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Modern Greek identity is heavily based on the idea of the continuity of Greek culture and
the Greek language. Most specialists in Modern Greek regard Ancient Greek and Modern
Greek as different stages of the same language despite multiple differences and innovations
atall levels. During the 19 century, a number of European classical philologists tried to find
Ancient Greek features in Modern Greek dialects. As a result, they have singled out Tsako-
nian as the sole dialect which descends directly from Ancient Doric Laconian but not from
Hellenistic Koiné as the rest of the modern dialects. Nevertheless, it is important to point
out that Tsakonian is not the only Modern Greek variety with some unique peculiarities
inherited from Ancient Greek. This contribution analyzes the phenomena of the Ancient
Greek origin in vocabulary, phonetics, morphology and syntax in Modern Greek dialects.
The research is focused on those archaisms which exist in the dialects but are absent from
Standard Modern Greek. The data was mostly collected by the author of this paper and his
colleagues between 2000 and 2023. The analysis demonstrates that the majority of unique
peculiarities of the Ancient Greek origin are found in Pontic and Tsakonian, although most
varieties of Modern Greek have some archaisms. However, the quantity of archaisms is not
a consistent indicator of the antiquity of the dialect since the history of Modern Greek dia-
lects is still terra incognita and there is no good explanation why some dialects keep their
archaisms better than the others.

Keywords: Modern Greek dialects, lexical archaisms, phonetic archaisms, morphological ar-
chaisms, syntactic archaisms.

1. Intoduction

1.1. Preliminary remarks

The relations between Ancient Greek (= AG) and Modern Greek (= MG) are one of
the most important subjects for MG studies, since Greek identity (at least on the official
level) fully exploits the idea of cultural and linguistic continuity. There is no unanimous
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decision among the scholars whether AG and MG are one language (Browning 1983, vii),!
or two different languages (Hamp 2003, 67), but strong connections between them on all
linguistic levels, especially in vocabulary, are hardly ever argued. However, one should also
take into consideration that most Greek words have changed either their pronunciation or
some aspects of their morphological form with the course of time, and thus they are not
carry-overs, i. e. words which have remained “more or less intact over the years” (Joseph
2009, 369). Moreover, it is well known that AG texts are incomprehensible to the MG
speakers without any special education. Several years ago, Alexey Kassian in the frame
of the project “The Tower of Babel” created annotated Swadesh wordlists (110 items) for
the so-called “Greek group” (Kassian 2018) in which he included Ancient Ionian Greek
of Herodotus, Ancient Attic Greek of Plato, Standard Modern Greek (= SMG),? and three
highly divergent MG dialects (Southern Tsakonian, Pharasiot and Cappadocian).® Ac-
cording to Kassian’s data, only 19 AG words completely coincide with their Modern Greek
counterparts if they are read with the modern pronunciation:*

>

(1) @Aodg ‘bark] aipa ‘blood; Epxopat ‘come’, mivw ‘drink; dkovw ‘hear; éyw T, moAvg ‘many,
Kpéag ‘meat, otopa ‘mouth, dvBpwmnog ‘man, pifa ‘root, dépua ‘skin, kamvog ‘smoke,
fAtog ‘sun, €ketvog ‘that, dVo ‘two, ti ‘what, Aentdg ‘thin, dvepog ‘wind.

Many other MG words from the Swadesh wordlist also are of the AG origin, some of them
have radically changed from antiquity:

(2) AG 6vu€ ‘nail’ > SMG vixt
AG odg ‘ear’ > SMG agrti
AG 38pPpog ‘rain’ > SMG Ppoxn, etc.

A number of basic AG lexemes (some of them are outside of the Swadesh wordlist) disap-
peared (at least in vernacular) during the Byzantine period:

(3) AG Gptog or oitog ‘bread’ vs SMG ywpi (< AG ywpog ‘morsel’)
AG ixB0g fish’ vs SMG yapt (< HellK oyéplov < AG yov ‘cooked food’)
AG kvwv ‘dog’ vs SMG oxvAi (< AG oxOAaf ‘young dog, puppy’)
AG oikog ‘house’ vs SMG ot (< LAT hospitium)
AG oivog ‘win€e’ vs SMG kpaot (< AG kpéoig [otvov]® (Andriotis 1967, 172) ‘mixing,
blending [of wine]’)
AG mogiw (row@) ‘do’ vs SMG kdvw (< AG kduvw ‘work, labour’)
AG 08wp ‘water’ vs SMG vepo (< AG veapov [D8wp] (Andriotis 1967, 227) ’youthful,
i. e. fresh [water]’), etc.

1 Other renown historical grammars of MG (Horrocks 1997; Adrados 1999; Tonnet 2003), actually,
agree with Robert Browning as they start from AG.

2 Recorded in Moscow from three SMG speakers with PhD.

* Tintentionally make use of parenthesis here, because Kassian's Greek group, unlike Slavic group, Ger-
manic group or Romance group consists of varieties which either belong to various chronological periods or
are not generally acknowledged as separate languages.

4 Tt also very important to keep in mind that some words may have retained their form but they have
undergone a semantic shift, like SovAevw — AG ‘to serve, to be a slave’ and SMG ‘to work’; for more exam-
ples see Kav¢ic et al. 2020, 130.

5 Avdpuwtng N. I1. ’Etvpoloyiko Aefiko tijg Kowng Neoehnvikng. 2 kS, @eooalovikn, Kévtpov
‘EM\nvikiic TAwooag, Tvotitovtov NeoeAAnvikdv Erovdav [Idpvpa Mavoin TpiavtaguAlidn], 1967.
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As I have argued elsewhere,® MG speakers are generally familiar with these “lost”
words, and their knowledge results not only from the linguistic continuum? but also from
religious® and cultural tradition,’ school education and katharévousa, a puristic high-style
variant of MG which to a large extent had AG as a paradigm and was the official language
of the Greek state until 1976.1°

1.2. Setting the problem

If a researcher wants to get a more “natural” image of linguistic continuity in Greek
free of political and ideological implications, he should also take into account the data from
the local varieties. MG dialects'! first attracted serious scholarly attention in the first half
of the 19" century when Hellenists from many countries rushed to Greece in order to find
AG features in the real living language. Famous professor of classics and Modern Greek
at Harvard University Evangelinos Apostolides (better known as Evangelinos Sophocles)
mockingly described it in his report (Sophocles 1860-1862, 299): “Now whenever a classi-
cal scholar goes to Greece to find Dorians and Ionians, it is ten to one but that he succeeds
in finding Dorians and Ionians. He selects such words that are agreeable to his hypothesis,
and takes no notice of those which contradict it. He lays much stress upon coincidences
and disregards differences”. The words of Sophocles were true both for European scholars
and for local enthusiasts. One of the most vivid examples is Tsakonian (see section 2) which
became a bottomless source for Dorisms. Some researchers in their desire to emphasize the
connections between Tsakonian and AG even claimed that this dialect unlike all other Greek
varieties (including SMG), retained dative. In fact, they described as dative the combinations
of a preposition with accusative (Kisilier 2021, 227, fn. 40).

Today, it is generally believed that all MG dialects are not descendants of the AG di-
alects!? (cf. Andriotis 1981, 6), and only Tsakonian is a modification of Ancient Laconian
(e. g. Liosis 2014, 446).!> However, nearly all dialects demonstrate peculiarities of the AG

¢ Kisilier 2022 (Kucumnep M.JI.Eie pas o ApeBHErPeYecKOM U HOBOIPEYECKOM WJ/IU IIOMHAT /N
npesHerpedeckumit camu rpexu? // M.JL. Kucunuep (pen.) Verus convictor, verus academicus. K 70-meTnio
Huxomnas Hukonaesnya Kasanckoro. Cankt-Iletep6ypr, VIJIV PAH, 2022, 351-370).

7 Some AG lexemes have become constituents of well-known compounds: v3paywyeio ‘water-pipe,
aptomoteio ‘bakery, etc.

8 Cf. aline from the Lord’s Prayer: tov dptov fu@v TOV £¢movotov 80¢ fuiv orjpepov-give us this day
our daily bread’

® See, for example, the frequently used expressions like £pvOpdg olvog ‘red wine’ (instead of kOkkvo
kpaot) and Aevkog Oikog ‘the White House’ (instead of Aompo Zmitu).

10 The term Katharévousa (kabepebovoa ‘purified [language/dialect]’) was proposed by Adamantios
Korais (1748-1833), famous intellectual of his time, as a compromise between arkhaizousa, supported by
Phanariotes and aimed at revival of AG, on the one hand, and attempts to create a “new” language based on
vernacular and dialects, on the other; for more details about Korais and his linguistic activities see Mack-
ridge 2009, 102-125.

! In this contribution, I use the term ‘MG dialect’ for all existing varieties of MG regardless of their
origin. Thus, Tsakonian will be named here “a MG dialect”, although most scholars believe that it is a direct
successor of Ancient Doric, and according to Brian Joseph (2022, 66), Tsakonian could be rather treated as
a Hellenic dialect, than a MG one.

2 Av8puwtng N. IL.'H yéveon 1@v veoeAnvik@v Stakéktwv. Dhohoyikd: neplodiki) ékdoon cuANdyov
anogoitwv Gihocogtkiic xoAfig Iavemotnuiov Twavvivwy 1981, 5, 5-22.

13 Tsakonian is currently spoken in the municipality of South Kynouria (Arcadia, Peloponnese) in the
region which is called Tsakonia. The population of this region (Tsakonians or Tsakones) believes that their
ancestors were Spartans and their dialect has developed from Ancient Laconian. This belief is the basis for
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origin. Some of these phenomena are the same as in SMG like kappa aorist forms (from
AG perfect) which both exist in the literary standard and in the dialects' (cf. Konto-
sopoulos 2001, XXXIII):!

(4) SMG Bpnka [I] found’ < AG ebpnka
GREC ekatévika ‘(1] went down’ (Rohlfs 1977, 107) < AG kataféBnka
TSAK ordka ‘[I] saw’ < AG £6paka
PONT epika ‘(1] did’ < AG memoinka, etc.

This paper observes the features of the AG origin which exist in MG dialects but are
absent in SMG. Various aspects of this problem were discussed previously (Tsopanakis
1955; Tzitzilis 2013), but this research has at least two important differences:

a) it strives to describe the current situation (cf. section 1.3) but not to create some
hypothetical or ideal image;

b) since AG “traces” in MG dialects are not restricted to some specific linguistic
level, this contribution gives a general overview of all of them: vocabulary (Section 2),
phonetic peculiarities (Section 3), morphological phenomena (Section 4) and syntactic
archaisms (Section 5).

1.3. Data

The researchers of MG dialects have no dialectal corpora at their disposal. There
are few atlases of separate dialects like Cretan'® (Kontosopoulos 1988) and Lesbian,!”
but only the DiCadLand!® was helpful for the task of this paper, and some Cappado-
cian examples were taken from this atlas. Most MG dialects have already been de-
scribed, and some of them even more than once. However, wherever possible, I tried to
use the data which were collected by my colleagues and myself in various parts of the
Greek-speaking world from 2000 to 2023. The examples from all dialects, but Grecan-
ico, which has a special orthographic tradition based on Italian, are given in phonemic
transcription.

2. Vocabulary

The archaisms in vocabulary seem to be more vivid and easier to find than ancient
relicts in morphology or syntax. It is not a secret that nearly all MG dialects have some
words which most likely descend from AG and have not radically changed their “original”
form:

local identity and is unanimously accepted outside the community. Tsakonian, indeed, seems very different
from all other MG dialects and it demonstrates multiple phenomena of Ancient Greek origin at all linguistic
levels: in phonetics, vocabulary, morphology and even syntax.

14 Kovtooomovlog N. I'. Aidhektot kat iSuwpata Tng véag eAANVIKNG. ABNva, Exdooeig [pnydpn, 2001.

15 These aorists may not coincide in different varieties (as TSAK ordka vs SMG ¢ida) but more impor-
tant here is that such forms exist and they do not result from the influence of SMG.

16 Kovtooonovlog N. I'. Mwootkdg dthag g Kprimng. Hpdkheov, Iavemotnuakés ExSooelg
Kprtng, 1988.

17 URL: https://lesvos.Imgd.philology.upatras.gr/el (accessed: 10.02.2023) and Cappadocian (DiCad-
Land): URL: http://cappadocian.upatras.gr/atlas/ (accessed: 16.02.2023).

18 URL: http://cappadocian.upatras.gr/atlas/el (accessed: 16.02.2023).
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(5) CYPRY kufi ‘snake’ < AG 0¢ic?® vs SMG ¢idt
DROP tékno ‘child’ < AG téxvov vs SMG maudi
LESB isus ‘even, straight’ < AG {oog /isos/ vs SMG iatog /isios/
PONT eréxkome ‘(1] like’ < AG opéyopat ‘desire’ vs SMG pov apéoet ‘[I] like’
RUM ftir[a] ‘lous€ < AG ¢Beip /fthé:r/ vs SMG yeipa /psira/
TSAK 1j0i ‘snake’ < AG 0gig /ofis/ vs SMG ¢idt /fidi/

However, only Tsakonian vocabulary was systematically described several times from
the point of view of glottochronology.?! Unlike a glottochronological study, the main goal of
this subsection is not to demonstrate how divergent or non-divergent the dialects are. Some
dialects may have lexical archaisms with different roots to express the same meaning:

(6) TSAK niu ‘hear’ < AG voéw ‘apprehend’
DROP kiio ‘hear’ < AG dxobdw

Despite a certain semantic shift in Tsakonian and phonetic changes in the both di-
alects in (6), there is no doubt that niu and kilo descend from AG and still are verbs. So,
it is possible to hypothesize that these lexemes belong to the most archaic part of the vo-
cabularies of Tsakonian and of the dialect of Dropull. Another important parameter is the
“uniqueness” of the word, i. e. whether it exists in SMG or not, cf.

(7) TSAK kdli ‘wood’ < AG xalov
DROP ksilo ‘wood’ < AG EOAov, cf. SMG &OAo

From this point of view, Tsakonian word in (7) is unique, while the word from the
dialect of Dropull is not.

Since it is not possible to study the whole dialectal vocabulary, the analysis is focused
on 194 words:

(8) 1. white, 2. near, 3. big, 4. all, 5. wind, 6. see, 7. water, 8. hair, 9. louse, 10. eye, 11. say,
12. year, 13. head, 14. mountain, 15. breast, 16. give, 17. far, 18. two, 19. tree, 20. long,
21. rain (noun), 22. road, 23. smoke (noun), 24. eat, 25. yellow, 26. woman, 27. burn,
28. belly, 29. fat, 30. star, 31. green, 32. earth, 33. snake, 34. know, 35. ashes, 36. tooth,
37. go, 38. name, 39. stone, 40. skin, 41. knee, 42. bark (of the tree), 43. root, 44. short,
45. bone, 46. red, 47. blood, 48. round, 49. wing, 50. who, 51. bite, 52. lie, 53. fly (verb),
54. leaf, 55. moon, 56. small, 57. many, 58. man, 59. we, 60. meat, 61. not, 62. new,
63. foot, 64. nail, 65. nose, 66. night, 67. cloud, 68. fire, 69. one, 70. sand, 71. liver,
72. drink, 73. swim, 74. full, 75. come, 76. bird, 77. horn, 78. mouth, 79. hand, 80. fish
(noun), 81. seed, 82. heart, 83. sit, 84. hear, 85. dog, 86. sun, 87. salt, 88. sleep, 89. stand,
90. dry, 91. warm, 92. thin, 93. that, 94. thou, 95. heavy, 96. kill, 97. die, 98. ear, 99. tail,
100. cold, 101. good, 102. person, 103. worm, 104. black, 105. what, 106. neck, 107. this,
108. I, 109. tongue, 110. egg, 111. run, 112. beat, hit, 113. fear, be afraid of, 114. scold,

19" See the list of abbreviations at the end of the paper.

20" Some native speakers of Cypriot erroneously connect kufi with kufds ‘deaf”

2l Viclav Blazek (2010, 18-19) believed that 78.2 % of words from the Swadesh list were the same in
Tsakonian and SMG while 63.4 % were common cognates between Tsakonian and the Attic. According to
Blazek, this percentage indicates 2450 years of independent development. A very detailed study by Nick
Nicholas (2019, 60-65) points out multiple inconsistences of the BlazeK’s study and in general supports
Alexei Kassian’s (2018, 11) conclusion: “Because of its mixed nature, the Tsakonian wordlist can hardly be
used for lexicostatistical phylogeny of Ancient Greek dialects, not to mention for calibration of glottochron-
ological formulae”.
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115. breathe in, 116. rope, 117. entrails, 118. inside, 119. turn, twist, 120. you (polite
or plural), 121. where, 122. swallow, 123. rotten (adjective), 124. dirty, 125. share, di-
vide, 126. day, 127. hold, 128. others, 129. think, 130. blow, 131. if, 132. press, squeeze,
133. animal, 134. live, 135. slaughter, 136. here, 137. and, 138. play, 139. measure (verb),
140. vomit, 141. as, 142. throw, 143. when, 144. ice, 145. forest, 146. mother, 147. sweep,
148. wet, 149. sea, 150. inflate, 151. on/to the left, 152. on/to the right, 153. sky, 154. some
(plural), 155. few, 156. smell (verb), 157. lake, 158. sharp, 159. father, 160. hunt, 161. fall,
162. stick, 163. sing, 164. spit, 165. bad, 166. why, because, 167. right, correct, 168. dust,
169. five, 170. baby, kid, child, 171. cut, 172. river, 173. straight, 174. dig, 175. with,
176.bind, tie, 177. laugh, 178. snow, 179. wash, 180. there (not here), 181. rub, 182. push
(verb), 183. father, 184. grass, 185. three, 186. mist, fog, 187. pull, 188. narrow, 189. fruit,
190. flower, 191. scratch, 192. four, 193. wide, 194. sew

All these words belong to the basic vocabulary, that is why one can expect to find
them in all dialects and to suppose that they could remain more “intact” and “original”
than other words. For example, in Tsakonian which is considered the most archaic of
MG dialects, AG lexemes are concentrated in the basic vocabulary while most terms of
agriculture, cattle-breading and seamanship (all three were very important domains of
the Tsakonian everyday life) are borrowed either from other Balkan languages or from
Venetian (more details and examples in Kisilier 2021, 247-250). However, it does not
mean that the core Tsakonian vocabulary is free of loanwords (9a) and innovations (9b).

(9a) TSAK tséa/dzéa ‘home, house’ < LAT cella ‘room’*?
(9b) TSAK kabzi ‘child, kid” < kapmiov ‘little fruit*® (Deffner 1923, 162)*

The wordlist in (8) was collected from the speakers of seven MG dialects which may
be regarded as enclave dialects and thus are most likely to preserve multiple archaisms*
(cf. Zhirmunsky 1976, 492):

(a) Cypriot, Lesbian and Northern Chiotic are spoken within the island communi-
ties;

(b) Azov Greek, Greek dialect of Dropull and Pontic are outside of Greece;

(c) although Tsakonian always was inside Greece,?® it is so different from all adjacent
local variants of Greek that it can be also treated as an enclave dialect.

While comparing the wordlists, I took into account two parameters: a number of
words of the AG origin (= SimAG) regardless of any semantical shifts (cf. ex. 6) and a
number of words of the AG origin which are absent from SMG (= NSimSMG) and meet

22 SMG omnitt ‘home, house’ is also a borrowing from Latin — hospitium ‘shelter’ Another very similar
example is TSAK koléya ‘friend’ < LAT collega ‘partner, associate, fellow’. In Tsakonian the loanwords of the
Latin origin could have come through Venetian and not directly from Latin.

2 Aé¢gvep M. Aefikov Tig Toakwvikfig Stakéktov. Ev ABrvaig, Tunoypageiov “Eotia”; K. Mdiovep
kai N. Kapyadovpn, 1923.

24 A different etymology (< LAC mapmaig) is suggested by Peter Jernstedt (1922, 85-89), but it seems
more doubtful.

%5 JKupmynckuit B. M. Vis6pannbie Tpyssl. O61ee 1 repMaHcKoe A3bIKo3HaHume. Jlenunrpan, Hayka,
1976.

26 Propontis Tsakonian from Asia Minor is not examined here.

344 Philologia Classica. 2023. Vol. 18. Fasc. 2



the parameter “uniqueness” as TSAK kdli in (7). The results of the comparison may be
seen in the following table:

Table 1. AG words in MG dialects

MG dialect Total?’ Simyg Simug % NSimsyig | NSimsyg %
CYPR 194 140 72.2 9 4.6
DROP 194 135 69.6 3 1.5
LESB 190 140 73.7 6 3.2
NCHIOT 194 141 72.7 1 0.5
PONT 193 143 74.1 30 15.5
RUM 189 138 73 12 6.3
TSAK 194 156 80.4 29 14.9

According to Table 1, SimAG is the highest in Tsakonian, while in Cypriot, Lesbian,
Northern Chiotic and Pontic, it is almost the same with a slight fall in Azov Greek and in
the Greek dialect of Dropull. It means that the quantity of the AG words in a dialect itself
cannot be seriously regarded as an AG feature. These words could easily come from the
school education which was rather widespread in Byzantium (Markopoulos 2008, 787),
or be affected by the continuous and constantly increasing influence of SMG. The param-
eter NSimSMG seems to be more reliable. It demonstrates that Pontic and Tsakonian have
much more unique archaic words than any other dialect, and Northern Chiotic is almost
free of them. Unexpectedly, Azov Greek which has less words of the AG origin than all
other varieties, except Greek dialect of Dropull, demonstrates a relatively high NSimSMG.

Almost all lexical archaisms follow the morphological patterns that are relevant for
the current state of the dialect, but not for AG. Thus, Tsakonian feminine nouns generally
get the flexion -a even if in AG they belonged to the 3 declension, and evidently it is not
the influence of SMG:

(10) TSAK a xéra ‘hand’ <f28)>vs AG 1| yeip <f> and SMG 7o xépt <n>

3. Phonetics

Phonetic peculiarities of the AG origin can be divided into two groups:* general
(3.1) which are not connected with any specific AG dialect or dialectal group, and Doric
(3.2). Some MG dialects (e. g., Tsakonian) may have features of the both types.

3.1. General

Phonetic phenomena which descend from AG in general are well-known to special-
ists in MG dialectology and are frequently used as an important parameter for dialectal
classifications (cf. Trudgill 2003, 54, 57).

7 Total number of the examined words.

28 All morphological abbreviations are given according to the Leipzig glossing rules (Comrie et al.
2015) and CorpAfroAs Team. 2017.

29 Christos Tzitzilis (2013) also finds some Arcado-Cypriot and Aeolic features, but they are so scarce
that it is difficult to regard them as a separate group.
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3.1.1. /y/ > /u/

It is known that in Attic-Ionian, there was a shift from /u/ (v) to /y/ (v) which (due
to the expansion of Hellenistic Koiné) affected all local Greek varieties. In the 9"-11t
centuries, in the most cases /y/ became /i/ (Holton et al. 2019, 12-13):

(11) AG &vvg /6nyks/ ‘nail’ > SMG vioxt /nixi/ ‘nail, CYPR nifi, DROP nixi, LESB nix,
NCHIOT nixi, PONT nif, RUM nif; TSAK nixi*
Some examples in certain local varieties demonstrate the regression /y/ > /u/ instead
of the expected /y/ > /i/:3!

(12) AG pia /myja/ ‘fly’ > CYPR mitja vs SMG pbya /miya/
AG xYpuog /kyrios/ ‘having power, authority’ > GREK ciatri ‘father’ (Violi 2007, 152; see
also®? Liosis, Papadamou 2011, 205-214) vs SMG /kirios/ ‘sir’
AG &xvpov /axyron/ ‘straw’ > MAN dxuro (Mirambel 1929, 75) vs SMG dxvpo /axiro/
AG yovr| NMyné:/ ‘woman’ > MEGAR yunéka (Newton 1972, 21), TSAK yunéka vs
SMG yvvaika /jinéka/, etc.

Peter Trudgill (2003, 54) supposed that /y/ > /u/ was limited to Attica and adjacent
regions, and some parts of Peloponnese, and this area has fallen apart after the penetration
of Arvanitika. However, the examples from Cyprus, South Italy (12), as well as from many
other regions like Rhodos, Karpathos, Crete, etc. (published in Tsopanakis 1955, 57-58)
demonstrate that it is not just a local phenomenon.

3.1.2. “Ionic” /e/

One of the important differences between AG and SMG vocalism is the transforma-
tion of /e:/ into /i/ which happened during the period of the so-called Late Koiné:*?

(13) AG fjAiog /vé:lios/ ‘sun’ > SMG fAwog /ikos/, CYPR ifos, DROP idos, GREK iglio (Violi
2007, 195), LESB idus, NCHIOT #jos, PONT ilen, RUM idus, TSAK ide

This transformation consisted at least of two stages: (a) /e:/ > /e/ and (b) /e/ > /i/.
Some examples demonstrate only the stage (a). The studies in historical linguistics (cf.
Holton et al. 2019, 26-28) indicate that the stage (a) was typical for Asia Minor Greek.
For this reason, /e/ derived from AG /e:/ is frequently called “Ionic” /e/, and nowadays it
is regarded as one of the peculiarities of Pontic and Cappadocian which actually are Asia
Minor dialects:

(14) AG oxwAng /sko:lé:ks/ ‘worm’ > PONT skolék vs SMG okovAnjkt /skuliki/, DROP skuli-
ki, LESB sklikus, NCHIOT skuliki

30 One may argue that in Tsakonian, it is just a borrowing from SMG, however, in TSAK io ‘water’ (<
AG vdwp /ydor/) /y/ has also transformed into /i/ although the word H8wp does not exist in SMG.

31 The examples of this regression exist even in SMG: govoka /faska/ ‘bubble, balloon’ < AG ¢vokn /
fyske:/.

32 Aoong N., Tlanadépov E. H e€éMén tov v otig NeoeAnvikég Stakéktovg: n Katwitahkr o
ovykpnon pe v Toakadvikn. NeoeAAnvikr Stalektoloyia 2011, 6, 201-223.

33 In the Early and Middle Byzantine texts, one can easily find many orthographic mistakes where
<n> is replaced by <> or <et> and vice versa, cf. Tohtasiev 2018, 134-137 [= Toxracbes C. P. SI3bIk TpakTaTa
Koncrantuna BarpsHopogaoro DE ADMINISTRANDO IMPERIO n ero nHosA3br9HaA nekcuka. CaHKT-
ITetep6ypr, «Hayka», 2018] with multiple examples from De administrando imperio.
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AG myn /pe:gé:/ ‘well, source > CAPP peyddi ‘well cf. SMG mnyadt /piyadi/,
TSAK kiydjoi
Azov Greek which is sometimes regarded as an Asia Minor dialect (Karatsareas 2014, 79)
demonstrates the same phenomenon — skulék or skulét/. However, the so-called “Tonic”
/el also exists in Tsakonian (TSAK néma ‘thread’ < AG vijpa /né:ma/ vs SMG vijua /
nima/) and other non-Asia Minor Greek dialects and even in SMG:

(15) AG dotnip /asté:r/ ‘star’ > SMG aotépt /astéri/, CYPR astéri, LESB astér
AG fipeig NVe:me:s/ ‘we’ > SMG epueig /emis/, CYPR emis, DROP emis, NCHIOT emis,
TSAK eni
AG natnp /paté:r/ ‘father’ > SMG natépag /patéras/, CYPR patéras, DROP patéras,
LESB patéras, NCHIOT paréras

Although in (15) the influence from SMG cannot be excluded, these examples prove that
the “Ionic” /e/ cannot be treated as a purely Ionic (or post-Ionic) phenomenon.

3.1.3. Retention of /-n/

The loss or retention of final /-n/ (especially for nouns) highlights the differences in
morphonology between AG and SMG. The author of the first consistent classification of
MG dialects, Brian Newton (1972, 99-100; cf. Trudgill 2003, 57) suggests that the final
/-n/ should be regarded as a characteristic of South Eastern Greek (Cypriot and Chiotic):

(16) AG T kaAov  madiov ‘beautiful child/young slave’

CYPR to  kalém bedin ‘good guy’ (with assimilation /n/ > /m/ and /p/ > /b/),
cf. S MG 10 kahd  maudi

A thorough examination of the basic vocabulary of seven Modern Greek dialects
(see section 2) shows that final /-n/ is much more regular in Pontic than in Cypriot and
Northern Chiotic:**

(17) AG 06évdpov /déndron/ ‘fruit- or mast-bearing tree’ > PONT déndron ‘tree’ vs
SMG 6¢v8po /déndro/, CYPR déndro, NCHIOT déndro
AG @OMov /fyllon/ ‘leaf” > PONT filon vs SMG Ao /filo/, CYPR fillo, NCHIOT filo
AG oyouwiov /sxojnion/ ‘small rope, thread” > PONT /kinin ‘rope’ vs SMG oxotvi /
sxini/, CYPR fini, NCHIOT skini
AG maudiov /paidion/ ‘child, young slave’ > PONT pedin ‘child, guy’ cf. CYPR pedin vs
SMG noudi /pedi/, NCHIOT pedi

Final /-n/ in many cases could also manifest not some kind of relations with AG but
just analogical developments which were frequent in Medieval Greek (cf. Holton et al.
2019, 164-165).

3.2. Doric

About 70 years ago Agapitos Tsopanakis (1955) noticed that several dialects demon-
strate phonetic features which could be connected with Ancient Doric. Although some

3 Tsakonian, in spite of being regarded as the “most ancient” dialect, has no examples with final /-n/.
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points of Tsopanakis could be argued or reassessed,® his idea gave a new insight into the
relations of AG and modern dialects.

3.2.1. “Doric” /a/

One of the most renown peculiarities of Doric is /a:/ instead of /e:/. The influence of
Hellenistic Koiné was so strong that deeply affected all regions of the Hellenic world re-
gardless of whether they initially were Ionic or Doric. Nevertheless, some words still have
/a/ in the positions where SMG should have expected /i/ (< /e:/, see 3.1.2) and are found at
least in two MG dialects which are spoken in the former Doric area:

(18) TSAK améra ‘day’ < DOR auépa vs SMG nuépa /iméra/ < ION fuépa /Ye:méra/
KARP sinomdlikos ‘coeval®® (Rylik 2012, 736) < DOR cuvvopaAi fellow, comrade’ vs
SMG ovvopniikog < ION cuvopiAtg

Dikaios Vayakakos®” (1994, 57) also gives an example from Simi alakdti ‘spinning-wheel’
and from Mani alakdta (cf. ION flakdtn). However, according to LSJ,*® the Doric
form is RAakdra, while dhakarta is encountered in Aeolic. Multiple examples of “Doric”
/a/ from various regions (Rhodos, Creta, Santorini, Kythera, Laconia, Epirus, Corfu, etc.)
may be also found in (Tsopanakis 1955, 55-57). Not all of them seem really Doric like
RHOD alekdti ‘spinning-wheel or trofatizo ‘predict’ (cf. DOR, BEOT npogartag ‘prophet’
vs ION mpogntng*) which may have nothing to do with Doric.

3.2.2. AG /3/ > 4/

One of the most famous Greek linguists and specialists in dialectology Georgios
Hatzidakis*® (1901, 558-561) noticed that in Tsakonian AG /3:/ is regularly replaced by
/4/ while /6/ may remain intact:

(19) TSAK yrisa ‘tongue, language’ vs SMG yAwooa /ylésa/*!

TSAK tdpo ‘place’ vs SMG 10106 /tépOs/

According to Hatzidakis, the examples like (19) prove that Tsakonian, unlike SMG
and its dialects, has not entirely lost the opposition of long and short vowels.*? T am not
going to discuss here whether Hatzidakis was right or not, but what is more important, the
shift /3:/ > /4/ can be traced in some other SMG dialects which are spoken at the former
Doric area:

35 On the one hand, Tsopanakis incorrectly believed that /y/ > /u/ was a “Doric” phenomenon (see
section 3.1.1), and on the other hand, he omitted several important “Doric” features.

% Ppumk II.A. K Bompocy o cBsi3M HOBOIpedecKux roBopos octpopa Kapmaroc ¢ popuitckum
IuaneKkToM. VIHgoeBpomneiickoe A3bIKO3HaHME U KIacCu4ecKast (’pmnonorym 2012, XVI, 730-741.

37 Baytakdkog A. B. Kowvd Stokextikd ototyeia Awdekavioov kat Mavne. NeoeAAnvikr Stakektohoyia
1994, 1, 43-63.

38 https://lsj.gr/wiki/fhaxdtn (accessed: 24.02.2023).

39 However, the alternation @n-/@a- is possible: gnui ‘say’ <PRs.18G> Vs gaoct <PRS.3PL>.

40 Xat(i8dakig I. N. Thwoooloyikai pehétat. ABrpva, Ex tod tum. I1. A. ZakeA\apiov, 1901.

41 The examples in 3.2.2 are taken from the report by M. Kisilier and N. Liosis “Tia TV tpo@opd T0v w
oe veoe AN vikég Stahektovg: Toakwvika, Katwitalikd, Awdekavnotakd, Mavidtika” at the 9th Internation-
al conference on Modern Greek dialects and linguistic theory (MGDLT9), Leonidio, Greece, 4-5 June 2021.

42 In Propontis Tsakonian of Asia Minor, there is /6/ instead of /4/: ydsa or y¥ésa ‘tongue, language’
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(20) DOD skitlukas ‘worm), CRET skiilikas, cf. AG okwAng /skd:le:ks/
MAN xiima ‘soil] cf. AG x@pa /x3:ma/ and PONT xdman

3.2.3. Digamma

At least in three MG dialects from “Doric” area, one can find sporadic traces of F
/vl which was present in Western AG dialects (including Doric) and was absent in Attic
and Ionic:

(21) TSAK vdne ‘lamb), cf. DOR Fapnv*® vs SMG apvi
PIER vrézos ‘knob’ < PIE *wradjos ‘branch, root, vs SMG polog (Tzitzilis 2013)
AGR kataxévia ‘in gusts’ < katd + xoFd (= yon) ‘pouring out’ (Tzitzilis 2013)

3.2.4. Traces of Laconian in Tsakonian

In several Tsakonian examples, one can find the shift from / th/ to /s/ which was rele-
vant for Laconian (Bourguet 1927, 75-78; Kristoffersen 2019, 172), instead of /t"/ > /6/ as
it happened in other Greek varieties:

(22) TSAK serindu ‘reap, cf. LAC ogpiddw vs SMG Oepilw /Oerizo/

Another famous Laconian peculiarity is rhotacism (Kristoffersen 2019, 172-173). In
Tsakonian, rhotacism is regular only with articles if a noun has an initial vowel:

(23) TSAK tar aydki ‘love’ <sg.gen> vs SMG tng aydmnng
TSAK tur afripi ‘man’ <pl.acc> vs SMG tovg avBpwmnovg

These peculiarities may exist in other MG dialects as well* (Prombonas 1963), but at
the moment, the most reliable examples are from Tsakonian.

4. Morphology

Inscriptions, literary texts, correspondence and documents make it possible to trace
the evolution of Greek morphology from the earliest stages of AG till our days. Certain
flexions and forms have remained almost intact while some aspects of the morphological
system have either disappeared (dative, dual, optative, etc.), or radically changed (e .g.,
subjunctive, perfect,*® future). The language evolution had different speed in various parts
of the Greek-speaking world, and sometimes MG dialects may provide invaluable data for
historical linguistics. All dialects, including Tsakonian, follow in general the morpholog-
ical patterns of SMG or borrow some patterns from Turkish or Italian as a result of close
and prolonged contacts. However, there still exist archaic features.

In this section, I shall not take into consideration such peculiarities as negations in
Tsakonian, Pontic and Azov Greek (24a) or Tsakonian forms of the verb ‘to be’ (see the
discussion in Pernot 1910) and personal pronouns (24b), etc.:

43 URL: https://lsj.gr/wiki/&pfiv (accessed: 24.02.2023).

4 TIpounovdag’l. K. 'O potakiopog kai fj iStotumog mpogopd 10d @Boyyov A €ig 10 yYhwoowkov idiwpa
D\wtod T Nd&ov. Ev Abfvaig: Erapeia Kukhadik@v Mehetdv, 1963.

45 Only certain forms of AG perfect exist both in SMG and its dialects, but now they belong to the
aorist paradigm (see ex. 4).
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(24a) TSAK 0 < AG ov[x], PONT ki < ION ovki, RUM #/i < ION ovki
(24b) TSAK eniu <1.sg.obl> < DOR ¢péw (cf. Scutt 1912-1913, 163)

In my opinion, the examples like (24) do not represent the remnants of the AG mor-
phological system, and should be regarded as lexical archaisms.

Some morphological archaisms are variants competing with new (more standard)
forms like verb flexions in the dialect of Karpathos (25a) while other are a unique way of
expression as Tsakonian medio-passive aorists (25b):

(25a) KARP pat-tisi <step.ipfv-prs.3pl>, cf. AG mat-ovot vs KARP pat-1in <prs.3pl>, cf.
SMG rnat-ovv (Dawkins 1903-1904, 100)

(25b) TSAK ord-ma <see-pass.aor.1sg>, cf. AG €-86-unv <pst-give-mid.pst.1sg> (Liosis
2014, 449)

4.1. Nominal system

The nominal system of MG dialects is rather innovative. In 4.1 I would like to discuss
two archaisms which concern possessive (4.1.1) and personal (4.1.2) pronouns.

4.1.1. Pontic possessive pronouns

AG possessive adjectives (¢puog 'my’ <m>, etc.) used as possessive pronouns seem
to have disappeared from the vernacular everywhere except Asia Minor Greek during
the first millennium AD (Holton et al. 2019, 914). They were replaced with a personal
pronoun in genitive or oblique (if the dialect lacks the distinction between genitive and
accusative):

(26) SMG pov <1SG.GEN>, CYPR mu, DROP mu, NCHIOT mu, RUM m (< mu), TSAK mi
<1SG.OBL>, etc.

Unlike other dialects, Pontic still has possessive pronouns of the AG type (27a) along
with more innovative forms (27b):

(27a) t e mon 0 andr-as
DEEN.SG 18G.POSS DEESG.NOM husband-sG.NOM
(27b) andr-as=im
husband-SG.NOM=P0SS.15G*®
‘my husband’

Pontic possessive adjective (27a) has no more gender agreement: it is always neuter
regardless of the gender of the noun it refers to.

4.1.2. Tsakonian personal pronouns of 1 and 2sg in oblique

AG had no clitic forms for personal pronouns of 1 and 2pl. Clitic pronouns pdg and
0dg can be encountered only after the 10t century AD (Holton et al. 2019, 884-886), and

46 The clitic possessive pronoun is m; -i- is added for euphonia between two consonants, cf. pedi-o=m
<child-sg.ngen=poss.1sg> ‘my child’ where it is not needed as the noun has final vowel.
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now all MG dialects have the opposition of strong and weak forms pronouns. However, in
Tsakonian, there are some strange examples of clitic doubling:

(28a) m=ordk-ate = ndmu

1SG.OBL=see.AOR-AOR.2PL 1PL.OBL
‘[you] saw us’

(28b) éthe 0é-nde na=ndi=0-u Jimu
be.PRS.2PL want-PTCP.NN.PL SB]VZZSG.OBL:giVe-ISG.SBIV 2PL.OBL

‘[you] want me to give you’

In (28a) strong pronoun ndmu <1pl> is doubled with a clitic pronoun of 1sg, but not
of 1pl. The same thing happens with the strong pronoun piimu <2pl> in (28b). Tsakonian
grammars generally distinguish strong and week pronouns for 1 and 2pl (cf., for example,
Pernot 1934, 186-187, and see Table 2).

Table 2. Tsakonian pronouns 1 and 2PL in oblique

Strong Weak
1pl ndmu nam
2pl Juimu Jaum

However, the examples like (28) demonstrate that the real speakers (those who
have never read grammars) do not know clitic pronouns for 1 and 2 pl just like speakers
of AG.Y

4.2. Verb system

4.2.1. Tsakonian archaisms

Expectedly, most archaisms in the verb system can be found in Tsakonian. According
to Christos Tzitzilis (2013), Tsakonian analytic forms of present and imperfect (participle
+ the auxiliary ‘to be] see 28b) could be a Laconian heritage, cf. two Laconian glosses in
Hesichius: égnAnppap [s/he] saw’ (perfect participle expresses imperfect) and dnecovtrp
‘[s/he] was saved’ with the participle of passive aorist (for another explanation see Kisilier
2021, 239).

Tzitzilis (2013) also demonstrates that some Tsakonian aorists originate from Doric
perfects:

(29) TSAK ékreva (1] stole, cf. MESS kekAeBwg
TSAK eyrdva [I] wrote, cf. ARG yeypdfavtat

4.2.2. Infinitive

An extremely unique AG feature is encountered in verb morphology of Italian Greek
(30a) and Ophitic Pontic (30b). It is the aorist infinitive which has remained in SMG only
in periphrastic forms of perfect (cf. Holton et al. 2019, 1682):

47" A different interpretation may be found in (Liosis 2017, 63-64).
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(30a) GREC (Rohlfs 1977, 191):
m'=e-kam-e jel-is-i
18G.OBL=PST-make-PST.3SG laugh-PFV-INF
‘[s/he] made me laugh’

(30b) PONT (Sitaridou 2014, 36):
prin mairéps-ini
before cook.PFV.INF
‘before cooking’

4.2.3. Athematic aorist

As a result of the evolution of the Greek verb system, SMG and most MG dialects
have two patterns of the aorist formation (the both of the AG origin): more frequent sig-
matic aorist and more rare kappa aorist (4). Some varieties of MG like those of Constan-
tinople and Dodecanese have also examples of athematic aorists which definitely come
from AG athematic aorist:

(31) CONST #vya ‘(1] walked, DOD #vye ‘[she] walked*® (Kisilier, Fedchenko 2015, 370),
cf. AG €Bnyv ‘[I] walked’ vs SMG Byrka

5. Syntax

Greek syntax has been continuously changing throughout its long history. Although
AG word order was regulated by the Wackernagel’s law it was not the same at the various
stages of AG and evolved from few prosodic restrictions in the Homeric Greek to almost
obligatory juxtaposition of the syntactically bound words (Dunn 1989). Thus, pronominal
clitics were forced to occupy the position close to the governing verd but not just the sec-
ond position within the clause like other clitics (especially the particles yap, 8¢, on, etc.).
As the prosodic evolution went on, the particles disappeared, the Wackernagel’s law lost
its relevance for Greek, unlike some Balkan Slavic languages (Alexander 1994). As a result,
the position of clitic pronouns became grammaticalized and dependent on the form of
the verb it referred to (cf. Janse 2000). Most MG dialects have undergone this evolution
and regulate the placement of pronominal clitics by means of the same principles as SMG
(Condoravdi, Kiparsky 2002, 15-16).

However, this pattern is not unique. In Pontic, pronominal clitics are so-called syn-
tactic X° clitics (Condoravdi, Kiparsky 2002, 18-22) and always follow the verb regardless
of its form and possible syntactic or prosodic constraints:

(32a) eyo elép-o=sen
1SG.NOM see=2SG.ACC
T see you’
(32b) ki=e-0éln-en na=din-e=me  eséna
NEG=PST-want.IPFV-PST.3SG SBJV=give.IPFV-PST.3SG=1SG.ACC 2SG.ACC
‘[my mother] did not want to give me to you’

4 Kucunuep M.JL., ®eguenxo B.B. Hexotopsle 3amMevanus 06 apxausmax B CUCTEMe COBPEMEHHbIX
IrpedyecKuX IMaeKTOB. V[Haoesponeitacoe A3bIKO3HAHUE U KAcCUu1ecKas gﬁuﬂonozuﬂ 2015, XIX, 368-373.
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The position of pronominal [en]clitics in Pontic may be explained in terms of Wack-
ernagel’s law: in (32a) a clitic pronoun occupies the second position, and in (32b) it is in
the third position because it was moved by the particle na. This particle could be treated
as a syntactic barrier in terminology of Andrey A. Zaliznyak* (2008, 47-51) which makes
VP “retreat” one step backwards and thus moves the clitic pronoun to the third position.

In Byzantine Greek, the Wackernagel’s law remained one of the word order regulators
but the prosodic system was constantly changing and the appearance of any modal particle
in front of VP would “attract” the pronominal clitic to the position in front of the verb (cf.
Mackridge 1993) in order to create a prosodic cluster with a particle. Azov Greek (33a), Cap-
padocian (33b), Cypriot (33c) and some other MG dialects reflect this medieval pattern: the
pronominal clitic is behind a finite verb but precedes it if the VP follows a modal particle.>

(33a) RUM:
é-kleps-iz=mi
pst-steal.pfv-pst.2sg=1sg.obl
‘[you] have stollen me’
Oa=ta=fdy-u avir
fut=3pl=eat.pfv-prs.1sg tomorrow
‘(1] shall eat it tomorrow’

(33b) CAPP (Janse 1998, 260-261):
dixn-i=se=to
Show.IPFV-PRS.35G=2SG.GEN=3SG.NGEN
‘[s/he] shows it to you’
as=to=fdy-o=m
let=3.NESG.NGEN==eat.PFV-PRS.1SG=Q
‘will [T] eat him?’

(33¢) CYPR:
lal-6=su
say-PRS.1SG=2SG.GEN
‘[1] say to you’
na=mu=pi-s
SBIV=1SG.GEN=SaY.PFV-PRS.ZSG
‘tell me’

Tsakonian, at first glance, seems more innovative: in all examples, collected from con-
temporary speakers, a clitic pronoun precedes the finite verb as in SMG:

(34) mi=epétsere
1SG.OBL=SAY.AOR.2SG
‘[you] told me’

However, when the VP has the archaic negation o, the verb is always behind the clitic
pronoun:

(35) o=péts-eré=mi
neg=pst-say.aor-aor.2sg=1sg.obl
‘lyou] did not tell me’

4 BamusHsax A. A. Jlpesrepycckue snxaumuxu. MockBa, SI3bIKu CTaBIHCKMX KY/IbTyp, 2008.
50 Tn (Condoravdi, Kiparsky 2002, 5-15), this type of clitic pronouns is called X™* clitics.
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It looks as if o “switches on” the same pattern with the Wackernagel’s law as in Pontic
(32b). This pattern does not work with the modern negation de (< SMG &¢[v]):

(36) Oe=mi=e-péts-ere

NEG=1SG.OBL=PST—Say.AOR-AOR.25G
‘[you] did not tell me’

According to Nick Nicholas (2022), about a century ago, Tsakonian clitic pronouns
could follow the verb in an affirmative clause:

(37) e-péts-e=ni tu vafidi-a
PST-say.AOR-AOR.35G=3SG.OBL  DEENEGEN king-sG
‘[she] told the king’ (Scutt 1913-1914, 19)

There are even examples when the clitic pronoun follows the verb after the particle na:
(38) na=afi-the=mi s éndeni to Jfin-a

SBJV=leave-IMP.2PL=1SG.OBL in this.M DEEM.SG.ACC mountain-SG.NGEN
‘leave me in these mountains’ (Scutt 1913-1914, 27)

However, (37) and (38) are somewhat problematic. In (37), the postposition may be caused
by the fact that the clitic pronoun is a doubling pronoun and its position may be affected
by the position of the object it refers to; cf. (39) where the object precedes the verb and, as
a consequence, the doubling pronoun is also in front of the verb:

(39) ta Magziyila n=e-ksexdts-e
DEFSG.OBL Marigula 35G.OBL=PST-forget. AOR-AOR.3SG
‘[the king] forgot Marigula’ (Scutt 1913-1914, 19)

In the same collection of Tsakonian texts one shall easily find numerous examples where
the clitic pronoun is placed as in SMG:

(40) tse  p=dy-ai
and  3SG.OBL=take.AOR-AOR.3PL
‘...and [they] took her’ (Scutt 1913-1914, 19)

In (38), na=afithe=mi semantically is an imperative and it may be the reason for the
postposition. In the previous phrase of the same text, there is a proper subjunctive and the
clitic pronoun is placed immediately after the particle:

(41) jatsi na=mi=skotii-t"e

why  sBJv=15G.0BL=kill-SBJV.2PL
‘why should [you] kill me?” (Scutt 1913-1914, 27)

Since in all other cases with na the clitic pronoun precedes the verb, I am inclined to be-
lieve that (38) it is just a lapsus linguae.

6. Conclusions

SMG and its dialects are full AG features, and this fact, in my opinion, manifests the
continuity of the Greek language. The majority of these features is an important part of
the vocabulary, phonetics and grammar of SMG and MG dialects. They cannot be called
“archaisms” because they are productive and are in common use today. This contribution

354 Philologia Classica. 2023. Vol. 18. Fasc. 2



is about “real” archaisms, i. e., unique particularities of the AG origin which were natu-
ral for AG but no longer exist in SMG. Amazingly, they can be found almost in all SMG
dialects and may refer to any linguistic level. The archaisms are neither productive nor
interdialectal but some of them like final /-n/, “Tonic” /e/ or “Doric” /a/ are encountered
in more than one dialect. The use of some Doric archaisms is restricted to the “original”
Doric-speaking area, so it is very tempting to speak about the Post-Doric dialects. This
group could include Tsakonian, Cretan, the dialects of Rhodos, Santorini, Kythera, Laco-
nia, Epirus, Corfu, etc. However, we lack enough data to make something more than just
hypothetical conclusions.

There also are multiple archaisms of the Ionian origin but the fact of their existence
in a dialect may just indicate that the region where the dialect is spoken was highly influ-
enced by the Hellenistic Koiné or had good schools in the Byzantine and the Post-Byzan-
tine periods. It is well-known that many regions had multiple highly educated intellectuals
who could read original AG texts and produce their own texts in AG like the verses in
“Homeric” style written in the 18™ century by a Tsakonian schoolmaster from Prastos®!
(Koulouri 1992).

It is evident that various dialects have different archaisms. Most archaisms in vocabu-
lary were in Pontic and in Tsakonian. I dare suppose that if I had some relevant Cappado-
cian data at my disposal, Cappadocian would have provided the results comparable with
Pontic and Tsakonian. In phonetics, morphology and syntax, Pontic and Tsakonian also
demonstrate most specific peculiarities. However, except vocabulary, Tsakonian analytic
forms of present and imperfect (if it really is an archaism and not some kind of inno-
vation), or Wackernagel’s law in Pontic, all archaisms are extremely sporadic. They are
quickly disappearing, and in couple of generations will be no longer in use.

Probably, the most important question is: can the quantity or the type of archaisms
tell us anything not about the history of Greek but about the dialect itself? Do we have any
real ground to say that, for example, Pontic or Tsakonian are more ancient than the dialects
which have less archaic features? It is so tempting to answer “yes” that most scholars and am-
ateurs who write about Tsakonian are eager to describe it as almost an Ancient Doric dialect.
But being more archaic does not mean being more ancient. In some aspects modern Lith-
uanian has no less archaisms than Classical Greek, still they are not equally ancient. Unfor-
tunately, we know almost nothing about the history of MG dialects (including Tsakonian),
we cannot explain why some dialects have archaisms while others do not. Why Azov Greek
has much less archaisms than Pontic although both of them are enclave dialects, had similar
environment, and, probably both belong to Asia Minor Greek? The only thing we know for
sure, is that all MG dialects, despite their differences, contacts with other languages, etc.,
have common Ancient Greek basis which unites them into one language and provides one
general identity to speakers of all varieties of Greek, regardless of their location.

Abbreviations

AG — Ancient Greek, AGR — dialect of Agrafa, ARG — Argolic, BEOT — Beo-
tian, CAPP — Cappadocian, CONST — dialect of Constantinople, CRET — Cretan,

5T Kovhovpn X. «Ztixot fipwikoi» tod Eppavovi Tpoxdvn dackdhov &nod tov Ipaoto (1775), oe:
Ipaxtikd Apkadikod TvevpaTikod cVUTOGLoL 1992 (Aewvidiwy 21-23 NoeuPpiov 1992). ABfva, Etaipeia
[Tehomovvnolaxk®v Znovdav, 1994, 215-241.
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CYPR — Cypriot, DOD — dialect(s) of Dodecanese, DOR — Doric, DROP — Greek dia-
lect of Dropull (Albania), GREC — Grecanico, HellK — Hellenistic Koiné, ION — Ionic,
KARP — Greek dialect of Karpathos, LAC — Laconian, LAT — Latin, LESB — Lesbi-
an, MAN — Maniot, MEGAR — Megarian, MESS — Messenian, MG — Modern Greek,
NCHIOT — Northern Chiotic, NSimSMG — number of words of Ancient Greek origin
absent from Standard Modern Greek, PIE — Pre-Indo-European, PIER — dialect of the
Pierian mountains (Macedonia), PONT — Pontic, RHOD — dialect of Rhodos, RUM —
Azov Greek, SimAG — number of words similar with Ancient Greek, SMG — Standard
Modern Greek, TSAK — Tsakonian.
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Eige pa3 06 apxan3max B HOBOTPEYECKUX JUATEKTaX*

Maxcum JTveosuu Kucunuep

CankT-IleTep6yprckimii FOCyRapCTBEHHBII YHIBEPCUTET,

Poccuiickasa @enepauns, 199034, CaHKT-HeTep6ypr, YHuBepcurerckas Hab., 7-9;
VHCTUTYT TMHTBUCTHYECKUX UccIenoBanmit PAH,

Poccuiickas @egepanns, 199053, Cauxr-Iletep6ypr, Tyukos mep., 9; m.kisilier@spbu.ru

s umruposanus: Kisilier M. L. Once Again about Archaisms in Modern Greek Dialects. Philologia
Classica 2023, 18 (2), 339-359. https://doi.org/10.21638/spbu20.2023.214

OpHuM 13 Ba)KHEMIIMX ACHEKTOB UJIEHTUYHOCTY COBPEMEHHDIX TPEKOB ABIAETCA CBA3D
¢ IIpesHert Ipenueii, npuyeM Kak Ha KyJIbTYPHOM, TaK U Ha SA3bIKOBOM ypoBHe. bonbmma-

* PaboTa BbIIIO/THEHA [IpY HOAepkKe rpaHTa PH® Ne 19-18-00244.
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CTBO HEO3//IMHHUCTOB pacCMaTPUBAET NPEBHEIPEYECKUIl I HOBOIPEYECKMII He KaK pasHble
SA3BIKY, @ KaK Pa3Hble TAIbI eVIHOTO SA3BIKOBOrO KOHTUHYYMa, TeM 0ojiee YTO TMHIBUCTHU-
4ecKye JJaHHble JAI0T [ 9TOT0 MHOXKECTBO OCHOBAHMII, HECMOTPSI Ha 3HAYMTE/NbHbIE W3-
MEHEHMs, 3aTPOHYBIINE IIPAKTUYECKN Bce sA3bIKoBble YpoBHU. B XIX B. psap eBpomeiickux
CIIEIMAIICTOB IO KIACCHYECKOl (QUIONOTHy 06paTUiICA K M3y4eHHIO AMaIeKTOB HOBOTpe-
YECKOTO sA3bIKa B IOMCKAX COXPAaHMBUIMXCA B HUX 4epT ApeBHerpedeckoro. VIMeHHO Torpma
BIIEpBbIE OBUIO BBICKA3aHO MPEIIONIOKEHNN 00 YHMKATbHOCTH [JAKOHCKOTO [MaIeKTa, KakK
€IMHCTBEHHOI0, BOSHUKIIIErO HE U3 3J/IMHUCTUYECKOrO KOJHE, 3 BOCXOJALIETO HANPAMYIO
K #peBHeMy mopuiickoMy. He o6cy>xmas 3mech CIpaBefIMBOCTD WIM OLIMOOYHOCTD ITOM
TUIIOTE3bl, BAYKHO OTMETUTH, YTO LIAKOHCKMII JIa/IeKO HE e€IMHCTBEHHBIN 13 COBPEMEHHbIX
HOBOTPEUECKMX [MA/IEKTOB, IJje BCTPEYAIoTCsl pa3HOOOpas3Hble 0COOEHHOCTH, YHACIE[OBAH-
HbI€e 13 IPEBHETPEYECKOTr0 A3bIKa. B HacTOsALIEl cTaThe MpeIIPUMHIMAETCS IIOIIbITKA PACCMO-
TPeTb, KaKle ApeBHErpedecKyue YepThl IPeJCTABIEHDI 110 A1a/IEKTaM HOBOIPEYECKOTO A3bIKa
B JIeKCUKe, PoHeTHKe, MOpOIOruI ¥ CUHTaKcuce. IIpexxe Bcero, i onmcaHus Hopou-
pauch 0COOEHHOCTI [PEBHErPeYecKOro MPOUCXOX/EHNA, BCTPeYaolyecss B IuajIeKTax,
HO VICYESHYBIIME B CTaHIaPTHOM HOBOTPEYECKOM A3bIKe. MaTepmanoM s MCCIeOBaHMsA
B OCHOBHOM IIOCTY>KU/IV TIOJIeBbIe MaTepuajbl aBTOPa U €ro KOJJIeT, COOpaHHbIe B IepHOf
Mexny 2000 u 2023 rr. IIpefnpuHATHIN aHANMN3 OKa3bIBaeT, YTO HanbOMbllee KOMMIECTBO
YHUKA/IbHBIX IpeBHETPeYecKIX YepT OOHAPYKMBAETCS B IIOHTUIICKOM U LIAKOHCKOM, XOTS U
B OOJIBIIVHCTBE APYIUX AMAIEKTOB B Pa3HON CTEIIeHMU IIPUCYTCTBYIOT Te WLV MHbIE apXau3-
Mbl. [IpencTaBiAeTcs, 4TO YMC/IO apXa3MOB He MOXKeT OBITh JOCTATOYHBIM CBUIETE/IbCTBOM
0 IPEBHOCTY TOTO VIV MIHOTO JMAJIEKTa, IOCKONbKY UCTOPYUSA Pa3BUTA HOBOTPEYECKUX JIMa-
JIEKTOB JIO CUX IIOP KpaJiHe IIJIOXO M3y4YeHa, ¥ HEIIOHATHO, II0YEMY B OIHUX JMajieKTaxX apXa-
M3MBbI COXPAHAIOTCA JIyYIlle, YeM B IPYTHUX.

Kntouesvie cnosa: HOBOIpe4YeCKMe OMA/IEKThI, IEKCUMIECKIE, Cl)OHeTI/I‘{eCKI/Ie, MOP(l)O)'[OI‘I/I‘{e—
CKJ€, CMHTAaKCMYE€CKNE apXan3Mbl.
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