thoriska/thorina µI ZaV Veeing¶, FeUWek rotiniska µI ZaV aVking¶, DaZkinV 1916). 
These developments make the creation of imperfect -Ȗ- all the more striking as they show that 
phonologically independent material was available that could have been used. 

As for lessons about grammaticalization, we note that: i) grammatical material can 
originate in ways other than the downgrading of lexical items; ii) grammatical change does not 
unidirectiRnall\ mRYe ³dRZn´ Whe cline fURm leVV WighWl\ bRXnd WR mRUe WighWl\ bRXnd; 
mRYemenW ³XS´ Whe cline iV SRVVible WRR; and iii) if we focus just on one type of movement 
involving grammatical material ² from less to more dependent ² we can miss interesting 
types of grammatical change. 
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THE (NON)REALIZATION OF LATERAL /l/ 
IN THE (SOUTHERN) TSAKONIAN DIALECT: 

TWO GRAMMARS? 
IOANNA KAPPA 
University of Crete 

This study examines the instances of realization and deletion of the lateral /l/ in the Tsakonian 
dialect, specifically in the southern one. In the literature it has been reported that in the dialect 
the lateral /l/ is deleted when a non-front vowel follows, i.e. /a/, /o/, /u/ (see Anagnostopoulos 
1926, Pernot, 1934 and their relevant data below in [1]). The deletion of /l/ occurs in 
stressed/unstressed, word-initial/-medial syllables. In the case of [Obstruent + l] clusters, it is 
Ueali]ed Whe UhRWic [U] aV Whe VecRnd membeU [2] (ȀȦıĲȐțȘȢ 1999:34). 

(1) Standard Modern Greek Tsakonian Gloss 
láði áði olive oil, NEU.NOM.SG 
éla éa come! IMP.SG 
lóܵos óܵos speech, reason, MASC.NOM.SG 
șplR > (șplX) > șpX (I) want 
lalúsa aúa talking, PART.FEM.NOM.SG 

(2) ܵlósa ܵrúsa language, FEM.NOM.SG 
pláti práka back, FEM.NOM.SG 

More recent Tsakonian data reveal the realization of /l/ in stressed/unstressed word-initial 
position [3] and in [Obstruent + l] clXVWeUV [4] (ȋĮȡĮȜĮȝʌȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ, 1980: 45, 105). 

(3) laðݯá < /laðiá/ laðía greasy, FEM.NOM.SG 
láspi láݕpi mud, FEM.NOM.SG 
lyƾgRV < /lónkos/ lyƾgR forest, MASC.NOM.SG 

(4) ܵlári ܵlári seagull, MASC.NOM.PL 
plúsios plúsie rich, ADJ.MASC.NOM.SG 

We claim that the non-realization of /l/ in the data in [1] (deletion of /l/ in all single onset 
positions) and in [2] (realization of [r] in complex onsets) can be attributed to a dissimilatory 
effect. Specifically, if we assume that laterals have both coronal and dorsal PLACE features, then 
the coronal laterals have a primary CORONAL node and a DORSAL secondary node (Walsh-
Dickey, 1997) and the dissimilation has the following consequences:  

(a) the delinking of the dorsal node in the environment of dorsal (back) vowels resulting in the 
deletion of the whole segment (single onset) in [1];  
(b) in the complex onsets in [2], after the delinking of the dorsal node, the coronal one remains 
intact resulting in the realization of coronal liquid [r]. 

In the more recent data in [3, 4] it seems that a language change is in progress, maybe to 
the pressure of Standard Modern Greek, and the dissimilatory (dialectal) effect starts to subside 
firstly in perceptually strong positions, i.e. stressed syllables or word-initially. This suggest that 
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currently two parallel grammars (G) are in use, namely the (still) dominant G1 (data 1, 2) and 
the emerging (peripheral) G2 (data 3, 4). 
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ȋĮȡĮȜĮȝʌȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ, ǹ. 1980. ĭȦȞȠȜȠȖȚțȒ ǹȞȐȜȣıȘ ĲȘȢ ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ ǻȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. ǹȡȚıĲȠĲȑȜİȚȠ 

ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘȢ. ǼʌȚıĲȘȝȠȞȚțȒ ǼʌİĲȘȡȓįĮ ĲȘȢ ĭȚȜȠıȠĳȚțȒȢ ȈȤȠȜȒȢ. 
ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ.  
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ON THE ORIGINS OF THE ț- AORIST OF THE VERB ʌȠȚȫ 
JERNEJA KAVýIý 
University of Ljubljana 

As is known, some Modern Greek dialects display the ț-VWem aRUiVW Rf Whe YeUb ʌȠȚȫ (e.g., 
ȑʌȠȚțĮ, İʌȠȓțĮ, ȑʌ¶țĮ; cf. AndUiRWiV 1974, V.Y. ʌȠȚ૵). These forms are usually explained as 
descendants Rf Whe AncienW GUeek SeUfecW ʌİʌȠȓȘțĮ. The laWWeU iV belieYed WR haYe adRSWed Whe 
function of the perfective past and to have replaced the corresponding aorist indicative ਥʌȠȓȘıĮ, 
whereas the reduplication was replaced with the augment (Horrocks 2010: 302; Holton et. al. 
2019: 1344). Recently, Holton et al. (2019: 1344) have also drawn attention to shortcomings of 
WhiV inWeUSUeWaWiRn, aUgXing WhaW ³Whe eYidence « in GUeek SaS\Ui iV UelaWiYel\ VlendeU and 
UelaWiYel\ laWe.´ FRU inVWance, Whe eaUlieVW aWWeVWaWiRn Rf Whe ³aXgmenWed´ ਥʌȠȓȘțĮ aSSeaUV gR 
back to the Chronicle of John Malalas (6Wh cenWXU\ AD), and ³Whe SRSXlaUiW\ Rf ț-aorists « 
daWeV fURm lRng afWeU Whe demiVe Rf Whe SeUfecW´ (lRc. ciW.). Additional evidence against this view, 
as I argue, concerns the fact that non-literary papyri do not seem to display any significant 
tendency toward ʌİʌȠȓȘțĮ adopting the function of the perfective past, in contrast to certain 
other perfects that appear to have been particularly prone at adopting this function (namely, 
ȖȑȖȠȞĮ, İ੅ȡȘțĮ, İ੅ȜȘĳĮ, ਥȜȒȜȣșĮ, ʌȑʌȡĮțĮ, İ੢ȡȘțĮ; MandilaUaV 1973: 226௅227; cf. BenWein 
2016: 154௅155). As a result, it may seem more reasonable to adopt the view that this aorist is a 
³UecenW fRUmaWiRn dXe WR Whe analRg\´ (JannaUiV 1969: 273). 

I aim to SURYide addiWiRnal eYidence in VXSSRUW Rf Whe YieZ WhaW Whe ț-aorist of the verb 
ʌȠȚȫ RUiginaWeV fURm Whe SeUfecW ʌİʌȠȓȘțĮ. ThiV evidence includes the tendency, displayed by 
some post-Classical lower-UegiVWeU We[WV, WRZaUd Whe SeUfecW ʌİʌȠȓȘțĮ adRSWing Whe fXncWiRn Rf 
the perfective past. This perfect is frequently modified with time specifications of anterior 
events or co-occurs with the aorist indicative in coordinative constructions referring to 
consecutive past events. These are widely accepted criteria for identifying the perfective use of 
Whe SeUfecW (cf. BenWein 2016: 154௅155; Mandilaras 1973: 226). Furthermore, epigraphic 
sources also display the use of the contracted form ȆǼȆȅǿȀǹ, aV Zell aV (UaUel\) Rf Whe 
aXgmenWed fRUm ǼȆȅǿȀǹ (e.g. SEG 28.1140). 

My evidence concerns Post-Classical texts that are usually given much less attention than, 
for instance, non-literary papyri or the New Testament ² as is the case also in Holton et al. 
(2019: 1344). The texts I focus on include the works of early apologists (e.g. Justin Martyr) and 
epigraphic sources, including the Greek translation of Res Gestae Divi Augusti, which may have 
been ± in contrast to other translations of Roman official documents ± composed by a native 
speaker of Greek (Wigtil 1982). Therefore, I also stress the importance of studying these texts. 
In addition, I draw attention to what appears to be the continuity in the XVe Rf ʌİʌȠȓȘțĮ (and iWV 
descendants) in the area of Asia Minor, briefly addressing also the (controversial) issue of 
potential region-specific characteristics of the Hellenistic Koine of (ancient) Asia Minor (e.g. 
BXbenik 1989: 237௅252; Horrocks 2010: 113௅114; Sitaridou 2014: 30). 
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PONTIC PROJECT: 

THEORETICAL PROBLEMS AND MODERN TECHNOLOGIES 
MAXIM KISILIER 
Saint Petersburg University, 
Institute for Linguistic Studies RAS 

Pontic is one of the most widespread Modern Greek dialects. Along with Turkey, Greece and 
Australia, a major Pontic-speaking community is in Russia. The determination of its exact 
number requires a separate investigation but only in the South of Russia, Pontic is spoken more 
or less fluently by more than 10.000 people. There are also several thousand speakers of Pontic 
in the Siberia and more than 200 Pontic Greeks both in Moscow and in Saint-Petersburg.1 

Although Pontic studies have a relatively long history, we still lack good dictionaries2 
and general grammatical descriptions of Pontic with comparative analysis of regional 
peculiarities and variations. 

In 2019, I started a project aimed at creation of a set of digital high-tech linguistic tools 
for Pontic studies designed not only for linguists but also for common users interested in Pontic. 
So, they can be used for both scholarly and educational purposes. These tools are 

(1) Pontic online dictionary, 
(2) Pontic language corpus and 
(3) morphological analyzer. 

First (demo) version of the online dictionary (with only 17 randomly chosen entries) was 
created in December 2019 (http://pontik.tw1.ru/en/, access date 29.02.2020), and in January 
2020 it was presented to Russian Pontic community which decided to support the project. 

Pontic online dictionary has multilingual interface (Russian, Modern Greek, English 
and Turkish). It can provide the user not only with translations from Pontic into one of the four 
interface languages (the complete version can translate into Pontic as well) and examples of 
usage, but also gives local variants (with sound recorded from native speakers and full 
paradigms), information on morphological derivation, etymology, synonyms and antonyms, 
lexical and semantical classes, etc. It is important that the dictionary will result from 
collaboration of linguists and local Pontic communities (I already have assistance from Pontic 
speakers from South Russia and Trabzon but I intend to involve the data from other regions 
too.). 

Pontic language corpus Zill be baVed Rn Whe SlaWfRUm ³TVakRUSXV´ Zhich ZaV VSeciall\ 
created by Timofey Arkhangelsky in 2018 for Tsakonian corpus (it was not started due to 
economic reasons), Corpus of Modern Greek (in progress, the older version of this corpus is 
still found online: http://web-corpora.net/GreekCorpus/search/?interface_language=en, access 
date 29.02.2020) and Albanian National Corpus (http://albanian.web-corpora.net/index.html, 
access date 29.02.2020). The Pontic language corpus will include books published in Pontic in 

 
1 It is noteworthy that most Pontic Greeks from the Crimea received Soviet citizenship only in the early 1970s. 
2 Even the recent dictionaries are either very unprofessional and have many structural and grammatical mistakes 
(Tursun 2019), or are based on older dictionaries without taking into account modern data (Ɂɢɦɨɜ 2020). 
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the USSR in 1930±1937, Pontic folklore, field research data, texts from online blogs, modern 
Pontic songs and poetry.1 

Morphological analyzer is based rather on corpus data than on existing linguistic 
descriptions and its task is recognition of grammatical forms and compilation of paradigms (the 
both processes should be performed automatically with the help of examples from corpus). This 
tool may become an important assistant in interlinear morphemic glossing of Pontic texts. 

In my report I do not intend to describe thoroughly the online dictionary, language corpus 
and morphological analyzer. I would like to make emphasis on linguistic (theoretical) problems 
I have to deal with while working on the project. These are, for example: 

1) Which varieties of Pontic exist now and differences they demonstrate 
2) Which grammar forms are relevant for morphological analyzer 
3) Number of declension/conjugation types and if there is any way to combine at least 

some of these types 
4) Which was the language of Soviet Pontic literature ² real dialect or some extensions 

of Demotic Greek. 
I think that results of the Pontic project will be important not only for Pontic studies but 

for other Greek dialects too, and only as a theoretical background but as a ready-for-
implementation technology. 
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1 I also hope that we shall be allowed to use the collections of the Centre of the Asia Minor in Athens. 
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TRUE AND PUTATIVE HELLENISMS IN SOUTHERN ITALY: 

GERHARD ROHLFS VS. CLEMENTE MERLO 
MICHELE LOPORCARO 

University of Zurich 

As in general in Italian dialectology, the contribution of Gerhard Rohlfs (1892±1986) is 
absolutely central to the study of language contact between Italo-Romance and Greek. 
Alongside many studies (e.g. Rohlfs 1932; 1972) and a reference grammar of Greek enclaves 
(Rohlfs 1977), he provided (southern) Italian dialect lexicography with an essential tool, viz. 
his LGII (and its predecessor, the EWUG), a work which figures prominently in any discussion 
of Hellenisms. This will be exemplified reviewing some of the materials discussed in this 
reference work. Thus, for instance, kjatru, Rne Whe ZRUdV fRU µice¶ in VRXWheUn IWalR-Romance 
(Sicilian, etc.: see AIS 2. 381±382), was first explained ± after a series of unfruitful attempts by 
bRWh VeUiRXV VchRlaUV and amaWeXUV, inclXding AbbaWeVcianni¶V (1896: �26) ੢įȦȡ ² with Latin 
clatri µgUaWing, lRck¶ b\ MeUlR (1909: 241±243), who tried in turn to interpret the latter as a 
Latin formation, based on clavis µke\¶. HRZeYeU, cRnVideUing WhiV ZRUd aV a HelleniVm (WhRXgh 
ultimately from the same IE root) has several advantages: the form which entered Classical 
Latin, and lives on in e.g. Sicilian kjatru, must have been Doric Gk. țȜઽșȡȠȞ (< *țȜ઼(ࢭ)ȚșȡȠȞ, 
DELL 125, EDG 711), while Ionic-Attic țȜૌșȡȠȞ/țȜİ૙șȡȠȞ accounts for the co-existence in 
Southern Italy of variants with stressed i (e.g. Salentino kjitru), which would remain otherwise 
unexplained. Indeed, one finds such southern Italian outcomes under țȜİ૙șȡȠȞ in LGII 244. 

Like all VcienWific ZRUk, WhRXgh, RRhlfV¶ LGII must be examined critically. In particular, 
iW haV been aUgXed WhaW Whe aXWhRU nRW infUeTXenWl\ ³SURSRVed XnacceSWable GUeek eW\mRlRgieV´ 
(Alessio 1980: 5) for example for Calabrian words that G. Alessio has more persuasively 
interpreted as medieval Gallicisms, which entered both Romance and Greek dialects of southern 
Italy in parallel. The tendency to overestimate the Greek lexical share also creeps elsewhere in 
RRhlfV¶ ZRUk, nRW Rnl\ WR Whe deWUimenW Rf GalliciVmV bXW alVR Rf Whe indigenRXV le[ical VWRck 
Rf LaWin RUigin. ThiV Zill be VhRZn anal\]ing Whe nameV Rf Whe µblackbeUU\¶ in Whe VRXWh-eastern 
corner of the Peninsula between Salento, Puglia and eastern Lucania, as exemplified by Barese 
lúmΩrΩ. For this, Rohlfs (1923) proposed a Greek etymon (later reproduced in EWUG 5 and 
LGII 9) which I will critically evaluate against the background of previous proposals by 
Salvioni (1909; 1911) and Merlo (1919). These ultimately trace back lúmΩrΩ and its many 
variants (as diverse as e.g. Salentino krúmmula, númaru, rúmula etc.) to Latin morum 
µblackbeUU\¶, an e[SlanaWiRn UejecWed b\ RRhlfV (1923) aSSealing WR a geRlingXiVWic aUgXmenW 
which is refuted in Loporcaro (2019). 
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RETRO-DIGITIZATION IN GREEK DIALECTOLOGY AND LEXICOGRAPHY: 

CHALLENGES OF MORPHO-PHONETIC REPRESENTATION 

OF THE CAPPADOCIAN DIALECT 
IO MANOLESSOU1, ATHANASIOS KARASIMOS2 & GEORGIA KATSOUDA3 

Academy of Athens1, 3 & Centre of the Greek Language2 

This study presents the first digital standardized encoding for a hierarchical annotated digital 
dictionary of the Cappadocian dialect. Given the need for a deeper understanding and 
representation of dialectal data at the different levels of linguistic analysis and the lack of an 
encoding standard, an encoding scheme/template has been created for a multilevel linguistic 
annotation and lexicographical representation.  

This standard addresses, among others, the following issues: 
x System of phonetic transcription both in the IPA and in the Greek alphabet (use of 
diacritics, Unicode conformity, compatibility with previous transcription approaches, user-
friendliness) 
x System of geographic identification (standardization of placenames on the basis of 
extensive research in the sources and evaluation of variants, alternative realization depending 
on the medium- print vs. digital, connection to digital map and geonames from geographical 
information systems) 
x System of example classification and presentation (on the basis of various types of 
examples: excerpts of transcribed oral interviews, older written sources, simple narration vs. 
phrases vs. proverbs vs. songs) 
x Overall system of data presentation (compatibility with the format of major dialectal 
dictionaries such as the Historical Dictionary of Modern Greek-ILNE, the dictionary of South 
Italian Greek-ILEIKI, the dictionary of the Pontic Dialect-ILP and the dictionary of the 
Tsakonian dialect-LT) and ³WUanVlaWiRn´ Rf Whe WheVe RldeU SUinW fRUmaWV inWR a VWaWe-of-the-art 
digital XML encoding, capable of addressing and covering any dialectal variety with minimum 
adaptations and of transforming into any dominant XML schema or Dictionary Writing System. 

The proposed standard is compared to corresponding international attempts in dialectal 
e-lexicography (e.g. the online version of the English Dialect Dictionary ²EDD Online), as 
well as to previous smaller-scale Greek projects (e.g. the Tridialectal Dictionary). 
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A COMPUTERIZED GEO-LINGUISTIC APPROACH TO CAPPADOCIAN GREEK 

DIALECTAL VARIATION: FIRST RESULTS AND FUTURE ASPECTS 
DIMITRA MELISSAROPOULOU1 & STAVROS BOMPOLAS2 
Aristotle University of Thessaloniki1 & University of Patras2 

This paper offers a presentation of the first attempt to visualize different aspects and patterns 
of geo-linguistic variation of Cappadocian Greek UeSRUWing Rn ³DicaDLand´, a laUge-scale 
research project on the Digitization of the Cappadocian Dialectal Landscape. For the purposes 
of this presentation, we focus on mapping of phonological and morphological variation, the 
ultimate goal being the compilation of a complete computerized dialectal atlas of Cappadocian. 
This atlas will serve as an empirical database documenting the linguistic profile of Cappadocian 
for a variety of geographical locations (Map 1), providing a solid background for the 
implementation of dialectometric methods so as to verify, counterargue existing and/or discover 
new patterns of geographical distribution of dialectal phenomena among Cappadocian varieties. 

The starting point of this contribution is the observation that linguistic phenomena usually 
exhibit well-formed spatial patterns (Auer & Schmidt 2010: 760±877). Although physical space 
does not affect directly linguistic structure, it may play a central role in the pathways of 
language variation and change (Glaser 2013; Kortmann 2013). In this line, linguistic atlases 
facilitate an in-depth study of the systematicities of the various linguistic phenomena on the 
grounds that they represent a highly appropriate ² if not the most significant ² means of 
visualizing and analyzing dialectal data (Kehrein et al. 2010: xi). Though numerous linguistic 
studies have taken advantage of the computerization of linguistic cartography (Lameli 2010: 
585±587), only few emphasize Greek (Ralli et al. 2010±2015, 2017±2018). Furthermore, to the 
best of our knowledge, this is the first dialectometric study on Greek dialectal data. 

To this end, a wide range of dialectal phenomena are drawn in order to create a linguistic 
atlas which visualizes the linguistic profile of the Cappadocian sub-varieties in terms of 
geographical locations. Cartographic work is carried out with the use of QGIS software, a free 
and open-source geographic information system (QGIS Development Team 2020), 
accompanied with a geodatabase, in which every point on the map is georeferenced to its place 
in the coordination system, enabling the integration of georeferenced data of different type (e.g. 
linguistic, cartographic, etc.). Subsequently, we input the georeferenced linguistic data to the 
Gabmap web-application for dialectometrics (Nerbonne et al. 2011; Leinonen et al. 2016), 
which allows us to use various dialectometric calculations to visualize different aspects of patterns 
and plot several types of dialectometric maps (Heeringa 2004; Nerbonne & Heeringa 2010). 

We aspire that the implementation of such an approach to Cappadocian Greek will prove 
advantageous in that the study of areal distribution is not pre-structured on the basis of linguistic 
or other assumptions, but it is generated from a huge set of data in which form variations in a 
single area are considered. In this vein, it may not only verify or counterargue patterns of the 
existing analyses (Dawkins 1916; Karatsareas 2011; Janse forthcoming; Tzitzilis, forthcoming), 
but also recognize further and more deeply entrenched patterns that would be otherwise hidden 
(for similar techniques on different regions, cf. Heeringa 2004; Nerbonne & Siedle 2006; 
Shackleton 2007; Wieling et al. 2007; Nerbonne 2015). 
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Map 1: Location of the various Greek-speaking Cappadocian subvarieties 

 
 

1 Anakú 
2 Araván 
3 Ferték 
4 FlRʀWi 
5 Ghúrzono 
6 Malakopí 
7 Mistí 
8 Potamiá 
9 Semenderé 
10 Sílata 
11 Sinasós 
12 Ulaghátsh 
13 Axó 
14  Delmesó 
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AN EMERGING DIALECT OF GREEK? 

THE PERCEPTION OF ALBANIAN FEATURES IN IMMIGRANT GREEK 
REXHINA NDOCI 
Ohio State University 

We examine here the place that the way of speaking associated with a particular ethnic group, 
namely Albanian immigrants in Greece, holds among Greek varieties, and we consider the 
question of whether the presence of Albanian-specific features have created within Greece a 
new dialect, to be more precise, an ethnolect of Greek. 

We first provide relevant background. Albanian immigrants constitute the largest 
immigrant group in Greece and with a population of about half a million individuals (EL.STAT 
2012) they are likely to be the ethnic group with which Greeks have had the most contact. Since 
Albanians started arriving in Greece in the early 1990s, they have been negatively stereotyped 
aV ³cXnning, SUimiWiYe, XnWUXVWZRUWh\, dangeURXV SeRSle and cUiminalV´ (La]aUidiV & WickenV 
1999: 648) and the part of the media in this has not been negligible (Kapllani & Mai 2005). 
Although language shift has already been noted in the second generation of those immigrants 
(GRgRnaV 2009), imSRViWiRn feaWXUeV fURm Albanian in Whe immigUanWV¶ YaUieW\ Rf GUeek Veem 
to be salient enough to be the subject of numerous online comments and jokes (cf. the Albanian-
Greek entry in the mock-dictionary-style website slang.gr (2020)). Examples of imposition 
features are the realization of the Standard Modern Greek (SMG) velar fricative [x] as a stop 
[k] in words such as ȤȦȡȚȩ [[RݯݐޖR] ³Yillage´, Whe Ueali]aWiRn Rf SMG SalaWal VWRS [c] aV an 
affricate [cç] in words such as țȣȡȓĮ [ciݐޖia] ³MV.´, and Whe VhifW Rf SMG VWUeVV fURm Whe 
anWeSenXlWimaWe WR Whe SenXlWimaWe V\llable in ZRUdV VXch aV [WiݐޖRSiWa] ³cheeVe Sie´. 

The present paper makes use of the Matched Guise Technique (Lambert et al. 1960) to 
experimentally examine the perception of those features in the speech of Albanians that pertain 
to power and solidarity traits and were elicited through a pilot study. Both the evaluations of 
the Greeks and of the members of the Albanian community in Greece are investigated. 
Perception will also be examined based on words that have been stereotyped in public discourse 
aV caUU\ing Whe afRUemenWiRned Albanian feaWXUeV (e.g. [kRݯݐޖR] fRU SMG [[RݯݐޖR] ³Yillage´), 
specifically contrasting them with words that offer the environment for the emergence of 
Albanian feaWXUeV, bXW haYe nRW been VWeUeRW\Sed (e.g. [kaݐޖa] fRU SMG [[aݐޖa] ³jR\´). ThiV 
methodology will allow us an insight into the judgements listeners make about speakers who 
produce Albanian features and the sorts of cues listeners react to when they evaluate people 
based on their speech. 

As for expected findings, first, we predict that speakers with Albanian features will be 
evaluated more negatively in power and solidarity traits than speakers who do not have such 
features in their speech. Second, we predict that the judgements of the members of the Albanian 
community will be similarly negative to the judgements of Greeks, i.e. members of the host 
population. Further, we hypothesize that Albanians themselves, in an attempt to deal with the 
negative characterizations towards their ethnic group, will be harsh in their evaluations of 
VSeakeUV ZhR allRZ WheiU ³Albanian-neVV´ WR VhRZ. Finall\, Ze SUedicW WhaW VWeUeRW\Sed ZRUdV 
carrying the features will be evaluated more negatively than non-stereotyped words with 
listeners reacting to the linguistic stereotyping rather than the Albanian features themselves. 
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As to the question of Albanian Greek as an ethnolect, it is clear that there are several 
features that characterize the use of Greek by Albanian immigrants. Theories of ethnolect 
formation (e.g. Wolck 2002) will be considered in an evaluation of how Albanian Greek 
measures up against other known instances of emerging ethnolects, e.g. Chicano English or 
Kiezdeutsch. 
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THE ATTESTATION OF SYNTACTIC ARCHAISMS IN TSAKONIAN 
NICK NICHOLAS 
National Schools Interoperability Program 

In his dissertation, Liosis (2007: 6.2.4) claims that Propontis Tsakonian preserves a number of 
syntactic archaisms, which were already retreating in the early 20th century in Peloponnesian 
Tsakonian under the influence of Standard Modern Greek, and which had only a vestigial 
presence among the very oldest terminal speakers he surveyed. These archaisms had also been 
noted by Pernot (1934) and other linguists working on Tsakonian, and include: mobility of 
auxiliaries; post-position of clitics; and complement and adverbial (gerundial) participles. (A 
fourth particularlity, the use of relativiser pҦi as a non-factive complementiser, is an innovation 
rather than an archaism, albeit an innovation that occurs repeatedly in Greek dialect: Nicholas 
(2000).) 

In order to trace the speed with which these phenomena retreated in Peloponnesian 
Tsakonian, I survey all early Tsakonian texts available to me. The gerundial participle (itself 
not absent from Standard Modern Greek) is relatively healthy even in late Tsakonian; the other 
constructions are sporadic even in relatively early texts, and demonstrate that Tsakonian had 
already undergone significant pressure from Standard Greek in the 19th century. 
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IN SEARCH OF PELOPONNESIAN 
NIKOLAOS PANTELIDIS1 & VASSILIOS SPYROPOULOS2 

National and Kapodistrian University of Athens1, 2 

This paper discusses the dialectal situation of Peloponnese from a historical dialectological 
point of view. More specifically, we will claim that the dialectal situation in Peloponnese is far 
more complex and interesting from the widely accepted view that Standard Modern Greek is 
based on the Peloponnesian so that there is no interest in its examination because of their 
extensive similarity (see for example ȀȠȞĲȠıȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ 2001: 73±74). On the contrary, we will 
show that the Peloponnesian varieties exhibit features that point towards the existence of an old 
dialectal substratum, now almost extinct, and of various and complex relations with other 
dialectal areas, which challenge some of the widely held assumptions about the taxonomy of 
Modern Greek dialects. 

Recent studies (ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ 2001; 2007; 2015; ȣʌȩ ȑțį.) have pointed out that the 
Peloponnesian varieties exhibit features of all grammatical levels that do not exist in Standard 
Modern Greek, e.g.:  
a) affUicaWiRn Rf YelaU VWRSV befRUe fURnW YRZelV (³WViWakiVm´), e.g. [Seޖðaci] > [peޖðaݹi], 
[peޖðaݺi] µliWWle child¶; 
b) change Rf medieYal /\/ > /jX/, /ޖa[\UR/>/ޖa[jXUR/ ([ޖaoXUR]); 
c) 2PL non-past active in -ute, e.g. Ҽexute µ\RX haYe¶ (VWandaUd: Ҽeçete), șa iҼðute µ\RX Zill Vee¶ 
(standard: șa Ҽðite); 
d) imperfective past of Class 2b verbs such as Ҽboriћa µI cRXld/ZaV able¶ (VWandaUd: boҼrusa, 
boҼro µI can/am able¶). 

We Zill dRcXmenW and e[amine a nXmbeU Rf VXch ³diVWincW´ feaWXUeV fURm YaUiRXV aUeaV 
of Peloponnese. Our data were drawn from extensive documentation of archival material 
(notebook collections in the Folklore Library of the National and Kapodistrian University of 
Athens and in the Research Centre for Modern Greek Dialects of the Academy of Athens) and 
from the very few detailed descriptions of Peloponnesian varieties (ȀȠȞĲȠıȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ 2001; 
ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ 2001, et seq.). These features exhibit a very fragmentary geographical distribution 
and some of them are also systematically attested in dialectal varieties outside Peloponnese, 
such as the ³WViWakiVm´, Whe change Rf medieYal /\/ > /jX/ and Whe imSeUfecWiYe fRUmaWiRnV Ҽven-o 
µSXW¶ and Ҽvҕen-o µWake RXW¶ (inVWead Rf Ҽvazo, Ҽvћazo) in the northeastern Peloponnese and the 
Old Athenian dialect group (cf. Ҽvano, Ҽvћano in other Peloponnesian varieties). Based on such 
facts, we will put forward the hypothesis that Peloponnesian involved a dialect group with 
features that are today almost obsolete and that the systematic occurrence of some of these 
features in areas outside Peloponnese reveals dialectal relations within a wider zone in the 
southern ² eastern part of mainland Greece (ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ 2016). Such a dialectal situation 
challenges the taxonomy of the Modern Greek dialects, especially regarding Whe ³nRUWh ² 
VRXWh´ a[iV, giYen, amRng RWheUV, Whe consistent attestation of traces of the so-called northern 
vocalism in various areas in Peloponnese. This linguistic situation was extremely affected by 
the historical events that shook Peloponnese during the 17th±19th centuries and resulted in the 
fragmentation of this dialect group and the almost total disappearance of its characteristics. If 
RXU h\SRWheViV iV cRUUecW, When Whe ³Xne[SecWed´ chaUacWeUiVWicV Rf Whe PelRSRnneVian YaUieWieV 
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may be traced back to this dialectal substratum and provide us with a window to the dialectal 
history of the area. 
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LEFT-HEADED COMPOUNDS IN A RIGHT-HEADED LANGUAGE: 

EVIDENCE FROM MODERN GREEK DIALECTS 
ANGELA RALLI1 & GEORGE CHAIRETAKIS2 

University of Patras1, 2 

In recent decades dialectal studies have contributed to theoretical linguistics, allowing scholars 
not only to test hypotheses on language structures and language properties on a much larger 
empirical basis, but also to refine them in a non-trivial fashion. Dialects offer a valuable test-
bed for the identification of the grammatical principles and have been used to pin down 
differences and variation patterns that usually escape in theoretical studies which are based on 
standard languages.  

In this presentation, we intend to discuss the issue of headedness in Greek compounding. 
We will show that although Standard Modern Greek is a clearly right-headed language and its 
compounds are also right-headed (Ralli 2013), certain Modern Greek dialects show a number 
of left-headed formations. This is not the first time that these structures attract the attention of 
linguists. Andreou (2014) has already observed the phenomenon in the Greek-based Cypriot 
and Grekanico and has claimed that it goes back to Ancient Greek, although it was never 
productively built. 

Our work draws evidence from the Data Base of Dialectal Compounds (DICOMP), which 
has been developed and stored at the Laboratory of Modern Greek Dialects of the University 
of Patras (https://www.lmgd.philology.upatras.gr), and contains 13.780 dialectal compounds 
with their properties, taken from the entire range of Modern Greek Dialects. We will discuss 
that among the endocentric compounds there is a total of about 120 left-headed structures, and 
that, interestingly, almost all of them are located in the Aegean and Ionian islands, Crete, 
Cyprus, and South Italy. See (1) for indicative examples:  

(1) Cretan malorupo < mal(i) rup(os) 
wool of bad quality wool dirt 

Heptanesian afedabelo < afed(is) abel(i) 
master of vineyard master vineyard 

Cycladic skololambro < skol(i) lambr(i) 
feast of Easter feast Easter 

Although we agree with Andreou that these structures were not unknown in Ancient 
Greek, we argue that the language-contact factor has played a significant role in their pattern 
revival, since the areas where these compounds appear are exactly those which have been under 
Italo-Romance domination (Ralli 2019), and, as is well known, Italo-Romance compounding 
is principally left-headed (Scalise 1992). Moreover, we claim that innovative left-headed 
compounds have also been admitted as possible structural patterns, on the basis that a language 
can accept innovations due to contact if they correspond to its own tendencies, in accordance 
with Jakobson (1938) and Ralli (to appear). 

We will accompany our argumentation by a detailed information regarding the data of 
left-headed compounds, as provided by DICOMP.  

https://www.lmgd.philology.upatras.gr/


MODERN GREEK DIALECTS AND LINGUISTIC THEORY 9 

 40 

Selected references 
Andreou, M. 2014. Headedness in word formation and lexical semantics: evidence from Italiot 

and Cypriot. Ph.D. Diss, University of Patras. 
Jakobson, R. 1938. Sur la théorie des affinités phonologiques entre les langues. In Actes du 

Quatrième Congrès International de Linguistes, 48±59. Copenhagen: Munksgaard. 
Ralli, A. 2013. Compounding in Modern Greek. Dordrecht: Springer. 
Ralli, A. 2019. Greek in contact with Romance. In the Oxford research encyclopedia of 

linguistics. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/browse?page=14&pageSize=20&sort=authorsort&subS
ite=linguistics. 

Ralli, A. To appear. Matter versus pattern replication in compounding: Evidence from the Asia 
Minor Greek dialectal variety. Morphology (special issue edited by F. Gardani et al.). 

Scalise, S. 1992. Compounding in Italian. Rivista di Linguistica 4. 1: 175±200. 
  



 

 41 

FROM CONTACT TO ‘CONTAMINATION’ AND BEYOND. 
WHAT’S LEFT OF CALABRIAN GREEK AND ITS SPEAKERS IN 2020 

MARIA OLIMPIA SQUILLACI 
University of Naples µL¶Orientale¶ 

Minority languages, as noted by Grinevald and Sinha (2016: 27), aUe RfWen cRnVideUed ³a kind 
of symbolic package handed down from generation to generation, whose transmission is ideally 
both whole and accurate, with deviations from these normative ideals (such as those arising 
from language contact or intergenerational differences in contexts of acquisition and use) being 
YieZed aV XnfRUWXnaWe nRiVe in Whe daWa´. SXch an aSSURach ma\ faYRXU SXUiVW aWWiWXdeV ZiWhin 
speakers, who might feel monitored concerning the authenticity of their speech and treated as 
guinea-pigs (Petropoulou 1997). This in turn instantiates cycles of restriction (Floray 2004) 
Zhich ma\ eYenWXall\ bUing abRXW langXage RbVRleVce, ma\ inflXence VSeakeUV¶ VSeech 
production, compromising the quality of research outcomes and crucially, can also influence 
VSeakeUV¶ langXage XVe, leading VRme WR abandRn WheiU langXage alWRgeWheU (DRhle & Squillaci 
in prep.). Despite the number of studies on these issues (Craig 1993; Yamada 2007; Fitzgerald 
& Joshua 2013; Grinevald & Sinha 2016, a.o.), no academic work has so far analysed the effects 
of such approaches on the Greko community of southern Calabria or indeed on any other 
Greek/Greek-based dialect. Greko is an extremely endangered Greek variety spoken in southern 
Calabria, where attempts to revitalise it go back to 1968, when the first Greko language 
association was founded. 

In this presentation, I will therefore (i) analyse current language use within the Greko 
community, particularly focusing on the intergenerational use of the language between L1 and 
L2 VSeakeUV Rf GUekR. ThiV anal\ViV Zill Vhed lighW Rn RldeU SeRSle¶V aWWiWXde WRZaUdV WheiU 
language, and towards potential learners and new speakers. I will draw on data from the project 
³InYeVWigaWing Whe fXWXUe Rf Whe GUeek lingXiVWic minRUiWieV Rf SRXWheUn IWal\´, part of the 
Sustaining Minoritized Languages in Europe (SMiLE ² Smithsonian Institution) program, for 
which I acted as principal co-investigator together with Dr Manuela Pellegrino (Pellegrino & 
Squillaci forth., Pellegrino & Squillaci in prep.). (ii) I will investigate morphosyntactic change 
in the speech production of younger and older speakers and compare the results with data 
collected in previous decades (Falcone 1973; Rohlfs 1977; Karanastasis 1984±92; Katsoyannou 
1995, a.o.) when the vitality of the language was considerably higher, in order to understand 
the extent to which Greko has undergone structural changes, and what factors led to them, i.e. 
language contact, language decay, language internal change. Within this discussion particular 
attention will be paid to the relatively recent influence of Standard Modern Greek, so as to 
evaluate its actual interference with Greko.  
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THE INFINITIVE AS A MORPHOSYNTACTIC CATEGORY. 
THE CASE OF GRIKO AND NEIGHBOURING ROMANCE DIALECTS 

GIUSEPPE TORCOLACCI 
University of Leiden 

1. Introduction, data and aim of the study 
To date, Griko and Greko dialects, on a par with Pontic varieties, are the only Modern Greek 
varieties that feature the presence of infinitives in their grammars (cf. Joseph 1990; Ralli 2016). 
With reference to data collected by the author in the area where Griko varieties are spoken, the 
purpose of this study is to consider:  
i. The contexts where infinitives are attested in Griko dialects spoken nowadays; 
ii. The nature of infinitives of Griko dialects as well as of neighbouring Romance dialects 
(Salentino).  

Infinitives in Griko dialects spoken today are attested only after the modal verb can. Other 
modals and verbs in main position, conversely, have the faculty of selecting na-clauses, i.e. 
finite verbs introduced by the particle na (cf. 1): 

(1) Dialect of Sternatìa 
a. sòzzo milìsi   can.pres.1sg speak.inf. 
b. è nna milìso must.sg that speak.pres.1sg 
c. ta kùo na milìsone  them hear.pres.1sg that speak.pres.3pl  
d. tèlo na milìso want.pres.1sg that speak.pres.1sg 

Salentino dialects, differently from Griko varieties, feature infinitives after a wider set of 
verbs in main position, i.e. after the modals can and must, as well as after verbs of perception 
(cf. 2): 

(2) Dialect of Andrano 
a. pòzzu cuntàre   can.pres.1sg speak.inf. 
b. àjju cuntàre  must.1sg speak.inf. 
c. l aܱܱu ntìsi cuntàre them have.pres.1sg heard speak.inf.  
d. vòjju (ku) kkùntu  want.pres.1sg (that) speak.pres.1sg 

2. Analysis 
Based on the above referred data, the gist of this presentation is to propose that infinitives of 
Griko and Salentino dialects correspond to morphosyntactic units that express a subset of tense, 
aspect and mood, or TAM, feature values. As for Griko, I postulate that the infinitive versus 
na-clause alternation observed in (1) hinges upon the type of mood value encoded on the 
embedded verb (cf. Torcolacci & Livadara 2019). In specific, I postulate that Griko infinitives 
e[SUeVV µUealiV¶, i.e. a mRRd YalXe encoded on true prepositions headed by subject-oriented 
modals such as can (cf. Palmer 1990). In the case of speaker-oriented modals such as must (cf. 
Bybee 1985), conversely, the embedded clause, overtly spelled out by the particle na and a 
finite verb, encodeV Whe mRRd YalXe µiUUealiV¶. ThiV iV dXe WR Whe facW WhaW na-clauses headed by 
must are considered as future irrealis infinitives endowed with episodic interpretation (cf. 
Wurmbrand 2014). As for Salentino dialects, instead, I claim that the infinitive versus finite 
verb alternation is strictly linked to the uniformity of tense values shared by the main and 
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embedded clause. As a matter of fact, the main and embedded clauses in (2a)-(2c) all share the 
same time reference, i.e. they refer to the same time-frame, with the exclusion of (2d), where 
the time reference predicated by the embedded clause is posterior to that predicated by the main 
clause. In this way, Salentino infinitives behave similarly to simultaneous infinitives (cf. 
Wurmbrandt 2014), inasmuch as their time reference being uniform with that of the main 
clause.  
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INNOVATIVE PAST PERFECT IN STANDARD AND CYPRIOT GREEK: 

SEMANTIC AND SOCIOLINGUISTIC VARIATION 
STAVROULA TSIPLAKOU1, SPYROS ARMOSTIS2, SPYRIDOULA BELLA3, 

DIMITRIS MICHELIOUDAKIS4, AMALIA MOSER3 & RENA TORRES-CACOULLOS5 
Open University of Cyprus1, European University Cyprus2, 
University of Athens3, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki4 

& Pennsylvania State University5 

In Modern Greek the past perfect has the principal reading of past in the past as well as an 
innovative remote past reading (Hedin 1987; Moser 2003): 

 ixa Ҽpai sto paҼrisi Ҽpa҆aޖ (1)
have.PAST.1S go.PERF to.the.S.ACC Paris.S.ACC long ago 
µI had been (: ZenW) WR PaUiV lRng Wime agR¶ 

A recent variationist study (Tsiplakou et al. 2019) examined the differences in the 
semantics of the past perfect in Standard and Cypriot Greek; a major finding was that in Cypriot 
Greek an innovative past perfect is emerging which is unlike the Standard Greek one in that it 
can appear in positions in the narrative sequence where the past in the past reading is 
semantically odd or unacceptable; this indicates that in Cypriot Greek the innovative past 
perfect is a variant of the simple past: 

(2) eҼmilisa me ton ҼҕanӃI tѻe Ҽixa 
speak.PAST.1S with the.S.ACC Yannis.S.ACC and have.PAST.1S 
tu anaҼferi inda mbu Ҽeҕine 
him.S.ACC mention.PERF what is.that happen.PAST.3S 
µI spoke to Yannis and I had mentioned (: mentioned) to him what happened (: had 
haSSened)¶ 

ThiV µmid-VeTXence¶ past perfect was deemed unacceptable by speakers of Standard 
Greek on the basis that the reading past-in-the-past is out-of-sequence in contexts such as (2). 
However, the data provide strong indications for apparently similar innovative uses of the past 
perfect in Standard Greek as well, as uses such as the ones in (3) and (4) below are emerging 
in the repertoires of younger speakers: 

(3) Ҽixa Ҽpai se ena Ҽparti xtes 
have.PAST.1S go.PERF to a.S.ACC party.S.ACC yesterday 
µI had gRne (: ZenW) WR a SaUW\ \eVWeUda\¶ (nRn-remote past) 

(4) Ҽpiћame Ҽprota sto Ҽpilio ce meҼta 
go.PAST.1P first to.the.S.ACC Pelio.S.ACC and then 
Ҽixame Ҽpai stin aҼloniso 
have.PAST.1P go.PERF to.the.S.ACC Alonnisos.S.ACC 
µWe went to Pelio fiUVW and When Ze had gRne (: ZenW) WR AlRnniVRV¶ (µend-of-
VeTXence¶) 
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Interestingly, the findings in Tsiplakou et al. (2019) indicate the higher acceptability of 
µend-of-VeTXence¶ past perfect with verbs denoting emotion, such as the one in (5), for Standard 
Greek speakers: 

(5) mas Ҽevalan na aҼkusume 
us.ACC make.PAST.3P to hear.PERF.3P 
Ҽkati paraðosiaҼka traҼћuèҕa 
some traditional.P.ACC songs.P.ACC 
ce Ҽixame  peҼșani sta Ҽҕe҆a 
and have.PAST.1P die.PERF in.the.P.ACC laughter.P.ACC 
µThe\ made XV liVWen WR WheVe WUadiWiRnal VRngV and Ze had died (: died) laXghing¶ 

In this study, using both naturalistic data and data from a grammaticality judgement task, 
we explore further the semantic properties of the innovative past perfect in both varieties as 
well as the sociolinguistic factors affecting variation among the innovative uses. The data 
suggest that for Standard Greek speakers the relevant semantic property may well be the 
availability of a result-state component in the past perfect predicates, coupled with the 
pragmatic function of backgrounding the past perfect forms to fulfill various narrative functions 
(cf. Bertinetto 2014). In contrast, in Cypriot Greek the innovative past perfect shows the same 
rates of acceptability irrespective of the semantic properties of the predicates, confirming that 
it is merely a variant of simple past. As regards sociolinguistic aspects of the semantic shift, the 
data indicate that younger, less educated participants are leading the innovation. 
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ON THE SEMANTIC AND PRAGMATIC PROPERTIES OF DISCOURSE MARKERS 

IN DIFFERENT VARIETIES: taha IN STANDARD AND CYPRIOT GREEK 
STAVROULA TSIPLAKOU1 & COSTAS PAPAPETROU2 

Open University of Cyprus1, 2 

The aim of this paper is to examine and compare the semantic and pragmatic properties of the 
Standard Greek and Cypriot Greek particle taha (/Wi[a/, µVXSSRVedl\¶ / µallegedl\¶) and WR 
account for the differences in the properties of taha and its uses in the two varieties of Greek in 
question, implementing insights from relevance theory (Sperber & Wilson 1986/1995).  

The evidential / hearsay function of taha is shared by Standard and Cypriot Greek: 

(1) en/ine taxa epitiçimenos  
µSupposedly / allegedly he is VXcceVVfXl¶ 

Cypriot Greek taha has an array of additional functions (Papapetrou 2017; Tsiplakou & 
Papapetrou, forthc.): 

(2) pirazo tin tݕe taxa en mu mila tora 
µI keeS WeaVing heU and taha Vhe¶V nRW VSeaking WR me nRZ¶ 

In (2) taha does not suggest hearsay, not does it cast doubt on the veridicality of the 
second proposition; the person mentioned is indeed not talking to the speaker and the speaker 
obviously has direct knowledge of the fact.  

There is some evidence that in the last decade or so a new taha has emerged in the 
informal speech of adolescents: 

(3)  taxa ciUia en eșcaYaVa 
µMiVV, I haYen¶W, like, dRne m\ hRmeZRUk¶ 

At first blush, it would appear that young taha is a mere filler, as like in English is often 
claimed to be, and that it is used as a hedge (see, e.g., Andersen 2001; Jucker & Smith 1998). 

To account for the data, we capitalize on the distinction between conceptual and 
procedural meaning (Blakemore 2001; Wilson 2016) and the idea that pragmatic markers such 
as the evidential in question may contribute to truth-conditional content but they also contribute 
to the construction of higher-order explicatures, such as propositional attitudes (cf. Unger 
2012). Ifantidou (2001) has shown convincingly that the evidential / hearsay function of 
Standard Greek taha can be best captured by assuming that it carries procedural meaning, 
marking the use of the proposition in its scope as interpretive / attributive / 
metarepresentational; weakened speaker commitment and consequently a dissociative attitude 
towards the truth of the proposition in the scope of taha arises as an implicature of the 
metarepresentational use of the proposition. We take this analysis on board and we argue that 
the dialectal differences between the two varieties ultimately boil down to whether taha 
expresses speaker attitudes towards what is being said or towards what is being implicated, the 
latter being the case with Cypriot Greek taha in examples such as (2) (cf. Blass 1990; Tsiplakou 
2005). We also argue that the use of taha as a filler by younger Cypriot speakers does not fall 
outside the continuum of the expected uses of taha, but can also be accounted for on the basis 
of the assumption that taha marks the use of the proposition in its scope as metarepresentational, 
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thereby helping infer a propositional attitude of non-commitment to the associated content, 
which may make it suitable as a hedging device mitigating potentially face-threatening acts. 
This study can be seen as an exploration of the nature of pragmatic variation among related 
geographical varieties and the varieties and speech-styles of different age groups, as well as of 
the theoretical underpinnings that allow us to best describe and interpret aspects of such 
variation.  
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THE DICADLAND HISTORICAL DICTIONARY OF THE CAPPADOCIAN DIALECTS 

AS A CONTRIBUTION TO THE STUDY OF VARIATION AND CHANGE 
SYMEON TSOLAKIDIS1, DIMITRA MELISSAROPOULOU2 & CHRISTOS PAPANAGIOTOU3 

University of Patras1, 3 & Aristotle University of Thessaloniki2 

The SUeVenW SaSeU aimV WR RffeU inVighWV Rn Whe Za\V mRdeUn dialecWal (e-)le[icRgUaSh\ can 
inWeUacW and cRnWUibXWe WR Whe VWXd\ Rf GUeek langXage YaUiaWiRn and change UeSRUWing Rn a laUge-
Vcale le[icRgUaShical SURjecW, ³DicaDLand´, Zhich aimV WR SURdXce a hiVWRUical dicWiRnaU\ Rf 
CaSSadRcian GUeek. The DicWiRnaU\ iV being bXilW XVing Whe SURfeVViRnal dicWiRnaU\ ediWing 
VRfWZaUe TLe[ SXiWe, a SRZeUfXl and XVeU-fUiendl\ WRRl Zhich haV been VXbjecW WR 
SaUameWUi]aWiRn and adaSWiRn fRU Whe SXUSRVeV Rf Whe SURjecW. 

TR WhiV end, VRme UeSUeVenWaWiYe enWUieV Zill be SXW XndeU VcUXWin\ aV a Za\ Rf illXVWUaWing 
WheiU cRnWUibXWiRn WR mRdeUn lingXiVWic UeVeaUch. FiUVW, in Whe caVe Rf Whe lemma ȐȖȦ [ޖaܵR] ³WR 
gR, caUU\, Wake, WUanVSRUW´, daWa V\VWemaWi]aWiRn fRU Whe cRmSilaWiRn Rf WhiV enWU\, SURYe 
SaUWicXlaUl\ UeYealing Rf Whe YaUiaWiRn and change e[hRUWaWiYe fRUmV ZeUe VXbjecW WR (eiWheU aV 
imSeUaWiYe RU VXbjXncWiYe fRUmV, fRU e[amSle Ȑȝİ [ޖame] ³GR!, Take!´, ĮȢ ȐȝİȞ ³LeW¶V gR!´) in 
Whe dialecWV Rf CaSSadRcia, Waking inWR accRXnW UecenW WheRUeWical aSSURacheV Rn 
gUammaWicali]aWiRn SURceVVeV (cf. Lehmann 2015) and dialecW cRnWacW (BUiWain 2018). 

AnRWheU inWeUeVWing lemma iV ĮȣĲȩȢ [aޖfWRV] ³WhiV´, diVSla\ing mXlWiSle YaUianWV Zhich aUe 
XVed eiWheU aV a SeUVRnal RU a demRnVWUaWiYe SURnRXn. FRU e[amSle, ǹĲȩȢ ĲȚȗ ȑȞȚ; ³WhR iV he?´, 
ǹĲȩ Ƞ ȞȠȝȐĲ' ĲȚȗ ȑȞȚ; ³WhR iV WhiV SeUVRn?´, ǹĲȩ ĲĮ įİțĮʌȑȞdİ ȑȗȘıİȞ ĲĮ ĮȞdȓ ȖĮȧȡȓįȚ ³He liYed 
all WheVe 15 \eaUV like an aVV´, ǴĲȠ do ȞĮȓțĮ (dȠ) ȐȞdȡĮ Ĳ¶ ʌȐĮıİȞ dȠ do ȤȦȡȚȩ meaning bRWh 
³ThiV ZRman led heU hXVband WR Whe Yillage´ and ³ThiV ZRman ZaV Waken (led) b\ heU hXVband 
WR Whe Yillage´. In WhiV caVe, daWa SURYe SaUWicXlaUl\ UeYealing Rf Whe RccXUUing YaUiaWiRn 
highlighWing mRUe cleaUl\ and V\VWemaWicall\ WheiU mRUShRV\nWacWic SURSeUWieV and Whe Rn-gRing 
YaUiaWiRn and change in Whe lighW Rf RWheU cR-RccXUUing deYelRSmenWV (VXch aV Whe lRVV Rf 
gUammaWical gendeU diVWincWiRnV and Whe neXWeUi]aWiRn Rf nRminal (and SURnRminal) inflecWiRn 
(cf. KaUaWVaUeaV 2011). 

LaVWl\, cURVV-e[aminaWiRn Rf VeYeUal lemmaWa, VXch aV (1) ǹīǿȀȃȉǷ µWR cRme WR Rne¶V 
VenVeV¶ (V.) ĮȖȚțĲȠȪ. UlagaWVh [aݯiޖkWX], ĮȖȚȤĲȓȗȦ. MalakRSi [aݯiޖ[Wi]R], (2) ǹȃȁǹȃȉȍ µWR 
XndeUVWand¶ (V.) ĮȖȞĮȞĲȠȪ. UlagaWVh [aܵnaޖdX], ĮȖȞĮĲȫ. PhaUaVa [aܵnaޖWR], ĮȞȖțȜĮȞĲȓȗȠȣ. 
MalakRSi [aƾglaޖdi]X], ĮȖȞĮĲȓȗȦ. MalakRSi, PRWamia, PhaUaVa [aܵnaޖWi]R], (3) ǺǵȈȀȍ µgUa]e¶ 
(V.) ȕȩıțȦ.AUaYan [ޖYRVkR], ȕȠıțȠȪ. UlagaWVh [YRޖVkX], ȕȠıțȓȗȦ. SinaVRV [YRޖVci]R] ȕȠıյțȓȗȦ. 
AnakX, A[RV, AUaYan [YRݕޖci]R], UeYealV YaUiaWiRn and UiYalU\ in WeUmV Rf SURdXcWiYiW\ amRng 
diffeUenW YeUb fRUmaWiRn SURceVVeV, in Whe micUR-dialecWal leYel, aV fRU inVWance Whe facW WhaW in 
UlagaWVh, cRnWUaU\ WR RWheU YillageV, WheUe iV  a VWURng Wendenc\ fRU Whe fRUmaWiRn Rf YeUbV ZiWh 
nR deUiYaWiRnal YeUbali]eU (cf. [aݯiޖkWX] in Ulagatsh YV. [aݯiޖ[Wi]R] in MalakRSi). 

GeneUali]ing, WhiV SUeVenWaWiRn iV meanW WR Vhed lighW Rn Whe cRnWUibXWiRn Whe SRWenWial 
mRdeUn digiWal le[icRgUaShic WRRlV can RffeU in mRdeUn dialecWRlRgical UeVeaUch, be\Rnd Whe 
VimSle digiWali]aWiRn Rf elecWURnic UeSURdXcWiRn Rf haUd cRS\ daWa, fRU V\VWemaWi]ing inWeUnal 
YaUiaWiRn. In WhiV SeUVSecWiYe, Whe\ haYe an imSRUWanW cRnWUibXWiRn in deSicWing diffeUenW 
deYelRSmenWal VWageV Rf a lingXiVWic change ² deSending Rn Whe mRUe RU leVV cRnVeUYaWiYe 
chaUacWeU Rf each diffeUenW dialecWal V\VWem ² aVViVWing WhXV in Whe UecRnVWUXcWiRn Rf Whe 
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deYelRSmenWal SaWhV WhaW ZeUe fRllRZed and in WUacing Whe mechaniVmV Rf change (NaUURg & 
Heine 2011; GiacalRne RamaW eW al. 2013; MeliVVaURSRXlRX 2016). 
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VOWEL VARIATION IN THE MIŠÓTIKA CAPPADOCIAN OF MANDRA (LARISA) 
NICOLE VASSALOU1, DIMITRIS PAPAZACHARIOU2 & MARK JANSE3 

University of Patras1, 2 & Ghent University1, 3 

The aim Rf WhiV SaSeU iV WR diVcXVV Whe changeV in Whe YRZel V\VWem Rf cRnWemSRUaU\ MiãyWika 
Cappadocian as it is spoken in Mandra (Larisa). Our study is based on recordings of 10 native 
VSeakeUV Rf MiãyWika (5 male, 5 female) fURm MandUa, a mi[ed VSeech community, where 
descendants of refugees from Misti live together with locals who speak the dialectal variety of 
LaUiVa. We anal\Ve Whe chaUacWeUiVWicV Rf Whe MiãyWika YRZel V\VWem, Waking mechaniVmV Rf 
language contact and linguistic change into consideration (see, e.g., Trudgill 1986; Hickey 
2010; Chambers & Schilling 2013). 

The Cappadocian vowel system, before the population exchange in 1924, consisted of 
eighW YRZelV, aligning iW ZiWh Whe YRZel V\VWem Rf TXUkiVh, i.e. /a, e, i, R, X, °, \, ݁/ (Dawkins 
1916; JanVe 2009). AccRUding WR RXU findingV, hRZeYeU, Whe cXUUenW YRZel V\VWem Rf MiãyWika 
speakers from Mandra seems to diverge significantly from the older one. 

Remarkably, a previously unrecorded vowel /æ/ that does not exist either in Modern 
Greek or in Turkish, is now prominently present in words of both Greek and Turkish origin. 
MRUeRYeU, Whe µTXUkiVh¶ YRZelV [°, \, ݁], which do not exist in Modern Greek, are at the stage 
of elimination, due to contact with Modern Greek through a levelling process, something has 
also been found in previous studies of the vowel system of other Cappadocian communities in 
Northern Greece (Vassalou et al. 2019). 

AW Whe Vame Wime, Whe µGUeek¶ YRZelV [i, e, a, R, X] SUeVenW a diffeUenW diVWUibXWiRn, Vince 
it seems to be assimilated with the phonetic realizations of the vowels of the local variety of 
Larisa, because of the close contact between the Cappadocian and local communities. 

To conclude, the study shows that the Cappadocian native speakers from Mandra use a 
variety that is not identical to the older one, with changes that indicate long-term 
accommodation and levelling. 
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YȆȅȀȅȇǿȈȉǿȀǹ ǼȆǿĬǾȂǹȉǹ ȈȉǾ ȁǼȈǺǿǹȀǾ. 
ȆǹȇǹΓȍΓǿȀȅȉǾȉǹ Ȁǹǿ ȈȊȃǻȊǹȈȉǿȀȅȉǾȉǹ 

ǺǹȈȍ ǹȁǼȄǼȁȁǾ 
ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȆĮĲȡȫȞ 

ȈĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȘȢ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮȢ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘȢ İȓȞĮȚ Ș ʌİȡȚȖȡĮĳȒ țĮȚ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘ ĲȘȢ įȚĮįȚțĮıȓĮȢ ĲȠȣ 
ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıȝȠȪ (diminution) ıĲȘ ȁİıȕȚĮțȒ, Ș ȠʌȠȓĮ ĮȞȒțİȚ ıĲȘȞ ȠȝȐįĮ ĲȦȞ ȕȠȡİȓȦȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ 
(ȋĮĲȗȚįȐțȚȢ 1905±1907). ȉĮ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȐ șİȦȡȠȪȞĲĮȚ ĮȟȚȠȜȠȖȚțȠȓ ıȤȘȝĮĲȚıȝȠȓ (evaluative 
formations) ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓȠȚ ʌİȡȚȖȡȐĳȠȞĲĮȚ țĮȚ ĮȞĮȜȪȠȞĲĮȚ ıĲȠ İȣȡȪĲİȡȠ ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ĲȘȢ ĮȟȚȠȜȠȖȚțȒȢ 
ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ (evaluative morphology, ȕȜ. Grandi & Körtvélyessy 2015· Martín Calvo 2019· 
Melissaropoulou 2015 ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ). ǻȚĮȖȜȦııȚțȐ, Ș ʌȜȑȠȞ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȒ įȚĮįȚțĮıȓĮ 
įȘȝȚȠȣȡȖȓĮȢ ĲȑĲȠȚȦȞ ıȤȘȝĮĲȚıȝȫȞ İȓȞĮȚ Ș ʌȡȠıĳȣȝĮĲȠʌȠȓȘıȘ (affixation, ȕȜ. âtekauer, Valera 
& Körtvélyessy 2012· Körtvélyessy 2015). 

Ȉİ ȩ,ĲȚ ĮĳȠȡȐ ĲȘ įȚĮįȚțĮıȓĮ ĲȘȢ İʌȚșȘȝĮĲȠʌȠȓȘıȘȢ (suffixation) ıĲȘ ȁİıȕȚĮțȒ 
İȞĲȠʌȓȗİĲĮȚ ʌȜȘșȫȡĮ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȫȞ İʌȚșȘȝȐĲȦȞ (Ȁretschmer 1905· ȇȐȜȜȘ 2017): (Į) -İȜ¶(Ț)  
(ʌ.Ȥ. ȝȠȣȡȑȜ¶ µȝȦȡȐțȚ¶), (ȕ) -ȠȣįĮ (ʌ.Ȥ. ȝĮȞȠȪįĮ µȝĮȞȠȪȜĮ¶), (Ȗ) -ȠȣȜĮ, (ʌ.Ȥ. șĮȜĮııȠȪȜĮ 
µșĮȜĮııȓĲıĮ¶), (į) -Ț (ʌ.Ȥ. țĮȡʌȚĲȓ µȝȚțȡȒ țĮȡʌȑĲĮ/ȤĮȜȓ¶), (İ) -Ƞȣį(Ț) (ʌ.Ȥ. ȜĮțțȠȪį µȜĮțțȐțȚ¶), 
(ıĲ) -Įȡ(Ț) (ʌ.Ȥ. ȕȞȐȡ µȕȠȣȞĮȜȐțȚ¶), (ȗ) -Įį(Ț) (ʌ.Ȥ. ʌȚĲȡȐį µʌİĲȡĮįȐțȚ¶), țĮȚ (Ș) -Ƞȣȡ(Ț) (ʌ.Ȥ. 
țȜĮįȠȪȡ µțȜĮįȐțȚ¶). ǹȡțİĲȐ Įʌȩ ĲĮ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ȝʌȠȡȠȪȞ ȞĮ ıȣȞįȣĮıĲȠȪȞ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ĲȠȣȢ. 
ǼȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ ʌĮȡĮįİȓȖȝĮĲĮ ĮʌȠĲİȜȠȪȞ ĲĮ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȐ ȕȞĮȡȠȪį, ĲȠ ȠʌȠȓȠ ıȣȞįȣȐȗİȚ ĲĮ 
İʌȚșȒȝĮĲĮ -Įȡ(Ț) țĮȚ -Ƞȣį(Ț) (ȕȞĮȡȠȪį < ȕȞȐȡ < ȕȞȩ < ȕȠȣȞȩ), țĮĲıțĮįȠȪȜĮ, ȩʌȠȣ ıȣȞįȣȐȗȠȞĲĮȚ 
ĲĮ -Įį(Ț) țĮȚ -ȠȣȜĮ (țĮĲıțĮįȠȪȜĮ < țĮĲıțȐį < țĮĲıȓțĮ), ʌȚĲȞĮȡįȑȜ¶, ʌȠȣ ıȤȘȝĮĲȓȗİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ 
ĲĮ -Įȡ(Ț), -Ƞȣį(Ț) țĮȚ -İȜ¶(Ț) (< ʌȚĲȞĮȡȠȪį < ʌȚĲȞȐȡ < ʌȚĲȞȩȢ < ʌİĲİȚȞȩȢ µțȩțȠȡĮȢ¶). 

ȈĲȘȞ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘ șĮ įȚİȡİȣȞȘșİȓ Ș ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȩĲȘĲĮ (productivity) ʌȠȣ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȣȞ ĲĮ 
İȞ ȜȩȖȦ İʌȚșȒȝĮĲĮ, ĲĮ ȠʌȠȓĮ șĮ ĲȠʌȠșİĲȘșȠȪȞ ıİ ȝȚĮ țȜȓȝĮțĮ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȩĲȘĲĮȢ. ǼȓȞĮȚ ȒįȘ 
ȖȞȦıĲȩ ȩĲȚ ĲȠ ʌȜȑȠȞ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȩ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȩ İʌȓșȘȝĮ ĲȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ İȓȞĮȚ ĲȠ -İȜ¶(Ț) (ȕȜ. 
ȇȐȜȜȘ & ȂİȜȚııĮȡȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ 2008; Melissaropoulou & Ralli 2010), ĮȜȜȐ ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡĮ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȐ 
İȓȞĮȚ țĮȚ ĲĮ -ȠȣįĮ țĮȚ -Ț. ȆĮȡȐȜȜȘȜĮ, șĮ İȟİĲĮıșȠȪȞ ȠȚ ʌĮȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ ʌȠȣ İȣȞȠȠȪȞ ĲȠ ıȣȞįȣĮıȝȩ 
ĲȠȣȢ țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ Ș ıİȚȡȐ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȠʌȠȓĮ İȝĳĮȞȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ. 

ȉȠ ȣȜȚțȩ ĲȘȢ ȑȡİȣȞĮȢ ʌȡȠȑȡȤİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ʌȡȦĲȠȖİȞȒ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ ĲȠȣ ǼȡȖĮıĲȘȡȓȠȣ 
ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ǻȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ (ǼȃǼǻǿ) ĲȠȣ ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȘȝȓȠȣ ȆĮĲȡȫȞ țĮȚ įİȣĲİȡȠȖİȞİȓȢ ʌȘȖȑȢ 
ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȘ ȁİıȕȚĮțȒ (ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȑȢ, ȝİȜȑĲİȢ, ȜİȟȚțȐ țĲȜ.). ǹȟȓȗİȚ ȞĮ ĲȠȞȚıĲİȓ ȩĲȚ Ș ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ 
țĮȚ Ș ıȣȞįȣĮıĲȚțȩĲȘĲĮ ĲȦȞ İʌȚșȘȝȐĲȦȞ ȑȤİȚ İʌȚȕİȕĮȚȦșİȓ Įʌȩ ĳȣıȚțȠȪȢ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȑȢ ĲȘȢ 
įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ țĮĲȐ ĲȘ įȚȐȡțİȚĮ ȑȡİȣȞĮȢ ʌİįȓȠȣ. 
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ȀǼǿȂǼȃǹ ȈǼ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉǿȀȅ Ȁǹǿ ǿǻǿȍȂǹȉǿȀȅ ȁȅΓȅ 

ȈȉǾ ǻǿǻǹȈȀǹȁǿǹ ȉȅȊ ǿȈȉȅȇǿȀȅȊ ȂǹĬǾȂǹȉȅȈ — 

Ǽȃǹ ǻǿǻǹȀȉǿȀȅ ȆǹȇǹǻǼǿΓȂǹ 
Ȉȅĭǿǹ ǹȊīǼȇǾ1 & ȆǾȃǼȁȅȆǾ ȀǹȂȆǹȀǾ-ǺȅȊīǿȅȊȀȁǾ2 

ǻȘȝȠțȡȓĲİȚȠ ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ĬȡȐțȘȢ1, 2 

Ǿ įȚįĮıțĮȜȓĮ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ ȝȑıȦ İȞȩȢ İʌȓıȘȝȠȣ țȫįȚțĮ, Ƞ ȠʌȠȓȠȢ ȠȣıȚĮıĲȚțȐ țĮȚ Ƞ ȓįȚȠȢ 
ıȣȞȚıĲȐ ȝȚĮ ȖȜȦııȚțȒ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮ, ʌȘȖȐȗİȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ıĲȩȤȠȣȢ ʌȠȣ șȑĲİȚ Ș İțȐıĲȠĲİ İțʌĮȚįİȣĲȚțȒ 
ʌȠȜȚĲȚțȒ. ȉȠ ıȤȠȜȚțȩ İȖȤİȚȡȓįȚȠ țĮȚ ĲȠ ĮȞĮȜȣĲȚțȩ ʌȡȩȖȡĮȝȝĮ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ 
ĲȣʌȠʌȠȚȘȝȑȞȘ ȤȡȒıȘȢ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ. ȉȠ țĮĲȐ ʌȩıȠ ʌȡȑʌİȚ ȞĮ ȜĮȝȕȐȞİĲĮȚ ȣʌȩȥȘ țĮĲȐ ĲȘ 
ıȣȖȖȡĮĳȒ ĲȠȣȢ Ș İĲİȡȠȖȜȦııȓĮ, Ș ȣʌȠțİȚȝİȞȚțȩĲȘĲĮ țĮȚ Ș ȡİȣıĲȩĲȘĲĮ ĲȘȢ ȚıĲȠȡȚțȒȢ 
ĮĳȒȖȘıȘȢ țĮȚ Ș ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ ʌȠȜȜĮʌȜȫȞ ȠʌĲȚțȫȞ țĮȚ İȚįȫȞ ȚıĲȠȡȚțȫȞ ʌȘȖȫȞ ĮʌȠĲİȜİȓ ȑȞĮ 
ȕĮıȚțȩ İȡİȣȞȘĲȚțȩ ȗȒĲȘȝĮ. ȅȚ ȞİȩĲİȡİȢ ʌȡȠıİȖȖȓıİȚȢ ȣʌȠıĲȘȡȓȗȠȣȞ ʌȦȢ ȩȜİȢ ȠȚ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȚ 
ȑȤȠȣȞ ĲȘȞ ȓįȚĮ ĮȟȓĮ țĮȚ țĮȞȠȞȚțȩĲȘĲĮ țĮȚ ʌȦȢ țĮȝȚȐȢ Ș įȚįĮıțĮȜȓĮ įİȞ ȠįȘȖİȓ ıİ ȝİȖĮȜȪĲİȡĮ 
ʌȜİȠȞİțĲȒȝĮĲĮ. ȉȠ įȚțĮȓȦȝĮ ĲȦȞ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ ıĲȘȞ İțʌĮȓįİȣıȘ ĮʌȠĲȑȜİıİ ȗȒĲȘȝĮ 
ıĲȚȢ İʌȚıĲȒȝİȢ ĲȘȢ İțʌĮȓįİȣıȘȢ İįȫ țĮȚ įİțĮİĲȓİȢ. Ȉİ șİȦȡȘĲȚțȩ İʌȓʌİįȠ, ȠȚ İȚįȚțȠȓ șĮ ȑʌȡİʌİ 
ȞĮ įȓȞȠȣȞ țĮĲȐ ĲȘȞ įȚĮįȚțĮıȓĮ İțʌȩȞȘıȘȢ ĮȞĮȜȣĲȚțȫȞ ʌȡȠȖȡĮȝȝȐĲȦȞ țĮȚ ıȣȖȖȡĮĳȒȢ 
ıȤȠȜȚțȫȞ İȖȤİȚȡȚįȓȦȞ ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡȘ ȕĮȡȪĲȘĲĮ ıĲȘȞ ȪʌĮȡȟȘ ʌȠȜȜȫȞ, įȚĮĳȠȡİĲȚțȫȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ. 
ǻȚȐĳȠȡİȢ ȝİȜȑĲİȢ ȑȤȠȣȞ ȝȑȤȡȚ ıȒȝİȡĮ įȚİȡİȣȞȒıİȚ ĲȠ ȡȩȜȠ ĲȦȞ ȚįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ țĮȚ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ ıĲȠ 
ȈȤȠȜİȓȠ țĮȚ ıȣȝĳȦȞȠȪȞ ıĲȘȞ ʌĮȡĮįȠȤȒ ʌȦȢ țȣȡȚĮȡȤİȓ ĲȩıȠ ıĲȘ įȚįĮıțĮȜȓĮ ȩıȠ țĮȚ ıĲĮ 
ĮȞĮȜȣĲȚțȐ ʌȡȠȖȡȐȝȝĮĲĮ țĮȚ ĲĮ ıȤȠȜȚțȐ İȖȤİȚȡȓįȚĮ Ș țȠȚȞȒ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒ, İȞȫ ʌĮȡĮȖțȦȞȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ 
ȠȚ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȚ țĮȚ ĲĮ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ. Ǿ įȘȝȚȠȣȡȖȓĮ țĮĲȐȜȜȘȜȦȞ ıȤȠȜȚțȫȞ İȖȤİȚȡȚįȓȠȣ șİȦȡİȓĲĮȚ 
țĮșĮȡȚıĲȚțȩ ȕȒȝĮ, ȩʌȦȢ țĮȚ Ș ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȒ İʌȚʌȡȩıșİĲȠȣ İțʌĮȚįİȣĲȚțȠȪ ȣȜȚțȠȪ. ȈĲȠ İȡİȣȞȘĲȚțȩ 
ĮȣĲȩ ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ȑȤİȚ ȟİțȚȞȒıİȚ ĲĮ ĲİȜİȣĲĮȓĮ ȤȡȩȞȚĮ țĮȚ Ș ıȣȗȒĲȘıȘ ȖȪȡȦ Įʌȩ ĲȘ ıȘȝĮıȓĮ ĲȘȢ 
İȚıĮȖȦȖȒȢ ıĲȘ įȚįĮıțĮȜȓĮ ĲȘȢ ǿıĲȠȡȓĮȢ țİȚȝȑȞȦȞ ıİ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȩ țĮȚ ȚįȚȦȝĮĲȚțȩ ȜȩȖȠ. ȈĲȘ 
ıȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȘ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘ șĮ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚĮıĲȠȪȞ ȠȚ ĲȡȑȤȠȣıİȢ İʌȚıĲȘȝȠȞȚțȑȢ İȟİȜȓȟİȚȢ țĮȚ ȠȚ ʌȚȠ 
ȞȑİȢ șİȦȡȘĲȚțȑȢ ʌȡȠıİȖȖȓıİȚȢ ıĲȠ ȗȒĲȘȝĮ ĲȘȢ ıȘȝĮıȓĮȢ țĮȚ ĲȘȢ ĮȞȐȖțȘȢ İȞıȦȝȐĲȦıȘȢ ıĲĮ 
ıȤȠȜȚțȐ ȚıĲȠȡȚțȐ İȖȤİȚȡȓįȚĮ țĮȚ ĮȟȚȠʌȠȓȘıȘȢ țİȚȝȑȞȦȞ ıİ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȩ țĮȚ ȚįȚȦȝĮĲȚțȩ ȜȩȖȠ țĮȚ 
șĮ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚĮıĲİȓ ȝȓĮ įȚįĮțĲȚțȒ ʌȡȩĲĮıȘ įȚįĮıțĮȜȓĮȢ ĲȠȣ ȚıĲȠȡȚțȠȪ ȝĮșȒȝĮĲȠȢ ȕĮıȚıȝȑȞȘ 
ıĲȘȞ ʌȡȠıȑȖȖȚıȘ ĮȣĲȒ. 

EȞįİȚțĲȚțȒ ȕȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
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Wineburg, S. 1991. Historical problem solving: A study of the cognitive processes used in the 

evaluation of documentary and pictorial evidence. Journal of educational psychology 83: 
73±87. 

Wondimu T. 2015. The use of dialects in education and its impacts on sWXdenWV¶ learning and 
achievements. Education journal 4: 263±269. 
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ȈȉȅǿȋǼǿǹ ȉǾȈ ȆǼȁȅȆȅȃȃǾȈǿǹȀǾȈ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉȅȊ 

Ȉȉȅ «ȋȇȅȃǿȀȅȃ ȉȅȊ ȂȅȇǼȍȈ» 
īǿǹȃȃǹ īǿǹȃȃȅȊȁȅȆȅȊȁȅȊ 
ǼșȞȚțȩ țĮȚ ȀĮʌȠįȚıĲȡȚĮțȩ ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ǹșȘȞȫȞ 

ȈĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȘȢ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮȢ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȞĮ įȚİȡİȣȞȒıİȚ ıĲȠȚȤİȓĮ ĲȘȢ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒȢ 
įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ ıĲȠ ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȩ ĲȠȣ ȂȠȡȑȦȢª. ȉȠ ȑȡȖȠ İȓȞĮȚ ȝȚĮ ȑȝȝİĲȡȘ ȤȡȠȞȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ ĲȦȞ ĮȡȤȫȞ 
ĲȠȣ 14Ƞȣ ĮȚȫȞĮ, Ș ȠʌȠȓĮ ĮĳȘȖİȓĲĮȚ ©ĲȘȞ țĮĲȐțĲȘıȘ ĲȘȢ ȆİȜȠʌȠȞȞȒıȠȣ Įʌȩ ĲȠȞ īȠȣȜȚȑȜȝȠ ȞĲİ 
ȈĮȝʌȜȓĲ țĮȚ ȝȑȜȘ ĲȘȢ ȠȚțȠȖȑȞİȚĮȢ ĲȦȞ ǺȚȜȜİĮȡįȠȣȓȞȦȞ, ʌȠȣ ıĲȘ ıȣȞȑȤİȚĮ ȝİĲĮĲȡȐʌȘțİ ıİ 
ȆȡȚȖțȚʌȐĲȠ ĲȠȣ ȂȠȡȑȦȢª (ȋȩȡȡȠțȢ 2006: 507). ȆĮȡĮȜȜĮȖȑȢ ĲȠȣ ȣʌȐȡȤȠȣȞ ıİ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒ, 
ȖĮȜȜȚțȒ, ȚĲĮȜȚțȒ țĮȚ ĮȡĮȖȦȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ. 

Ǿ ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȒ ȝİȜȑĲȘ ĲȘȢ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ (Ȓ ĲȦȞ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȫȞ 
įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ) įİȞ ȒĲĮȞ ĮȞĮʌĲȣȖȝȑȞȘ ȝȑȤȡȚ ʌȡȩıĳĮĲĮ, ĲȩıȠ ȜȩȖȦ ĲȘȢ ȖİȞȚțȒȢ țĮșȣıĲȑȡȘıȘȢ ıĲȘ 
ȝİȜȑĲȘ ĲȦȞ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ (įİȢ ȉȗȚĲȗȚȜȒȢ 2000), ȩıȠ țĮȚ İʌİȚįȒ Ș ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒ 
șİȦȡȒșȘțİ ȦȢ ʌȠȜȪ țȠȞĲȚȞȒ ıĲȘȞ ȀȠȚȞȒ ȃȑĮ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ (ȀȃǼ). ȍıĲȩıȠ, ĲĮ ĲİȜİȣĲĮȓĮ İȓțȠıȚ 
ȤȡȩȞȚĮ ȝİ ĲȚȢ ȝİȜȑĲİȢ țȣȡȓȦȢ ĲȠȣ ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘ (2001· 2010) ȑȤİȚ ȖȓȞİȚ ıĮĳȑȢ ȩĲȚ ʌĮȡ¶ ȩȜȠ ĲȠȞ ±
Ȓ  ĮȞİȟȐȡĲȘĲĮ Įʌȩ ĲȠȞ± ȡȩȜȠ ʌȠȣ ȑʌĮȚȟİ Ș ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ ıĲȘ įȚĮȝȩȡĳȦıȘ ĲȘȢ 
ȀȃǼ, įİȞ ʌĮȪİȚ ȞĮ ıȣȞȚıĲȐ İʌȓıȘȢ įȚȐȜİțĲȠ ȝİ ĮʌȠțȜȓıİȚȢ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ȀȃǼ ıİ ȩȜĮ ĲĮ İʌȓʌİįĮ 
ĲȘȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘȢ. 

ȈĲȘȞ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘ İȟİĲȐȗİĲĮȚ ĲȠ ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȩȞ ĲȠȣ ȂȠȡȑȦȢª ȦȢ ʌȡȠȢ ĲĮ 
įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȐ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȐ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ʌȠȣ İȝĳĮȞȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ıİ ĮȣĲȩ. ȈȪȝĳȦȞĮ ȝİ ĲȠȞ 
ȉȡȚĮȞĲĮĳȣȜȜȓįȘ ([1938] 1963: 33), ĲȠ  ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȩȞª İȓȞĮȚ: ©ıʌȠȣįĮȚȩĲĮĲȠ ȖȚĮ ĲȚȢ ȐĳșȠȞİȢ 
ʌȜȘȡȠĳȠȡȓİȢ ʌȠȣ ȝĮȢ įȓȞİȚ ȖȚĮ ĲȘ ıȪȖȤȡȠȞȘ ȖȜȫııĮ, ȝİ ĲĮ ȞȑĮ ıĲȠȚȤİȓĮ ʌȠȣ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗİȚª. ȅȚ 
ȝİȜȑĲİȢ ĲȘȢ įȘȝȫįȠȣȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ ĲȠȣ ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȠȪª İʌȚȝȑȞȠȣȞ ıĲĮ ȖİȞȚțȐ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ĲȘȢ 
(ʌ.Ȥ. Beck 1971· Egea 1988), İȞȫ Ș İȝĳȐȞȚıȘ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȫȞ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȫȞ ıĲȠȚȤİȓȦȞ ıİ 
ĮȣĲȒȞ șİȦȡİȓĲĮȚ ©įȣıįȚȐțȡȚĲȘ Ȓ ȑıĲȦ ʌȡȠȢ įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘª (ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ 2001: 552). 

Ǿ İȡȖĮıȓĮ įȚİȡİȣȞȐ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞĮ Įʌȩ ĲĮ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ĲȘȢ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ, 
Įʌȩ ȩıĮ ȑȤȠȣȞ ıȣȖțİȞĲȡȦșİȓ ıĲȠ ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ (2001: 553±557· 2010, 470±474). 

ȈȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞĮ, Ș İȟȑĲĮıȘ ĮĳȠȡȐ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȐ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ȩʌȦȢ: 
Į) ȡȘȝĮĲȚțȒ ĮȪȟȘıȘ Ș-, ʌ.Ȥ. ȘȝʌȩȡİıĮȞ 
ȕ) ĲȠ ©ȖİȡȠȪȞįȚȠª ȜȒȖİȚ ıĲȠ ĮȡȤĮȧțȩĲİȡȠ -ȠȞĲĮ/-ȫȞĲĮ ĮȞĲȓ ĲȠȣ -ȠȞĲĮȢ/-ȫȞĲĮȢ ĲȘȢ țȠȚȞȒȢ, ʌ.Ȥ. 
İĲĮȪĲĮ İȕȜȑʌȠȞĲĮ Ƞ ĬİȩȢ / įȚĮȕȩȞĲĮ ȠȜȓȖȠȢ Ƞ țĮȚȡȩȢ 
Ȗ) įȚĮĲȒȡȘıȘ ĲȦȞ ĮȡȤĮȧțȩĲİȡȦȞ ȕ¶ țĮȚ Ȗ¶ İȞȚțȠȪ ĲȠȣ ȝİıȠʌĮșȘĲȚțȠȪ ĮȩȡȚıĲȠȣ ȤȦȡȓȢ ĲȠ -ț-, 
ʌ.Ȥ. ĮȞĲȚıĲȐșȘ, İıĲȐșȘ, İȤȐșȘ 
į) ıȤȘȝĮĲȚıȝȩȢ ĲȠȣ ʌȜȘșȣȞĲȚțȠȪ ĲȦȞ ĮȞȚıȠıȪȜȜĮȕȦȞ ĮȡıİȞȚțȫȞ ıİ -ĮȓȠȚ, ʌ.Ȥ. ǹȞįȡĮȕȚıĮȓȠȚ 
µȠȚ țȐĲȠȚțȠȚ ĲȘȢ ǹȞįȡĮȕȓįĮȢ¶ 
İ) ȑȞĲȠȞȘ ĲȐıȘ ȖȚĮ ıȤȘȝĮĲȚıȝȩ ĲȠȣ ʌȜȘșȣȞĲȚțȠȪ șȘȜȣțȫȞ țĮȚ ĮȡıİȞȚțȫȞ ȠȣıȚĮıĲȚțȫȞ ıİ -
ȐįİȢ, ʌ.Ȥ. ĮįİȜĳȐįİȢ, țİĳĮȜȐįİȢ, țȠȞĲȐįİȢ, ʌȡȚȖțȘʌȐįİȢ 
ıĲ) įȚĮĲȒȡȘıȘ ĮȡȤĮȧțȫȞ ĲȪʌȦȞ ȖİȞȚțȒȢ, ʌ.Ȥ. ȖȣȞĮȚțȩȢ. 

Ȉİ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȩ İʌȓʌİįȠ İȟİĲȐȗȠȞĲĮȚ, İʌȓıȘȢ, ȠȚ įȠȝȑȢ ȡȘȝĮĲȚțȫȞ ıȣȞșȑĲȦȞ, ʌ.Ȥ. 
ĮțȡȠȤĲȪʌȘıİ, ĮȟȚȠʌĮȡĮțĮȜȫ, ıȣȤȞȠȑȡȤȠȝĮȚ, ĳȚȜȠʌĮȡĮțĮȜȫ. 
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Ȉİ İʌȓʌİįȠ ȜİȟȚȜȠȖȓȠȣ İȟİĲȐȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȝȠȞȐįİȢ ȝİ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȐ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ, ȩʌȦȢ: ʌȚȜĮȜȫ 
µĲȡȑȤȦ¶, ʌİįȠȣțȜȫȞȦ µįȑȞȦ ĲĮ ʌȩįȚĮ ĲȠȣ ĮȜȩȖȠȣ¶, ĮʌȠȜȣĲȩȢ µİȜİȪșİȡȠȢ¶ (ȩȜĮ ĲĮ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ 
ȖȜȦııȚțȐ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ İȓȞĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠ ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȩȞª). 

Ǿ ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȒ İȟȑĲĮıȘ ĲȠȣ ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȠȪ ĲȠȣ ȂȠȡȑȦȢª ʌȡȑʌİȚ ȞĮ ȜȐȕİȚ ȣʌȩȥȘ 
ȝİșȠįȠȜȠȖȚțȐ ȗȘĲȒȝĮĲĮ, ȩʌȦȢ: Į) ʌȩıȠ İȓȤİ įȚĮȝȠȡĳȦșİȓ ȝȚĮ ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ ĲȠȞ 
14 ĮȚȫȞĮ, ȕ) ʌȠȚĮ Ș İʌȚȡȡȠȒ ĲȦȞ ȜȩȖȚȦȞ ĲȪʌȦȞ ʌȠȣ Ƞ ĮȞȫȞȣȝȠȢ ıȣȖȖȡĮĳȑĮȢ ʌȡȠıʌĮșȠȪıİ ȞĮ 
ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚȒıİȚ (ıȣȞȒșȦȢ ȝİ ȜȐșȘ, ʌ.Ȥ. ĲȘȞ șȣȖȐĲȘȡ), Ȗ) ʌȩıȠ ȒĲĮȞ ıİ ȤȡȒıȘ ȡȠȝĮȞȚțȑȢ 
ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ıĲȘ ĳȡĮȖțȠțȡĮĲȠȪȝİȞȘ ȆİȜȠʌȩȞȞȘıȠ țĮȚ ʌȠȚĮ Ș İʌȚȡȡȠȒ ĲȠȣȢ ıĲȠȞ İȟİȜȜȘȞȚıȝȑȞȠ 
ĭȡȐȖțȠ, ĲȠȞ ıȣȖȖȡĮĳȑĮ ĲȠȣ ©ȋȡȠȞȚțȠȪª.  

Ǿ İȟȑĲĮıȘ ʌȡȠĲȓșİĲĮȚ ȞĮ ıȣȝȕȐȜİȚ ĲȩıȠ ıĲȘȞ ĮȞİȪȡİıȘ ĲȦȞ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȫȞ 
ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȫȞ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȫȞ, ȩıȠ țĮȚ ıĲȘȞ İȝȕȐșȣȞıȘ ĲȘȢ ıȤȑıȘȢ ĲȘȢ ȀȃǼ  ȝİ ĲȘȞ 
ʌİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȒ įȚȐȜİțĲȠ. 

ǺȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
Beck, H. G. 1971. Geschichte der byzantinischen Volksliteratur. München: C. H. Beck¶sche 

Verlagsbuchhandlung [İȜȜ. ȑțįȠıȘ: ǿıĲȠȡȓĮ ĲȘȢ ǺȣȗĮȞĲȚȞȒȢ įȘȝȫįȠȣȢ ȜȠȖȠĲİȤȞȓĮȢ, ȝĲĳȡ. 
N. Eideneier, ǹșȒȞĮ, 1999]. 

Egea, J. M. 1988. Gramática de la Crónica de Morea: un studio sobre el griego medieval 
(Veleia anejo 4). Vitoria: Gasteiz. 

ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ, ȃ. 2001. ȆİȜȠʌȠȞȞȘıȚĮțȩȢ ȚįȚȦȝĮĲȚțȩȢ ȜȩȖȠȢ țĮȚ ȀȠȚȞȒ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒ. ȂİȜȑĲİȢ 
ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ 21: 550±561. 

ȆĮȞĲİȜȓįȘȢ, ȃ. 2010. ȂĮȡĲȣȡȓİȢ ȖȚĮ ĲȘ įȚĮȤȡȠȞȓĮ ĲȦȞ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ: Ș ʌİȡȓʌĲȦıȘ 
ĲȘȢ ȆİȜȠʌȠȞȞȒıȠȣ. ȂİȜȑĲİȢ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ 30: 464±476. 

ȉȗȚĲȗȚȜȒȢ, ȋ. 2000. ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȚ țĮȚ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒ įȚĮȜİțĲȠȜȠȖȓĮ. Ǿ İʌȚȕȓȦıȘ ȝȚĮȢ 
ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡȘȢ İșȞȠĲȚțȒȢ ĲĮȣĲȩĲȘĲĮȢ. ȈĲȠ ǹ. ĭ. ȋȡȚıĲȓįȘȢ, Ȃ. ǹȡĮʌȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ, 
ī. īȚĮȞȞȠȣȜȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ (İʌȚȝ.), Ǿ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ țĮȚ ȠȚ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȓ ĲȘȢ, 15±22. ǹșȒȞĮ: 
ȊȆǼȆĬ. 

ȉȡȚĮȞĲĮĳȣȜȜȓįȘȢ, Ȃ. [1938] 1963. ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒ. ǿıĲȠȡȚțȒ İȚıĮȖȦȖȒ. ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: 
ǿȞıĲȚĲȠȪĲȠ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ȈʌȠȣįȫȞ. 

ȋȩȡȡȠțȢ, ȉȗ. 2006. ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȐ. ǿıĲȠȡȓĮ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ țĮȚ ĲȦȞ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ ĲȘȢ. [İȜȜȘȞ. ȝİĲȐĳȡĮıȘ: 
Ȃ. ȈĲĮȪȡȠȣ & Ȃ. ȉȗİȕİȜȑțȠȣ]. ǹșȒȞĮ: ǼıĲȓĮ. 
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ȈȉȅǿȋǼǿǹ Γǿǹ ȉǹ ȆȅȃȉǿǹȀǹ Ȁǹǿ ȉǹ ĭǹȇǹȈǿȍȉǿȀǹ 

ǺǹȈǼǿ ȂǿǹȈ ǹȃǼȀǻȅȉǾȈ ǻǿǻǿǹȁǼȀȉǿȀǾȈ ȆǾΓǾȈ 
ǹȃǹȉȅȁǾ ĬǼȅǻȍȇǿǻǾ1, ǼȁǼȃǾ Ȁǹȇǹȃȉǽȅȁǹ2 & ǹȈǾȂǹȀǾȈ ĭȁǿǹȉȅȊȇǹȈ3 

ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ǹȚȖĮȓȠȣ1, 2 & ǻȘȝȠțȡȓĲİȚȠ ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ĬȡȐțȘȢ3 

ȈĲȠ ĮȞȑțįȠĲȠ ȑȡȖȠ ĲȠȣ ©Ȇİȡȓ ȀĮʌʌĮįȠțȓĮȢª Ƞ ǹ. ȁİȕȓįȘȢ ĮȞĮĳȑȡİȚ ȩĲȚ Ƞ ĭĮȡĮıȚȫĲȘȢ 
ȚİȡȠȝȩȞĮȤȠȢ ǻȦȡȩșİȠȢ țĮȚ įȐıțĮȜȠȢ ıĲȘȞ ǿİȡĮĲȚțȒ ȈȤȠȜȒ ĲȠȣ ǿȦȐȞȞȠȣ ĲȠȣ ȆȡȠįȡȩȝȠȣ ıĲȠ 
ǽȚȞĲȗȓȞĲİȡİ ĲȘȢ ȀĮȚıȐȡİȚĮȢ, ȝİĲȑĳȡĮıİ ĲȠ ȀȣȡȚĮțȠįȡȩȝȚȠ ǼȣĮȖȖȑȜȚȠ ıĲȘ ĳĮȡĮıȚȦĲȚțȒ 
įȚȐȜİțĲȠ, ĲȠ ȠʌȠȓȠ țĮĲȑșİıİ ıĲȘ ȕȚȕȜȚȠșȒțȘ ĲȘȢ ȈȤȠȜȒȢ. ȆĮȡȐȜȜȘȜĮ, Ƞ Paul Lagarde ıĲȠ ȑȡȖȠ 
ĲȠȣ ȃeugriechisches aus Kleinasien (1886), ȝİĲĮȟȪ ĲȦȞ ĳĮȡĮıȚȦĲȚțȫȞ țİȚȝȑȞȦȞ ʌȠȣ 
ʌĮȡĮșȑĲİȚ ıĲȘ ȝİȜȑĲȘ, ıȣȝʌİȡȚȑȜĮȕİ ĲȡİȚȢ ʌİȡȚțȠʌȑȢ ĲȦȞ ǼȣĮȖȖİȜȓȦȞ ıĲȘ ĳĮȡĮıȚȦĲȚțȒ 
įȚȐȜİțĲȠ, ĲĮ: țĮĲȐ ȂĮĲșĮȓȠ 26, 14±58, țĮĲȐ ȁȠȣțȐ 22, 1±62 țĮȚ țĮĲȐ ǿȦȐȞȞȘ 20, 19±26. 
ǻİįȠȝȑȞȠȣ ȩĲȚ ĲȠ ȤİȚȡȩȖȡĮĳȠ ĲȠȣ ǻȦȡȩșİȠȣ ȜĮȞșȐȞİȚ, įİȞ İȓȞĮȚ İȟĮțȡȚȕȦȝȑȞȠ İȐȞ Ƞ Lagarde 
ȝİĲĮĳȑȡİȚ ıĲȠ ıȪȖȖȡĮȝȝȐ ĲȠȣ ĲȘ ȝİĲȐĳȡĮıȘ ĲȠȣ ǻȦȡȩșİȠȣ Ȓ țȐʌȠȚȠȢ ȐȜȜȠȢ ĭĮȡĮıȚȫĲȘȢ 
ȝİĲȑĳȡĮıİ ĲȚȢ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ʌİȡȚțȠʌȑȢ ıĲȘȞ ĳĮȡĮıȚȦĲȚțȒ. ȅ ĭĮȡĮıȚȫĲȘȢ șİȠȜȩȖȠȢ țĮȚ ȜȩȖȚȠȢ 
ĬİȩįȦȡȠȢ ĬİȠįȦȡȓįȘȢ (1910±2005), ıȣȖȖȡĮĳȑĮȢ ȝİ ʌȜȠȪıȚĮ ĮȡșȡȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ țĮȚ ȝİȜȑĲİȢ ȖȚĮ ĲĮ 
ȒșȘ, ȑșȚȝĮ țĮȚ ĲȘ ȖȜȫııĮ ĲȦȞ ĭĮȡȐıȦȞ, șİȦȡȫȞĲĮȢ ȩĲȚ ĲĮ țİȓȝİȞĮ ĮȣĲȐ ĲȠȣ Lagarde İȓȞĮȚ 
©ʌĮȡĮʌȠȚȘȝȑȞĮª țĮȚ ©ʌȠȞĲȚȐȗȠȣȞª İʌȚȤİȚȡİȓ ȞĮ ĲĮ įȚȠȡșȫȞİȚ ıĲȠ Ƞȡșȩ ² țĮĲȐ ĲȘȞ ĮȞĲȓȜȘȥȒ 
ĲȠȣ ² ĳĮȡĮıȚȦĲȚțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ. ȈĲȠ ĮȞȑțįȠĲȠ ȤİȚȡȩȖȡĮĳȩ ĲȠȣ (ĲȠ ȠʌȠȓȠ ȕȡȓıțİĲĮȚ ıĲȘȞ țĮĲȠȤȒ 
ĲȘȢ ǹ. ĬİȠįȦȡȓįȘ țĮȚ Ș ıȣȖȖȡĮĳȒ ĲȠȣ, ȝİ ȕȐıȘ İȟȦĲİȡȚțȑȢ İȞįİȓȟİȚȢ, ʌȡȑʌİȚ ȞĮ ĲȠʌȠșİĲȘșİȓ 
ıĲȘ įİțĮİĲȓĮ ĲȠȣ ¶60±¶70) ȠȚ įȪȠ ȝİĲĮĳȡȐıİȚȢ, țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ ĲĮ ʌȡȦĲȩĲȣʌĮ ȤȦȡȓĮ ĲȦȞ 
İȣĮȖȖİȜȓȦȞ, ȠȡȖĮȞȫȞȠȞĲĮȚ ĮȞĲȚʌĮȡĮȕȠȜȚțȐ, ıİ ĲȡȓıĲȘȜȠ țİȓȝİȞȠ, ȩʌȦȢ ĳĮȓȞİĲĮȚ ıĲȠ 
ĮʌȩıʌĮıȝĮ ʌȠȣ ĮțȠȜȠȣșİȓ: 

 
Ǿ ȑıĲȦ țαȚ δεȚȖȝαĲȠȜȘʌĲȚțȒ șεȫȡȘıȘ ĲȦȞ δȪȠ ȝεĲαĳȡȐıεȦȞ αʌȠțαȜȪʌĲεȚ ĲȠȞ 

εțĲεĲαȝȑȞȠ αȡȚșȝȩ δȚαĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȒıεȦȞ ȝεĲαȟȪ ĲȠȣȢ, ıε ȩȜα Ĳα εʌȓʌεδα ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ αȞȐȜȣıȘȢ 
(ĳȦȞȠȜȠȖȚțȩ, ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȩ, ıȣȞĲαțĲȚțȩ, ȜεȟȚȜȠȖȚțȩ). Ȉε ȩ,ĲȚ αĳȠȡȐ ĲȠȞ ʌȠȞĲȚαțȩ ȤαȡαțĲȒȡα 
ĲȘȢ ȝεĲȐĳȡαıȘȢ ıĲȘȞ ȑțδȠıȘ ĲȠȣ Lagarde, Ƞ ȤαȡαțĲȘȡȚıȝȩȢ ĲȠȣ ȦȢ «ʌȠȞĲȚȐȗȠȞĲȠȢ» αʌȩ ĲȠȞ 
ΘεȠδȦȡȓδȘ ĳαȓȞεĲαȚ Ȟα εȞȚıȤȪεĲαȚ αʌȩ ĲȘ ıȘȝεȓȦıȘ ıĲȘȞ εȚıαȖȦȖȒ ĲȠȣ ȤεȚȡȠȖȡȐĳȠȣ ȩĲȚ 
ʌȡȠȑȕȘ ıĲȠ εȖȤεȓȡȘȝα țαĲȩʌȚȞ țαȚ ʌȡȠĲȡȠʌȒȢ ĲȠȣ ǿȠȡδȐȞȘ ȆαȝʌȠȪțȘ (ǺαȝȕαțȓδȘ), δȚεȣșȣȞĲȒ 
ĲȘȢ ǺȚȕȜȚȠșȒțȘȢ ĲȘȢ ǹțαδȘȝȓαȢ (1956–1980), Ƞ ȠʌȠȓȠȢ ȒĲαȞ ȆȩȞĲȚȠȢ. Ȋʌȩ ĲȠ ʌȡȓıȝα αȣĲȩ, Ș 
ʌαȡȠȪıα ȝεȜȑĲȘ șα εȟεĲȐıεȚ δȚεȟȠδȚțȐ ĲȠ ȖȜȦııȚțȩ ȣȜȚțȩ ĲȠȣ țεȚȝȑȞȠȣ Lagarde ıε ıȪȖțȡȚıȘ 
ȝε Ĳα δȚαșȑıȚȝα ȑȡȖα αȞαĳȠȡȐȢ ȖȚα ĲȘȞ ʌȠȞĲȚαțȒ δȚȐȜεțĲȠ (ȉȠʌȤαȡȐȢ [1928/1932] 2017· 
ȆαʌαδȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ [1955] 1997· [1961] 2016· ȉȠȝʌαȓδȘȢ 1996· Drettas 1997). ǹȞĲȓıĲȠȚȤα, Ș 
ȝεĲȐĳȡαıȘ ĲȠȣ ΦαȡαıȚȫĲȘ ΘεȠδȦȡȓδȘ șα εȟεĲαıĲεȓ ıȣȖțȡȚĲȚțȐ ȝε Ĳα δȚαșȑıȚȝα ȑȡȖα 
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αȞαĳȠȡȐȢ ȖȚα ĲȘ ĳαȡαıȚȦĲȚțȒ δȚȐȜεțĲȠ (ȀαȡȠȜȓδȘȢ 1885· Dawkins 1916· ǹȞδȡȚȫĲȘȢ 1948). 
ȈĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȘȢ ıȣȖțȡȚĲȚțȒȢ țαȚ αȞĲȚʌαȡαȕȠȜȚțȒȢ αȣĲȒȢ ȝεȜȑĲȘȢ εȓȞαȚ Ȟα εȞĲȠʌȚıĲȠȪȞ αĳεȞȩȢ 
ȤαȡαțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ʌȠȣ δȚαĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȠȪȞ ĲȚȢ δȪȠ δȚαȜȑțĲȠȣȢ țαȚ Ĳα ȠʌȠȓα εȞδεȤȠȝȑȞȦȢ δεȞ ȑȤȠȣȞ 
ȝȑȤȡȚ Ĳȫȡα αʌȠșȘıαȣȡȚıĲεȓ, țαȚ αĳεĲȑȡȠȣ ıȘȝεȓα ıȪȖțȜȚıȘȢ Ĳα ȠʌȠȓα șα ıȣȞȘȖȠȡȠȪıαȞ ȣʌȑȡ 
ĲȘȢ ʌȡȠȑȜεȣıȒȢ ĲȠȣȢ αʌȩ ȝȚα ȝȚțȡαıȚαĲȚțȒ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓα ĲȘȢ εȜȜȘȞȚıĲȚțȒȢ țȠȚȞȒȢ (ʌȡȕȜ. ȉȗȚĲȗȚȜȒȢ 
2017). 

ǺȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȚțȑȢ ĮȞĮĳȠȡȑȢ 
ǹȞįȡȚȫĲȘȢ, ȃ. 1948. ȉȠ ȖȜȦııȚțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ ĲȦȞ ĭĮȡȐıȦȞ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ǴțĮȡȠȢ. 
Dawkins R. M. 1916. Modern Greek in Asia Minor. A study of dialect of Silli, Cappadocia and 

Phárasa with Grammar, Texts, Translations and Glossary. Cambridge: CUP. 
Drettas, G. 1997. Aspects pontiques. Paris: Association de recherches pluridisciplinaires. 
ȀĮȡȠȜȓįȘȢ, Ȇ. 1884. īȜȦııȐȡȚȠȞ ıȣȖțȡȚĲȚțȩȞ İȜȜȘȞȠțĮʌʌĮįȠțȚțȫȞ ȜȑȟİȦȞ. ǼȞ ȀĮʌʌĮįȠțȓĮ 

ȜĮȜȠȣȝȑȞȘ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ țĮȚ ĲĮ İȞ ĮȣĲȒ ıȦȗȩȝİȞĮ ȓȤȞȘ ĲȘȢ ĮȡȤĮȓĮȢ ȀĮʌʌĮįȠțȚțȒȢ 
ȖȜȫııĮȢ. ȈȝȪȡȞȘ. 

Lagarde, P. 1886. Neugriechisches aus Kleinasien. Göttingen: Dieterichsche Verlags 
Buchhandlung. 

ȁİȕȓįȘȢ, ǹ. Ȥ. İ. ©ȆİȡȚȖȡĮĳȒ ĲȘȢ ȀĮʌʌĮįȠțȓĮȢª. ǹȡȤİȓȠ ȆȡȠĳȠȡȚțȒȢ ȆĮȡȐįȠıȘȢ ĲȠȣ 
ȀȑȞĲȡȠȣ ȂȚțȡĮıȚĮĲȚțȫȞ ȈʌȠȣįȫȞ, Ȥĳ. Įȡ. 28. 

ȆĮʌĮįȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ, Ǳ. [1961] 2016. ǿıĲȠȡȚțȩȞ ȜİȟȚțȩȞ ĲȘȢ ʌȠȞĲȚțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ǼʌȚĲȡȠʌȒ 
ȆȠȞĲȚĮțȫȞ ȂİȜİĲȫȞ. 

ȆĮʌĮįȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ, Ǳ. [1955] 1997. ǿıĲȠȡȚțȒ ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒ ĲȘȢ ʌȠȞĲȚțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. ǹșȒȞĮ: 
ǼʌȚĲȡȠʌȒ ȆȠȞĲȚĮțȫȞ ȂİȜİĲȫȞ. 

ȉȗȚĲȗȚȜȒȢ, ȋ. 2017. HelleniVWic KRine in Whe lighW Rf Whe GUeek dialecWV. ǹȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘ ıĲȠ 1Ƞ 
ǻȚİșȞȑȢ ȈȣȞȑįȡȚȠ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ȀȠȚȞȒ țĮȚ ȖȚĮ țȠȚȞȑȢ ıĲĮ ǺĮȜțȐȞȚĮ țĮȚ ĲȘ Ȃ/ǹıȓĮ 
(ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ, 3±4/11/2017). 

TȠȝʌĮȓįȘȢ, ǻ. 1996. ȂİȜİĲȒȝĮĲĮ ʌȠȞĲȚĮțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: ȀȫįȚțĮȢ. 
ȉȠʌȤĮȡȐȢ, Ȁ. [1928 / 1932] 2017. īȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒ ĲȘȢ ʌȠȞĲȚĮțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: ǹĳȠȓ 

ȀȣȡȚĮțȓįȘȢ. 
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Γǿǹ ȉǾȃ Ȇȇȅĭȅȇǹ ȉȅȊ ȍ ȈǼ ȃǼȅǼȁȁǾȃǿȀǼȈ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉȅȊȈ: 

ȉȈǹȀȍȃǿȀǹ, ȀǹȉȍǿȉǹȁǿȀǹ, ǻȍǻǼȀǹȃǾȈǿǹȀǹ, ȂǹȃǿǹȉǿȀǹ 
ȂǹȄǿȂ ȀǿȈǿȁǿǼȇ1 & ȃǿȀȅȈ ȁǿȅȈǾȈ2 
ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ǹȖ. ȆİĲȡȠȪʌȠȜȘȢ1, 
ǿȞıĲȚĲȠȪĲȠ īȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȫȞ ǼȡİȣȞȫȞ ȇǹǼ1 
& ǿȞıĲȚĲȠȪĲȠ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ȈʌȠȣįȫȞ ǹ.Ȇ.Ĭ.2 

ȀĮĲȐ ĲȠȞ ȋĮĲȗȚįȐțȚ (1901: 558±561) Ș ĲıĮțȦȞȚțȒ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ įȚĮĲȘȡİȓ ȝİ ʌȠȚȠĲȚțȠȪȢ ȩȡȠȣȢ 
ĲȘȞ ʌȠıȠĲȚțȒ įȚȐțȡȚıȘ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ĲȠȣ ȝĮțȡȠȪ (Ȧ [Ƞ:]) țĮȚ ĲȠȣ ȕȡĮȤȑȠȢ (Ƞ [Ƞ]): ĲȠ ʌȡȫĲȠ 
ʌȡȠĳȑȡİĲĮȚ ȦȢ [u] İȞȫ ĲȠ įİȪĲİȡȠ ȦȢ [Ƞ]. Ȉİ ĮȣĲȒ ĲȘ ıȣȖțȡȚĲȚțȒ ȝİȜȑĲȘ Ș ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ȐʌȠȥȘ 
İȜȑȖȤİĲĮȚ ıİ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ ȖȚĮ ĲȚȢ ȠʌȠȓİȢ ȑȤİȚ ȣʌȠıĲȘȡȚȤșİȓ ȩĲȚ įȚĮĲȘȡȠȪȞ ĮȡȤĮȓĮ 
įȦȡȚțȐ ıĲȠȚȤİȓĮ (ʌȡȕ. Tsopanakis 1955). ȈțȠʌȩȢ ȝĮȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȞĮ įȚĮʌȚıĲȫıȠȣȝİ ĲȘȞ İȟȑȜȚȟȘ țĮȚ 
ıȘȝİȡȚȞȒ țĮĲȐıĲĮıȘ ĲȠȣ ĮȡȤĮȓȠȣ İȜȜȘȞȚțȠȪ ĲȠȞȚıȝȑȞȠȣ Ȧ ıĲĮ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțĮ, ıĲĮ țĮĲȦȚĲĮȜȚțȐ, 
ıĲĮ įȦįİțĮȞȘıȚĮțȐ țĮȚ ıĲĮ ȝĮȞȚȐĲȚțĮ, ʌȡȠıĳȑȡȠȞĲĮȢ ȑȞĮ İȡȝȘȞİȣĲȚțȩ ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ʌȚșĮȞȒ 
ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ ĮȞĲȚʌĮȡĮįİȚȖȝȐĲȦȞ. ȈȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞĮ, İȓȞĮȚ ĲĮ ĮȞĲȚʌĮȡĮįİȓȖȝĮĲĮ ĮȣĲȐ ȚțĮȞȐ ȞĮ 
ĲȡȠʌȠʌȠȚȒıȠȣȞ ĲȘ șȑıȘ ĲȠȣ ȋĮĲȗȚįȐțȚ Ȓ ȝʌȠȡȠȪȞ ȞĮ șİȦȡȘșȠȪȞ ĮʌȠĲȑȜİıȝĮ ĳȦȞȘĲȚțȫȞ țĮȚ 
ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȫȞ ĮȜȜĮȖȫȞ Ȓ/țĮȚ įĮȞİȚıȝȠȪ Įʌȩ ȐȜȜİȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ĲȘȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ; ȉȠ ȣȜȚțȩ ʌȠȣ 
ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚȠȪȝİ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘ ʌȡȠȑȡȤİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ĮʌȠįİȜĲȓȦıȘ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȫȞ ȜİȟȚțȫȞ țĮȚ 
ȐȜȜȦȞ ʌȡȦĲȠȖİȞȫȞ țĮȚ įİȣĲİȡȠȖİȞȫȞ ʌȘȖȫȞ (İȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ: MiUambel 1929· Pernot 1934· Rohlfs 
1950· TVRSanakiV 1948) țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ Įʌȩ ʌȡȩıĳĮĲİȢ İʌȚĲȩʌȚİȢ ıȣȜȜȠȖȑȢ. 

ǼȞįİȚțĲȚțȒ ȕȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
Mirambel, A. 1929. Étude descriptive du parler maniote méridional. Paris: E. de Boccard. 
Pernot, H. O. 1934. Introduction j l¶ptude du dialecte tsakonien. PaUiV: SRcipWp d¶pdiWiRn ³LeV 

BelleV LeWWUeV´. 
Rohlfs, G. 1950. Historische Grammatik der Unteritalienischen Gräzität. München: Verlag der 

Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. 
Tsopanakis, A. G. 1948. Essai sur la phonptique de parlers de Rhodes: contribution j l¶ptude 

des dialectes néogrecs. Athen: Verlag deU ³B\]anWiniVch-NeXgUiechiVchen JahUb�cheU´. 
Tsopanakis, A. G. 1955. Eine dorische Dialektzone im Neugriechsischen. Byzantinische 

Zeitschrift 48: 49±72. 
ȋĮĲȗȚįȐțȚȢ, ī. ȃ. 1901. īȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțĮޥ ȝİȜȑĲĮȚ. ਝșȒȞĮ: ਫț ĲȠ૨ Ĳȣʌ. Ȇ. ǻ. ȈĮțİȜȜĮȡȓȠȣ. 
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ȀȅǿȃȍȃǿȅΓȁȍȈȈȅȁȅΓǿȀǾ ȆȇȅȈǼΓΓǿȈǾ ȉǾȈ ΓȁȍȈȈǿȀǾȈ ȆȅǿȀǿȁǿǹȈ ȉǾȈ 

ǹΓǿǹȈȅȊ ȁǼȈǺȅȊ: ΓȁȍȈȈǿȀǼȈ ȈȉǹȈǼǿȈ ȉȍȃ ǾȁǿȀǿǹȀȍȃ ȅȂǹǻȍȃ 

20 ǼȍȈ 40 Ǽȉȍȃ 
ǼǿȇǾȃǾ ȀȅȊȃǿǹȇǼȁȁǾ 
ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ǹȚȖĮȓȠȣ 

Ǿ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘ İıĲȚȐȗİȚ ıĲȘ ȝİȜȑĲȘ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ıĲȐıİȦȞ ĲȦȞ ȞİȩĲİȡȦȞ 
ȘȜȚțȚĮțȫȞ ȠȝȐįȦȞ (20±40 İĲȫȞ) ĮʌȑȞĮȞĲȚ ıĲȘ ȖȜȦııȚțȒ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮ ĲȘȢ ǹȖȚȐıȠȣ ȁȑıȕȠȣ 
ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȞĲĮȢ İȡİȣȞȘĲȚțȐ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ Įʌȩ ĲȘ įȚįĮțĲȠȡȚțȒ įȚĮĲȡȚȕȒ ʌȠȣ ȕȡȓıțİĲĮȚ ıİ İȟȑȜȚȟȘ. 
Ǿ ıȪȖȤȡȠȞȘ țȠȚȞȦȞȚȠȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮ İʌȚįȚȫțİȚ ĲȘ įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘ țĮȚ ĲȘȞ İȡȝȘȞİȓĮ ĲȠȣ ĲȡȩʌȠȣ 
ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȒȢ țĮȚ țĮĲĮȞȩȘıȘȢ ĲȠȣ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȠȪ ȞȠȒȝĮĲȠȢ ʌȠȣ İȞȑȤȠȣȞ ıȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞİȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ 
İʌȚȜȠȖȑȢ țĮȚ ĲȚȢ İȞįİȤȩȝİȞİȢ ıȣȞȑʌİȚȑȢ ĲȠȣȢ. ǲȞĮ țİĳĮȜĮȚȫįİȢ ȗȒĲȘȝĮ ĲȘȢ 
țȠȚȞȦȞȚȠȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ İȓȞĮȚ Ș ȝİȜȑĲȘ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ıĲȐıİȦȞ (ȕȜ. ȝİĲĮȟȪ ȐȜȜȦȞ, Baker 
1992· ȉıȚĲıȚʌȒȢ 2001· ȀĮțȡȚįȒ-ĭİȡȡȐȡȚ 2007Į). ȅȚ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ıĲȐıİȚȢ ĳĮȞİȡȫȞȠȣȞ 
ĮȟȚȠȜȠȖȒıİȚȢ ȩȤȚ ȝȩȞȠ ĮʌȑȞĮȞĲȚ ıĲȚȢ ȓįȚİȢ ĲȚȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ, ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ ıĲȠȣȢ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȑȢ 
ĲȦȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ ĮȣĲȫȞ țĮȚ ĲȦȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȫȞ ȠȝȐįȦȞ ʌȠȣ ĮȞȒțȠȣȞ (ȉıȐȝȘ et al. 2016: 665). Ǿ 
ıʌȠȣįĮȚȩĲȘĲĮ ĲȘȢ ȝİȜȑĲȘȢ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ıĲȐıİȦȞ İȚįȚțȐ ĮʌȑȞĮȞĲȚ ıĲȚȢ ȝȘ ʌȡȩĲȣʌİȢ 
ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ȑȖțİȚĲĮȚ ıĲȠ ȖİȖȠȞȩȢ ȩĲȚ ȠȚ ıĲȐıİȚȢ İʌȘȡİȐȗȠȣȞ ʌȠȜȜȠȪȢ ĲȠȝİȓȢ ĲȦȞ 
ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ İțĳȐȞıİȦȞ țĮȚ ȠȣıȚĮıĲȚțȐ İʌȘȡİȐȗȠȣȞ ĲȘȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȒ ȗȦȒ ĲȦȞ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ. Ǿ 
İʌȚȜȠȖȒ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ Ȓ İȞ ȖȑȞİȚ ȖȜȦııȚțȠȪ țȫįȚțĮ ȝʌȠȡİȓ ȞĮ ıȘȝĮĲȠįȠĲȒıİȚ ĮȜȜȘȜİȖȖȪȘ Ȓ 
ĮʌȩıĲĮıȘ ĮʌȑȞĮȞĲȚ ıİ ȐĲȠȝĮ Ȓ ıİ ȠȝȐįİȢ. Ǿ ȓįȚĮ Ș ıĲȐıȘ ĲȦȞ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ İȓȞĮȚ ȐȡȡȘțĲĮ 
ıȣȞįİįİȝȑȞȘ ȝİ ĲȘ ȕȚȦıȚȝȩĲȘĲĮ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ țĮȚ ĮʌȠĲİȜİȓ ȑȞĮȞ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ 
ıȘȝĮȞĲȚțȩĲİȡȠȣȢ ʌĮȡȐȖȠȞĲİȢ ĲȘȢ įȚĮĲȒȡȘıȘȢ, ĲȘȢ ĮȞĮȕȓȦıȘȢ Ȓ ĲȘȢ ĮʌȫȜİȚȐȢ ĲȠȣȢ, țĮșȫȢ 
țĮȝȓĮ ȖȜȫııĮ įİȞ ©ȤȐȞİĲĮȚª ĮȞ įİȞ ıĲĮȝĮĲȒıİȚ ȞĮ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚİȓĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȑȢ ĲȘȢ. 

Ǿ ȤȡȒıȘ ĲȦȞ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȫȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ İȓȞĮȚ ıȣȞįİįİȝȑȞȘ ȝİ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȑȢ 
ĮȖȡȠĲȚțȫȞ ʌİȡȚȠȤȫȞ Ȓ ȝȘ ȝȠȡĳȦȝȑȞȦȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȫȞ ȠȝȐįȦȞ (ȕȜ. ȝİĲĮȟȪ ȐȜȜȦȞ ȀĮȡĮȞĲȗȩȜĮ 
2001· ȀĮțȡȚįȒ-ĭİȡȡȐȡȚ 2007ȕ· ȀȠȣȡįȒȢ 2007· ǹȖȖİȜȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ 2010). Ǿ ȤȡȒıȘ ĲȦȞ 
ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ ȑȤİȚ ȝȚĮ ĳșȓȞȠȣıĮ ʌȠȡİȓĮ, țĮșȫȢ ȩȜȠ țĮȚ ȜȚȖȩĲİȡĮ ȐĲȠȝĮ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚȠȪȞ 
ĲȚȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ țĮȚ ıȣȞȒșȦȢ ȐĲȠȝĮ ȝȘ ȝȠȡĳȦȝȑȞĮ ʌȠȣ ĮȞȒțȠȣȞ ıİ ȝİȖĮȜȪĲİȡİȢ 
ȘȜȚțȚĮțȑȢ ȠȝȐįİȢ. ȅȚ Blanchet & Armstrong (2006: 259) țȐȞȠȣȞ ȜȩȖȠ ȖȚĮ İȝĳĮȞȒ ĳșȓȞȠȣıĮ 
ʌȠȡİȓĮ ĲȦȞ ȚįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ ıĲȘ ȞȑĮ ȖİȞȚȐ. ȅ Crystal (2000:20) ĮȞĮĳȑȡİȚ ȩĲȚ ȝȚĮ ȖȜȦııȚțȒ ȝȠȡĳȒ 
ıȣȡȡȚțȞȫȞİĲĮȚ ȩĲĮȞ ȠȚ ȤȡȒıĲİȢ ĲȘȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȐĲȠȝĮ ȝİȖȐȜȘȢ ȘȜȚțȓĮȢ țĮȚ İȜȐȤȚıĲȠȚ Ȓ țĮșȩȜȠȣ ȞȑȠȚ. 

Ȉİ ĮȣĲȒ ĲȘȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȚȠȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȒ ʌȡĮȖȝĮĲȚțȩĲȘĲĮ ĲȘȢ ©ıȣȡȡȓțȞȦıȘȢª ĲȦȞ 
ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȫȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ țĮȚ ĲȘȢ ȤȡȒıȘȢ țȣȡȓȦȢ Įʌȩ ȐĲȠȝĮ ȝİȖĮȜȪĲİȡȦȞ ȘȜȚțȚĮțȫȞ 
ȠȝȐįȦȞ, țĮȜİȓĲĮȚ Ș įȚįĮțĲȠȡȚțȒ įȚĮĲȡȚȕȒ ȞĮ ʌȡȠıʌĮșȒıİȚ ȞĮ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐıİȚ ȝȚĮ įȚĮĳȠȡİĲȚțȒ 
ȩȥȘ ĲȠȣ ȞȠȝȓıȝĮĲȠȢ.  ǹțȠȜȠȣșȫȞĲĮȢ ȝȚțĲȒ ȝİșȠįȠȜȠȖȓĮ țĮȚ İșȞȠȖȡĮĳȚțȑȢ ʌȡĮțĲȚțȑȢ, Ș 
İʌȚĲȩʌȚĮ ȑȡİȣȞĮ ʌİȡȚȜȐȝȕĮȞİ ȘȝȚįȠȝȘȝȑȞİȢ ıȣȞİȞĲİȪȟİȚȢ țĮȚ ıȣȝȝİĲȠȤȚțȒ ʌĮȡĮĲȒȡȘıȘ ıİ 
ʌȠȚțȓȜȠȣȢ ȤȫȡȠȣȢ ȖȚĮ ĲȘ įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘ ȩȜȦȞ ĲȦȞ įȣȞĮĲȫȞ ʌİȡȚıĲȐıİȦȞ İʌȚțȠȚȞȦȞȓĮȢ ĲȦȞ 
ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮȢ ĲȘȢ ǹȖȚȐıȠȣ ȁȑıȕȠȣ. ȉĮ ȕĮıȚțȩĲİȡĮ İȡȦĲȒȝĮĲĮ ʌȠȣ șĮ 
ĮʌĮȞĲȘșȠȪȞ ȕȐıİȚ ĲȦȞ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȫȞ țȡȚĲȘȡȓȦȞ ĲȦȞ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ (ȘȜȚțȓĮ, ĳȪȜȠ, ȝȠȡĳȦĲȚțȩ 
İʌȓʌİįȠ) ĮĳȠȡȠȪȞ ĲȚȢ ĮȟȚȠȜȠȖȚțȑȢ ĮȞĲȚįȡȐıİȚȢ țĮȚ ĲĮ ıȣȞĮȚıșȒȝĮĲĮ ĲȦȞ ʌȜȘȡȠĳȠȡȘĲȫȞ, ĲȘ 
ıȣȤȞȩĲȘĲĮ ȤȡȒıȘȢ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮȢ ıİ ıȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞİȢ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȑȢ ʌİȡȚıĲȐıİȚȢ 
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İʌȚțȠȚȞȦȞȓĮȢ, ĲȘ ȤȡȒıȘ ĲȠȣ ȖȡĮʌĲȠȪ ȜȩȖȠȣ, ĲȘȞ İʌȚșȣȝȓĮ įȚĮĲȒȡȘıȘȢ țĮȚ ĲȘȞ ĮȞĲĮȜȜĮțĲȚțȒ 
ĮȟȓĮ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮȢ. 

ǺȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȚțȑȢ ĮȞĮĳȠȡȑȢ 
ǹȖȖİȜȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ, ǻ 2010. ȉȠ ȖȠȡĲȣȞȚĮțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ țĮȚ Ș ȤȡȒıȘ ĲȠȣ ıĲȘȞ İțʌĮȓįİȣıȘ. ǻȚįĮțĲȠȡȚțȒ 

ǻȚĮĲȡȚȕȒ, ǼșȞȚțȩ țĮȚ ȀĮʌȠįȚıĲȡȚĮțȩ ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ǹșȘȞȫȞ. 
Baker, C. 1992. Attitudes and language. Clevedon, Bristol & Adelaide: Multilingual Matters. 
Blanchet, Ph. & N. Armstrong. 2006.The sociolinguistic situation of contemporary dialects of 

French in France today: An overview of recent contributions on thedialectalisation of 
Standard French. French Language Studies 16: 251±275. 

Crystal, D. 2000. Language death. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
ȀĮțȡȚįȒ-ĭİȡȡȐȡȚ, Ȃ. 2007Į. ȈĲȐıİȚȢ ĮʌȑȞĮȞĲȚ ıĲȘ ȖȜȫııĮ. ȈĲȠ ǹ.-ĭ. ȋȡȚıĲȓįȘȢ & 

Ȃ. ĬİȠįȦȡȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ (İʌȚȝ.), ĬȑȝĮĲĮ ȚıĲȠȡȓĮȢ ĲȘȢ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ. ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: 
ȀȑȞĲȡȠ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ īȜȫııĮȢ. ȈĲȘȞ ȆȪȜȘ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ. http://www.greek-
language.gr/greekLang/studies/history/thema_03/index.html (ȉİȜİȣĲĮȓĮ ʌȡȩıȕĮıȘ 
27/2/2020) 

ȀĮțȡȚįȒ-ĭİȡȡȐȡȚ, Ȃ. 2007ȕ. ǻȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ. ȈĲȠ ǹ.-ĭ. ȋȡȚıĲȓįȘȢ & Ȃ. ĬİȠįȦȡȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ (İʌȚȝ.), 
ĬȑȝĮĲĮ ȚıĲȠȡȓĮȢ ĲȘȢ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ ȖȜȫııĮ. ,ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: ȀȑȞĲȡȠ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ īȜȫııĮȢ. 
ȈĲȘȞ ȆȪȜȘ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ.(ȉİȜİȣĲĮȓĮ ʌȡȩıȕĮıȘ 27/2/2020) 
http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/studies/history/thema_02/index.html 

ȀĮȡĮȞĲȗȩȜĮ, Ǽ. 2001. īȜȫııĮ țĮȚ ĲȣʌȠʌȠȓȘıȘ. ȈĲȠ ǹ.-ĭ. ȋȡȚıĲȓįȘȢ (İʌȚȝ.), ǼȖțȣțȜȠʌĮȚįȚțȩȢ 
ȠįȘȖȩȢ ȖȚĮ ĲȘ ȖȜȫııĮ, 84±88. ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: ȀȑȞĲȡȠ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ īȜȫııĮȢ. 

ȀȠȣȡįȒȢ, Ǽ. 2007. ĬİııĮȜȚțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ: ǹʌȩ ĲĮ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȐ ıȘȝİȓĮ ıĲȘȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȒ ȚįİȠȜȠȖȓĮ. 
ǺȩȜȠȢ: ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȘȝȚĮțȑȢ ǼțįȩıİȚȢ ĬİııĮȜȓĮȢ. 

ȉıȐȝȘ, B., ȆĮʌĮȗĮȤĮȡȓȠȣ ǻ., ĭĲİȡȞȚȐĲȘ Ǳ. & ǹ. ǹȡȤȐțȘȢ. 2016. Ǿ ʌȡȩıȜȘȥȘ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ 
ʌȠȚțȚȜȩĲȘĲĮȢ ıİ țİȓȝİȞĮ ȝĮȗȚțȒȢ țȠȣȜĲȠȪȡĮȢ Įʌȩ ȝĮșȘĲȑȢ ĲȘȢ Ǽǯ țĮȚ Ȉȉǯ ǻȘȝȠĲȚțȠȪ. 
ȈĲȠ E. Deltsou & M. PaSadRSRXlRX (İʌȚȝ.), Changing worlds & signs of the times. 
Selected proceedings from the 10th international conference of the Hellenic semiotics 
society). ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ĬİııĮȜȓĮȢ, ǺȩȜȠȢ, ǼȜȜȐįĮ, 4–6 ȅțĲȦȕȡȓȠȣ 2013, 664±675. 
BȩȜȠȢ: ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȈȘȝİȚȦĲȚțȒ ǼĲĮȚȡȓĮ. 

ȉıȚĲıȚʌȒȢ, ȁ. 2001. ȈĲȐıİȚȢ ĮʌȑȞĮȞĲȚ ıĲȘ ȖȜȫııĮ. ȈĲȠ ǹ.-ĭ. ȋȡȚıĲȓįȘȢ & 
Ȃ. ĬİȠįȦȡȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ (İʌȚȝ.), ǼȖțȣțȜȠʌĮȚįȚțȩȢ ȠįȘȖȩȢ, 78±80. ĬİııĮȜȠȞȓțȘ: ȀȑȞĲȡȠ 
ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ īȜȫııĮȢ,  ȈĲȘȞ ȆȪȜȘ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ. http://www.greek-
language.gr/greekLang/studies/guide/thema_b2/index.html (ȉİȜİȣĲĮȓĮ ʌȡȩıȕĮıȘ 
27/2/2020). 

  

http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/studies/history/thema_03/index.html
http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/studies/history/thema_03/index.html
http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/studies/history/thema_02/index.html
http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/studies/guide/thema_b2/index.html
http://www.greek-language.gr/greekLang/studies/guide/thema_b2/index.html
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Ǿ ǹȇȃǾȈǾ ȈȉǾȃ ȉȈǹȀȍȃǿȀǾ 
ȃǿȀȅȈ ȁǿȅȈǾȈ 
ǿȞıĲȚĲȠȪĲȠ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ȈʌȠȣįȫȞ ǹ.Ȇ.Ĭ. 

Ǿ ĲıĮțȦȞȚțȒ ȑȤİȚ țȜȘȡȠȞȠȝȒıİȚ, ȩʌȦȢ țĮȚ Ș İȜȜȘȞȚțȒ, ĲȘȞ ȚȞįȠİȣȡȦʌĮȧțȒ ĮȞĲȓșİıȘ ĮȞȐȝİıĮ 
ıİ ȝȓĮ ³ĮʌȠĳĮȞĲȚțȒ´ ȐȡȞȘıȘ ȝİ ĲȠ ĮȡȞȘĲȚțȩ ʌȡȩșȘȝĮ [ȩ-] (< ǹǼ Ƞރ(ț)), țĮȚ ıİ ȝȚĮ ³ȝȘ 
ĮȜȘșİȚĮțȒ´ (ıĲȠ ʌȞİȪȝĮ ĲȘȢ Giannakidou 1998) ȐȡȞȘıȘ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ĮʌȠĲȡİʌĲȚțȩ įİȓțĲȘ [mí] (< 
ǹǼ ȝȒ). ǼȓȞĮȚ ȝȓĮ Įʌȩ ĲȚȢ ĲȡİȚȢ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ (ȝĮȗȓ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ʌȠȞĲȚĮțȒ țĮȚ ĲĮ 
ĳĮȡĮıȚȫĲȚțĮ) țĮȚ Ș ȝȩȞȘ ȝȘ ȝȚțȡĮıȚĮĲȚțȒ ʌȠȣ įİȞ ȑȤİȚ ĮȞĲȚțĮĲĮıĲȒıİȚ ĲȠ Ƞރ(ț) ȝİ ĲȠ (Ƞȣ)įȑȞ 
ıĲȠȞ țȪțȜȠ ĲȠȣ Jespersen, ȩʌȦȢ ȩȜİȢ ȠȚ ȐȜȜİȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ĲȘȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ Įʌȩ ĲȠȞ ȂİıĮȓȦȞĮ țĮȚ 
ȝİĲȐ. ȈĲȘȞ ʌȡĮȖȝĮĲȚțȩĲȘĲĮ, Ș ĲıĮțȦȞȚțȒ įȚĮșȑĲİȚ țĮȚ ĲĮ įȪȠ ıĲȠȚȤİȓĮ ([ȩ-] țĮȚ [įp(n)]) țĮȚ, 
ĲȠȣȜȐȤȚıĲȠȞ ȝȑȤȡȚ ĲȠ ʌȠȜȪ ʌȡȩıĳĮĲȠ ʌĮȡİȜșȩȞ, Ș ȤȡȒıȘ ĲȠȣȢ ĳĮȓȞİĲĮȚ ȩĲȚ ȒĲĮȞ 
ıȘȝĮıȚȠȜȠȖȚțȐ ʌĮȡĮȝİĲȡȠʌȠȚȘȝȑȞȘ, țĮșȫȢ ȖȚȞȩĲĮȞ įȚȐțȡȚıȘ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ȣʌĮȡțĲȚțȒȢ țĮȚ țȪȡȚĮȢ 
ʌȡȠĲĮıȚĮțȒȢ ȐȡȞȘıȘȢ (ʌȡȕ. Croft 1991): ĲȠ [ȩ-] ıȣȞįȣĮȗȩĲĮȞ ȝȩȞȠ ȝİ ĲȠ ȣʌĮȡțĲȚțȩ / 
ıȣȞįİĲȚțȩ / ȕȠȘșȘĲȚțȩ ȡȒȝĮ [p݄i] µİȓȝĮȚ¶ țĮȚ țĮĲȐ ıȣȞȑʌİȚĮ İʌȚȜİȖȩĲĮȞ țȣȡȓȦȢ ıĲȠȣȢ 
ʌİȡȚĳȡĮıĲȚțȠȪȢ ȤȡȩȞȠȣȢ ʌȠȣ ıȤȘȝĮĲȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȝİ ĮȣĲȩ. ȉȠ [įp(n)] ʌȚșĮȞȫȢ İʌȚȜİȖȩĲĮȞ ȝȩȞȠ 
ıĲȠȣȢ ȣʌȩȜȠȚʌȠȣȢ ȤȡȩȞȠȣȢ (țĮĲ¶ ȠȣıȓĮ ıĲȠȞ ĮȩȡȚıĲȠ țĮȚ ıĲȠȞ İȟĮȡĲȘȝȑȞȠ țĮȚ ıȣȞȒșȦȢ ȝĮȗȓ 
ȝİ ʌȡȠĲĮııȩȝİȞĮ țȜȚĲȚțȐ). ȈȒȝİȡĮ Ș ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ ĲȠȣ [ȩ-] țĮȚ ıĲȠȞ ĮȩȡȚıĲȠ, ʌĮȡȐȜȜȘȜĮ ȝİ ĲȠ 
[įp(n)], ȠįȘȖİȓ ıİ įȪȠ ȣʌȠșȑıİȚȢ: Ȓ ȩĲȚ İȓȞĮȚ ʌĮȜȚȩ țĮȚ İțİȓ Ȓ ȩĲȚ ȖİȞȚțİȪĲȘțİ ıĲȠ ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ĲȠȣ 
țȪțȜȠȣ ĲȠȣ Croft. H İȟȑĲĮıȘ ĲȠȣ ıȤİĲȚțȠȪ ȣȜȚțȠȪ ȠįȘȖİȓ ʌȡȠȢ ĲȘȞ İʌȚȕİȕĮȓȦıȘ ȝİ İʌȚĳȣȜȐȟİȚȢ 
ĲȘȢ įİȪĲİȡȘȢ ȣʌȩșİıȘȢ. 

ȉȑȜȠȢ, Ș ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ ĲȠȣ ĮȡȞȘĲȚțȠȪ [miįp] µȝȘ¶ ȦȢ (ĮȞĲȚȖİȖȠȞȠĲȚțȒȢ) ȝİĲȠȤȚțȒȢ ȐȡȞȘıȘȢ 
İȞĲȐııİȚ ĲȠ ıĲȠȚȤİȓȠ ĮȣĲȩ ıĲȠȞ țȪțȜȠ ĲȠȣ Jespersen ıȣȞįȑȠȞĲȐȢ ĲȠ ȝİ ĲȠ İȜȜȘȞȚıĲȚțȩ țĮȚ 
ȝİıĮȚȦȞȚțȩ ȝȘįȑ(Ȟ) µȝȘ¶. 

ǼȞįİȚțĲȚțȒ ȕȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
Condoravdi, C. & P. Kiparsky. 2001. Clitics and clause structure. Journal of Greek Linguistics 

2: 1±39. 
Croft, W. 1991. The Evolution of negation. Journal of Linguistics 27: 1±27. 
Gelderen, E. van. 2015. The copula cycle. Lingue e Linguaggio 14. 2: 287±301. 
Giannakidou, A. 1998. Polarity sensitivity as (non)veridical dependency. Amsterdam: John 

Benjamins. 
Givón, T. 1978. Negation in language. In P. Cole (ed.), Syntax & semantics 9, 69±112. New 

York: Academic Press. 
Jespersen, O. 1917 [1966]. Negation in English and other languages. Copenhagen: A. F. Høst. 
Willmott, J. 2013. Negation in the history of Greek. In D. Willis, Ch. Lucas & A. Breitbarth 

(eds.), The History of negation in the languages of Europe and the Mediterranean, 299±
340. New York: Oxford University Press. 
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ȉǿ ȆȇȅȀǹȁǼǿ ȉȅȃ ȈȊΓȀȇǾȉǿȈȂȅ; 

ǻǼǻȅȂǼȃǹ ǹȆȅ ȉǾȃ ȅȃȅȂǹȉǿȀǾ ȀȁǿȈǾ ȉȍȃ ȃǼȅǼȁȁǾȃǿȀȍȃ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉȍȃ 
ȂǿȋǹȁǾȈ ȂǹȇǿȃǾȈ 
PhD ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȆĮĲȡȫȞ 

Ȃİ ĲȘ ıȣȝȕȠȜȒ ĮȣĲȒ, İʌȚįȚȫțİĲĮȚ Ș įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘ ĲȘȢ ĳȪıȘȢ ĲȠȣ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȠȪ (syncretism), 
ȝȑıĮ Įʌȩ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ ĲȘȢ ȠȞȠȝĮĲȚțȒȢ țȜȚĲȚțȒȢ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ ĲȘȢ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȒȢ 
ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮȢ. īȚĮ ĲȘȞ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ, Ƞ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȩȢ ĮʌȠĲİȜİȓ ȑȞĮ İȜȐȤȚıĲĮ ȝİȜİĲȘȝȑȞȠ ĳĮȚȞȩȝİȞȠ, 
ʌĮȡȩĲȚ Ș ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ ĲȠȣ İȓȞĮȚ ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡĮ İțĲİĲĮȝȑȞȘ ıĲȚȢ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ, ıİ ĮȞĲȓșİıȘ 
ĲȩıȠ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȀȠȚȞȒ ȃȑĮ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ (ȀȃǼ, ȕȜ. ĲȘȞ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘ ĲȘȢ Ralli 2000ā ȇȐȜȜȘ 2005), ȩıȠ țĮȚ 
ȝİ ʌĮȜĮȚȩĲİȡİȢ ĳȐıİȚȢ ĲȚȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ, țĮĲȐ ĲȚȢ ȠʌȠȓİȢ Ș ʌĮȡȠȣıȓĮ ĲȠȣ ȒĲĮȞ ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡĮ 
ʌİȡȚȠȡȚıȝȑȞȘ. īȚĮ ʌĮȡȐįİȚȖȝĮ, ıĲȘȞ ĮȡȤĮȚȩĲȘĲĮ, Ƞ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȩȢ ʌİȡȚȠȡȚȗȩĲĮȞ -țȣȡȓȦȢ- ıİ 
ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ ıȪȝʌĲȦıȘȢ ĲȘȢ ȝȠȡĳȒȢ ĲȦȞ ʌĮȡĮįİȚȖȝĮĲȚțȫȞ țİȜȚȫȞ (paradigmatic cells) (Į) ĲȘȢ 
ȠȞȠȝĮıĲȚțȒȢ, ĮȚĲȚĮĲȚțȒȢ țĮȚ țȜȘĲȚțȒȢ ĲȦȞ ȠȣįİĲȑȡȦȞ țĮȚ (ȕ) ĲȘȢ ȠȞȠȝĮıĲȚțȒȢ țĮȚ țȜȘĲȚțȒȢ 
ĲȠȣ ʌȜȘșȣȞĲȚțȠȪ ıĲĮ șȘȜȣțȐ țĮȚ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞİȢ ĲȐȟİȚȢ ĮȡıİȞȚțȫȞ. 

(1) 
 xoҼros 

µȤȦȡȩȢ¶, ȀȃǼ 
Ҽtripi µĲȡȪʌĮ¶, 

īȀȇǿ. 
Ҽðaskalus 

µįȐıțĮȜȠȢ¶, 
ȁǼȈǺ. 

Ҽpua 
µʌȩįȚ¶, 
ȉȈǹȀ. 

ȅȃ.Ǽȃ. xoҼros  
Ҽtripi 

 

Ҽðaskalus  
Ҽpua ǹǿȉ.Ǽȃ. xoҼro Ҽðaskalu 

īǼȃ.Ǽȃ. xoҼru 
īǼȃ.ȆȁǾĬ. xoҼron Ҽtripo  

èaҼska҆ 
 

 
ȅȃ.ȆȁǾĬ. xoҼri Ҽtripe Ҽpue 

 ǹǿȉ.ȆȁǾĬ. xoҼrus 

ȈĲȚȢ ʌİȡȚııȩĲİȡİȢ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ, Ƞ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȩȢ ȜĮȝȕȐȞİȚ ȤȫȡĮ ĮʌȠțȜİȚıĲȚțȐ ȝİĲĮȟȪ 
(ĲȦȞ) ʌȣȡȘȞȚțȫȞ ʌĲȫıİȦȞ1 (core cases· İȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ, ȅȃ.ȆȁǾĬ. & ǹǿȉ.ȆȁǾĬ. ıĲȘȞ Griko 
țĮȚ ĲȘȞ ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘ· ʌȓȞĮțĮȢ 1). Ȉİ ȜȚȖȩĲİȡİȢ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ, İȓȞĮȚ įȣȞĮĲȩȞ ȞĮ ĮĳȠȡȐ ȝȓĮ 
ʌȣȡȘȞȚțȒ țĮȚ ȝȓĮ ȝȘ ʌȣȡȘȞȚțȒ ʌĲȫıȘ (İȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ, īǼȃ.Ǽȃ. & ǹǿȉ.Ǽȃ. ıĲȘȞ ȁİıȕȚĮțȒ, 
ʌȓȞĮțĮȢ 1). ǹțȩȝȘ, ȠȡȚıȝȑȞİȢ ĳȠȡȑȢ İȓȞĮȚ įȣȞĮĲȩȞ ȞĮ İʌİțĲĮșİȓ ıİ ȩȜĮ ĲĮ țİȜȚȐ İȞȩȢ 
ȣʌȠʌĮȡĮįİȓȖȝĮĲȠȢ (subparadigm), ȠįȘȖȫȞĲĮȢ ĲȠ ıȪıĲȘȝĮ ıĲȘȞ įȣȞĮĲȩĲȘĲĮ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȒȢ 
įȚȐțȡȚıȘȢ ȝȩȞȠ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ĲȘȢ ĲȚȝȒȢ ĲȠȣ İȞȚțȠȪ țĮȚ ĲȠȣ ʌȜȘșȣȞĲȚțȠȪ (İȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ, ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘ, 
ʌȓȞĮțĮȢ 1). 

ȍȢ ʌȡȠȢ ĲĮ ĮȓĲȚĮ ʌȠȣ ʌȣȡȠįȠĲȠȪȞ ĲȘȞ İȝĳȐȞȚıȘ ĲȠȣ ĳĮȚȞȠȝȑȞȠȣ, Ș ĮȞȐȜȣıȘ ʌȠȣ 
ʌȡȠĲİȓȞİĲĮȚ ȣʌȠıĲȘȡȓȗİȚ ȩĲȚ įİȞ İȓȞĮȚ țȠȚȞȐ ȖȚĮ ȩȜİȢ ĲȚȢ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ. ȈȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞĮ, 
țĮĲĮįİȚțȞȪİĲĮȚ ȩĲȚ ʌȠȜȪ ıȣȤȞȐ Ƞ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȩȢ ʌȣȡȠįȠĲİȓĲĮȚ ıĲȠȞ ȐȟȠȞĮ ĲȘȢ įȚĮȤȡȠȞȓĮȢ Įʌȩ 
ʌȡȠȖİȞȑıĲİȡİȢ ĳȦȞȠȜȠȖȚțȑȢ ĮȜȜĮȖȑȢ. īȚĮ ʌĮȡȐįİȚȖȝĮ, ıĲȘȞ ȀĮĲȦȚĲĮȜȚțȒ, Ș ıȓȖȘıȘ ĲȦȞ 
ȜȘțĲȚțȫȞ -s țĮȚ -n, ʌȣȡȠįȩĲȘıİ ĲȘȞ ıȪȝʌĲȦıȘ ĲȘȢ ʌȡĮȖȝȐĲȦıȘȢ įȚĮĳȠȡİĲȚțȫȞ țİȜȚȫȞ ĲȠȣ 
ʌĮȡĮįİȓȖȝĮĲȠȢ (ȕȜ. țĮȚ ȂĮȡȓȞȘȢ 2019). ǱȜȜİȢ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȠȪ, ʌȣȡȠįȠĲȠȪȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ 

 
1 ȍȢ ʌȣȡȘȞȚțȑȢ ıȣȞȒșȦȢ ȠȡȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȠȚ ʌĲȫıİȚȢ İțİȓȞİȢ ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓİȢ ȝĮȡțȐȡȠȣȞ ĲȚȢ ȕĮıȚțȑȢ ıȣȞĲĮțĲȚțȑȢ ȜİȚĲȠȣȡȖȓİȢ, 
ĲȠȣ ȣʌȠțİȚȝȑȞȠȣ țĮȚ ĲȠȣ ȐȝİıȠȣ ĮȞĲȚțİȚȝȑȞȠȣ (İȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ, Spencer 2008). 
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ĲȘ ȝȠȡĳȠıȪȞĲĮȟȘ, țĮșȫȢ ȑȞĮ Ȓ ʌİȡȚııȩĲİȡĮ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ĲȘȢ įȑıȝȘȢ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȫȞ 
(feature bundle) Ș ȠʌȠȓĮ ʌȡȠıįȚȠȡȓȗİȚ țȐșİ țİȜȓ ȑȤȠȣȞ țȠȚȞȒ ĲȚȝȒ ȖȚĮ ȩȜĮ ĲĮ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȑȞĮ 
țİȜȚȐ. ȉȑȜȠȢ, șĮ ȣʌȠıĲȘȡȚȤșİȓ ȩĲȚ ĲĮ ĮȓĲȚĮ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞȦȞ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȦȞ ıȣȖțȡȘĲȚıȝȠȪ įİȞ İȓȞĮȚ 
įȣȞĮĲȩȞ ȞĮ ĮȞĮȗȘĲȘșȠȪȞ ȠȪĲİ ıĲȘȞ ĳȦȞȠȜȠȖȓĮ ȠȪĲİ ıĲȘȞ ȝȠȡĳȠıȪȞĲĮȟȘ, țĮȚ Ș ĳȪıȘ ĲȠȣȢ 
İȓȞĮȚ ȝȠȡĳȠȝȚțȒ (morphomic). ȅȚ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ ĮȣĲȑȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡĮ ıȘȝĮȞĲȚțȑȢ, țĮșȫȢ 
İʌȚȕİȕĮȚȫȞȠȣȞ ĲȠȞ ĮȣĲȩȞȠȝȠ ȡȩȜȠ ĲȘȢ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ ȦȢ İʌȚʌȑįȠȣ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘȢ. 

ǺȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
Ralli, A. 2000. A feature-based analysis of Greek nominal inflection. īȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮ 11±12: 

201±227. 
Spencer, A. 2008. Case as a morphological phenomenon. In A. Malchukov & A. Spencer 

(eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Case, 185±199. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
ȂĮȡȓȞȘȢ, Ȃ. 2019. ȀȜȓıȘ țĮȚ ȠȡȖȐȞȦıȘ țȜȚĲȚțȫȞ ʌĮȡĮįİȚȖȝȐĲȦȞ. ǹįȘȝȠıȓİȣĲȘ ǻȚįĮțĲȠȡȚțȒ 

ǻȚĮĲȡȚȕȒ. ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȆĮĲȡȫȞ. 
ȇȐȜȜȘ, ǹ. 2005. ȂȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ȆĮĲȐțȘȢ. 
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ȆǹȇǹȉǾȇǾȈǼǿȈ Ȉȉȅ ȅȃȅȂǹȉǿȀȅ ȈȊȃȅȁȅ 

ȉȍȃ ǼȁȁǾȃǿȀȍȃ ΓȁȍȈȈǿȀȍȃ ǿǻǿȍȂǹȉȍȃ ȉǾȈ ǹȁǺǹȃǿǹȈ 
ȀȍȈȉǹȃȉȍ ȂȆǹȇȅȊȉǹ-ȄǼȇȇǹ1 & ǼȊǹȃĬǿǹ ȂȆǹȇȅȊȉǹ2 

ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ǹȡȖȣȡȠțȐıĲȡȠȣ1, 2 

Ǿ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘ İȟİĲȐȗİȚ ĲĮ İȜȜȘȞȚțȐ ȖȜȦııȚțȐ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ ʌȠȣ  ȝȚȜȚȠȪȞĲĮȚ ıȒȝİȡĮ ıĲȘȞ 
ǹȜȕĮȞȚțȒ İʌȚțȡȐĲİȚĮ İȓĲİ ıİ ȝȠȡĳȒ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ȞȘıȓįȦȞ (ȩʌȦȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȠȚ ʌİȡȚȠȤȑȢ ȋȚȝȐȡĮȢ țĮȚ 
ǱȡĲĮȢ ǹȣȜȫȞĮȢ) İȓĲİ ȦȢ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȒ ıȣȞȑȤİȚĮ ĲȘȢ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ (ȩʌȦȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȠȚ 
ʌİȡȚȠȤȑȢ ǻȡȩʌȠȜȘȢ ² ȆȦȖȦȞȓȠȣ țĮȚ ǻİȜȕȓȞȠȣ ² ǹȖȓȦȞ ȈĮȡȐȞĲĮ), įȓȞȠȞĲĮȢ ȑȝĳĮıȘ ıĲȘȞ 
ʌİȡȚȖȡĮĳȒ ĲȦȞ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȫȞ țĮȚ ıȣȞĲĮțĲȚțȫȞ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȫȞ ĲȠȣ ȠȞȠȝĮĲȚțȠȪ 
ıȣıĲȒȝĮĲȠȢ. ȉĮ İȝʌİȚȡȚțȐ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ ʌȠȣ șĮ İȟİĲȐıȠȣȝİ ʌȡȠȑȡȤȠȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ʌİȡȚȠȤȒ ĲȘȢ 
ǻȡȩʌȠȜȘȢ, ĲȦȞ ǹȖȓȦȞ ȈĮȡȐȞĲĮ ± ǻİȜȕȓȞȠȣ, ĲȘȢ ȋȚȝȐȡĮȢ țĮȚ ĲȘȢ ǱȡĲĮȢ ǹȣȜȫȞĮȢ (ȕȜ, ȈʌȪȡȠȣ 
2008· ǺĮȖȚĮțȐțȠȢ 1983· 1988· ȀȣȡȚĮȗȒ, ȈʌȪȡȠȣ 2011). 

ȉȠ ȠȞȠȝĮĲȚțȩ ıȪıĲȘȝĮ İȝĳĮȞȓȗİȚ įȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȒıİȚȢ ȩıȠȞ ĮĳȠȡȐ ĲȘ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȒ țȜȓıȘ, 
ȩʌȦȢ ȖȚĮ ʌĮȡȐįİȚȖȝĮ ıĲȠ ıȤȘȝĮĲȚıȝȩ ĲȘȢ ȖİȞȚțȒȢ ıĲȠ (1) țĮȚ ĲȠȞ ĲȪʌȠ ĲȠȣ ȐȡșȡȠȣ ĲȘȢ ȖİȞȚțȒȢ 
ʌȜȘșȣȞĲȚțȠȪ ıĲȠ (2). 

(1) AȣĲȠȣȞȫȞİ ĲȠȣ(Ȟ) țȠʌİȜȫȞİ 
(2)  ȅȚ ıțİʌȑȢ ĲȠȣ ıʌȚĲȚȫȞİ 

ǻȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȒıİȚȢ İʌȓıȘȢ ʌĮȡĮĲȘȡȠȪȞĲĮȚ țĮȚ ıİ ıȣȞĲĮțĲȚțȩ İʌȓʌİįȠ. īȚĮ ʌĮȡȐįİȚȖȝĮ ıĲȠ 
(3), ʌĮȡĮĲȘȡȠȪȝİ ȩĲȚ ȩĲĮȞ ĲȠ ȠȣıȚĮıĲȚțȩ ʌȡȠıįȚȠȡȓȗİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ İʌȓșİĲȠ, ĮȣĲȩ İȚıȐȖİĲĮȚ 
ȣʌȠȤȡİȦĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȠ ȐȡșȡȠ. 

(3) ȉȠȣ ȝȚțȡȫȞİ ĲȠȣ ʌĮȚįȚȫȞİ 

Ǿ įȠȝȒ ĮȣĲȒ ʌĮȡĮʌȑȝʌİȚ ıİ įȠȝȑȢ ʌȠȜȪ-ȠȡȚıĲȚțȩĲȘĲĮȢ (ĲȠ ıʌȓĲȚ ĲȠ ʌȡȐıȚȞȠ). ĬĮ 
įİȓȟȠȣȝİ ĲȚȢ įȚĮĳȠȡȑȢ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȀȠȚȞȒ ȃȑĮ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ țĮȚ șĮ İȟİĲȐıȠȣȝİ ĲȘȞ ʌİȡȓʌĲȦıȘ 
ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ İʌĮĳȒȢ Įʌȩ ĲĮ ĮȜȕĮȞȚțȐ. 

ȈȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞĮ șĮ įȠȪȝİ ĲȚȢ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȑȢ įȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȒıİȚȢ ȦȢ ʌȡȠȢ ĲȘȞ țȜȓıȘ ĲȩıȠ ĲȠȣ 
ȐȡșȡȠȣ ȩıȠ țĮȚ ĲȦȞ ȠȣıȚĮıĲȚțȫȞ ıĲȚȢ ĲȑııİȡȚȢ ĮȣĲȑȢ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ. ȈĲȘ ıȣȞȑȤİȚĮ șĮ įȠȪȝİ ʌȫȢ 
ȜİȚĲȠȣȡȖİȓ Ș įȠȝȒ ĲȘȢ ȠȞȠȝĮĲȚțȒȢ ĳȡȐıȘȢ ıİ ıȣȞįȣĮıȝȩ ȝİ ĲĮ ȐȡșȡĮ, ȝİ ȐȜȜĮ ȠȣıȚĮıĲȚțȐ, ȝİ 
İʌȓșİĲĮ, ĮȞĲȦȞȣȝȓİȢ țĮȚ ȝİĲȠȤȑȢ. 
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Ǿ ȊȆȅȀȅȇǿȈȉǿȀǾ ǼȆǿĬǾȂǹȉȅȆȅǿǾȈǾ ȈȉǿȈ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉǿȀǼȈ ȆȅǿȀǿȁǿǼȈ 

ȉǾȈ ȉȈǹȀȍȃǿǹȈ Ȁǹǿ ȉǾȈ ȂǹȃǾȈ 
ȋȇǿȈȉǿȃǹ ȂȆǹȈǼǹ-ȂȆǼǽǹȃȉǹȀȅȊ 
ȀǼȃǻǿ-ǿȁȃǼ ĲȘȢ ǹțĮįȘȝȓĮȢ ǹșȘȞȫȞ 

ȈĲȩȤȠȢ ĲȘȢ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮȢ ĮȞĮțȠȓȞȦıȘȢ İȓȞĮȚ Ș įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘ ĲȘȢ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȒȢ įȚĮįȚțĮıȓĮȢ ĲȠȣ 
ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıȝȠȪ ȝȑıȦ ĲȘȢ İʌȚșȘȝĮĲȠʌȠȓȘıȘȢ ıĲȚȢ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ĲȘȢ ȂȐȞȘȢ  țĮȚ ĲȘȢ  
ȉıĮțȦȞȚȐȢ. ȆȡȩțİȚĲĮȚ ȖȚĮ įȣȠ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ʌȠȣ ıȤİĲȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ıĲİȞȐ  ȩȤȚ ȝȩȞȠ įȚȩĲȚ 
ĮȞȒțȠȣȞ ıĲĮ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ ĲȘȢ ȗȫȞȘȢ ĲȘȢ ǻȦȡȚțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ, ĮȜȜȐ țȣȡȓȦȢ įȚȩĲȚ ıİ ĮȣĲȑȢ 
İȞĲȠʌȓȗİĲĮȚ ȜĮțȦȞȚțȩ ȣʌȩıĲȡȦȝĮ, ȩʌȦȢ ĮʌȠįİȚțȞȪȠȣȞ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞĮ țȠȚȞȐ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȐ ıĲȠȚȤİȓĮ 
ĲȠȣȢ, ʌȠȣ ĮʌȠĲİȜȠȪȞ  ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ĲȘȢ ĮȡȤĮȓĮȢ ȁĮțȦȞȚțȒȢ. 

Ǿ ȑȡİȣȞĮ ĲȦȞ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȫȞ İʌȚșȘȝȐĲȦȞ ʌȠȣ ĮʌĮȞĲȠȪȞ ıĲȚȢ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ĲȘȢ 
ȂȐȞȘȢ țĮȚ ĲȘȢ ȉıĮțȦȞȚȐȢ ȑįİȚȟİ ĲȘȞ ıȘȝĮȞĲȚțȒ ʌȠȚțȚȜȩĲȘĲĮ ʌȠȣ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȣȞ ĮȣĲȐ ıĲȘ 
ȝȠȡĳȒ ĲȠȣȢ (ʌ.Ȥ. İʌȚșȒȝĮĲĮ: -ȐșȚ, -ȐȜȚ, -ȐĲıȚ (-ȐĲȚ), -ȐȡȚ ,-ĮĳȚ, -ȓįȚ, -ȩȞȚ, -ȠȪșȚ, -ȠȪȞȚ țȜʌ.). ȈĲȠ 
ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ȝİȜȑĲȘȢ ĲȘȢ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȒȢ įȚĮįȚțĮıȓĮȢ ĲȠȣ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıȝȠȪ șĮ İȟİĲĮıșİȓ Ș ʌȠȚțȚȜȩĲȘĲĮ 
ıĲȘȞ ȑțĳȡĮıȘ ĲȠȣ ȖȑȞȠȣȢ, țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ Ș įȘȝȚȠȣȡȖȓĮ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȫȞ įȠȝȫȞ ȝİ ıȣȞįȣĮıȝȩ 
ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȫȞ İʌȚșȘȝȐĲȦȞ. ĬĮ İȞĲȠʌȚıĲȠȪȞ țȠȚȞȐ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȐ İʌȚșȒȝĮĲĮ ıĲȚȢ İȟİĲĮȗȩȝİȞİȢ 
įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ, țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ įȚĮĳȠȡȑȢ țĮĲȐ ĲȘȞ ʌȡĮȖȝȐĲȦıȘ ĲȠȣ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıȝȠȪ ıİ İʌȓʌİįȠ 
ĮȜȜȠȝȠȡĳȓĮȢ Ȓ țĮȚ ıȘȝĮıȓĮȢ ĲȦȞ İʌȚșȘȝȐĲȦȞ ȝİ ȕȐıȘ ıȘȝĮıȚȠȜȠȖȚțȐ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ țĮȚ ıĲȠ 
ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ĲȘȢ ǹȟȚȠȜȠȖȚțȒȢ ȂȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ. ǼʌȚʌȜȑȠȞ, ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡȠ İĲȣȝȠȜȠȖȚțȩ İȞįȚĮĳȑȡȠȞ, ʌȑȡĮȞ 
ĲȘȢ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȚțȒȢ șİȫȡȘıȘȢ, ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȣȞ ȠȡȚıȝȑȞĮ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıĲȚțȐ İʌȚșȒȝĮĲĮ, ȩʌȦȢ 
ĮʌȠįİȚțȞȪİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ȚıĲȠȡȚțȒ įȚİȡİȪȞȘıȘ ĮȣĲȫȞ. 

Ǿ ʌȡȠıȑȖȖȚıȘ ĲȦȞ ʌȡȠĮȞĮĳİȡșȑȞĲȦȞ șİȝȐĲȦȞ șĮ ȖȓȞİȚ ıĲȠ ʌȜĮȓıȚȠ ĲȦȞ ıȪȖȤȡȠȞȦȞ 
șİȦȡȚȫȞ ȂȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ  (ʌ.Ȥ. Bauer 2001; ȇȐȜȜȘ 2005; Grandi & Kortvelyessy 2015) țĮȚ ıĲȘ 
ȕȐıȘ șİȫȡȘıȘȢ ĲȠȣ ȣʌȠțȠȡȚıȝȠȪ ȦȢ ĮʌȠĲİȜȑıȝĮĲȠȢ ʌĮȡĮȖȦȖȚțȒȢ İʌȚșȘȝĮĲȠʌȠȓȘıȘȢ. 

ȉĮ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȐ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ʌĮȡȠȪıĮ ȝİȜȑĲȘ ʌȡȠȑȡȤȠȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠ ĮȡȤİȚĮțȩ 
įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȩ ȣȜȚțȩ ĲȦȞ ȤİȚȡȠȖȡȐĳȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ıȣȜȜȠȖȫȞ ĲȠȣ  ȀȑȞĲȡȠȣ ǼȡİȪȞȘȢ ĲȦȞ 
ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ǻȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ țĮȚ ǿįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ ² ǿȁȃǼ ĲȘȢ ǹțĮįȘȝȓĮȢ ǹșȘȞȫȞ, Įʌȩ ʌȡȠıȦʌȚțȩ 
ĮȡȤİȓȠ  țĮĲĮȖȡĮĳȒȢ ȝĮȞȚȐĲȚțȠȣ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȠȪ ȣȜȚțȠȪ, țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ Įʌȩ  ıȤİĲȚțȑȢ ȝİ ĲȚȢ 
İȟİĲĮȗȩȝİȞİȢ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ įȘȝȠıȚİȣȝȑȞİȢ İȡȖĮıȓİȢ. 

ǼȞįİȚțĲȚțȒ ȕȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
Andreou, M. 2015. On the headship status of Greek diminutive suffixes: a view from lexical 

semantics. SKASE Journal of Theoretical Linguistics 12. 1, 
http://www.skase.sk/Volumes/JTL27/pdf_doc/03.pdf. 

Bauer, L. 2001. Morphological productivity. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Efthymiou, A. 2015. Modern Greek diminutive and augmentative adjectives (in a cross±

linguistic perspective). SKASE Journal of Theoretical Linguistics 12. 1, 
http://www.skase.sk/Volumes/JTL27/pdf_doc/04.pdf. 

Giannoulopoulou, G. 1999. Diminutive suffixes in Modern Greek dialects. In Y. Agouraki, 
A. Arvaniti, J. I. M. Davy, D. Goutsos, M. Karyolaimou, A. Panayotou, A. Papapavlou, 
P. Pavlou & A. Roussou (eds.), Proceedings of the 4thInternational Conference of Greek 
Linguistics, 75–80. Thessaloniki: University Studio Press. 

http://www.skase.sk/Volumes/JTL27/pdf_doc/03.pdf
http://www.skase.sk/Volumes/JTL27/pdf_doc/04.pdf
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‘ȆȇȅǺȁǾȂǹȉǹ’ ȍȈ ȆȇȅȈ ȉǾȃ ȉȊȆȅȁȅΓǿȀǾ ȉǹȄǿȃȅȂǾȈǾ 

ȉȅȊ ǿǻǿȍȂǹȉȅȈ ȉǾȈ ǿĬǹȀǾȈ 
ǻǾȂǾȉȇǾȈ ȈǿȂǾȇǾȈ1 & Ȃǹȇǿȃǹ ȉǽǹȀȍȈȉǹ2 
ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȆĮĲȡȫȞ1 & ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȀȡȒĲȘȢ2 

ȈĲȠ ʌĮȡȩȞ ȐȡșȡȠ ȝİȜİĲȐĲĮȚ Ș șȑıȘ ĲȠȣ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲȠȢ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ ıĲȘȞ ĲȣʌȠȜȠȖȚțȒ ĲĮȟȚȞȩȝȘıȘ 
ĲȦȞ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ, ȩʌȦȢ ĮȣĲȒ ȑȤİȚ ʌȡȠĲĮșİȓ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ȋĮĲȗȚįȐțȘ 1905· 
ȀȠȞĲȠıȩʌȠȣȜȠ 1994· 2001· Trudgill 2003· ȃewton 1972· ȆĮʌĮȞĮıĲĮıȓȠȣ 2015 țĮȚ 
țĮĲĮįİȚțȞȪȠȞĲĮȚ ȠȚ İȟĮȚȡȑıİȚȢ ʌȠȣ İȝĳĮȞȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ıĲȠ șȚĮțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ. ȈȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞĮ, İȞȫ ȩȜİȢ ȠȚ 
ĲĮȟȚȞȠȝȒıİȚȢ ĲȦȞ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ  ĲȠʌȠșİĲȠȪȞ ĲȠ ȚįȓȦȝĮ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ ıĲȠ ȞȩĲȚȠ 
ĳȦȞȘİȞĲȚıȝȩ (ȕȜ. ȀȠȞĲȠıȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ 2001: 67· Trudgill 2003: 53±55· ȈȚȝȒȡȘȢ 2006), İȞĲȠȪĲȠȚȢ 
ȣʌȐȡȤȠȣȞ ȝİȡȚțȐ șȚĮțȐ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ ĲĮ ȠʌȠȓĮ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȣȞ ȕȩȡİȚȠ ĳȦȞȘİȞĲȚıȝȩ. ȈȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞĮ, 
Ș ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗİȚ ĲȠ ĳĮȚȞȩȝİȞȠ ĲȘȢ ıĲȑȞȦıȘȢ ĲȦȞ ȐĲȠȞȦȞ [e] țĮȚ [o] ıİ [i] țĮȚ [u] (1), 
ĮȞĲȓıĲȠȚȤĮ, țĮȚ ĲȠ ĳĮȚȞȩȝİȞȠ ĲȘȢ ĮʌȠȕȠȜȒȢ ĲȦȞ ȐĲȠȞȦȞ [i] țĮȚ [u] (2). 

(1) Į. ȆȐȞȦ  ĮʌȐȞȠȣ/ĮȘʌȐȞȠȣ/ĮȠȣʌȐȞȠȣ/ĮȠȣʌȐȞȠȣșİ 
ȕ. ȀȐĲȦ  țȐĲȠȣ 
Ȗ. ǲȟȦ  ȩȟȠȣ 
į. ǹȖțȠȝĮȤȫ  ĮȖțȠȣȝĮȤȐȦ 
İ. ȀȐȞİĲİ țȐȞİȚĲİ (ǺȩȡİȚĮ ǿșȐțȘ) 
ıĲ. ȉȡȑȤİĲİ  ĲȡȑȤİȚĲİ (ǺȩȡİȚĮ ǿșȐțȘ) 
ȗ. ȂĮȗİȪİĲİ  ȝĮȗȫȞİȚĲİ (ǺȩȡİȚĮ ǿșȐțȘ) 

(2) Į. ǷȡȚȝȠȢ  ȫȡȝȠȢ 
ȕ. ȆİȡȚııİȪȦ  ʌİȡıİȪȦ 
Ȗ. ȈȚȤĮȓȞȠȝĮȚ  ıțĮȓȞȠȝĮȚ 

ȂȐȜȚıĲĮ, ȠȚ ĲȪʌȠȚ ıĲĮ (1) țĮȚ (2) įİȞ ĮʌȠĲİȜȠȪȞ İȜİȪșİȡİȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ ĮȜȜȐ ȝȠȞĮįȚțȠȓ 
ĲȪʌȠȚ ʌȠȣ ʌȡĮȖȝĮĲȫȞȠȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ĬȚĮțȠȪȢ. ǹțȩȝȘ, Ș ıĲȑȞȦıȘ įİȞ ȜĮȝȕȐȞİȚ ȤȫȡĮ ȝȩȞȠ ıĲȠ 
ĲȑȜȠȢ ĲȘȢ ȜȑȟȘȢ ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ ȝȑıĮ ıĲȠ İıȦĲİȡȚțȩ ĲȘȢ ȜȑȟȘȢ. ȉȠ İȞĲȣʌȦıȚĮțȩ ȝİ ĲȚȢ 
ʌȡȠĮȞĮĳİȡșİȓıİȢ ʌİȡȚʌĲȫıİȚȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȩĲȚ įȘȝȚȠȣȡȖȠȪȞĲĮȚ ıȣȜȜĮȕȑȢ ıȣȞșİĲȩĲİȡİȢ ĲȘȢ 
ĮȝĮȡțȐȡȚıĲȘȢ įȠȝȒȢ Ȉĭ, ĲȘȞ ȠʌȠȓĮ ĳĮȓȞİĲĮȚ ȞĮ ʌȡȠĲȚȝȐ ĲȠ ȚįȓȦȝĮ (ȕȜ. ȈȚȝȒȡȘȢ 2016· 
ȀȡȚȝʌȐȢ 2019· ȇĮȣĲȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ 2012) (3). 

(3) Į. ȉȦȞ ʌĮȚįȚȫȞ  ĲȦȞ ȝʌĮȚįȚȫȞİ 
ȕ. ȉȠȣ ĲĮȥȚȠȪ  ĲȠȣ ĲĮȥȚȫȞİ 
Ȗ. ȂȘȞ İȓȞĮȚ  ȝȘ ȞİȓȞĮȚ 

ǼʌȚʌȜȑȠȞ, ʌĮȡȩȜȠ ʌȠȣ Ƞ Trudgill (2003) ĮȞĮĳȑȡİȚ ȩĲȚ ĲĮ İʌĲĮȞȘıȚĮțȐ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ 
ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȣȞ ʌȐȞĲĮ ĲȠ µȣ¶ ȦȢ [i], țĮȚ ʌȠĲȑ ȦȢ [u], ıʌȠȡĮįȚțȐ İȝĳĮȞȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȜİȟȚțȠȓ ĲȪʌȠȚ ıĲȠ 
ȚįȓȦȝĮ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓȠȚ ĳȑȡȠȣȞ ĲȠ µȣ¶ ȦȢ [u] (4). 

(4) Į. țȡȪıĲĮȜȜȠ  țȡȠȪıĲĮȜȜȠ 
ȕ. ĲȡȪʌĮ  ĲȡȠȪʌĮ 
Ȗ. ıȣȡĳİĲȩȢ  ıȠȣȡĳİĲȩȢ 
į. ȟȣȡȓȗȠȝĮȚ  ȟȠȣȡȓȗȠȝĮȚ 
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ȉĮ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ ʌȠȣ ʌĮȡĮĲȑșȘțĮȞ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ȝĮȢ İʌȚĲȡȑʌȠȣȞ ȞĮ ȣȚȠșİĲȒıȠȣȝİ ĲȘȞ ȐʌȠȥȘ 
ȩĲȚ Ș İȝĳȐȞȚıȘ ȕȩȡİȚȠȣ ĳȦȞȘİȞĲȚıȝȠȪ ıĲȠ țĮĲȐ ĲĮ ȜȠȚʌȐ ȞȩĲȚȠȣ ĳȦȞȘİȞĲȚıȝȠȪ șȚĮțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ 
ȠĳİȓȜİĲĮȚ ıĲȘȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȒ İʌĮĳȒ ĲȠȣ ĬȚĮțȠȪ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲȠȢ ȝİ ĲȠ ȚįȓȦȝĮ ĲȘȢ įȣĲȚțȒȢ ʌĮȡĮȜȚĮțȒȢ 
ȈĲİȡİȐȢ ǼȜȜȐįĮȢ țĮȚ ĲȘȢ ȁİȣțȐįĮȢ. ǹȣĲȩ ĲİțȝȘȡȚȫȞİĲĮȚ ȚıĲȠȡȚțȐ, țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȐ țĮȚ ȠȚțȠȞȠȝȚțȐ 
(ȕȜ. ȁİțĮĲıȐȢ 1998· ǹȞĮȖȞȦıĲȐĲȠȢ 2004· ǺȜĮııȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ 2006· ȀĮȡĮȕȓĮȢ-īȡȓȕĮȢ 2010). 
ȀȐʌȠȚİȢ ȜİȟȚțȑȢ ȝȠȞȐįİȢ/įȠȝȑȢ įİȓȤȞȠȣȞ ȞĮ ʌĮȖȚȫȞȠȞĲĮȚ ȦȢ ĲȪʌȠȚ ȝȑıĮ ıĲȠ ȖȜȦııȚțȩ 
ıȪıĲȘȝĮ ĲȦȞ ĬȚĮțȫȞ ȖȚĮ ĲȠȣȢ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ȜȩȖȠȣȢ. ĭĮȓȞİĲĮȚ įȘȜĮįȒ ȩĲȚ Ș țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȒ ĳȪıȘ ĲȘȢ 
ȖȜȫııĮȢ ȑȤİȚ țȐʌȠȚİȢ ĳȠȡȑȢ ȝİȖĮȜȪĲİȡȘ įȪȞĮȝȘ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ȓįȚȠȣȢ ĲȠȣȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȠȪȢ 
ȝȘȤĮȞȚıȝȠȪȢ. 

ȉĮ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ıȣȞȚıĲȠȪȞ ıȘȝĮȞĲȚțȩ ĲİțȝȒȡȚȠ ȖȚĮ ĲȠ ȩĲȚ ıĲȘ ȖȜȫııĮ įİȞ ȣʌȐȡȤȠȣȞ 
țĮșĮȡȐ ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȐ ʌȡȠıĮȞĮĲȠȜȚıȝȑȞİȢ ĮȡȤȑȢ ĲĮȟȚȞȩȝȘıȘȢ ĲȦȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ țĮȚ ȚįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ. 
ǼʌȠȝȑȞȦȢ, ȠȚ ȚıȩȖȜȦııȠȚ, ĮȞ țĮȚ İȓȞĮȚ ȤȡȒıȚȝȠ İȡȖĮȜİȓȠ ȠȡȚȠșȑĲȘıȘȢ ĲȦȞ įȚĮȜİțĲȚțȫȞ ĲȩʌȦȞ, 
įİȞ ĮʌȠĲİȜȠȪȞ ĮʌȠȜȪĲȦȢ ĮțȡȚȕȑȢ ȝȑıȠ ĲȣʌȠȜȠȖȚțȒȢ ĲĮȟȚȞȩȝȘıȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ țĮȚ ȚįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ 
(Chambers & Trudgill 2011). ǱȡĮ, șĮ ȝʌȠȡȠȪıĮȝİ ȞĮ ȣʌȠıĲȘȡȓȟȠȣȝİ ȩĲȚ Ș ȑȞĲĮıȘ țĮȚ Ș 
ıȣıĲȘȝĮĲȚțȩĲȘĲĮ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ İʌĮĳȒȢ İʌȚĳȑȡȠȣȞ ĲȘȞ țĮșȚȑȡȦıȘ ȝȘ ȞĲȩʌȚȦȞ țĮȞȩȞȦȞ ıĲĮ 
șȚĮțȐ. 

ǼȞįİȚțĲȚțȒ ȕȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
ǹȞĮȖȞȦıĲȐĲȠȢ, ǹ. 2004. ǿıĲȠȡȚțȐ țĮȚ ȜĮȠȖȡĮĳȚțȐ ĮȞȐȜİțĲĮ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ. ǿșȐțȘ: ĭȒȝȚȠȢ & 

ǻȘȝȠĲȚțȑȢ ʌȠȜȚĲȚıĲȚțȑȢ İțįȘȜȫıİȚȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ. 
ǺȜĮııȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ, ī. 2006. ǹȞİȝȠțȐȡĮȕĮ: ȀĮȡȐȕȚĮ, İȝʌȩȡȚȠ, ȝİĲĮĳȠȡȑȢ, ȜȘıĲİȓİȢ, ʌİȚȡĮĲİȓİȢ, 

ʌĮȞȫȜȘ ıĲȠ ǿȩȞȚȠ țĮȚ ıĲĮ ĮțĮȡȞĮȞȚțȐ ʌĮȡȐȜȚĮ ĲȠȞ 18Ƞ ĮȚȫȞĮ. ǿșȐțȘ: ĭȒȝȚȠȢ. 
Chambers, J. K. & P. Trudgill. 2011. ǻȚĮȜİțĲȠȜȠȖȓĮ. ȂİĲȐĳȡ. Ȉ. ȁĮȝʌȡȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ. ǼʌȚȝ. 

ǻ. ȆĮʌĮȗĮȤĮȡȓȠȣ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ȆĮĲȐțȘȢ. 
ȀȡȚȝʌȐȢ, Ȇ. 2019. Ǿ țİĳĮȜȜȘȞȚĮțȒ/ȚșĮțȒıȚĮ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȒ ȖȜȦııȚțȒ ʌȠȚțȚȜȩĲȘĲĮ. ȈĲȠ 

Ǿ. ȉȠȣȝĮıȐĲȠȢ (İʌȚȝ.), ȆȡĮțĲȚțȐ ǿǹǯ įȚİșȞȠȪȢ ȆĮȞȚȩȞȚȠȣ ıȣȞİįȡȓȠȣ: ǼʌĲĮȞȘıȚĮțȩȢ ȕȓȠȢ 
țĮȚ ʌȠȜȚĲȚıȝȩȢ, Ĳ. IV, ȀİĳĮȜȠȞȚȐ 21–25 ȂĮǸȠȣ 2018, 801±854. ǹȡȖȠıĲȩȜȚ: ǼĲĮȚȡİȓĮ 
ȀİĳĮȜȜȘȞȚĮțȫȞ ǿıĲȠȡȚțȫȞ ǼȡİȣȞȫȞ. 

ȀȠȞĲȠıȩʌȠȣȜȠȢ, ȃ. 2001. ǻȚȐȜİțĲȠȚ țĮȚ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ ĲȘȢ ȃȑĮȢ ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ. ǹșȒȞĮ: īȡȘȖȩȡȘ. 
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Cambridge: C.U.P 
ȇĮȣĲȠʌȠȪȜȠȣ, Ȃ. 2012. ȋĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȚțȐ ĲȠȣ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲȠȢ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ. ȈĲȠ Ȇ. ȆİĲȡȐĲȠȢ (İʌȚȝ.), 

ȉȠ ȀİĳĮȜȠȞȓĲȚțȠ ȖȜȦııȚțȩ ȚįȓȦȝĮ, ȆȡĮțĲȚțȐ ǼʌȚıĲȘȝȠȞȚțȠȪ ȈȣȝʌȠıȓȠȣ, 59±72. 
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Trudgill, P. 2003. Modern Greek dialects, ǹ preliminary classification. Journal of Greek 
Linguistics 4: 45±63. 
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ǼȆǹȃǹȆȇȅȈǻǿȅȇǿǽȅȃȉǹȈ ȉǹ ȅȇǿǹ ΓȁȍȈȈȍȃ Ȁǹǿ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉȍȃ 
Ȃǹȇǿȃǹ ȉǽǹȀȍȈȉǹ1 & ǻǾȂǾȉȇǾȈ ȈǿȂǾȇǾȈ2 
ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȀȡȒĲȘȢ1 & ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ ȆĮĲȡȫȞ2 

ǲȞĮȢ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ȝȪșȠȣȢ ʌȠȣ İʌȚțȡĮĲȠȪȞ ıȤİĲȚțȐ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ĮȟȓĮ ĲȦȞ İȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȫȞ 
ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ İȓȞĮȚ ȩĲȚ ȠȚ ĲİȜİȣĲĮȓİȢ ıȣȞȚıĲȠȪȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ȝȠȡĳȑȢ țĮĲȫĲİȡİȢ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ȃȑĮ 
ǼȜȜȘȞȚțȒ (ıĲȠ İȟȒȢ ȃǼ) (ȕȜ. ȆĮʌĮȞĮıĲĮıȓȠȣ 2015), İʌȠȝȑȞȦȢ įİȞ ȣʌȐȡȤİȚ ȜȩȖȠȢ ȞĮ 
įȚįȐıțȠȞĲĮȚ Ȓ ȞĮ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚȠȪȞĲĮȚ (ȕȜ. ȉȗĮțȫıĲĮ 2018· 2019). ȅ ȝȪșȠȢ ĮȣĲȩȢ įȘȝȚȠȣȡȖİȓ 
ȑȞĲȠȞȘ ĮȝȘȤĮȞȓĮ ıĲȠȣȢ İțʌĮȚįİȣĲȚțȠȪȢ, ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓȠȚ įİȓȤȞȠȣȞ ȞĮ ĮįȣȞĮĲȠȪȞ ȞĮ įȚĮȤİȚȡȚıĲȠȪȞ ĲȠȞ 
ʌȜȠȪĲȠ ĲȠȣ ȖȜȦııȚțȠȪ ȣʌȠȕȐșȡȠȣ ĲȦȞ ȝĮșȘĲȫȞ ĲȠȣȢ (ȀĮȥȐıțȘ & ȉȗĮțȫıĲĮ 2016). Ȉ¶ ĮȣĲȩȞ 
ĲȠȞ ȝȪșȠ İįȡȐȗİĲĮȚ Ș įȚȐțȡȚıȘ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ıȣıĲȘȝȐĲȦȞ ıİ ȖȜȫııİȢ, įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ țĮȚ 
ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ.  

ǲȤİȚ İʌȚʌȜȑȠȞ ʌȡȠĲĮșİȓ ȩĲȚ Ș țĮĲȐĲĮȟȘ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ ıİ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ țĮȚ 
ȚįȚȫȝĮĲĮ İȟĮȡĲȐĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠȞ ȕĮșȝȩ ĮʌȩțȜȚıȘȢ ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ȃǼ. ǲĲıȚ, 
ıȪȝĳȦȞĮ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ȆĮʌĮȞĮıĲĮıȓȠȣ (2015: 35) Ș ĮʌȩțȜȚıȘ ȝʌȠȡİȓ ȞĮ İȓȞĮȚ ȝȚțȡȒ, ȝȑĲȡȚĮ Ȓ 
ȝİȖȐȜȘ țĮȚ ȠȡȓȗİĲĮȚ ȦȢ ĲȑĲȠȚĮ ȕȐıİȚ ĲȘȢ µĮȝȠȚȕĮȓĮȢ țĮĲĮȞȠȘıȚȝȩĲȘĲĮȢ¶ ĲȦȞ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ ĲȠȣȢ. 
ǵȝȦȢ, ıȪȝĳȦȞĮ ȝİ ĲȘ ȇȐȜȜȘ (2011) țĮȚ ĲȠȣȢ  Chambers&Trudgill (2011) ĲĮ țȡȚĲȒȡȚĮ ĲȠȣ 
İʌȚʌȑįȠȣ Ȓ ȕĮșȝȠȪ ĮʌȩțȜȚıȘȢ țĮȚ ĲȘȢ ĮȝȠȚȕĮȓĮȢ țĮĲĮȞȠȘıȚȝȩĲȘĲĮȢ įİȞ İȓȞĮȚ İʌĮȡțȒ, ıĮĳȒ, 
ĮțȡȚȕȒ įȚȩĲȚ įİȞ İȓȞĮȚ (İȪțȠȜĮ) ȝİĲȡȒıȚȝĮ. ȈȣȞȠȜȚțȐ, ĲĮ țȡȚĲȒȡȚĮ țĮĲȐĲĮȟȘȢ ĲȦȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ 
țĮȚ ĲȦȞ ȚįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ ȦȢ ĲȑĲȠȚȦȞ țĮȚ ȩȤȚ ȦȢ ʌȡĮȖȝĮĲȚțȫȞ ȖȜȦııȫȞ įİȞ İȓȞĮȚ ĮȝȚȖȫȢ 
ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȐ, ĮȜȜȐ ȚįİȠȜȠȖȚțȐ țĮȚ ʌȠȜȚĲȚțȐ țĮȚ ıȤİĲȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȝİ ĲȠȞ ȠȡȚıȝȩ ĲȘȢ İșȞȚțȒȢ 
ĲĮȣĲȩĲȘĲĮȢ (ȕȜ. İȞįİȚțĲȚțȐ ǻİȜȕİȡȠȪįȘ Ȥ.Ȥ., ȆĮȞĮȖȚȦĲȓįȘȢ 2017· ĭȡĮȖțȠȣįȐțȘ 1999).  

ȈĲȠ ʌĮȡȩȞ ȐȡșȡȠ ȣʌȠȖȡĮȝȝȓȗȠȣȝİ ȩĲȚ ĲȠ ȝȠȞĮįȚțȩ ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȚțȩ țȡȚĲȒȡȚȠ ĲĮȟȚȞȩȝȘıȘȢ 
ĲȦȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ ȦȢ ȖȜȦııȫȞ İȓȞĮȚ Ș ĲĮȣĲȩȤȡȠȞȘ țĮȚ ʌĮȡȐȜȜȘȜȘ ĮʌȩțȜȚıȘ ĲȦȞ 
ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ʌȡȩĲȣʌȘ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓĮ, ĲȘȞ ȃǼ, ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ĲȠȣȢ ıİ ȩȜĮ ĲĮ 
İʌȓʌİįĮ ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒȢ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘȢ (ĳȦȞȘĲȚțȒ/ ĳȦȞȠȜȠȖȓĮ, ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮ, ıȪȞĲĮȟȘ, ıȘȝĮıȚȠȜȠȖȓĮ 
țĮȚ ʌȡĮȖȝĮĲȠȜȠȖȓĮ) ĮȞİȟĮȡĲȒĲȦȢ ȕĮșȝȠȪ Ȓ ȕȐșȠȣȢ ĮʌȩțȜȚıȘȢ. ȆĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȞĲĮȢ įİįȠȝȑȞĮ Įʌȩ 
ĲȚȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ, ȣʌȠıĲȘȡȓȗȠȣȝİ ȩĲȚ, ĮȞ ȠȚ İȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ 
įȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȠȪȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘ ȃǼ ıİ ȩȜĮ ĲĮ İʌȓʌİįĮ ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒȢ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘȢ İȓĲİ ıİ  ȝȚțȡȩ İȓĲİ ıİ 
ȝİȖȐȜȠ ȕĮșȝȩ, șĮ ȝʌȠȡȠȪıĮȞ ȩȜİȢ ȞĮ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲȠȪȞ ȦȢ ĮȣĲȩȞȠȝĮ ȖȜȦııȚțȐ ıȣıĲȒȝĮĲĮ, ȦȢ 
ȖȜȫııİȢ. ǹȞ ȠȚ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ įȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȠȪȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ʌȡȩĲȣʌȘ ȃǼ ȝȩȞȠ ıİ țȐʌȠȚĮ 
İʌȓʌİįĮ ȖȜȦııȚțȒȢ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘȢ, ĲȩĲİ ȠȚ ʌȡȫĲİȢ ıȣȞȚıĲȠȪȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ țĮȚ ȩȤȚ ȖȜȫııİȢ. Ǿ 
ʌȡȩĲĮıȒ ȝĮȢ İȞȚıȤȪİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȑȢ ʌİȡȚȖȡĮĳȑȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ țĮȚ ȚįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ țĮȚ ȜİȟȚțȐ, 
ȩʌȦȢ ĮȣĲȩ ĲȠȣ ȚįȚȫȝĮĲȠȢ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ (ȂȠȣıȠȪȡȘȢ 1950) ȩʌȠȣ ȣȚȠșİĲİȓĲĮȚ Ƞ ȩȡȠȢ µȖȜȫııĮ¶ ȖȚĮ 
ĲȠȞ ĲȠʌȚțȩ ȖȜȦııȚțȩ țȫįȚțĮ, ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ ĲȠȞ ȀȠȞĲȠıȩʌȠȣȜȠ (1994) Ƞ ȠʌȠȓȠȢ įȚĮĲȣʌȫȞİȚ ĲȘȞ 
ȐʌȠȥȘ ȩĲȚ Ș ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘ șĮ ȝʌȠȡȠȪıİ ȞĮ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȚıĲİȓ ȦȢ ȖȜȫııĮ. Ǿ ʌȡȩĲĮıȒ ȝĮȢ İȞȚıȤȪİĲĮȚ 
țĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȠ ĮȓıșȘȝĮ ĲȠȣ ȜĮȠȪ ȖȚĮ ĲȠȞ ȠʌȠȓȠ Ș ȞĲȠʌȚȠȜĮȜȚȐ ĲȠȣ İȓȞĮȚ Ș ȖȜȫııĮ ĲȠȣ (ȕȜ. 
ȉȗĮțȫıĲĮ ȣʌȩ ʌȡȠİĲ.) ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ ĲȚȢ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȑȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ (țȠȚȞȦȞȚȩȜİțĲȠȚ) ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓİȢ 
ıȣȤȞȐ ȠȞȠȝȐȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȖȜȫııİȢ (ǺİȜȠȣįȒȢ 2009). 

ǻİȓȤȞȠȣȝİ ȩĲȚ ȠȚ İȜȜȘȞȚțȑȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ ʌȠȚțȚȜȓİȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȚıȐȟȚİȢ țĮȚ ȚıȩĲȚȝİȢ ȖȜȫııİȢ, Ș 
ʌȡȩĲȣʌȘ ȃǼ İȓȞĮȚ ȝȚĮ Įʌȩ ĮȣĲȑȢ, țĮȚ ȩȜİȢ ȝĮȗȓ ĲĮȣĲȠȤȡȩȞȦȢ ıȣȞȚıĲȠȪȞ ĲȘȞ ΕȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ΓȜȫııĮ 
ȦȢ ĲȘȞ ȣʌİȡȖȜȫııĮ ĲȘȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ ȠȚțȠȖȑȞİȚĮȢ ȖȜȦııȫȞ. Ȃİ ȕȐıȘ ĲȠȞ ʌĮȡĮʌȐȞȦ ȠȡȚıȝȩ 
șȑĲȠȣȝİ ĲĮ ȩȡȚĮ įȚȐțȡȚıȘȢ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ȖȜȦııȫȞ țĮȚ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓİȢ ĮȞȒțȠȣȞ ıĲȘȞ ȓįȚĮ 
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ȠȚțȠȖȑȞİȚĮ ȖȜȦııȫȞ țĮȚ, ĲĮȣĲȩȤȡȠȞĮ, įȚĮțȡȓȞȠȣȝİ ĲȘȞ ȣʌȩıĲĮıȘ ĲȦȞ İȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ȖȜȦııȚțȫȞ 
ʌȠȚțȚȜȚȫȞ Įʌȩ ȐȜȜİȢ ȖȜȫııİȢ, ȩʌȦȢ Ș īİȡȝĮȞȚțȒ țĮȚ Ș ȅȜȜĮȞįȚțȒ, ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓİȢ İʌȓıȘȢ 
ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĮȝȠȚȕĮȓĮ țĮĲĮȞȠȘıȚȝȩĲȘĲĮ ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ įȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȓȘıȘ ıİ ȩȜĮ ĲĮ İʌȓʌİįĮ 
ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒȢ ĮȞȐȜȣıȘȢ.    

ǼȞįİȚțĲȚțȒ ȕȚȕȜȚȠȖȡĮĳȓĮ 
ǹȡȤȐțȘȢ,  ǹ. & Ȃ. ȀȠȞįȪȜȘ. 2004. ǼȚıĮȖȦȖȒ ıİ ȗȘĲȒȝĮĲĮ țȠȚȞȦȞȚȠȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ. ǹșȒȞĮ: 

ȃȒıȠȢ. 
ǺİȜȠȣįȒȢ, ī. 2009. ǱȞȚıİȢ İȟȚıȫıİȚȢ: Ǿ ȖȜȫııĮ ĲȦȞ ȞȑȦȞ. ȈĲȠ ī. ȋȐȡȘȢ (İʌȚȝ.), ǻȑțĮ ȝȪșȠȚ 

ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ, 73±81. ǹșȒȞĮ: ȆĮĲȐțȘȢ. 
Chambers, Ȁ. J. & P. Trudgill. 2011. ǻȚĮȜİțĲȠȜȠȖȓĮ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ȆĮĲȐțȘȢ. 
ȀĮțȡȚįȒ, Ȃ. 2005. īȜȫııĮ țĮȚ țȠȚȞȦȞȚțȩ ʌİȡȚȕȐȜȜȠȞ, ǽȘĲȒȝĮĲĮ țȠȚȞȦȞȚȠȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ, ǹ'. 

ǹșȒȞĮ: ȆĮȡȠȣıȓĮ. 
ȂȠȣıȠȪȡȘȢ, Ȉ. 1950. Ǿ ȖȜȫııĮ ĲȘȢ ǿșȐțȘȢ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ǹ. ȂĮȣȡȓįȘ. 
Lyons, J. 2012. ǼȚıĮȖȦȖȒ ıĲȘ īȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ȆĮĲȐțȘȢ. 
ĭȡĮȖțȠȣįȐțȘ, ǹ. 1999. īȜȫııĮ țĮȚ ȚįİȠȜȠȖȓĮ. ȀȠȚȞȦȞȚȠȜȠȖȚțȒ ʌȡȠıȑȖȖȚıȘ ĲȘȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ 

ȖȜȫııĮȢ. ǹșȒȞĮ: ȅįȣııȑĮȢ. 

ǹʌȩ ĲȠ įȚĮįȓțĲȣȠ 
ȀȑȞĲȡȠ ǼȡİȪȞȘȢ ȃİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȫȞ ǻȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ țĮȚ ǿįȚȦȝȐĲȦȞ ² ǿ.ȁ.ȃ.Ǽ 

(http://www.xanthi.ilsp.gr/mnemeia/diallist.aspx). 
  

http://www.xanthi.ilsp.gr/mnemeia/diallist.aspx
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ȆȅȈȅȉǿȀǾ ǹȃǹȁȊȈǾ ȉȅȊ ȁǼȄǿȁȅΓǿȅȊ ȉǾȈ ȉȈǹȀȍȃǿȀǾȈ ǻǿǹȁǼȀȉȅȊ 
ǼȊīǼȃǿǹ ȉȈǼȂȆǼȁǾ1 & Ȉȅĭǿǹ ȈȉǹȂȅȊ2 

ǿȩȞȚȠ ȆĮȞİʌȚıĲȒȝȚȠ1, 2 

ȅ ȩȡȠȢ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚİȓĲĮȚ ȖȚĮ ȞĮ ʌİȡȚȖȡȐȥİȚ ĲȚȢ ȖȜȦııȚțȑȢ įȚĮĳȠȡȠʌȠȚȒıİȚȢ ĲȦȞ 
ȠȝȚȜȘĲȫȞ ȝȚĮȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ ĮȞȐȜȠȖĮ ȝİ ĲȘ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȒ ĲȠȣȢ țĮĲĮȞȠȝȒ ıĲȠȞ ȤȐȡĲȘ. ȆȚȠ ĮʌȜȐ, ȦȢ 
įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ ȤĮȡĮțĲȘȡȓȗȠȞĲĮȚ ȠȚ ʌĮȡĮȜȜĮȖȑȢ ȝȚĮȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ, ȠȚ ȠʌȠȓİȢ ĮȞ țĮȚ įİȞ İʌȚĲİȜȠȪȞ 
İʌȓıȘȝİȢ ȜİȚĲȠȣȡȖȓİȢ, įİȞ ȑȤȠȣȞ ʌĮȖȚȦȝȑȞȘ ȖȡĮʌĲȒ ȝȠȡĳȒ, ȠȪĲİ įȚįȐıțȠȞĲĮȚ ıĲȘȞ İțʌĮȓįİȣıȘ, 
ȦıĲȩıȠ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚȠȪȞĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȑȢ ȝȚĮȢ ıȣȖțİțȡȚȝȑȞȘȢ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȒȢ ʌİȡȚȠȤȒȢ țĮȚ 
ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐȗȠȣȞ ȝȠȡĳȚțȑȢ ȠȝȠȚȩĲȘĲİȢ ȝİ ĲȘȞ ȣʌİȡțİȓȝİȞȘ țȠȚȞȒ ȖȜȫııĮ (ȀĮțȡȚįȒ-ĭİȡȡȐȡȚ 
2005). 

ȂȚĮ Įʌȩ ĲȚȢ ʌȠȜȜȑȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ ĲȘȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ İȓȞĮȚ țĮȚ Ș ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ, 
Ș ȠʌȠȓĮ ȝȐȜȚıĲĮ țĮĲȐȖİĲĮȚ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ ĮȡȤĮȓĮ įȦȡȚțȒ įȚȐȜİțĲȠ ĲȘȢ ȁĮțȦȞȓĮȢ țĮȚ İȞĲȐııİĲĮȚ ıĲȚȢ 
ȖȜȫııİȢ ȣʌȩ İȟĮĳȐȞȚıȘ ıȪȝĳȦȞĮ ȝİ ĲȘȞ UneVcR (http://www.unesco.org/languages-atlas). Ǿ 
ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ İȝĳĮȞȓȗİȚ ıȘȝĮȞĲȚțȑȢ įȚĮĳȠȡȑȢ Įʌȩ ĲȘȞ țȠȚȞȒ ȞİȠİȜȜȘȞȚțȒ ȖȜȫııĮ țĮȚ 
ĲȚȢ ȣʌȩȜȠȚʌİȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣȢ, ȝİ ĮʌȠĲȑȜİıȝĮ ȞĮ ȘȤİȓ ȖȚĮ ĲȠȣȢ ȝȘ ĳȣıȚțȠȪȢ ȠȝȚȜȘĲȑȢ ȦȢ ȝȚĮ 
ĮțĮĲĮȞȩȘĲȘ (ıȤİįȩȞ İȟȦĲȚțȒ) ȖȜȫııĮ. Ǿ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘ įȚȐȜİțĲȠȢ ȠȝȚȜȒșȘțİ țĮȚ ȝȚȜȚȑĲĮȚ ȝȑȤȡȚ 
țĮȚ ĲȚȢ ȝȑȡİȢ ȝĮȢ ıĲȘȞ ʌİȡȚȠȤȒ ĲȘȢ ȉıĮțȦȞȚȐȢ, Ș ȠʌȠȓĮ ȖİȦȖȡĮĳȚțȐ țĮĲĮȜĮȝȕȐȞİȚ ĲȠ 
ȝİȖĮȜȪĲİȡȠ ȝȑȡȠȢ ĲȘȢ ʌİȡȚȠȤȒȢ ĲȘȢ ȀȣȞȠȣȡȓĮȢ, ʌȠȣ ȕȡȓıțİĲĮȚ ȞȠĲȚȠĮȞĮĲȠȜȚțȐ ĲȠȣ ȞȠȝȠȪ 
ǹȡțĮįȓĮȢ. Ǿ ȝȠȡĳȠȜȠȖȓĮ ĲȠȣ İįȐĳȠȣȢ ʌȠȣ țĮșȚıĲȠȪıİ ȝȑȤȡȚ ĲȠ ʌȡȩıĳĮĲȠ ʌĮȡİȜșȩȞ įȪıȕĮĲȘ 
țĮȚ ȐȡĮ ĮʌȠȝȠȞȦȝȑȞȘ ĲȘȞ ʌİȡȚȠȤȒ ıȣȞȑȕĮȜİ țĮșȠȡȚıĲȚțȐ ıĲȘ įȚĮĲȒȡȘıȘ ĲȘȢ ĲȠʌȚțȒȢ ĮȣĲȒȢ 
ȖȜȫııĮȢ. 

īȚĮ ĲȘ įȚȐȜİțĲȠ ȑȤȠȣȞ ȖȓȞİȚ ĮȡțİĲȑȢ ȑȡİȣȞİȢ Įʌȩ ǲȜȜȘȞİȢ țĮȚ ȟȑȞȠȣȢ İʌȚıĲȒȝȠȞİȢ țĮȚ 
ȖȜȦııȠȜȩȖȠȣȢ. ǲȞĮȢ Įʌȩ ĲȠȣȢ ʌȡȫĲȠȣȢ İȓȞĮȚ Ƞ Ĭ. ȅȚțȠȞȩȝȠȣ ʌȠȣ İțįȓįİȚ ĲȠ 1870 ĲȘȞ ʌȡȫĲȘ 
ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒ ĲȘȢ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ, İȞȫ ĲȠ 1881 Ƞ Ȃ. ǻȑĳȞİȡ İțįȓįİȚ ĲȘȞ ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘ 
ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȒ țĮȚ ĲȠ 1923 ĲȠ ȁİȟȚțȩȞ ĲȘȢ ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. ǼʌȚʌȜȑȠȞ, ĲȠ 1892, țĮȚ ĲȠ 
1905 Ƞ ī. ȋĮĲȗȚįȐțȘȢ İțįȓįİȚ ȝİȜȑĲİȢ țĮȚ ȐȡșȡĮ ȝİ ĮȞĮĳȠȡȐ ıĲȘȞ ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘ įȚȐȜİțĲȠ İȞȫ Ƞ 
Ǿ. PeUnRW, įȘȝȠıȓİȣıİ ĲȠ ȕȚȕȜȓȠ ³ǼȚıĮȖȦȖȒ ıĲȘ ȝİȜȑĲȘ ȉıĮțȦȞȚțȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ´. ȉȠ 1986 Ƞ 
ȀȦıĲȐțȘȢ İțįȓįİȚ ĲȠ ĲȡȓĲȠȝȠ ȜİȟȚțȩ ĲȘȢ ȉıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ ıİ ıȣȞİȡȖĮıȓĮ ȝİ ĲȘȞ 
ǹțĮįȘȝȓĮ ǹșȘȞȫȞ, İȞȫ ĲȠ 1954 ȚįȡȪİĲĮȚ ĲȠ ǹȡȤİȓȠ ȉıĮțȦȞȚȐȢ 
(http://www.tsakonianarchives.gr), ĲȠ ȠʌȠȓȠ ȑȤİȚ İțįȫıİȚ ʌȜȒșȠȢ ȕȚȕȜȓȦȞ ʌȠȣ ĮȞĮĳȑȡȠȞĲĮȚ 
ıĲȘ ȖȜȫııĮ țĮșȫȢ țĮȚ ıĲĮ ȒșȘ țĮȚ ĲĮ ȑșȚȝĮ ĲȘȢ ȉıĮțȦȞȚȐȢ. ȈȘȝĮȞĲȚțȩ ȑȡȖȠ ĲȠȣ ǹȡȤİȓȠȣ 
ȉıĮțȦȞȚȐȢ İȓȞĮȚ ȝİĲĮȟȪ ȐȜȜȦȞ țĮȚ Ș ȥȘĳȚȠʌȠȓȘıȘ ȑȞĲȣʌȠȣ ȣȜȚțȠȪ ĮȜȜȐ țĮȚ Ș ȠȡȖȐȞȦıȘ 
įȡȐıİȦȞ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ țĮĲĮȖȡĮĳȒ țĮȚ įȚȐıȦıȘ ĲȘȢ ȚįȚĮȓĲİȡȘȢ ĮȣĲȒȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ. 

ȈĲȠ ʌĮȡȩȞ ȐȡșȡȠ șĮ ʌĮȡȠȣıȚȐıȠȣȝİ ȝȚĮ ʌȡȩĲȣʌȘ ȝİȜȑĲȘ ĲȠȣ ȜİȟȚȜȠȖȓȠȣ ĲȘȢ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ 
įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ ȣʌȩ ĲȠ ʌȡȓıȝĮ ĲȘȢ ʌȠıȠĲȚțȒȢ ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ, įȘȜĮįȒ ĲȠȣ țȜȐįȠȣ ĲȘȢ ȖİȞȚțȒȢ 
ȖȜȦııȠȜȠȖȓĮȢ ʌȠȣ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚİȓ ıĲĮĲȚıĲȚțȑȢ ȝİșȩįȠȣȢ ȖȚĮ ĲȘ ȝİȜȑĲȘ ĲȘȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ. ȈĲȩȤȠȢ ȝĮȢ 
İȓȞĮȚ ȞĮ țĮĲĮįİȓȟȠȣȝİ ʌȠıȠĲȚțȐ ĲȘȞ țĮĲĮȞȠȝȒ ĲȘȢ ıȣȤȞȩĲȘĲĮȢ ĲȦȞ ȖȡĮȝȝĮĲȚțȫȞ țĮĲȘȖȠȡȚȫȞ, 
ĲȠȣ ȝȑıȠȣ ȝȒțȠȣȢ ĲȦȞ ȜȑȟİȦȞ, ĲȘȢ ıȣȤȞȩĲȘĲĮȢ ĲȦȞ ȖȡĮȝȝȐĲȦȞ țĮȚ ĲȦȞ ȜȑȟİȦȞ ĲȘȢ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ 
įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ, ȫıĲİ ȞĮ ıȣȝȕȐȜȜȠȣȝİ ĮĳİȞȩȢ ıĲȚȢ ʌȡȠıʌȐșİȚİȢ ʌȠȣ ıȣȞĲİȜȠȪȞĲĮȚ ȖȚĮ ĲȘȞ ʌȜȒȡȘ 
ʌİȡȚȖȡĮĳȒ ĲȘȢ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ țĮȚ ĮĳİĲȑȡȠȣ ȞĮ įȫıȠȣȝİ ĲȠ ȑȞĮȣıȝĮ ȖȚĮ ĲȘ ıȣȖțȡȚĲȚțȒ 
ĮȟȚȠȜȩȖȘıȘ ĲȠȣ ȜİȟȚȜȠȖȓȠȣ ĲȘȢ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ ȝİ ĲȠ ȜİȟȚȜȩȖȚȠ İȓĲİ ȐȜȜȦȞ įȚĮȜȑțĲȦȞ 
İȓĲİ ĲȘȢ țȠȚȞȒȢ İȜȜȘȞȚțȒȢ ȖȜȫııĮȢ. īȚĮ ĲȘȞ İțʌȩȞȘıȘ ĲȘȢ ȝİȜȑĲȘȢ ȝĮȢ ȤȡȘıȚȝȠʌȠȚȒıĮȝİ ĲȠ 
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ȜİȟȚȜȩȖȚȠ ĲȘȢ ĲıĮțȫȞȚțȘȢ įȚĮȜȑțĲȠȣ ȩʌȦȢ ȑȤİȚ țĮĲĮȖȡĮĳİȓ ıĲȠ ȜİȟȚțȩ ĲȠȣ DeffneU țĮȚ 
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