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This is an initial attempt at a typological grouping of Modern Greek dialects by means of a comparative study
of relative clauses. The dialects are divided into groups based on two criteria. The first involves the markers
which introduce relative clauses, which may continue an inherited relative element or interrogative pronoun,
or be of mixed origin, resulting from processes of reanalysis, reinforcement, hybridization etc. The second
criterion examines the processes of relativization based on the Accessibility Hierarchy of relative clauses
(Keenan and Comrie 1977). The aim is to determine the distribution of the relativizing elements chosen by
each dialect in the syntactic roles which are relativized. The emphasis is on the dialects of Asia Minor,
Southern Italian and Tsakonian, mainly because their peculiarities support the working hypothesis that they
possess means of relativization which differ from those of SMG.

1 Introduction

Discussion of the typology of relative clauses in the Modern Greek dialects assumes that they
differ amongst themselves in at least some of the following areas:

a) The way in which they are linked to the main clause (e.g. by an uninflected complementizer,
by an inflected pronoun, without any linking word, by nominalization of the relative clause etc.).
b) The way that the syntactic role of the head noun is marked (e.g. by the case of the relative
pronoun, by the use of a co-relative clitic, by an empty syntactic position, by repetition of the
head noun etc.).

c¢) The positioning of the head noun in relation to the relative clause (e.g. preceding it, following
it, inside it, in both the main clause and the relative clause etc.).

SMG makes use of only a small part of the wide spectrum of choices available, but in the
dialects, especially those which for historical reasons have found themselves on the periphery of
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the Greek-speaking world and have been influenced by contact with other languages (e.g.
Southern Italian and Asia Minor dialects) or have followed their own unique course of
development (e.g. Tsakonian), we find considerable variety in terms of both morphological and
syntactic characteristics. Here we present an examination of these dialects, emphasizing on the
first two issues.

2 Typology of relativizers

Tzitzilis (to appear), in the context of the historical typology of relativizers in the Modern Greek
dialects, proposes, regardless of the presence or absence of the head noun, a general schema (see
figure 1 below) which is initially based on a binary division between those which originated as
inflected pronouns and those which originated as uninflected words (i.e. adverbs of place). The
inflected relativizers in their turn may be divided into two groups: simple relativizers, which are
derived from a demonstrative or interrogative pronoun, and complex relativizers, which are
composed of a relativizing element and an interrogative pronoun.

relativizers
(free & headed)

inflected pronouns adverbs of place

complex:

simple o S .
p relativizing prefix + interrogative

demonstratives interrogatives

|_ t-forms |

e.g. Tov, ™V, 10, T0. €tC.

Ti¢

=~ moioc (moiog)

== clefts: ri¢ + ‘is’ + relativizer

Figure 1. Typological schema of relativizers in MGD (Tzitzilis, to appear)
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2.1 Simple relativizers from demonstratives

The only relativizer of demonstrative origin in free and non-free relative clauses is that which is
to be identified with the forms of the definite article beginning with z-. There are many examples
in Hellenistic Koine and Medieval Greek, e.g.:

1) Tov 0pTOV 0V Aoufavete wopo  Ameitog
Xop 1 . p :
the  grass.M REL.ACC.M.SG you.receive.PL from Apis

‘the grass you receive from Apis’
(P.Oxy. 14, 1678, 15; 3rd c. CE)

(2) o1 Kofallopioes tovg EKPOTNOEV
the  knights REL.ACC.M.PL he.kept
‘the knights he took’

(Machairas, 54.37; 15th c. CE)

But, as has often been noted in the literature (e.g. Dieterich, 1970:199, Bakker 1974:96,
Manolessou 2004, among others), this form has left few traces in the Modern Greek dialects.
Manolessou (2004) claims that this relativizer, as an alternative to an inflected pronoun,
disappeared (except in Pontic) because it could not be used for relativization of the subject
(masculine and feminine) or in non-restrictive relative clauses, and because it became
phonetically and syntactically indistinguishable from the (now preposed) 3™ person clitic
pronouns. This view is not adequately supported by the data from the dialects examined here.
For example, the demonstrative relativizer has almost disappeared from Tsakonian too, even
though this is one of the dialects in which clitic object pronouns remain in postverbal position, in
addition to being phonetically and etymologically distinct from the relativizer in question. There
are very few examples of this type of relativizer in this dialect, consisting solely of stereotyped
free relative clauses, e.g.:

(3) 7a oue Eépovvre oue aodbve ot'
REL notwe.are  knowing not.we.are  saying them.N

‘that which we don't know we don’t say’
(Costakis 1987, 3:206)

Furthermore, the demonstrative relativizer is widely used not only in Pontic but also in the
Cappadocian and Crimean-Azov dialects (cf. also Nicholas 1998:346, 506-521, who reaches the
same conclusion). In all the examples in 4 the markers 7o and ra relativize subjects of both
masculine and feminine grammatical gender, in 5 the relative clause is non-restrictive and in 6
both the clauses are free. In both 5 and 6a the two relativizers have the role of masculine and
feminine subjects respectively:

(4) a. egel  ta QLAGYVOVY  ylacoxTINOE  Aéve
there REL they.guard  guardians they.say
‘those guards who are guarding say’
(Cappadocian; Dawkins, 1916:424)

' Note the etymological difference between the relativizer za and the co-referent personal pronoun ot.
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b. 700 (< 70) Tépaoy Unvog
REL it.passed month
‘the month that passed’
(Crimean-Azov; Tzitzilis & Zuravliova, to appear)

C. 00 KEPOAL TOL T nptave 70 oovAeieg
on.the head his  REL they.came the  works
‘[he told them] the works that came upon his head’ (= ‘his sufferings’)
(Pontic; Archeion Pontou (AP)1:186)

(5) exeiv’ aclon T, 70 gV 00 oovdéyv guesn T, boghépoe
that sister his  REL is in.the box middle of.it  she.shouted
‘his sister, who was inside the box, shouted’
(Cappadocian; Dawkins, 1916:392)

(6) a. ot oeksia to baiv Alapo  épetou
to.the right REL  he.goes alife he.comes
‘whoever goes to the right comes back alive’
(Cappadocian; Dawkins, 1916:414)

b. 70 ptOow ke  YAOQ® TO
REL  Lspit not lick it
‘that which I spit I don’t lick’
(Pontic; Oikonomidis, 1958:244)

These data can be interpreted as follows: in reality all that remains of the inflected
demonstrative pronoun is the uninflected grammaticalized form 7o (originally neuter singular) or
7o, (originally neuter plural) which is the equivalent of SMG rouv, i.e. it has acquired the status of
a “general relative marker” (for the term see Tzitzilis, to appear). Only in two or three fossilized
examples, which are very similar to one another and come from metrical texts, do we find
preserved in Pontic and Crimean-Azov the accusative feminine form v, e.g.:

(7) a. gudeyay ™mv Yo
they.bewitched REL.ACC.F.SG llove
‘they cast a spell upon the one I love’
(Pontic; Papadopoulos, 1955:67)

b. ppe  npra vo oov ™mv Yo o ayamod
hey I.came to see.SBJV REL.ACC.F.SG 1 love
‘I came to see the one I love’
(Crimean-Azov; Cerny$ova, 1958:48)
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Naturally then, 7o and ra show a strong tendency to become interchangeable, i.e. there can be
no number distinction, as shown by the examples given below: in 8 za relativizes the singular
wourod and in 9 7o relativizes the plurals za orapdlio and ta pecéiia respectively:

(8) aepéyave 0 Epayoy Youioo 70, TSio,
they.gathered REL  they.ate of.bread the crumbs
‘they collected the crumbs of the bread they had eaten’
(Cappadocian; Dawkins, 1916:400)

(9) a. 70 diixig, 7o de Svptav’ et poj’ T aropvlio,
the fox REL not it.gets to eat the  grapes
as’ 70 appipes
it.makes them sour.grapes

‘the fox, the grapes that he can’t manage to eat, pretends they are sour grapes’
(Cappadocian; Fosteris & Kesisoglou, 1960:90)

b. e Hog  ta UETEAI TO e&éptg
telL.IMP.2SG  us the  tales REL  you.know
‘tell us the tales you know’
(Pontic; Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

A characteristic indicating that the demonstrative relativizer’s lack of the nominative forms
o, 1, ot has left its mark in these dialects too is the fact that based on our data from Pontic and
Crimean-Azov Greek, 7o/za is not used to relativize [+human] masculines and feminines (as
subjects or objects), e.g.:

(10) *t0  épBe / gida 1 yopn
REL she.came / I.saw the woman
‘the woman who came / who I saw’

Instead, it is used to relativize [-human] nouns of all grammatical genders(see also above,
examples 4b and 4c), e.g.:
(11) a. SUBJ ‘s vy LoyoAGY 7’ ETOV  0ODUA
in a neighbourhood REL  it.was near
‘in a neighbourhood that was nearby’
(4P 45:99)

as well as [+human] neuters, e.g.:
(12) a. suBJ 70 ooy (v)ro  epldtwoév  uag
the  child REL it.saved us

‘the child who saved us’

(4P 7:105)
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b. OBJ 70 Kopitol 7’ EYOTTOVEV
the  girl REL  he.loved
‘the girl he loved’

(AP 41:56)

This is probably connected to the fact that in Pontic the neuter article has been extended to
the nominative case of [~-human] masculines and feminines (although only in the plural), e.g. ta
oovieieg ‘the jobs’, ta yauovg ‘the weddings’.

In Pontic, 7o appears even in positions that are low on the accessibility hierarchy of Keenan
and Comrie, as shown in the next example, where it relativizes the oblique case:

(13) OoBL: ue 70 Skorviy 7’ édeoa EUEV
with the  rope REL  they.tied me
‘with the rope that they tied me with’
(4P 15:160)

Similarly, the ability of zo/ta in Cappadocian to relativize [+human] subjects is not
unconnected with the fact that homonymous forms of the nominative case of the definite article
may be used for masculine and feminine [+human] nouns in this dialect, e.g. 0 yiaoaywsny - ta
yaooytsnoe ‘the guard - the guards’ (see also Nicholas 1998:512, who links the prevalence of 7o
in Cappadocian with the nominal participle of Turkish, and Janse 1999:460, who considers it a
nominalizer that renders the Turkish relative participle).

In this dialect too it is able to relativize roles that are low on the hierarchy (i.e. indirect
object, oblique case etc.), e.g.:

(14) a. 1.0BJ: épetan ‘ 70 daxev 70 zpofora 70 TISTIKO
he.comes to REL  he.gave the  sheep the  shepard
‘he comes to the shepherd who (=to whom) he gave the sheep’
(Mavrohalividis & Kesisoglou, 1960:204)

b. OBL: eko0 do Aovora do Aepo
there REL  Lbathed the  water
‘that water which I washed with’
(Kesisoglou, 1951:158)

The conclusion reached through the examination of ro/za is that the demonstrative relativizer
remains in use in the Asia Minor dialects, but only as an uninflected form; in Cappadocian it has
been generalized as the only, uninflected option (except for in Northern Cappadocian, where we
mainly find (o)mov (see section 2.3)), while in Pontic it appears to have survived alongside its
competitor zov because in this dialect it was used for marking animacy, i.e. [-human] [+ neuter]
or [+neuter] [£human] nouns.

2.1 Simple relativizers from interrogatives

As already mentioned, the simple inflected relative pronouns also have their origins in
interrogative pronouns, in this case zi¢ and woiog. Also to be included in this category are the
products of the grammaticalization of cleft constructions with the interrogative pronoun g, the
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copula, and one of the relatives 7o or mov, e.g. u eivou to > Pont. vro, ¢ eivar mov > Pont.
(Oinoe) z5éuov etc. Schematically:

interrogatives

¢ mwoiog (mo10g) cleft constructions

71 EIVal 10 (119 gival oo

¢.g. Pontic vro e.g. Pontic t5éuov

Figure 2. Typological schema of relatives from interrogatives

We will not discuss clefts further, except to observe that vro has merged with 7o (see, for
example 12a; cf. Drettas 1997:351 and Nicholas 1998:514, note 13) and, with the same
constraints discussed above with regard to zo (i.e. subjects must be animate neuters, as in 15a
below, or inanimate nouns of all genders), it extends even to syntactic roles that are very low on
the Keenan-Comrie scale (i.e. genitive possessives, as in 15b), e.g.:

(15) a. SUBJ: 0 uwpo vr’  ovk  gdwke T’ oiho  poel
the child REL not it.gavethe  other food
‘the child that didn’t give food to the other one’

(4P 3:102)
b.GEN: 70 kopite”  (v)to éch’  amav’ on TSesué 0V Kavipov  abe
the girl that  ithas up in.the fountain the picture ~ her
‘the girl whose picture is above the spring’
(4P 3:89)

2.1.1 The case of 7i¢

Tic is not used at all in Tsakonian, Cappadocian or Pharasiot. In Pontic, by contrast, it is used
even in restrictive relative clauses as a manifestation of the strategy of using an inflected
pronoun as opposed to the uninflected relativizers zov and 7o, and indeed extends to positions
that are very low on the accessibility hierarchy:

(16) a. SUBJ: 701 oovied’ apBawmov Tavro, KEPOEUEVOS €V
REL.NOM  he.works man always WOon.PTCP he.is

‘the person who works always wins’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:247)

b.0BJ: mvay KOTHYOPELS  TOOL VOPOOES
REL.ACC you.blame  the daughters.in.law
‘the daughters-in-law you blame’
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(Oikonomidis, 1958:244)

C)LOBJ: 1 fpobaxa Tivoy eowKouEe ™ Ociyatépayv  guovv
the frog REL.ACC we.gave the  daughter ours
‘the frog to which we gave our daughter’
(4P 16:105)
d) GEN: etomiaeyev ' ayolpts TIvOg gyrioev v’ ooritd
he.gathered the young.men REL.GEN built the  houses
‘he gathered together the men whose houses he had built’
(AP 7:246)

As can be seen from the examples in (16), the types to1, mivav (zivav), tivog are used
exclusively for [+animate] nouns (see also Drettas, 1997:359-360, 364) and have become
neutralized with regard to number and gender. This shows that the pronoun in question is in the
process of developing into an uninflected relativizer. This cannot be the neuter form, as seen
previously in the case of ro/zra, because it would not agree with the characteristic of animacy that
is relativized by this particular pronoun. Therefore, the prevailing form, and the best choice for
becoming a general relative marker, would be the masculine / feminine accusative zivay (tivav)
as shown in the following example, where it relativizes the head chépov as a subject:

(17) vo. 61v’vev oty eivay  chépov avay  e0édvev oté
to he.was.giving  her a widower.ACC REL  he.was.wanting her
‘[her father] would give her to a widower who wanted her’
(AP 45:96)

The uninflected relative marker zivav (tzivav) in (17) is rare in Pontic, but, according to
Tzitzilis and Zuravliova (to appear), it is usual in the Crimean-Azov dialect (apart from the

Urzuf-Yalta subdialect), where it is used for all syntactic roles as a relativizer for [+animate]
heads:

(18) SuBI: ag 0. O1yodg tiva.  kaBovay amag tov  Oldurm
from the gods REL  they.were.sitting on of.the Olympus
‘form the gods who sat on Mount Olympus’
(Tzitzilis and Zuravliova, to appear)

In this dialect, the only trace that remains of the earlier situation is the rare use of the
nominative 7z¢ as a relativizer for [+animate] subjects:

(19) éva  moudirg g TpoTCLy oviua I'tovpo
a little-child ~ REL  he.was.carrying name Yura
‘a little child who bore the name Yura’
(Tzitzilis and Zuravliova, to appear)
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It is evident that in Pontic and in the Urzuf-Yalta subdialect of Crimean-Azof Greek the
uninflected nvav (ziva(v)) did not become established due to the generalization of the competing
form oo (see 2.3 below).

Let us now examine the corresponding paradigms from the Southern Italian Greek dialect of
Calabria, based on the examples in Rohlfs (1950:120):

(20) a. SuBI: 0 andra ti irte
the man REL he.came
‘the man who came’

b.OBI: o) andra ti vra
the man REL [.found
‘the man [ found’

c. .LOBJ: 0 dBrepo ti tu édika tin éga
the  man REL  RESCL l.gave the goat
‘the man I gave the goat to’
(RESCL = resumptive clitic: ‘to him”)

d. OBL: ta pedia me  tino eplatezze
the children with REL.ACC he.talked
‘the children he talked to’

e. GEN: 0 andra ti tu xorasa to spiti
the man REL  RESCL [.bought the house
‘the man whose house I bought ’

The marker 7z which relativizes all the above syntactic functions (subject, object (direct and
indirect), genitive possessive) is, most probably, not derived from the relativizer 6,71 of the
Hellenistic Koine, as proposed by Pernot (1946, 2:231) and accepted by Taibbi and Caracausi
(1959:1xxvii), Rohlfs (1964:372), and Nicholas (1998:524), but rather from the interrogative g,
as proposed by Kapsomenos (1953:334). This interpretation is confirmed by evidence from
medieval Southern Italian Greek, as shown by Katsogiannou & Tzitzilis (to appear), where 7ig is
indeed attested as a relativizer:

2l) s ueyoing EKKANGIOG 00  2oTpog g ovoikooounn
of.the big church of.the Saviour REL  was.built
‘of the big church of the Saviour which was built [...]°
(Cusa, 618 1146 CE).

The problem with the typology of Southern Italian Greek relatives concerns the oblique case
ue tivo (20d), inasmuch as this represents a change of strategy with the use of an inflected
pronoun: zivo is the accusative form for both singular and plural and for all genders, cf. Pontic
and Crimean-Azof tiva. Although this strategy is justified crosslinguistically for positions that
are low on the accessibility hierarchy (see e.g. Maxwell, 1982; Manolessou, 2004), it is
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unexpected from a theoretical point of view that in this position we should find an interruption in
the strategy of using an uninflected relativizer + resumptive clitic, which is used for the
relativization of indirect objects (20c), and is subsequently resumed for the relativization of
genitive possessives (20e). But of course this inconsistency could be the result of insufficient
available material.

The use of the inflected 7i¢ in free relative clauses is also widespread in the dialects examined
here (examples 22-24 below), although in Pontic the nominative form (zg) is rare and the genitive
non-existent, e.g.:

(22) Pontic:
a. ¢ exwpel
REL.NOM he.proceeds
‘whoever proceeds’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:247)
b. tvav TOVAELS e 70 O00VKOA’ un olg  arov
REL.ACC you.sell me the  bridle don’t give to.him

‘whoever you sell me to don’t give him the bridle’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:247)

c. o XOPTAGY1Y povlet’ onv  avOpwrg kou  IAe
the  vampire he.appears  to.the men and  especially

oivav (< i tivav)  pofarev
t0.REL.ACC is.afraid
‘the vampire appears to people, and especially to whoever is afraid’

(AP 26:258)
(23) Crimean-Azov Greek:
a. atos n dunja ma6én tys pula  mabén
he the  world he.learns REL.NOM many he.learns

‘whoever learns a lot, gets to know the world’
(Ilipvésov Aatpov, 3)

b.  gharipka astu  zisu an tyna aghapu
in.poverty let Llive with REL.ACC Llove
‘let me live in poverty with the one I love’
(Ilipvésov Aatpov, 3)

(24) Southern Italian:
a. TiC ToEl aoo’ oadeio mact KaAd
REL.NOM he.goes from slowly he.goes well
‘whoever goes slowly goes well’

(Karanastasis, 1992, 5:151)
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b. agapa tino tteli
love.IMP REL.ACC you.want
‘love whoever you want’
(Rohlfs, 1950:121)

c. Imme larga dzze tinon gapao
Lam far from REL.ACC Llove
‘I am far from the one I love’
(Rohlfs, 1950:121)

2.1.2 The case of moiog

An examination of the relativizer moiog (woio¢) leads us to similar conclusions to those presented
above in the case of 7i¢: it is inflected as a free relativizer but uninflected as a bound relativizer
and, in the Asia Minor dialects, is involved in the marking of animacy. In the examples in 25 and
26 below, moiog (moio¢) is inflected and non-headed:

(25) Pontic:
a.  7moiog Oer’ éptal HeT’  guév
REL.NOM he.wants he.comes with me

‘whoever wants to comes with me’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:244)

b.  moiog ov  Hopnoe Aéyve atog  Xpiotog évt
REL.NOM him  he.saw was.saying  he Christ he.is
‘whoever saw him said “he is like Christ™
(AP 1:188)
(26) Southern Italian:
a. molo o¢ KAVOVVAEL 70V gOUpo XYOVEL
REL.NOM you  he.looks the time he.wastes

‘whoever looks at you is wasting his time’
(Karanastasis, 1991, 4:237)

b.  emavvai asSe  mola eOérai
they.were.catching  from REL.ACC.PL  they.wanted
‘they were taking from whichever one they wanted’
(Karanastasis, 1991, 4:237)

It should be noted that based on the material we have examined we have not been able to
confirm the presence in Pontic of forms other than the nominative moiog (7o10¢), although such
forms are given in the grammars of Papadopoulos (1955:68) and Oikonomidis (1958:244). This
pronoun also appears to be completely absent from Crimean-Azov Greek in the role of a free
relativizer.

The same marginal functionality applies to Pontic headed moiog, which relativizes only
pronominal subjects; in the whole sample we found only the three examples given below:
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(27) a.  exeiv’ moiog elway 010
those REL.NOM they.said it
‘those who said it’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:244)

b. o4’  moiog e’ oo, Bo oy ovllavebve
all REL.NOM they.are near will they.be.advised
‘all those who are close by will start to think sensibly’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:244)

c. OA  moiog EKODOY oto  Epgyov eKel
all REL.NOM they.were.hearing it they.were.running  there
‘all those who heard it ran there ’
(4P 16:98)

Like ¢, Pontic woiog is associated with [+animate] referents, which might be the reason why
its use has not prevailed: it was redundant. Interestingly, the form moio¢ in (27), although
originally a nominative singular, has became neutralized with regard to number and, probably,
gender. In other words it shows all the signs of an ongoing process of demorphologization in a
way comparable with the headed accusative zzvav in the same dialect (cf. examples 16 b and ¢
above).

In contrast, in Crimean-Azov Greek, this pronoun, grammaticalized in the form modyio
(neuter sg.) and wovyia (neuter pl.), is said by Tzitzilis and Zouravliova (to appear) to have taken
on the relativization of syntactic roles for [-animate] heads in bound relative clauses, e.g.:

(28) a. 00V WATOL TOVYI0D 0KV o0  pog  Povog
the land REL.SG they.gave it to.us Russians
‘the land which the Russians gave us’
(Tzitzilis & Zuravliova, to appear)

b.  aydrazin efimeridis puja sorivinda pes  oavtut tu vivlioOiki
he.was.buying newspapers REL.PL were inside this  the library
‘he was buying the newspapers which were in this library ’
(Ilipvésov Aatpov, 3)

The markers modyio and modyia are in opposition to 7zg, which is [+animate] and [+bound],
and for this reason their usage has become established here but not in Pontic.

In Southern Italian Greek, noio, within the framework of the same inflected pronoun strategy
that we find in the case of zi¢c (cf. example 20d), appears only in positions very low on the
accessibility hierarchy (i.e. relativizing the role of genitive possessives) and evidently constitutes
a calque of the Italian i/ quale, as Rohlfs correctly observes:

(29) GEN: i jinéka dzze pia ivra tom batre
the woman from REL.ACC.FEM.SG I.found the father
‘the woman whose father I met’ (Rohlfs, 1950:120)
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2.2 Relativizers of mixed origin

The richest category in our sample is that of inflected relativizers that originate from the
combination of a relativizing morpheme and the interrogative pronoun zi¢ or zoiog.

relativizing prefix

0-< 0T¢ £1- < &1 Tg

ov- < acc. ovva ov- < gen. ovTIvog ovv- < ov- + -v- ev- < g1- + -v-

analogical leveling of the nasal element -v-
Figure 3. Typological schema of complex relativizers

As shown in figure 3, these relativizing morphemes are, according to Tzitzilis (to appear):

a) the o- of the relative pronoun dtig, which also has the allomorphs ov- < acc. ov-riva, ov- <
gen. ov-tivog, and ovv-, showing generalization of the nasal element, cf. medieval Greek
(Cypriot) umoiog (Machairag, 114.21). These elements were fossilized, became independent and
were generalized when the first part of the complex pronoun ceased to be inflected.

b) &-, deriving from the conditional conjunction &i, which was already being used in the
Hellenistic Koine to form the indefinite relative pronoun &izi¢ (Ljungvik, 1932:10), e.g. &1 wi¢ éxet
wta axobey, axovétw ‘whoever has ears to hear, let them hear’. There is also the form eiv-,
showing, again, generalization of the nasal element.

As shown in table 1 below, this typology is exemplified most fully in Pontic and in the Asia
Minor dialects more generally. In Tsakonian there are quite a few examples, while in Southern
Italian and Crimean-Azov Greek the complex pronouns, including the very common onoiog, are
completely absent.

g 010G Pontic Cappadocian | Pharasiot Tsakonian
I 0-TIC 0-1010¢ \ \ \ N \ - v V
II *ov-tig 0-UTO10G - \ - - \ - - N
111 oV-TIC 0V-TT010G ~ — — — — _ _
v oVV-TIG OVU-TT010G V \ - - — - — _
\Y EI-TIC £1-MO10G - - - - - - — _
VI EIV-TIC E-TLO10G V V - - - - - —

Table 1. Distribution of complex pronouns



258 Nikos Liosis and Eirini Kriki

In 30 we have listed the examples of the various forms of the complex pronouns presented in the
table:

(30) L. o-715, 0-mO10G

a.Pontic:
1. 0-1¢ va. maip’
REL-REL.NOM to take

‘whoever will take’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

1. 'c  o-twvog KIQaA~ eméyrvay
to  REL-REL.GEN head fell.on
‘whoever’s head they fell on’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

iii. 6-oovvong® 70 Kopits’ Qwpnte o’ Opawud, o0g
REL-t0.REL.GEN the  girls you.see to.the dream yours
‘whoever’s daughters you see in your dream’

(AP 1:185)
1v. 0-t1va pool’ og gv T’ EKEIVOD
REL-REL.ACCfalls et itbe of.the his
‘whoever it falls to, let it be his ’
(4P, 3:86)

V. 0-T010¢ 0L’ og éptal

REL-REL.NOM he.wants let come

‘whoever wants to, let him come ’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

V1. 0-010V0¢ Oélrc og gy
REL-REL.GEN you.want let be
‘let it be whoever’s you want’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

Vil. 0-mo1wvav apviwy 70 HOAALY €V KOAOV KPATdTo
REL-REL.GEN.PL  lambs.GEN  the = wool is good keep.IMP.it
‘whichever lambs’ wool is good, keep it ’

(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

*gi1¢ Tivog > otTivog > 0-aTivog > ocovvoug, with prefixing of reinforcing relative marker o- and normal change sz >
s.
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b. Cappadocian:
1. o0-cig K’ épc |/ 0-T1¢ épetoun
REL-REL.NOM and come / REL-REL.NOM he.comes
‘whoever comes’
(Dawkins, 1916:304 / 354)

ii. 6-o-t1vog® Kipald kovdovev,
REL-t0-REL.GEN head was.doing.droppings
‘whoever’s head it did its droppings on’
(Dawkins, 1916:424)

iil. 0-ts1va va. mjaoovu’
REL-REL.ACC to we.catch
‘whoever we catch, we will find him a bride’
(Fosteris and Kesisoglou, 1960:102)

1v. 0-mo1og 70 baip, exeivo eive  exovfiic

REL-REL.NOM it take he is ox.driver
‘whoever takes it, he is the ox-driver’
(Dawkins, 1916:424)
V. 0-mSo Sép’ va SkwSelg
REL-REL.ACCstone to you.lift
‘whichever stone you lift, you find him underneath’
(Mavrohalividis and Kesisoglou, 1960:174)

¢) Pharasiot:
0-T1¢ mivel Pepeaé Kkpaoi, uedo. 000  popéodes
REL-REL.NOM he.drinks on.credit wine gets.drunk  two  times
‘whoever drinks wine on credit gets drunk twice ’
(Loukopoulos and Loukatos, 1951:18)

d) Tsakonian:
1. o'-whlpe (<0-tg)  uoov ‘tav  oto  ywpio, bopw to o’
REL-REL.NOM coming was to.the village seeing was  them

‘whoever came to the village saw them’
(Costakis, 1986 2:371)

ii. 6-td"ovve (< 6-r1voc) évi o wia
REL-REL.GEN is the  pickaxe
‘whoever’s pickaxe this is, let him come and get it ’
(Costakis, 1999:87)

? *g1¢ tivog > ativog > é-otvog, with prefixing of reinforcing relative marker o-.



260 Nikos Liosis and Eirini Kriki

iii. 6-10"1pe va Owpai
REL-REL.ACC to they.see
‘whoever they see ’
(Costakis, 1951:177)

iv. 0-per (< omorog)  aramdi cisu 6Oa i Oisome
REL-REL.NOM gets.left behindwill her  we.slaughter
‘whoever gets left behind, we will slaughter her’
(Liosis, 2007)

v. 0-koia (< Omoia) — yovvoiko, evi Oéla, va. OAEL
REL-REL.NOM.F woman is wanting to come
‘whichever woman wants to, let her come’

(Costakis, 1986 2:366)

1. *ov-t1g, ou-morog

a) Pontic:
1. Ou-morog AobsSketau ot’ &vav  yopos
REL-REL.NOM he.washes.himself  he.gives a ghrosi

‘whoever washes himself gives a coin’
(Athanasiadis, 1977:52)

il. ou-morov  ayamd, og raip’
REL-REL.ACC she.loves let take

‘let her marry whoever she loves’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

b) Pharasiot:
i. ov-dovvovg (< ov-tivog)  Oopt  a oo’
REL-REL.GEN door to you.knock

‘whoever’s door you knock on’
(Loukopoulos & Loukatos, 1951:62)
ii. ov-cé-tva’ ‘o voieig yovi  a voilovv S0 T0 ooV
REL-t0-REL.ACC to open pit will  open and the yours
‘whoever you dig a pit for, they will dig yours too’
(Louk.-Louk., 1951:31)

c¢) Tsakonian:
Ou-moigp € Gov 0o eVl Kivov
REL-REL.NOM is wanting water is drinking
‘whoever wants water, drinks’
(Costakis, 1986 2:366)

* Cf. Pontic éoovvove (30, a, iii) and Cappadocian dotivoc (30, b, ii), which are formed through the same process of
affixing the preposition ¢i¢ ( > o(¢g)) between the two relativizing elements, o- and zig.
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) ov-7ig, ov-morog (cf. medieval odt: (Kriaras’s Dictionary (KD), 5:341, entry gitr))
a) Pontic:
1. Kou exel 06-10-00 (< 0bTIC 0V°) Thouve dAAov ki yopiive
and there =~ REL-REL.NOM-REL  he.was.going more not  was.coming
‘and whoever went there didn’t come back again’
(Athanasiadis, 1977:54)
. ov-7’ emoike poiTay K gyévioe
REL-REL.ACC.N she.made foods not  was.done
‘whatever food she made, it never cooked properly’
(Athanasiadis, 1977:54)

No examples of ov-moiog, but this form is found in Papadopoulos’s (1961) dictionary, entry
Omo10G.

IV) ovv-ti5, ovu-morog

Pontic:
1. obv-to-av (< odvrig av) eCépel ypouoTa, TavTo. TIHovY atov
REL-REL.NOM-MPRT he.knows letters always honour him

‘whoever knows letters, they always honour him’ (MPRT = modal particle)
(Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

il. agc  evtaue obv-tdv (< ovvtr av) Aéet Hooe
let we.do REL-REL.ACC.N.MPRT he.says us
‘let’s do what he tells us’
(Athanasiadis, 1977:54)

iil. odu-mo10g EpyovVTOV éleyev
REL-REL.NOM was.coming she.was.saying
‘whoever came, she said’
(4P 7:231)
V) e1-tig, e1-motog
There are no examples in our sample, but cf. medieval eiric and eizi(v)°.
V1) av-tig, eyu-motog
Pontic:
1. eiv-to-av (<ewvrtigav) 00vAED, TEIVOOUEVOS KL amouey’
REL-REL.NOM-MPRT he.works hungry not  gets.left

‘whoeverworksdoesnotgohungry’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

3 For the uninflected relative marker oo see below, section 2.3.
beg. va KOVIOPOKTOTHOOVOLY Kol ei-Tig va vikion
to fight and REL-REL.NOM  MPRT  wins
‘let them fight a duel, and whoever wins’
(Imperios (Legrand, 1880), 359)
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il. eiv-tivog YOVOIKOG efyaiv’ 7’ ovouay
REL.REL.GEN woman’s gets.out the name
‘whichever woman gets a bad reputation’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

. ev-uvoy OVEVO w eléng
REL-REL.ACC relative mine you.see
‘whichever relative of mine you see’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

1v. glu-mo1og &v woalinkep’ — ag éptai EUTPOTTA.
REL-REL.NOM is brave let he.comes forward
‘whoever is strong and brave, let him come forward’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

V. EIU-TOIVOV 70 poglv v oAlyov
REL-REL.GEN.PL the  food is not.enough
‘whoever’s food is not enough, let them take more’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

vi.émop’ glu-o1ov VOQEV YOOGS
you.take REL-REL.ACC.M bride you.love
‘take whichever bride you love’
(Oikonomidis, 1958:245)

As can be seen from the examples, all the complex relativizers are free and remain inflected,
but appear with the same form in the plural (except for the those which have the interrogative
moiog as their second component: cf. 30, I, a, vii and 30, VI, v), e.g.:

31 glv-to-av yovaik’ elv’  Euopg-ot
REL-REL.NOM.MPRT women are  beautiful-pPL
‘whichever women are beautiful’
(Pontic; Oikonomidis, 1958:246)

In Pontic the above typology also applies to spatial, quantitative, qualitative and manner
relatives:
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place quality quantity | manner
o- Omov otideyog 0m000¢ omw¢
ov- — — oumrocog | dumwg

’ 7 ’

ov- ovmov ovTILoyog — —
ovv- | odumov ovvtiloyog | — —
&1~ — — — —
ewv- | elundv (< ewv-mn av) | eiviideyog | — EUTWG

Table 2. Complex relatives of place, quality, quantity, and manner

In reality, all the complex relativizers are nothing other than the products of reinforcement of
the relativizing force of the simple zi¢ and moiog, which, as we have seen, are limited in their
usage as free relatives, at least in Pontic. None of the complex relativizers is used in headed
restrictive relative clauses. In the whole Pontic sample there is only one example that could be
considered as such:

(32) oBL: 7’ olvop’ e 70-T010V EMELEKOVES etookwbey
the  axe with REL-REL.ACC you.were.chopping broke
‘the axe that you were chopping with broke’

(Athanasiadis, 1977: 53)

Here the form tomoidv (note the relativizing first component which is here to be identified
with the neuter article / demonstrative relativizer 7o) relativizes the oblique case, i.e. once again
it concerns a position that is very low on the accessibility hierarchy. In two further examples, the
head is a demonstrative or indefinite pronoun, which makes the relative clause semantically free
(cf. similar constructions with simple zoio¢ in ex. 27):

(33)a. acor’ &va mopa exeivova 0-mo10G pep’ ™ oloToyn
let give one coin to.him REL-REL.NOM he.carries the  order
‘let him give a coin to the one who brings the order’
(4P 3:120)
b. epiviokave 6lovg 0b-10-00 e0élevave  vo. ETGYEIVAVE GO  GRITIVOTOLVA.
they.let  all REL-REL.NOM-REL they.wanted to go to.the house.their
‘they let all those who wanted go to their house’
(4P 8:208)

7 cf. Medieval ovrod (KD, 14; entry dmov).
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In another two examples the clause is headed but non-restrictive:

(B34)a. o KOVUTApog — 01’,  T0 OOVEIKO 0-mo10G £00KE
the best.man his  the loan REL-REL.NOM gave
‘his best man, who had given the loan’
(4P 3:87)
b. 7o KOUNAOG — ETEUEVAVE ekeivovo, 10V £QTWY0, 0-T0I0G
the camels were.left that the poor REL-REL.NOM
EoTEK amay’ 00 Jpouo
stood on to road
‘the camels were left to that poor man, who was standing in the road’
(4P 3:113)

2.3 Relativizers from adverbs of place

The final source of relative markers is to be found in the uninflected spatial adverbs (d)mov and
(6)mn. Tzitzilis (to appear) also includes in this category the Pharasiot and Silliot relativizer
7(ov), as well as ov, which derives from the Ancient Greek spatial adverb ov and which appears
in Medieval Pontic, as shown in 35:

(35) axpipa TpayuaTo. ov ov pBeipovtal
expensive  things REL not  are.worn
‘expensive things which do not become worn’
(Book of the High Porte 31b, 3d;)

It is preserved as a suffix in the modern Pontic form odto-ov (< od7ig ov, cf. examples 30 111,
a, 1, and 33b), where it plays a reinforcing role.

The Pharasiot and Silliot form zov cannot have its origin in the relative / definite article, since
the neuter article is to, not tu. Therefore, rov derives from ov with the analogical addition of z-
(Tzitzilis, to appear), or, less likely, is the result of mixing zo and mov.Interestingly, there is one
example from a papyrus, which is remarkably similar to the situation in Pharasiot and Silliot (cf.
examples 37, Il and V below), both in terms of syntax and morphology:

(36) méuww o€ ool dpybpiov éav  dvuméuyns  pot
Lwill.sent but to.you silver if you.resend  to.me
‘but I will send you some money if you send me back

00  TOINOAS ot 06ovidi-a
REL you.made for.me linen.cloth-N.PL
the linen cloths you sewed for me’
(P.Oxy. 20, 2273, 15-16; 3rd c. CE; cited in Kriki, 2013:310)

The relative clause in (30) is right-headed and, as Kriki observes, there is no morphological
agreement of number and gender between the head d0ovidia (neuter plural) and the marker zov.

This allows us to hypothesize on the adverbial nature of the latter. The early appearance of such
constructions seems to undermine the prevailing view among researchers that typical Asia Minor
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and especially Cappadocian and Pharasiot prenominal relative clauses are just the result of heavy
structural borrowing from Turkish (e.g. Dawkins, 1916:200, Thomason and Kaufmann, 1988:
221, Thomason 2001:74, among others). As Janse (1999:457) puts it, there is a crucial difference
between the Cappadocian (and Pharasiot) relative clauses, at least in the “normal” cases, and
their Turkish equivalent: since the Greek verb-second order is retained inside the relative clause
(cf. example 37, II, b), “Cappadocian word order is calqued on the Turkish only as far as the
order of the relative [clause] and its antecedent is concerned, i.e. on the level of noun phrase”. In
our view, it is likely that under the influence of the Turkish word order an already existing
tendency was eventually generalized (cf. also Tzitzilis, to appear).

Also to be included in this category of adverbial relativizers is the Pharasiot zsdmov, which,
according to Andriotis (1948:67), derives from the construction exei dmov (literally: ‘there
where’). The overall picture of relativizers of adverbial origin is shown in figure 4:

adverbs of place

(6)mov (6)mn 1(ov) ov Sdmov

Figure 4. Typological schema of uninflected relativizers

Uninflected relativizers are widely used in the dialects we have examined for both free and
headed relative clauses, restrictive and non-restrictive. As regards accessibility, they occur
throughout the hierarchy, as shown in the following examples. Again, it is not always certain if
the gaps in some positions are the result of insufficient available material, or of restrictions on
relativization in positions low on the hierarchy:

(37) L. Pontic oo (7n, 7’):
. a. n yovaika T’ épOev
[+human/animate] the woman REL  she.came

‘the woman who came’
(Oikonomidis 1958:244)

SUBJ
_human/animate] b. 0 poasiv . 7oV 85 ,uogrév’
the mountain  REL it.has mineral
‘the mountain that has minerals’
(AP 15:122)
c. an’ &EKeivig T’ eQopeic
[+human/animate] of those REL you.think
‘of those who you think’
(AP 15:199)
OBJ
d. 7o Kladivm’ EMATVEV
[~human/animate] the brach REL he.was.treading.on

‘the branch he was treading on’
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(AP 7:113)

OBL e. ue 10 Kloolo.  wov earoAiloue 0 TOPTES
with  the branches REL were.decoratingthe doors
‘with the branches with which we decorated the doors’
(4P 8:208)

GEN f. n yoapn  mwov 'k’ emiovev 0 KePIV  OTg
the woman REL not was.catchingthe candle res
‘the woman whose candle didn’t light’

(AP 27:64)
I1. Pharasiot tov and wSdmov®:
SUBJ a. ov  yeviln 70 HoyTaovut
REL it.was.born the  baby
‘the baby that was born’
(Dawkins, 1916:492)
OBIJ b. ajeivo tov  Jévoe o Pociléc oo  uoayroobur to qalif
that REL  he.stuck the king in.the baby the knife

‘that knife that the king stuck into the baby ’
(Dawkins, 1916:494)

OBL c. wsamovue ‘mitaleg 0 pSoyoK-Ko  NPopa 70
REL me you.sent the little.lad L.brought it
‘I have brought the little lad you sent me to ’
(Anastasiadis, 1976:177)

III. (Northern) Cappadocian (6)mov:
SUBJ a. ov  abpor’ Omov  WHYEV et wovdpepth
of.the man’s REL  he.went to get.married

‘of the person who went to get married’
(Dawkins, 1916:456)

OBJ b. 70 wolot’ mov  glde ot Opuo T’
the  palace REL  he.saw in.the dream his
‘the palace he saw in his dream’
(Sarantidis Archelaos, 1899:208)

IV. Crimean-Azov (Urzuf-Yalta) zov’:
SUBJ a. as me kljé kurits jasutsku pu jen oooeka xurn-i
letme cry girl young RELis twelve year-NOM.F
‘let the young girl who is twelve years old cry for me’

¥ 25dmov relativizes only syntactic roles that are low on the Hierarchy, cf. example c.
? Relativization of the object (animate or not) probably requires the obligatory use of the resumptive pronoun, as in
examples b and c.
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(Kozmuku Pigad, 1994:19)

b. eida o0  Vvéov mov v 0YOTHOW
I.saw the  young REL  RESCL l.love
‘I saw the young man who I love’

[+human/animate]

(Ashla, 1999:40)

OBJ
_ C. ovv A0yov mwov  ToLV €T’ oD
[~human/animate] .
the word REL RESCL said you
‘the thing you told’
(Ashla, 1999:43)
V. Silliot (xe1a) t(0v):
SUBJ a. obtovg Ka-t’ (< exela tov) EPk, pev  tov  £EPov
he there-REL he.came.out not him [Lknow
‘the one who came out, I don’t know him’
(Costakis, 1968:75)
OBJ b. awo 7’ owpeit’ T’ moapl
this REL  you.see the  child
‘this child that you see’
(Costakis, 1968:75)
OBL c. npp1 70 aepaio. KELO-TOD eim yliipng
he.found the  palaces there-REL he.said holy.man
‘he found the palaces of which the holy man had told him’
(Dawkins, 1916:288)
VI. Southern Italian (Puglia) wov'” (Rohlfs, 1950:120):
SUBJ a. to siddi  pu aliftai
the dog REL barks
‘the dog that barks’
OBJ b. to spiti  pu aforasa
the  house REL  IL.bought
‘the house I bought’
1.OBJ c. 0 dntrepo pu tu pulisa tin izza
the  man REL  RESCL L.sold the goat
‘the person I sold the goat to’
GEN d. ¢ini pu tos  aforasa to spiti

those REL  RESCL l.bought the  house
‘those people whose house I bought ’

12 Obligatory use of the resumptive pronoun for positions lower than the direct object, cf. examples ¢ and d.
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VII. Tsakonian (é)nh(iy):
SUBJ a. o aBpwmo 7 exdve
the man REL he.came
‘the man who came’
(Liosis, 2007:540)
OBJ b. éxi dn v eméka
that REL you Itold
‘the thing I told you’
(Liosis, 2007:540)
1.OBJ c. a yoLVaiKo. 7rh77 Vi ETEKO,
the = woman REL  RESCL l.said
‘the woman to whom I said’
(Liosis, 2007:540)
OBL d. 7o kounli i’ éxa orérale
the  child REL she.was pregnant
‘the child she was pregnant with’
(Costakis, 1987 3:409)
GEN e. 0 kovtoriBovie 07rh77 exn Kovpta. o Ileviduoppo 7o otpolua. ot
the dwarf REL she.was slept  the Beauty in.the mattress RESCL

‘the dwarf on whose mattress Beauty had slept ’
(Liosis, 2007:540)

2.4 Combined relativizers

One final observation: the complex relativizers are not the only possible means of reinforcing
relativization. In the course of our research we have encountered almost every possible
combination of simple, complex and uninflected relativizers. In addition to the cases we have
already examined (e.g. ovtoov, cf. examples 25 III, a, i, and 27b), here we give a few
representative examples that show the rich variety of constructions for introducing relative
clauses that are available in the Modern Greek dialects:

(38) I) complex + simple relativizer:

a.

ov-diva-moiov
REL-REL.ACC-REL.ACC

‘whoever’
(Pharasiot, Andriotis, 1948:58-9),

0t-11¢ (< 071 TIQ)
REL.N-REL.NOM
‘whoever’
(Crimean-Azov, Tzitzilis & Zouravliova (to appear))
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IT) complex + uninflected:
10-T0lE PO 7 6w oVoYopBEeTOVVTO,
REL-REL.NOM animal REL  not.is chewing
‘whichever animal doesn’t chew the cud’
(Tsakonian; Costakis, 1987 3:72))

IIT) simple + uninflected:
a. tis-pu (< g+ mov) pdi  assadia epdi  kala
REL.NOM-REL goes slowly goes well
‘whoever goes slowly goes well’
(S. Italian; Rohlfs, 1950:21),

b. wio-kav-t’ (< ug ko ov)  évt
REL.NOM-MPRT-REL he.is
‘whoever it may be’
(Silliot; Costakis 1968: 75),

IV) simple + simple:

00 wap’  tovtt (<10 + 1) TLaKO,
the fish ~ REL-REL.ACC.N I.cought
‘the fish that I caught’

(Crimean-Azov; Tzitzilis and Zouravliova (to appear))

V) relativizing prefix + complex:

W ov-da-moio (< ov- + tamoio) uosoip ‘o @odax’

with REL-REL-REL.ACC knife to you.slaughter
‘with whichever knife you slaughter with’

(Pharasiot; Loukopoulos and Loukatos, 1951:95)

3 Conclusions

This brief examination of the peripheral dialects has demonstrated that they present major
differences from SMG. The general rule is that free relatives, except for those that are derived
from uninflected forms, remain inflected. In contrast, headed relatives, even those that were
originally inflected, generally end up as uninflected forms. Only Pontic and to a certain extent
Southern Italian have developed a strategy involving an inflected headed relativizer, which is,
however, based on the inflection of 7i¢, rather than that of 0o omoioc as found in SMG. A second
point is that animacy has important consequences for the relativization strategies of the Asia
Minor dialects, and cannot be ignored in any attempt at a typological categorization of these
dialects. Finally, the historical development of the relativizers involves cycles of weakening and
reinforcement, which is to be expected from a crosslinguistic and theoretical point of view.
However, each dialect has chosen its own materials and mechanisms for the reinforcement of
relativization.
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