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Background

In north-eastern Turkey, in the area known to the Greeks as IT6vtog, there used
to be a large, high-profile Greek community, which was forcibly expelled ez masse
in 1923 in the infamous ‘Exchange of Populations’ between Greece and Turkey.
It is less well known that there are still a few rather isolated villages in the eastern
corner, in the Trabzon area, especially near Of, where the locals speak varieties of a
‘dialect’ that is in fact Greek — akin to the Pontic Greek dialects once spoken there
by Greeks.! The speakers, of essentially Turkish and Muslim identity, descend in
part from Greeks who converted to Islam over 300 years ago, developed a separate
identity, came to be regarded as Turks, and were thus able to remain in the area to
this day.

Standard Greek amongst Pontian Greeks

Until 1976, the linguistic situation of Greece was the textbook example of diglossia,
with demotic (vernacular ‘Modern’ Greek) as the spoken variety, and £atharevousa
(archaizing, puristic Greek) as the normal non-literary written medium. When
Pontian Greeks arrived in Greece in 1923, they found themselves in a country
where their dialect had low status, where linguistic uniformity was seen as essential
for political unity, where refugees coming from Turkey faced prejudice, and where

* I wish to thank Peter Mackridge for encouraging me to work in this area, as well as for comments
on an earlier draft of this article. I also gratefully acknowledge the support given to me for my research,
through scholarships and fellowships, by The Wingate Foundation, The Alexander S. Onassis Public
Benefit Foundation, The Program in Hellenic Studies of Princeton University and The Institute for
the Humanities of the University of Illinois at Chicago.

1 With the exception of Ioannis Parharidis in the 1870s, Peter Mackridge was the first scholar to
research this dialect (see p. 88 below, under References).
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the wider community used the variety of Greek that even in Pontus was regardse
as the proper form. The most prominent Pontian scholars soon declared that he1r
dialect was doomed.*

The Pontic dialect, nevertheless, still survives in some of the areas of Greece to
which it has been transplanted — spoken, according to some estimates, by as many
as 300,000 people.? Standard Greek, naturally, has exerted a discernil;fl'e influence
on it — but this had already been happening even when the speakers were still in
Turkey: Greek-identified (that is, Christian Orthodox) Pontians always maintained
very strong cultural ties with Greece, and even had Greek schools, usually under
the control of the Church, from kindergarten to secondary le\(g{,‘lﬁ.ﬂ The schools were
a focal point for the community, who led an independent lifefrom the surrounding
Muslims and often lived in separate villages.

Greek schools in Pontus taught Standard Greek prescnptlvely Insome, Standard
Greek was even spoken, and the pupils’ parents were. also actively encouraged to
use it at home. Curricula and syllabi were decided if Greece, and the books and
school manuals came from Greece. School books ‘had an explicit nationalistic
outlook, and prominence was given to the clasmgs, to Ancient Greek grammar, to
religious texts and other books written in the agéﬁaic style favoured by the church.
The teachers were often Orthodox clerics, ﬁany of whom had been trained in
Greece. In the larger cities there were also Greek libraries, and Greek newspapers
circulated. Thus the same literary models; lmguxstlc values and language variety
that were promoted in Greece were promoted among Greek-identified Pontians as
well. :

Pontian Greeks educated in the Greek schools of Pontus assumed that the very
function of schools was to teach a 1anguage far removed from the vernacular; when
they first moved to Greece, they trouvaient tout a fait bizarre, voire anormal,
qu’une langue que les gens céﬁnaissaient déja puisse étre enseignée a I’école’.*
Their surprise is not unjustlﬁed across the world, it is rare for children to go to
school already knowing the language variety that the school wants them to know;’
even where the language: ased at school is not totally different from the one spoken
by the pupils, the schqgls aim is usually proficiency in the Scariftsprache.

No models, historfbr standard

eek speakers, on the other hand, did not regard themselves as
in any way Gre k. They therefore had no contact with Greeks from Greece, and
no exposure o the language of Greece. To this day they have never seen Modern
Greek liteggi%ure, have never heard Biblical Greek, have never studied classical
Greek, have never learnt any Standard Greek (not even the Greek alphabet),

% E:g. Papadopoulos (1953) 84 n. 1, and Lampsidis (1959) 204.

3 Drettas (1999) 15.
:,:»;4 “They found it completely bizarre, indeed abnormal, that a language that people knew already
yald be taught at school’: Drettas (1998) 82.
5 Spolsky (2004) 46.
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have not heard Greek radio or TV, nor any form of the Greek language other than -
their own — and have not been touched by the strict Greek policies of language™
standardization, archaization and purism. In other words, their Greek has had no
external models for centuries. Furthermore, it is not written, printed, or broadcast
So it has no recorded local tradition and therefore no internal models to refer'back
to either.
In Greece, Pontic studies has developed into a recognised field, with respected
journals, known publishers, well-stocked archives and active research’ institutes.
The pervasive diachronic slant and the heavy emphasis on history which is typical
of traditional Greek scholarship has also been applied to Pontic studles Greeks
of Pontic origin have been writing extensively about the phﬂologlcal history of
their dialect and about the historical background of their commuinity, highlighting
its classical past and its Greek connections. Muslim Pontic; conversely, has no
history, especially for its speakers: not only do they have no written records, but
many in their speech community do not even know that the language they speak
has anything to do with Greek. Some do not know Wthh parts of what they say
are Turkish and which are their local ‘other language Many call that language
ldzika or lazikd, confusing it with Laz, a quite dlﬁ_erent and unrelated language
also spoken in northeastern Turkey. Many call it‘Romayka, but never Pondiakd
(the standard term in Greece, of learned origin), and never E/inikd either.
Romayka is not formally taught anywhere, and no norm for it has been
established, maintained or promoted. Accorgﬁ'ngly, it has no standard of any kind:
its characteristics have not been planned or fixed, there is no official variety, no
prescriptive rules, no concept of correc;gféss, no anguish about purity. All this is,
of course, amazing if we consider that. ﬁomayka is, after all, a variety of Greek —
one of the languages with the longes j’and most vexed histories of prescriptivism,
politicization, artificial interventign, linguistic self-consciousness, angst over
correctness, and battles over choicé of a standard that have even led to people being
killed in the streets.® Indeed, Romayka seems to provide the textbook example of a
language in its natural state a‘ A"dreamt of by sociolinguists and anthropologists:

To see language in its natu__géi state, one must find a variety which is neither a standard
language, nor a dialect s_gﬁbrdinate to a standard (since these too show pathological
features, notably the diffﬁculty of making judgements in terms of the non-standard
dialect without being:influenced by the standard one).”

Greek standards "

The Christian, (}f@ek—identiﬁed Pontians, being Greek-educated, had firm opinions
on linguistic correctness, purity and standards. Those who used to live in the Of
ionally heard the Greek dialect spoken in the nearby Muslim villages
and, given their Greek background, had clear views about that too — although they

6 The: ﬁocyyar\uca riots in Athens (8 November 1901) following the serialization, in the newspaper
A1CQO oz\tg, of A. Pallis’ translation of Matthew’s Gospel into demotic.
udson (1996) 34, one of the main textbooks in sociolinguistics.
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were the only local Greek-speakers who judged the ‘Muslim’ dialect according
to a standard. Researching historical archives in Athens, in several handwritten
interviews with 1923 Pontian Greek refugees, I found that many reportgﬁ‘ with
bemusement that there were TovQKKX X@QLWX TOU WAOVOOVE EA/
KkaAUTepa and pog — “Turkish villages that spoke Greek better than we"'dld 8
In recent years, a few Greeks of Pontian origin have travelled to eastern Turkey
on holiday, where they heard Muslim Pontic Greek. They regarded it simply as
another variety of Pontic, and they told me that the western varietiés of the Muslim
dialects, which are the ones that most closely resemble ‘Christian’ Pontic, are ‘ta
i kaBapd movtiakd’, the purest Pontic. This shows that they classify varieties
of Pontic as good or bad with implicit reference to an ideal'norm — even if that
remains vague, unofficial and probably variable’ — and t___hey do so by taking the
Pontic spoken in Greece (the variety spoken by the overwhelming majority of
Pontic speakers) as their antomatic standard. When they assess the Pontic dialects
of Greece, on the other hand, they often label as ‘purest Pontic’ the varieties least
influenced by Standard Greek, treating the degree ‘of difference from the national
language as an index of dialectal ‘purity’. 2
Indeed, now that Greek Pontic has been relocated to Greece, and is used in
parallel with Standard Greek,'! its speakers have come tofeel that it needs a standard
form of its own. A fairly standardized orthOgraphy, after lengthy discussions in
specialized journals, has been developed;:it uses the Greek alphabet as a matter
of course (with diacritics for the sounds'that Greek lacks), and restores historical
spelling — for instance, with dlphthongs where pronunciation has monophthongs
Small details, such as the use of apostrophes to mark vowels ‘missing’ in comparison
with the national language (e.g. £ygoix’oa), show how Standard Greek is treated as
a yardstick. A supra-regional variety of Pontic (incorporating elements of Standard
Greek) has been emerging,*? arfa Greek linguists refer to it as ko) veomovTakry,
‘Common Modern Pontic’. As the name indicates, it is conceptualized in the same
terms as the standard form'of Greek (1] cowvi) veoeAAnvikr}, ‘Common Modern
Greek’), and this is probably because it is the most common wrzzten form of Greek
Pontic — even if no form of Pontic is officially standard.®® But the perception that
there must be a consensus variety is not only felt when writing: actors in the
Pontic theatre, even if not always fluent in Pontic, strive to maintain a ‘correct’
pronunciation.*

8 Archlves of the Centre for Asia Minor Studies, Athens: interview catalogued as PO129, 29. I

consider what they meant by ‘better’ below, pp. 82-3.

° Drettas (1997) 21.

1o E’féckridge (personal communication).

1 Tombaidis (1996) 230.
' Drettas (1999) 17.
713 Cf. Drettas (1997) 19.
% Drettas (1998) 84.
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The ‘language-or-dialect’ issue

The wish to emphasize both the distinctiveness of Pontic and its Greek lineagé™
has been fuelling an intense debate about whether Pontic should be classified as'a
dialect or a language. The former view is favoured by Greek scholars, while for%ign
(or foreign-based) scholars often support the latter view. Thus, for Andrlotis and
Kondosopoulos, Pontic is a dialect,’® while Tombaidis adds bluntly:

Yx 600UG EXOUV €0TW KOl OTOLXELWDELS YVAOELS TG LOTORIAS TG YAWGH G nag
dev umdgxeL Oépa . . . Onwodrnote, dev progovue va Bewerioovpe YA@OoA TNV
TLOVTLXKT). &

For those who have even just an elementary knowledge of the historgiﬁ our language
there is no question . . . We cannot possibly regard Pontic as a language.'¢

On the other hand, Dawkins wrote that Pontic is ‘almost’ a language, while
Shirokof described Pontic, Tsakonian and the varieties of Greek spoken in the
Ukraine, Italy and Corsica as ‘self-standing languages’ (CaMOCTOSITeJIBHHe SI3BIKH).
This view is echoed by Drettas, who talks of langue ‘pontique’ and of ‘langues
néo-grecques’.!’ =

Linguists have been pointing out for a long tune that there is no scientific
distinction between dialect and language'® — but_'he distinction is still commonly
made. In Greek, a further complication is the currency of a third term, diwua,
that indicates a variety only slightly divergin y from the norm — and this may be
another reason why Greeks may designate:with the term ‘dialect’ (dudAextog)
some less intelligible varieties that in Enghsh we might label ‘languages’. One often
comes across articles that argue, with appeals to various criteria, for or against the
classification of a speech variety as a Janguage or as a dialect. Pontic is only one
example. The criteria most commonf' invoked are:

(2) quantitative: number of speakefs

() political: legal and social status;

(¢) functional: suitability for muItiple uses, especially depending on whether a written
form exists; =

(d) communicative: 1ntelhg1b1hty, also related to structural dissimilarity to a related
standard language. 5;’“

All these criteria are open to debate — clearly so if applied to Pontic:

(@) The fact that- Pontlc has relatively few speakers does not prove that it is a
dialect, as there are many languages with only a handful of speakers.

(6) It is true th%it linguistic varieties classified as ‘dialects’ often have no official
status and low social status — but few of the people keen to emphasize that Pontic
is a dialect of Greek would cite as evidence the fact that Pontic lacks legal

15" Andgiotis (1995) 100-1; Kondosopoulos (1981) 10.

16 Tombalchs (1996) 211.

17 Diawkins (1937) 24; Shirokov (1972) 317; Drettas (1997) xxi—ii, 19, and (1998) 75.
=Cf. e.g. Haugen (1966) 922-7.
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recognition and has lower prestige than Standard Greek. The term ‘dialect’ (like
the term ‘accent’) commonly has belittling undertones, and often suggests:that
the speech variety in question is su/-standard, whereas the label of ‘language’ has
connotations of correctness and authority. But status cannot be the demdmg factor
anyway, both because dialects can be (and often have been) raised t¢' the rank
of languages — the essence of the process of language extension (Ausbau) — and
because many languages (like Romany in Greece), whose status is indeed poor
socially and non-existent legally, would never be classified as dlalects given their
linguistic distance (Aéstand) from the national language. <

(¢) It is also true that, in popular parlance, the term ‘dialects:normally describes
the speech varieties for which no written form has been deveéloped, either at all or
for literature.'® However, forms of Greek that are recogniseg}fiis dialects, like Cretan,
have been written and have included influential and widely read literary texts —
and Cretan could easily have become the basis of the;modern national standard.
Similarly, what we refer to as the ‘dialects’ of An_,:__”nt Greek are known to us
through their rich and largely literary written tradition. Indeed, the more general
idea that there is (or should be) one normative, umfymg, standard language — an
assumption that has had vast linguistic, cultural; social and political consequences
in modern Greece — is alien to ancient Greece In the classical period, no single
standard was recognised, probably because: ‘there was no single Greek state; and
different varieties of Greek had similar soc1al status.

Moreover, if ‘dialect’ means ‘unwritten language’, Muslim Pontic would have to
be called a dialect, but Christian Pontlc could not, because it has been extensively
written. The writing of Christian Pontlc occurred mainly after 1923, when the
Christian Pontians resettled in Greece In other countries where Greek-identified
speakers of Pontic live, varieties: ef Pontic have also had a written form. In Russia,
where Greeks, for a time, wete recognised as an ethnicity and had their own
schools and press, Pontic and: ‘non-standard varieties of Greek started being written
and printed in the late 19205. This entailed all the usual events associated with the
writing of ‘languages’; there were spelling reforms and lengthy debates about which
form of Greek should be selected as the standard — Pontic being one contender.
A general conferencé held in Moscow in 1926, during a period when Soviet
authorities encourgged minority language schools and publications, ruled that the
Greeks of Russia would no longer use Zatharevousa but rather demotic Greek with
a ‘phonetic’ speﬁing that abandoned historical orthography and the traditional
system of multlple accents and breathings.? The Greeks of Greece were horrified.
The main Greek publishing house of the USSR, Kopvvist [sic] (‘Communist’),
which had’a very popular newspaper of the same name, even published a Pontic
grammat: The newspaper was initially in simple £atharevousa but then switched to
- developing it with Russian loanwords and words close to demotic Greek.
For years after the 1926 conference, it advocated Pontic as official language of the

19 Petyt (1980) 11; Chambers and Trudgill (1998) 3.
20 Dawkins (1937) 40.



GREEK WITHNOMODELS, HISTORY OR STANDARD 73

community and of its schools.* An editorial in 1928 revealed that the journalists ;
had felt forced to switch to Pontic to be comprehensible to their target readership;*
their main worry in terms of linguistic models was that an archaic dialect like
Pontic would sound like ecclesiastical Greek?” — a very unfortunate sﬂ:uatlon for a
communist paper that was even printed in red ink.

() Structural similarity and partial intelligibility with Standard Greek are often
cited as reasons for classifying Pontic as a dialect. But these too are 1nconclu31ve
criteria, since Pontic differs more from Standard Greek than Norwegian does from
Danish, Serbian from Croatian, or Romanian from Moldavian. Conversely, the so-
called Chinese ‘dialects’ are mutually unintelligible, but are traditionally seen as part
of a single language because they share a written form. Greek has:no close relatives
amongst official languages, and this may have reinforced the Greeks’ perception
that large linguistic differences (Aédstand) are needed for language status.?* The
problem with Aébstand and intelligibility as criteria is that they are matters of degree,
and their assessment is therefore subjective. Pontic has begn said to be a dialect by
virtue of claims that it has basically the same phonemic:inventory, morphological
system and syntax as Standard Greek, and that the lexical influence of Turkish did
not alter the physiognomy of Pontic because the mﬂectlons remained Greek.* All
this is questionable.

It is, therefore, not only the choice of criteria: but also the interpretation of the
criteria that remains arbitrary. Opinions are aﬁected by extra-linguistic factors too:
many Greeks object to classifying Pontic as d'language because they feel that this
suggests that Pontic is not Greek, and that it ‘therefore raises emotional issues about
the identity of the speakers and of the land they left behind. In Turkish, Romayka
is indeed referred to by a term (Rumc. ‘unrelated to the one used for the Greek of
Greece (Yunanca), but this distinction'is not unlike the one made in Greece — with
good reason — between AABovucd. (Albanian) and AgBavituca (a related dialect
spoken in Greece) or between Povpavuccx (Romanian) and BAdxuca (a related
dialect spoken in Greece).

Turkish standards

Although there is no stanéférd form of Greek recognised in Pontus today, it would
be very misleading to safy that there is no linguistic norm that is recognised and
promoted amongst Muslim Pontic speakers. There is one, and that is Turkish.
Turkish, of course, i i unrelated to Greek — it is a language of the Turkic branch of
the Altaic family, rélated to Uzbek, Tatar, Kazakh, Uighur, Kyrghyz, Azerbaijanian
and Turkmen. "Furkish scholarship often classifies all these languages as dialects of
Turkish;? but even if we disregard these, and count only the speakers of Turkey’s

21 Karpézilos (1988/9) 62.

2 Rarpbzilos (1996/7) 31.

2 Trudgill (2001) 23.

24 Tombaidis (1988) 19.

25 Cf. Hengirmen (1997) 496-510.
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Turkish (7iirkiye Tiirkgesi), Turkish speakers number nearly seventy million. The
alphabet they use, which is an expanded form of the Latin alphabet, is the only one
known to Romayka speakers.

Turkish is officially a ‘language’; as such, it has — like Greek — recelved many
artificial interventions designed to standardize it, expand it and above. aﬂ ‘purify’
it from the foreign elements it has adopted. The Turkish language reform which
took off in the 1930s and is, to a degree, still operative — went to extreme lengths,
and is rightly known in Turkish history as nothing less than :the Zi/ devrimi
‘language revolution’. Although it is very common for languiiges with official
status and a written tradition to undergo artificial interventions (especially if they
belong to a country struggling to assert a separate or new natlonal identity), few
languages have experienced such radical and ongoing tampermg as Turkish and
Greek. However, Turkish prescriptivism, unlike its Greek counterpart, promoted
the adoption of new forms, and only rarely the revival of old ones.

In Pontus, Turkish is the language for all official:purposes. Even place names
have been Turkicized. In 1964, by orders of the Ministry of the Interior, the
foreign (or seemingly foreign) names of the locahtles in the region were modified
or changed entirely. Thus, for instance, A/\qewog became Uzuntaria, Zoodxog
became Usungil, Katwyxwowv became Gaykara, Znowé became Biliimli. Many
locals, nonetheless, still use the old Greek and Laz names of villages, and at times
are not sure about the new ones. ,

As a result of the status of Turkish as their only standard, speakers of Romayka —
although not sure about what ‘correct’ Romayka could be — have very clear views as
to what is and is not correct Turkish. They also feel that the Turkish dialect of their
area, which is also spoken by very many monolingual Turks, is not proper Turkish.
Interestingly, scholars have ascribed the differences between Black Sea Turkish
and the standard language, such as the striking violation of vowel harmony (the
fundamental and a]l—pervasg_-""“ principle of Turkish phonology),? to the substrate
influence of Greek.?

Turkish is taught in all.:schools in Pontus, and is the only langnage that is taught.
This has profound eﬂects since education in Turkey is free and, in principle,
mandatory for both séxes until the age of fourteen. Despite the fact that to this
day many Muslim: Pontians report that they did not know Turkish until they
went to school (mdlcatlng that their Turkish was learnt rather than acquired: late
bilingualism i in; lts technical sense),?® Turkish is also the only medium of school
instruction. & :

This attltude on the part of the schools is not peculiar to Turkey: in most, if not
all, countrles and long before the development of modern media, schools have

been an.instrument of the state in the promotion of the official line on language use.

have myself often heard forms such as gittuk, yukari, olmadi, gini for gittik, yukari, olmadi,

~21 Cf. Brendemoen (2002) 204-7.
28 Cf. Hoffmann (1991) 35.
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The expectation is that pupils will adapt to the school system and not the other way -
round —which does not surprise any of us, given our own prescriptivist schooling. In,l
Europe too, it has been the norm for schools to ignore or even to disallow the home
language of their pupils, and very seldom has this been due to practical problems
such as outside teachers lacking the knowledge of the community language. It
is rare for schools to use an unwritten local language to introduce a wide
language, despite recommendations by many educationalists who believe that this
would ‘ease in’” the pupils, help them achieve, and contribute to their self—esteem »
It would also favour additive bilingualism.*® Many school systems across the world
do use the pupils’ home language as a medium to teach a target language but this
happens primarily when both languages have similar status, such.as when English
is taught in Greece. If the home language has less prestige and no ‘written standard,
it is sometimes used at least initially (in the so-called ‘early egut programmes’) but,
at a later stage, the target language is employed for all purposes. Thus, for instance,
in northern Switzerland, Schwyzertiiitch (the mother-tongue of most Swiss, but
with no written standard) is used as a medium in schools;-but university lectures are
given only in German. The much-publicized suspicion of Turkey towards ‘ethnic’
languages is not exceptional either: it mirrors Europe’s and America’s long history
of mistrust of bilinguals, who were seen as less 1nte111gent and as potentially disloyal
to their country.*

If we take the term ‘bilingual’ in its loose a]'i"i‘>'lication32 and accept that it does
not necessarily presuppose zoza/ mastery of two languages,” we must recognise that
virtually all speakers of Muslim Pontic are now bilingnal. They use extensive code-
switching, and many are more fluentin Turklsh than in Romayka. Their proficiency
in Turkish is subtractive bilingnalism,’ “as they are clearly transitionally bilingual:
Romayka is slowly being replaced by Turkish, which is already the dominant
language. Subtractive bilingualismﬁi’?é typical of communities where the recessive
language is of little advantage or prestige; additive bilingnalism (such as the very
fluent English of most Scandmav:lans or the French of the pre-revolutionary
Russian elite) would presupp 08¢ , conversely, a socio-economic utility.

There are other, largely fhacro-sociological, factors favouring the adoption of
Turkish by Romayka speakers Urbanization, coupled with increased geographical
mobility, has dismantled many rural communities. The traditional lifestyle that
kept the speakers tog: ther and 77 situ is now unsustainable, and upward social and
economic mobility is'more associated with speakers of Turkish. Males are also
required to do mlhtary service, for which full command of Turkish is necessary,
and during which'they inevitably spend fifteen months in non-Romayka-speaking
parts of the country Turkish is also the language of radio and TV, which have

2 Argumerits and counterarguments are outlined in Appel and Muysken (1987) 61-3.
30 Severaﬁ%tudies supporting this are cited in Landry and Allard (1992) 223.

31 Romdine (2000) 224-30.

32 Cg:’:ﬁoﬁmann (1991) 14: ‘bilingualism defies delimitation’.

33 Myers-Scotton (2006) 3.

34:Tn the sense of Lambert (1974).
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now become common, albeit belatedly, even in Romayka-speaking wllages
Turkish is also used locally by Romayka speakers as a Zingua franca to intfé’fact
with other Turks, some of whom use other unwritten languages at home: :§fésides
Romayka, there are other languages spoken in the area — notably Laz - wﬁich are
not normally written or broadcast, and are, like Romayka, disregarded.in schools.
Romayka fares poorly on most key indicators normally cited as crucial: for linguistic
survival:* it is demographically weak, and its speakers are culmrgily, religiously
and visually similar to the wider community; the wider community, on the other
hand, is culturally, politically, economically and demographically stronger, and
allows assimilation.

The language shift away from Pontic is not peculiar to its Turkish setting. In
Greece too, Pontic, like all other Greek dialects, is facingf;t)erminal attrition, and
is being replaced by Standard Greek. The same is hagﬁ%ning in other countries
with a sizeable Pontic-speaking population, along the other (northern and eastern)
shores of the Black Sea. In Russia and the Ukraine, Pontic is threatened not only
by Russian and Ukrainian, but by Standard Modern Greek, which is promoted
there by Greece, and has been introduced as a fé?eign language at local schools.
Something similar takes place in other countries where Greek dialects are spoken:
in Apulia, southern Italy, the local Greek is oﬁaally recognised and partly taught,
but has to compete not only with Italian but ‘with Standard Modern Greek, which
is also taught in local schools. <

Expected effects of not having a Greek standard

A unified standard encourages, in prmmple both continuity and homogeneity. It
promotes diachronic and synchromc uniformity. It is normally assumed that the
existence of a standard greatly favours the maintenance and survival of a language.
Conversely, the existence of aswritten and standardized form of the 774/ majority
language is considered a typlcal factor contributing to language shift.3¢ Many
linguistic communities have created an artificial mixed variety of their language
to be used as a common form, in the belief that this will make it more durable.
The standardization of: other varieties of Greek spoken outside Greece, such as the
Grico of Apulia, in §\Quthern Italy, has been advocated by scholars who claim that
this is a priority if the speech community wants to save its language.?” The same
thing is happemng with other Balkan languages; there is a campaign, for example,
for the standardlzatlon of Arbresh the form of Albanian spoken in Sicily, in the

standardlzed in the express hope of saving them a case in point is the creation in
SWltzerland of Rumantsch Grischun in 1982, as a ‘compromise language’ to unify
and preserve Romansh.

3?;-5}?’Appe1 and Muysken (1987) 38.
36 Paulston (2003) 402.

37 Profili (1999) 52.

38 Derhami (2002) 249.




GREEK WITH NOMODELS, HISTORY OR STANDARD 77

To assess whether this could be done with Romayka, we need to consider .
what the establishment of a particular language form as the standard commonly
entails:3°

(a) Selection: identification of a favoured variety (‘status planning’),
(4) Codification: graphization and grammatical definition (‘corpus planning’),
(¢) Elaboration: development of vocabulary and stylistic variants,

(&) Endorsement and implementation by the state (political support),

(¢) Endorsement and implementation by the community (public support).

None of these factors exist for Romayka: :

(@) Romayka has many equal varieties, differing significantly’in vocabulary,
morphology and syntax.*® Lack of uniformity is a weakening factor for a language.
A standard, conversely, is more than an aid to interdialectal communication: it is
a partial protection from linguistic (and, according to some; ‘social and political)
fragmentation.** In Greece, this used to be pointed out Wlﬂ’l reference to spoken
Greek by those who supported katharevousa as the only unified and unifying
language of a nation that they perceived as being undef:threat.

(4) Except for the occasional word quoted in a text in another language, a couple
of internet sites, and sporadic and unsystematic use in private messages, Romayka
is not written at all. Therefore, it also lacks the mest common material required for
the emergence of a standard: a written tradition, with an agreed canon of ‘best’
literature. Standardization is a practice essgﬁi:ial]y concerned with the written
language: in Greece too, the perennial battle between Zatharevousa and demotic
was about the selection of a written standard. Some hoped that £azharevousawould
also gradually become the spoken langtiage of Greece, but even the advocates
of katharevousa mostly used demotic:when chatting. Their assumption, that an
artificial, archaizing, ‘purified’ form of written Greek could eventually replace the
vernacular, only shows the power ; attrlbuted to texts: the very fact that a language
variety is written gives it an air 6f concreteness, permanence and authority. This
explicit graphocentrism has leng held sway, not only in public perceptions of
language but alsoin the hlstory of scholarship.* The prestige of ‘dead’ languages like
classical Greek and Latin, séen as the absolute prototypes of perfection, correctness
and intellectual propriety, “has reinforced the perception that linguistic models are
fixed, that languages have diachronically a best phase and synchronically a bon
usage, and that the written form is what matters and constitutes the ‘real’ language.
Demotic Greek W@gﬁ?;bften thought to have no grammar and, like many languages
that had to coexis_,__ﬁvith a second, more prestigious language that had a long written
history (like Yiddish with Hebrew, Catalan with Spanish), was not thought to be a
langunage at all.

(¢) The very few writers with a Romayka-speaking background, such

39 Cf. Haugen (1966) 933 and Edwards (1994) 173.
40 Cf, Mackridge (1987) 120.

1 @f. Myers-Scotton (2006) 392.

=Cf. Joseph (1987) 37 and Linell (2005) 11-12.
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as Muhammet Cakiral, even if writing about local people in a local setting,
understandably choose to write in Turkish, at most transcribing the occasional
Romayka word.** When I asked Cakiral why he did not write his stoties in
Romayka, his response was that Romayka does not even have a standard alphabet
and that there is no grammar book for it — in other words, no established norm. But
Thurkish, being officially ‘a language’, has also a wider audience and —€rucially — a
wider vocabulary and stylistic repertoire. It is, after all, characteristic of standard
Janguages that they have minimal variation in form but maximal variation in
function:* richer lexicon and multiple registers. It must be recognised that Turkish
provides Romayka speakers with a vast technical, formal anclﬁél:)stract vocabulary
that they otherwise would not have. Romayka is stylisticgii%r more limited, and
monostylism is considered another symptom of impendingfﬁmguage death.

(d) Romayka has no legal recognition. However, over ninety-five per cent of the
world’s languages are not officially recognised in the states where they are spoken;*
furthermore, institutional acknowledgement and support, such as official status
or school teaching, cannot compensate for the restricted use of an endangered
language by its speakers or for its limited mtergeneratlonal transmission.*” Formal
recognition of a language does not guarantee. its survival, nor its status beyond
the law books: in countries that officially recognise more than one language
(Netherlands, Israel, Luxembourg, Singagf;re, Finland, India, Belgium, South
Africa, Canada, to name but a few) eachanguage has a different socia/ standing.
Legal provisions only give a weaker language a slightly better chance of survival,
and only in some cases do they enable: its speakers to remain monolingual. Indeed,
many languages have official status 1n a country where they are nonetheless dying
(for instance, Romansh in SW1tzerland Irish in Ireland); this includes ‘situational’
minority languages,*® which are very strong in another, even neighbouring, country
(like Swedish, which is dlsappearmg in Finland but thriving in Sweden). School
teaching is, likewise, useful but not decisive. As has been wryly pointed out by
Joshua Fishman,* schools cannot ensure active knowledge of algebra a few years
after graduation, unless there is a continuous interest and use afterwards; and the
same surely applies to Ianguage maintenance.

(¢) Romayka speakers do not seek formal recognition of their language and do
not endeavour to spread its use. In global terms, people actively fighting to save their
language are usually very rare: a few activists guided by theoretical or sentimental
reasons which thé broader community endorses in principle but ignores in practice.
Furthermore,gRomayka, unlike languages such as Hebrew and Irish, lacks political
motivation;j‘t'he speakers have no distinct ethnic and political identity, and no

* Qakiral (2006a), (2006b).
** Haugen (1966) 931.
45 Appel and Muysken (1987) 44.
46:Romaine (2002) 194.
__:;47 Fishman (1997) 192-4.
48 So called by Trudgill (2001) 25.
4 Fishman (1992) 400.
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separatist aspirations, which are often key factors in the development and retention
of a different language variety. Indeed, the few Romayka speakers who might Want,: |
to do something to save their language may be discouraged by the fear that their
aims may be misconstrued as being political.

As the continuing demise of Irish and the unexpected success of Modern
Hebrew’ have shown, what really decides the fate of an endangered 1anguage is
not institutional support but the speakers’ own attitude. Becoming bilingual may
be a necessity, but abandoning the use of the community’s languagein internal
communication is, to some degree, a choice. Romayka will probably disappear,
ultimately, because its speakers will not bother to keep it going.

Across the globe, the prospects for endangered languages are not encouraging.
It is estimated that, in the last five hundred years, half the world’s languages have
vanished,’® mainly with no trace, and that half of those lefg:ii"irill become extinct
in this century, with eighty per cent of the remainder being close to extinction.s!
Although we mourn the demise of Greek in Asia Minor (probably because we see
it happening), we ourselves easily forget that, in earlier‘ﬁﬁles, the spread of Greek
in Asia Minor (like that of Turkish later) obliterated several pre-existing languages
too.

Greek and purism

Borrowing foreign words is the first and most common structural change resulting
from language contact, and is popularly identified as the beginning of the slippery
slope towards language death. The scholarly contribution to the establishment
and maintenance of a standard has oftqri"'involved purging foreign words (or, less
often, phrases and syntactic constructiéis)” by studiously producing new ‘native’
languages nevertheless often favour measures to prevent one language from being
gradually replaced by another. -
The artificial creation of new'words from native roots is very common and often
successful. A language-engineering programme of this kind has been effected on
a vast scale in Israeli Mode;‘-‘:ﬁ Hebrew, and the substitution of borrowed elements
by native ones, often desiigned ad hoc, has been carried out in many languages,
such as Swedish, Hebrew Tamil, Croatian, French, Icelandic, Welsh, German,
and Lithuanian.
In Greek and in.Turkish, foreign words have been strongly objected to, and
have often been successfully expurgated and replaced. Puristic intervention in
both languages Was a response to political rather than linguistic issues, as shown
by the fact th’a’r the words the Greek purists wanted to expunge because they
shi (a few random examples: cordxt ‘[back] street’; icovoovgt ‘flaw’;
XoiBdve * ammal brute’; vréptt “tribulation’; TCdp ‘glass’; Aeicég ‘stain’) were

% Sasse (1992) 7.
51 Hale (1998) 192.
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often the same words that Turkish purists wanted to expunge because they were
not Turkish (sokak, kusur, hayvan are from Arabic, dert, cam, leke from Persian).
Now the efforts of purists in both countries are focused, with little success, on
loanwords from English.

Today, Standard Modern Greek, unlike Romayka, may have all the words it
needs, but this is also because its lexicon is not only taken from demotic Greek: it
has been considerably (and some may say artificially) enriched by £azharevousa.
Many missing words have been taken from the immense learned tradition (there is
indeed some truth to the cliché that ‘the Greeks have a word for it’). For modern
concepts, an ancient word has often been revived, given a novel semantic nuance
and a new lease on life, e.g. VTdAANAOG, ‘subordinate > employee’; UrouEYdg,
‘assistant > minister’; BoLAY, ‘council > parliament’; 1Qdtog, ‘sovereignty > state’.
Other words have been made up from Ancient Greek roots, often in imitation of
the western European originals, classic examples being French réa/iser becoming
noarypatorow®, German Weltanschauung becoming koopoBewoia, and English
skyscraper becoming ovpavo&vomg.> This may seem contrived and cosmetic,
but it is effective. The same thing has been done in Turkish, where countless new
words and morphemes have been coined, often as replacements of foreign ones.
This type of artificial lexical enrichment not only aims at expanding or modernizing
a language’s vocabulary, but also at ‘protecting’ the language, at least superficially,
from foreign elements. In Greece this is still successtully done: even if English is
making inroads, numerous new Greek words are being created by calque, with
morphemes almost invariably taken from Ancient or Medieval Greek. Opening
a Greek web browser, one sees that a webpage is an iotooeAida, the navigation
toolbar is the ¢0yaielo0rjkn mAorjynong, the cache is the AavOavovoa pvrjun,
and the blocking of pop-up windows is the @oayr| dvadvopévwy TaQaBvEWV.
The puristic tradition of lexical coinage from native roots, typical of katharevousa,
is alive and well.

Romayka and purism

The deliberate — and essentially learned — lexical engineering just discussed has not
happened and cannot happen in Romayka. One reason is that ‘it is incontrovertible
that puristic activity is usually associated with written, standard languages’.**
Then again, purism presupposes an awareness of the history of one’s language
which is unavailable to Romayka speakers. It is also unlikely that they would turn
to Standard Modern Greek as a source of borrowing — in the way Turkish has
looked to other Turkic languages, Estonian to Finnish, and Romanian to other
Romance languages — because Greek is the language associated with Greece and
with Christianity. Lexical and phrasal enrichment does take place in Romayka,
but the source normally is Turkish. In modern Greece, awareness of the history of
Greek made it clear that Western European words like zelephone and photograph

53 Cf. Mackridge (1985) 312.
54 Thomas (1991) 2.
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had been coined with Ancient Greek roots; accordingly, they were re-Hellenized
as Aépwvo and pwroygadio. In Romayka, the Turkish terms have been:
adopted, with minimal morphological and phonologlcal adaptation: /tele’ f:)m/ 5/
foto’yrafi/ < Turkish telefor and fotograf + Romayka -z. :
In Romayka, borrowings from Turkish appear to have no limits: no restrlctlons
are imposed socially or formally, and even the constraints normally expected in
code-switching barely apply. The two languages are converging, as can be seen
from the use of intra-sentential switching:% not only are content morphemes
(lexical items) of one language embedded into the morphosyntactic:frame of the
other, but syntactic configurations and morphological patterns taken from both
languages are also blended together. It is becoming difficult to say’ “that Turkish is
not a native language (in itself a very elusive concept) of Romayka speakers.
Why is there no purism in Romayka? Why do speakers accept the dominance
and the gradual take-over by Turkish? The reason is not only the standard status of
Turkish. It is true that any standard language is ‘the codified wishes of the socially
dominant’,*® and that the adoption of a foreign language by an entire community,
either as first or second language, is also usually due to the political, social, economic
or cultural clout (nationally or internationally) of its’speakers. But this happens if
that privileged position is recognised and accepteqz:ﬁy the speakers of other dialects
or other languages. A puristic attitude, on the_,__ig})?fiher hand, is very often part of
a nationalist stance. Theoreticians of purism:as a cross-linguistic phenomenon
see it as part of a dualistic perception of thesworld.> This might be an adequate
description of the ‘Greek/non-Greek’ dlchetomy in the world-view of ancient and,
mutatis mutandis, modern Greeks, but it‘is not the way that Romayka speakers
see other Turks. For Romayka speakers, Turkish is the language of their fellow-
nationals; in Pontus, therefore, the crusades to ‘de-Turkify’ the language that were
launched in Greece®® (as well as in’ ‘other ex-Ottoman areas, such as Bulgaria)®
are neither feasible nor desired. Even the peoples who do fight against the foreign
elements found in their language ‘often do so selectively: Romanians endeavoured
to expunge Slavic elements,:Ebut gladly adopted forms from French and Italian
because that was the directioh in which they wished to take their identity.
Another key factor is”that, since their language has not been codified,
systematized and given-a model form, Romayka speakers have no notions of
‘purity’ is-a-vis otherlanguages — just as they have no notions of correctness to
be used against a4 /¢ grammatical or syntactic constructions, and no notion that
one local variety of ‘Romayka is ‘higher’ than another. They seem free from the
classic linguistic féars that beset speakers of standardized languages. The history of
English also shows that anxiety about linguistic change and correctness peaked in

e Myers—Scotton (2002) 105.

36 Edwards (1994) 7.

57 Thonas (1991) 37.

38 Cf. Dizikirikis’ popular book, Lez Us De-Turkify Our Language — An Essay for the Liberation of
Greek fram the Words that haove Turkisk Origin.
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the eighteenth century, when spelling became more standardized. Standard1zat1en
after all, is essentially the suppression of optional variability (and so, in theory,
of diachronic change),®® with some flexibility allowed only in speech. Romayka
speakers have no standard (besides Turkish) and no worries: whenever:T asked
them how one decides which Romayka form is, in their view, right or better they
answered ‘serbest’, the Turkish for free(ly). This seems to contradict’t
perception that:

All users of language in all speech communities apparently hold evaliiative attitudes
towards variant forms: some variants are regarded as ‘better’ or ‘miore beautiful’ or

‘more appropriate’ or ‘more correct’ than others.®

Making up words, and even morphological and syntactic patterns, is a recognised
possibility for speakers of languages without a standard or at least without a
standard known to the speakers.®* This does not mean that their language lacks
structure: it does not have fewer linguistic rules —. ﬁmly fewer linguistic norms.
Effective communication and competence (in the*Chomskyan sense) certainly
requires a shared language, but we all have an idioléct and some room for creativity.
And this is particularly acceptable in Romayka. For instance, I have heard the same
(very fluent) Romayka speaker refer to the Greeks (of Greece) by four different but
perfectly transparent terms:

(a) /ela'doti/
Greek *EAAad+THOL, as in E/\/\aﬁ(a) (UTQOK’IL)G)T(E;) (&vOowm)ot
(6) /€leni/

Greek *EAArjv+oy asin “EAANV( eg) ( "AyyA)or

(¢) /ju'nani/

Turkish yunan ‘Greek’ + Greek
() /junanistan’lides/
Turkish yunanistan ‘Greece’ + Turkish -/ or Greek -A1j + Greek -dec,

as in Turkish Tiirksye-i ‘from Turkey’, or Hellenized Turkish pegouc-Ar-dec.

Unexpected effects of ot having a Greek standard

What does a variety ¢ 6f Greek look like, if it is unexposed to the Greek classicizing
tradition and anaLoAa'tQaa? The paradox is that, apart from the copious Turkish
elements (to be expected since the speakers are in Turkey), Muslim Pontic Greek
has remained, ifi some respects, far more archaic than Modern Greek — even more
archaic than *Christian’ Pontic. A big paradox indeed, if we consider the extensive
and strenuois efforts made by the Greeks, for centuries, to make #eir Greek more
archaic. This is why Greek-educated Pontians felt that Muslim Pontic was the
sreek’. In unpublished interviews, several of the Christian refugees who
moqu§;from the Of area to Greece in the 1920s made relevant comments:

. Milroy and Milroy (1985) 8.
61 Ferguson (1994) 18. Cf. an almost identical statement in Wald (1985) 123.
2 Cf. Le Page and Tabouret-Keller (1985) 11.
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ot Tobpxol g Znowog yvweiCave kaAa ta éAAnvucd. Ot yolég kat ot yégot
pmAoboave T kaBouto EAANVIKG, TNV doxain YAwooo.®

The Turks of Zisiné [a village in the area] knew Greek well. The old women and men
spoke real Greek, the ancient language.

Avtol piAovoave T EAATVIKA OTws ot agxmm "E)\/\qveg Epeig A 1ca/{a

dév tovg kataAaPaivape . . . éred) avtol dév égxdtav tOoo o svtacpr] pé
“EAANveg dAAwv megupeget@v Tov Iovtov, kgdtnoav TV ToTuky) uag y)?\coooa
KaAvTeQa. bt

They used to speak Greek like the ancient Greeks. We would barely understand
them . . . they preserved our local language better because they were not commg into
contact much with Greeks from other areas of Pontus.

Ao pag o kabagd pAovoave té EAAVIKE T &oxain.s
They spoke purer Greek than we did — Ancient Greek.

Scholars of Greek Pontic also report that Muslim Ponticﬁfgifi%lects are regarded as
‘modeles de pureté archaique’ that Greece has lost.% In acéordance with a common
principle of dialect geography, Greek peripheral dialectsthave archaic traits; but the
Greek of the Of region has traits lost everywhere else;

Within traditional Greek dialectology there has been a tendency to hunt single-
mindedly for archaic elements, and eventotry to claim continuity between Modern
and Ancient Greek dialects,®” downplaying innovations and foreign elements. This
approach, with its obvious ideological underpmnmgs highlights the low status and
limited interest afforded to dialects in themselves — except to the ancient ones,
which have the prestige of ‘languages’ thanks to their written tradition. While we
should endeavour to avoid such pitfalls, we would do well to emphasize the archaic
nature of Romayka, if only because of t; e implicit irony: its archaic character is due
to the very fact that Romayka has been isolated from the Greek tradition. Let us
review some archaic features found‘in Romayka.

(a) Pronunciation

(i) Romayka shows retention of initial unstressed vowels /¢/, /i/, /o/, /u/:
/eksero/, /epiya/, / slgﬁéosa/ , /ospiti/ — Modern Greek usually £éow, iy,
kAeldwoa, onite etc. ‘Christian’ Pontic too would retain the initial vowel
but, like most nog;ﬁern Greek dialects, it would also delete the post-tonic /i/
and /u/: oomit, etc.

(ii) There is no syhizesis of final diphthongs /'ia/ /'eo/ /'io/: /mir>'dia/, /ki'llia/,
/pa'leo/ — unlike Modern Greek pvowdid ‘smell’, oAt ‘stomach’, maALd
‘old’, etc.

(iii) Romayka, like Greek Pontic, has also an intriguing open /¢/ sound (for

S (PO125) 24-5.
% (PO129) 30, 33.
& (PO133) 127.

8 Drettas (1998) 87.
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(iv)
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Modern Greek /i/) where Greek spelling has an 1): /er@en/, /pseno/; /
ekusa/, /eyapesa/ — representing Greek 1)00ev, Ynvw, fjxovoa, fydmoa.
Greek scholars are certain that this is the ancient pronunciation preserved ;68
it is an extremely seductive thought, though doubts have been raised.®

One remarkable feature, both philologically and somohngulstlggtlly, is the
pronunciation of third-person personal pronouns. Pontian refuge;é% in Greece
came to be derogatorily nicknamed aottndec to mock their pronunciation
of the pronoun awtdg: in Modern Greek it is pronounced /aftds/, but /autos/
in Pontic. The latter, however, is much closer to the classical pronunciation.

We may note that even the highly educated Greek archaizers never advocated
that a more ancient pronunciation should be revived. Eﬁentially, they ignored
the profound changes in the phonetics of individual .Sounds from classical to
contemporary Greek. Indeed, Modern Greeks pronounce even Ancient Greek as
if it were Modern — just as, to a very large degree, they spell Modern Greek as if it

were Ancient.

(6) Morphology

(i) The ancient imperative in -(s)ozn survxveS' /akuson/, /suron/, /&ulepson/,
Japson/— for Modern Greek dxovoe ‘listen!’ , ovge ‘pulll’, dovAepe ‘work!”,
e ‘lit!”, corresponding to ancient dicovoov, etc.

(ii) One also hears several old verbal:forms such as /eton/ ‘was’- for Modern
demotic Greek fjtav but older ﬁ*fbv —or /ekseven/ ‘came out’ — for Modern
Byrie but Ancient ¢E-¢Bnv. |

(iii)) The vocalic temporal augmen’c is still used: /eyapesan/, / ekusa/ — for Modern
demotic Greek aymmcmv ‘dcovoa.

(iv) Some old possessives are: still in use, like /emon/ — for Modern Greek Hag,
but Ancient Greek 7 npwv

(v) 'The ancient aorist passive has not merged with the perfect: /efoveOe/,

/estaBe/, [epseBOe/:= unlike Modern Greek ¢popriOnice ‘(s)he got scared’,

otdOnke ‘(s)he stood’, Prjbrice ‘it was cooked’, but like Ancient Greek
¢doprion, acr'caﬂq, &1 On. These ancient forms were highly recommended
and valued by-purists, but all Greek scholars admitted that one could not hope
to hear theni'in spoken Greek, not even in the most educated conversations.

Tzartzangs, for instance, writing in the £atharevousa years, acknowledged
that eveﬂ a university professor conversing with another university professor
would never say, for ‘Islept’, &icoyur}Onv (the classical form, which nowwould
be pronounced /ekimiBin/, corresponding to modern wcoyr|Onia)”™. In
Romayka, however, even an illiterate speaker says that (s)he /ekimeBe/.”!

= Savvidis (1973) 36-9, Tombaidis (1996) 265, and Andriotis (1995) 96

_:,;69 Horrocks (1997) 312-13

g 70 Tzartzanos (1934) 17.
1 Easternmost subdialects palatalize velar stops before front vowels: tfime0e, in this case.
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(c) Syntax

(i) 'Weak pronouns always follow the verb: /eyrikisa to/ ‘I understood it’. I
Standard Greek this happens only after imperatives and gerunds.

(i) Some varieties of Romayka also form the future tense like Medieval Greek
with va&: /na tro:/ ‘I will eat’ (Standard Greek Oa ¢pdw). The partlcle O«,

used also in Christian Pontic, is known only to some Romayka speakers

(iii) As first noted by Mackridge, the infinitive, which has vanished from'Modern
Greek, from Christian Pontic, and from all dialects in Greece, 1s,§t1]1 used in
some Romayka-speaking villages after the past tenses of /poro/-and /Belo/,
as in Medieval Greek.”? Romayka speakers say: /utf epar;ééa tfime0Bine/
‘T couldn’t sleep’, like Medieval Greek ovk &umoéoeoa KbunOfvar, /utf
eO¢elese erBine/ ‘he did not want to come’, like Ancient Greek oK 110éAnoe
¢AB¢€lv, blurring -€itv and -fjvac F

(d) Semantics

(1) /tero/ still means ‘to look’, as it did in Ancient Greek unlike Modern Greek
0@, which means (mainly) ‘to keep’. :

(ii) /fevyo/ still means ‘to flee’, as it did in Ancrent Greek unlike Modern Greek
devyw ‘to leave’. :

(e) Vocabulary E

(i) /kako/ ‘better’: in Modern Greek, snormally, kaAUtega, but classical
KEAALOV. &

(i) /yriko/ ‘I understand’: in Mode;jﬁ Greek normally kataAafaivw, but
Medieval aygoucw 5

(iii) /liho/ ‘Ilick’: in Modern Greek: normaﬂy YAgidpw, but classical Aeiyxw.

(iv) /mizoderi/ = ‘elders’: lit. pstCmeQOL, like £ozne peiCoveg, for Modern Greek
peyaAUTEQOL

(v) /kruo/ = ‘I hit’: Modern G_ " ek normally xtuomd, classical kgoOw, ‘Christian’
Pontic KQovyw »

(vi) /u(tf)/ = ‘not’, in the C
Classical ovi. B

and Siirmene areas only: in Modern Greek d¢v, but

(f) Accidental’ puris
Some writers in Greece have suggested that Greek words they knew from Christian
Pontic should be oﬂimally taken over to replace foreign ones used in Greek — the
prospective change to be effected by inclusion in the authoritative Lexicon of the
Academy of Athens — and that more terms of this kind should be sought in Pontic
dialects. So, fot instance, it has been recommended that instead of saying icovviddog
‘wife’s brother (from Venetian cugnado, unknown to Romayka speakers), Standard
Greek would do better (‘aovykpitws kaAAitega’), like Pontic, to use the native,
ancient i eAANVIK@TATO’) term yuvaucddeAdoc. In the same vein, it has been

7 Mackidge (1995) 159 and (1999) 27,
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urged that Greek replace prortCavéxng, ‘wife’s sister’s husband’ (from Turklsh

bacanak), with the Ancient Greek oUyyapufooc, a word still used in Pontic.”®

While Romayka is innovative in many respects that would not have pleased
traditionalists, it would have delighted advocates of the lexical engmeermg of
katharevousa with its countless spontaneous creations such as: &

(i) /pertfepayo/ ‘to accompany’ (< meQ[vw] Kat méyw ‘take and. go ).

(i) /ajinetfiyos/ ‘unmarried [male]’ (for *a-yvvaik-ryog, whereas in Modern
Greek one says, somewhat confusingly, av-0m-avdgocg).  :

Greek purists would have been all the more thrilled with Romayka s use of certain

native Greek terms (with occasional parallels in other dialects) instead of the

‘foreign’ ones used in Greek. Amongst these are: :

(iii) /aBoyala/ ‘milk-cream’, instead of the polysemous Standard Greek xgépa
(from Italian crema), or instead of Greek 1caqwaq,, “which is from Turkish
kaymak.

(iv) /leftokari/ ‘hazel-nut’ (in katharevousa Asﬂ'tomgvov and exceptionally, in
some forms of demotic Greek, AedytOicago),itather than Greek cl)ovv'tovm
< Turkish findik (although ultimately from Greek movtuc-, possibly via
Arabic).

These terms highlight the paradox of Romayka A Turkish word may be used by
Greeks in Greece, who, for instance, say ywovett ‘yoghurt’; this is from Turkish
yogurt, a Turkish word adopted by almest all national, standardized European
languages (despite #keir purism), as well:@s by many other languages, from Hebrew
to Japanese. Romayka speakers, on the: other hand — although they make no attempt
to ‘purify’ their language, use Turklsh every day, and live in Turkey — use a Greek
word for it: /ksinoyala/.
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