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1. Introduction

The Greek spoken in Smyrna and its neighbouring areas has been relatively little studied from a
dialectological point of view, with the exception of Giakoumaki’s work on Smyrna (2003) and
Milioris (1972) on Vurla. These two works concentrate mainly on the description of characteristic
features of the phonetics, morphology and vocabulary of the dialects in question; there are also two
glossaries, Solomonidis (1962) and Diamantis (1999), which give a general picture of the vocabulary
of the dialect of Smyrna, with an emphasis on loanwords. There are two reasons behind the
inadequate representation of this region in linguistic studies: (a) there have been no serious attempts
to define the geographical range and borders of the dialects in question, and therefore their identity
remains a vague and confused concept in the literature (e.g. ‘the Greek which is spoken on the coast
of Asia Minor’ Triantafyllidis 1993: 274), in contrast to other dialect groups of the Greek islands and
mainland, which have been more clearly and easily defined, and (b) the dialect of Smyrna has
generally been considered to be an urban variety of Modern Greek which does not differ
significantly from the standard language, and therefore presents little of interest for traditional
dialectology (cf. Giakoumaki 2003: 91). In this article, I hope to make a contribution to filling the
gaps and correcting the misunderstandings resulting from these two factors.

1.1 Hypotheses

The first hypothesis is that the dialects of the Smyrna region constitute a non-transplanted, separate
dialect group and a transitional area between the northern, Thraco-Bithynian, and south-eastern
dialects. I will refer here to basic characteristics which, when compared with the characteristics of
known dialect groups of the neighbouring regions, can help us to locate the dialects of the Smyrna
region on dialect maps, and to understand their history and the relationships between them.

The second hypothesis is that the urban dialect of Smyrna does indeed show strong influence from
Standard Modern Greek (SMG), but nonetheless preserves its identity as the language of a
cosmopolitan centre of not only the local area, but also the whole Greek-speaking, and non-Greek-
speaking world, a fact which explains its evident heterogeneity at all linguistic levels. Testing this
second hypothesis involves, in reality, testing the position of Tzitzilis (2000: 20), who maintains that
the variability observed in the urban speech of the Greek cities is the result of the meeting of
speakers with different geographical (=immigrant) dialect backgrounds, but is not generally
associated with social class distinctions. This view articulates the peculiarities of the Greek situation,
at least in relation to the well-known statement of Trudgill (1986: 126) to the effect that in the
process of dialect formation, linguistic variants with their origins in different local varieties often
come to express social or register differences.

The development of the urban dialect of Smyrna was affected by not only Greek dialects with
varying degrees of linguistic and geographical proximity to that of the city itself, but also languages
such as Turkish, Italian and French, whose presence is associated with older or more recent phases in
the history of settlement and trade in the metropolis of Asia Minor.! As we would expect, this

! Tzitzilis (2000: 20) coined the Greek term ‘molvcvAlexticotnta’, i.e. the quality (or tendency that present-day urban
varieties have) of gathering material from multiple linguistic sources, and especially from the surrounding rural dialects.
In the case of the dialect of Smyrna I think that the most fitting way to understand and translate this term is to use the
phrase ‘cosmopolitan nature’.
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linguistic environment is very promising from a theoretical point of view as regards the appearance,
development and handling of linguistic variability (dialect diffusion by means of adaptation,
mixed/intermediate lects etc.).

1.2 Definition and borders

The term ‘Dialects of the Smyrna Region’ (DSR) is used ATy g
to describe the dialects spoken in the city itself and its f Y “E’i“""‘“""
suburbs (Kordelio, Vurnovas, Vudzas, Sevdikioi), as well ./~ Miiing, "<

L]
as the wider central zone of the west coast of Asia Minor \x\_f\\: A, s S
(see map 1). At the northern extreme of this zone are the Rl
villages Dikeli, Pergamos and Soma (immediately south of o
Kydonies and opposite Lesbos), while to the south the g hfm}d P i
region extends to the villages Palia Efesos, Nea Efesos and % R amens Gl
Sokia (opposite Samos). Also included on the map are the T )% W-T’Tﬁ - @ =
villages (proceeding from north to south) Tsandarli, Palia 1"0? rerlni® T ASMYRNA
and Nea Fokia, Menemeni, Tsopanisia, Magnisia and ./ " i L"b”i?ﬁ,,jf;w sevdlio Kezati
Kridzalia, as well as those of the peninsula of Erithrea: &,f&pmﬂ‘“'i"ii‘_"“"‘),-J &
Achirli, Meli, Lithri (on the Karaburna peninsula), Krini, i 5\51_“15"“
Alatsata, Kato Panagia, Agia Paraskevi, Vurla, Sivrisari \\ﬁ_psrm
and Giulbakse. An obvious, but methodologically - ,fN Efesos
unavoidable, weakness of the map is that it does not (Bamog~yp )@ O

| —, athi—5

include all the villages which we know to have been Map 1: The dialects of the Smyrna region
wholly or partly Greek-speaking prior to the exchange of

populations (cf. Kontogiannis 1919, 2000: 295-338; Kalfoglous 2002: 117-136; Papadopoulos 1921;
Milioris 1970), but only those for which we have at least a small amount of primary material.?

2. Basic characteristics of the DSR and relationships with
neighbouring dialects

The dialects of all the above-mentioned settlements possess a group of common characteristics
whose regularity lessens as the geographical and linguistic distance from the centre of the region
grows. Most of these characteristics are also found in other dialects; as a bundle, however, they give
the region its own particular dialect identity (Liosis under publication):

1) Stress-conditioned allomorphy -(770)eg [-'1des]/-(n0)o1 [-1d1] in imparisyllabic plural of masculines
in -ng(-7¢) [-(")is] and -a¢ [-as], e.g. mamovtorng [paputs’is] ‘shoemaker’ -mwamovtondeg
[paputsides], but povpvopns [ furnaris] ‘baker’ -povpvdpndor [fur'naridi], udyepas [ mayeras]
‘cook’ ~uayépnoor [ma'yerioi],

2) The ts-form of the article, personal, and possessive pronoun, e.g. zon adpepnc [tsi adre fis] ‘of the
sister’, o1 o1wyvovve [tsi '0joxnune] ‘they drive them out’,  kdpn ton [1 "kori tsi] ‘her daughter’,

3) Deletion of final -v [-n] of (frequent) genitive plural, e.g. afponw [a Bropo] ‘of the men’, doviw
‘of the maids’, maudie [pe djo] ‘of the children’,

2 All the data presented in this paper regarding the DSR have been collected from primary and secondary sources which
are included in the References, and from other primary sources, mostly ethnographic descriptions and transcribed audio
recordings. These descriptions are in the form of manuscripts in the ‘Pergamos Digital Library’ (University of Athens),
available at: http://pergamos.lib.uoa.gr/dl/navigation?pid=col:folklore. The audio recordings are derived from the digital
dialect archive of the Institute of Modern Greek Studies, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki.
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4) Formation of 3sg.> and 3pl. mediopassive imperfect with the endings -6(v)rave [- o(t/d)ane]/-
ob(v)rave [-'u(t/d)ane], e.g. fapo(v)rave [va'fo(t/d)ane]/fapod(v)rave [va'fu(t/d)ane] ‘he was/they
were being painted’,

5) Stressed and unstressed augment #-/7- [-()i], e.g. yréBova. [1'pebana] ‘I died’, nenxa [ ifika] ‘I
left’, nrotnfnxo [ika'tivika] ‘I descended’,

6) Conversion of verbs from many categories to 2" declension, often with (phonetic or analogical)
deletion of etymological or secondary semivowel, e.g. kiw [klo] (< xleiw [ 'klio]) ‘I close’, avw
[a'no] (< avoi(y)w [a'ni(y)o]) ‘T open’, prw [fto] ‘I spit’, toiw [ti'lo] ‘I wrap’.

The hypothesis proposing that the DSR are of local origin, and should be considered transitional
forms between the neighbouring northern, Thraco-Bithynian and south-eastern dialects, seems to be
confirmed, if we focus on isoglosses which define these dialect groups. I refer in general terms to a
few very characteristic isoglosses (cf. Tzitzilis under publication):

L. DSR and Thraco-Bithynian:

These groups share the characteristic lack of a phonological distinction between alveolar ([s], [z],
[ts], [dz]) and palatoalveolar consonants ([Z], [Z], [tZ], [dZ]). The lack of palatoalveolar phonemes
distinguishes the consonant system of these dialects from that of the northern dialects of mainland
Greece.

II.  DSR, Thraco-Bithynian and northern dialects:

These groups share the following: (a) the sigmatic imperfect of verbs of the 2" declension, e.g.
kolovoa [ka'lusa] ‘I was inviting’, and (b) the mediopassive aorist in -(f)nyxa [-'(0)ika], e.g.
xowunOnro. [ci mibika] ‘I slept’. The latter is also found in the dialects of the Peloponnese and the
Ionian islands.

III.  DSR, Thraco-Bithynian and eastern island dialects:

All these groups show anaptyxis of /y/ in the verbal ending [-vo], e.g. mawdedyw [pe devyo] ‘I
chastise’, avafyw [a'navyo] ‘I kindle’, and manner dissimilation [rx] > [rk], e.g. épxovuai [ erkume]
‘I come’, apxive [arki no] ‘I start’, an isogloss that runs through the dialects of Greek from Northern
Thrace to Cyprus, but in the DSR is confined to the peninsula of Erithrea.

IV. DSR, Thraco-Bithynian, northern, and eastern island dialects:

All these dialects share the following: (a) manner dissimilation [r0] > [rt], e.g. optdg [or tos]
‘standing’, (b) syncretism of nominative and accusative plural of masculines in -o¢ [0s], e.g. nom. o1
Aayoi [1 la'yi] ‘the rabbits’ -acc. tar Aayoi [tsi la'yi] (except for Cyprus and the Dodecanese; it is,
however, found in Halicarnassus (Kontosopoulos 1958: 262), e.g. acc. ¢ af-Opomor [tis aB0 ropi]
‘the men’), (c) a common form for masculine and feminine in acc. pl. of the definite article and the
personal pronoun, with prevalence of the feminine form, e.g. ta1 adpepoi [tsi adre'fi] ‘the brothers’,
701 yovaikes [tsi ji nekes] ‘the women’, 7ot pepav [tsi 'iferan] ‘they brought them’ (sporadically and
partially in the Dodecanese).

V. DSR and southern dialects:
A characteristically southern phenomenon in the DSR is the syntax of the indirect object with
genitive case, e.g. 7owka tov ayopiod [ '1doka tu ayor'ju] (I-gave the boy-GEN) ‘I gave [it] to the boy’.

3 List of abbreviations: sg. = singular, pl. = plural, nom. = nominative, gen. = genitive, acc. = accusative.
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VI. DSR and south-eastern dialects:

Basic isoglosses shared with the south-eastern dialects include (a) the weak form of the possessive
pronoun zwg¢ [tos]/dwg [dos], e.g. n udva twg [i ‘'mana tos] (the mother their) ‘their mother’, (b) the
augment #-/1- [-(')i], e.g. neepa [ 'ifera] ‘I brought’-npépaue [i'ferame] ‘we brought’.

Characteristics shared with the (south-)eastern island dialects, especially with that of Chios (and
Ikaria), increase dramatically if we focus specifically on the dialects of the peninsula of Erithrea,
which for this reason should be considered a separate subgroup within the DSR (see map 2). In this
subgroup we find (a) the characteristic interrogative pronoun &ivra ['i(n)da] ‘what’, (b) the negative
particle ev [en] ‘not’, (c) the suffix -odoy¢ [-'usis] for the formation of toponymic derivatives, e.g.
Ayromopackevodong [ajoparaske 'vusis] ‘an inhabitant of the Village Agia Paraskevi’.

A parallel situation obtains if we compare the northern % e
subgroup of the DSR with the Thraco-Bithynian dialects; LESBOSK
this northern subgroup shows typical Thraco-Bithynian
characteristics such as (a) semi-northern vowel system,
though this is not strict, e.g. razdax’ [pe dac] ‘little boy’,
70 woui T’ [to pso'mi t] ‘his bread’, (b) violations of the
three-syllable rule, e.g. ta mapdBvpa tovg [ta pa'raBira
tus] (instead of [ta pa'rafi'ra tus]) ‘their windows’, (c) e

. . . ; abu>mp ¥
deletion of final /e/ in proparoxytone verb forms, mainly QMM‘*‘" D \‘1 7 Kordelio Yumovas
CHIO! o o dathei >, 13 ‘

Mmhm \ -

;N T i
Méchnh \ gopamsm

in the village Soma, e.g. xavou’ ['kanom] ‘we do’, }C ¥ Agpé{asm \(n‘} o 4 SMYRNA
épyod’ ['erxod] ‘they come’, (d) syntax of the indirect e “G““"“;:,M:: Sevdliol o
object with accusative case, e.g. va o¢ fydlw ™ fépa [na & }"?ﬁ;ﬁ‘;‘faf‘: P F bicroup
se ‘'vyalo ti ‘'vera] (to you-acCc I-take.off the ngU{% ‘{ﬂ’“““
wedding.ring) ‘that I take your wedding ring off [your \\_ﬂ pEphm
hand]’. N Efesos

The conclusion resulting from this general overview is . s el K j - S aai
that the DSR occupy a well-established position on the V“““

dialect continuum, on which they occupy intermediate ™Map 2: The northern and Erithrea subgroups

positions, forming in effect transitional zones between neighbouring dialect groups.

3. The DSR on the dialect continuum

The gradient transitionality which characterizes to some degree many of the DSR is the root cause of
the difficulty in grouping them based on the axioms of traditional dialectology, and confirms the
theoretical concerns of Chambers and Trudgill (2011 [1998]: 23) that the way a dialect continuum is
divided ‘can be arbitrary from a purely linguistic point of view’.

This means that based on purely linguistic criteria, the subgroup of Erithrea could or should be
considered to be the continuation and end point of the south-eastern dialects, especially that of Chios,
given the fact that we have historical information concerning recent migrations from Chios to
Erithrea; for example, Vios (1920) refers to the settlement of Meli by people from Kardamyla. This
reference justifies the presence of specifically Chian characteristics in the dialect of Meli (for details
of these characteristics, see Tzitzilis under publication (b)) which are missing in the other DSR, such
as the retention of nasal-stop clusters, e.g. oumédr [a ' mbeli] ‘vineyard’, double consonants, e.g. oxA-
Aog ['scillos] ‘dog’, manner dissimilation of the cluster /vy/ (> /vg/), e.g. maudedykw [pe devgo]
‘chastise’, affyxo [a'vgo] ‘egg’, the pronunciation of [z] as a (prenasalized) voiced affricate, e.g.
no(v)rli [ma'(n)dzi] ‘together’, t{evyrac [dze vgas] ‘plowman’, the oblique personal pronoun forms
euovo, [e'mona] ‘me’, eoova [e'sona] ‘you’, verb ending -o1 [-si] for 3pl., e.g. pépvovar [ fernusi]
‘they bring’, xduaoi [ 'kamasi] ‘they did’, among others. In a similar way, the many characteristics
shared by the northern subgroup with the Bithynian dialects referred to above (i.e. semi-northern
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vowel system, violations of three-syllable rule, deletion of final /e/ of verb endings, indirect object in
accusative case) could lead to the conclusion that this subgroup is the continuation and end point of
the Bithynian dialects.

Chambers and Trudgill (2011 [1998]: 128-32), in an attempt to produce evaluative and
hierarchical criteria for the division of dialects, adopt, though not without reservations, the so-called
‘structural weight’ criterion for isoglosses; morphological and syntactic criteria seem to have more
weight or value than lexical or phonological ones, and lead to more reliable classifications. However,
even if we accept that this criterion is cross-linguistically useful or at least indicative of something
important, it does not seem to operate in the case of the DSR. For example, grammatical
characteristics such as the question marker eivza [ 'i(n)da] in the subgroup of Erithrea, or the syntax
of the indirect object with accusative case, and the deletion of final /e/ of verb endings in the
northern subgroup, should, according to this criterion, discourage us from including these two areas
in the same dialect unit, and encourage us to categorize the former into the south-eastern dialects,
and the latter into the Thraco-Bithynian dialects. Dividing the dialect continuum of the wider area in
this way would ultimately confine the DSR to a very narrow core; the dialect of Smyrna itself, with
all its metropolitan urban characteristics, and a few more dialects around it and to the south of it.
However, just as ‘important’, i.e. with equivalent ‘structural weight’, are some of the characteristics
mentioned at the beginning of section 2 (cf. the masculine Y
plural allomorphs -#deg [-'1des]/-ndor [-1d1] etc.), which, e . ?\ o%donjes

belng structu.ral ,1n nature and therqfore possessing \\/‘ ) ides i
‘increased weight’, allow us to categorize all the DSR, Q@ ' Pepatnos Soma
including the two subgroups (Erithrea and northern), as A y
an autonomous and distinct dialect entity. Afi;a.ce,,
Thus, a collective examination of the often conflicting . 74
characteristics which unite or divide the dialects of the —emona’ XN \\p,]-‘o}—q'a_/Me;emem .13""?‘?“
region presents a picture that will be familiar to any oy W“”“’"“)) , g
” : . . §>) SSMdki N T Kordelio - Yumnovas
dialectologist, that of isoglosses crossing each other, ‘cmio ﬂh‘.‘“‘f\“e YRNA
. . . . : .( gfgaskew ‘\/,_u ouM
which demonstrates, if nothing else, the long history of Jklms/’n | ¥ “ﬁmnm Ay K .

. . Erithrga P. Kridzalia
the presence of the Greek language in this area. Map 3 & }’P' 3~!A1atsaa;;' i s G isbubgroup
EriNgrea Squr up

shows just four of these isoglosses which divide the DSR
up into different ways: presence or absence of stress-
determined allomorphs -7deg [-'10es]/-noo1 [-101] for the
formation of the masculine plural, use of accusative or
genitive for indirect object, preference for interrogative ™
marker efvza ['i(n)da] as opposed to = [ti], and forms Map 3: Example of isoglosses which cross each
guévo [e ' mona] or suéva [e mena] for the oblique case of Other: (a) -ides /-idi ~ o, (b) 10 Acc. ~ 10 Gen.,

the strong personal pronoun. (¢) i(n)da ~ 1i, (d) emdna ~ eména.

Finally, geopolitical, administrative and historical factors count in favour of the distinct identity of
the DSR; the whole area came under a unified administration in both the Byzantine period
(Thracesian theme) and the Ottoman empire (Vilayet of Aydin/Izmir). In addition, all these dialects
shared the fate of being uprooted and transplanted to the territory of the Modern Greek state, as
opposed, for example, to the neighbouring dialects of Chios, Lesbos and the Dodecanese, which are
preserved in their historical homelands.

Slvnsan

L(n)da\\&/‘\_\ -
phesos
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4. The dialect of Vurla as a meeting point of the three subgroups

From a theoretical point of view, things become more b\ Y
interesting as we concentrate on particular areas of the en\den | o N Fokia
dialect map; let us now examine the case of the dialect i(mda\\ ti

of Vurla. As we might expect given its geographical = \d(z):gg _tés)'Cl
position (about halfway between Smyrna and Krini), it J/ \

may be considered a transitional dialect between the \ \‘\%

subgroup of Smyrna and its environs and that of Erithrea

(see map 4); it shares with the latter characteristics such \/\ \ .
as voicing of the initial dental or affricate consonant of o Y/\‘ /.l@
the clitic pronouns, e.g. dwke tov da ['doce 'tu da] ‘give C'\ M/} \ L. Smymna

them to him’, # wdva dzyc [i 'mana dzis], and the ('\\ krasa, koritsa

\71';13‘ 10:Acc.

extension -ve [-ne] of 3sg. imperfect and aorist endings, on I
e.g. nlouwvéve [i'zimo'nene] ‘she was kneading’. % | \
However, it lacks, as does the Smyrna subgroup, the VA \

marker efvzo ['i(n)da], the dissimilation /rx/ > /rk/, and
the negative marker ev [en]. It also possesses other
characteristics which are not found in either the
subgroup of Erithrea or Smyrna, such as depalatalization - map 4: Transitional and discontinuous features
of sibilant and affricate consonants in environments of of the Vurla dialect

synizesis, e.g. tpomélo [tra'peza] ‘tables’, xopitoo

[ko 'ritsa] ‘girls’, and, most importantly, use of accusative case for indirect object, e.g. va tov meig rov
pooiié [na tom ‘bis tom vasi'le] (to him tell the king-Acc) ‘that you tell the king’. We know,
however, that these two characteristics are not found exclusively in Vurla, but also appear in the
northern subgroup of the DSR (Fokia, Soma). They are also found in the dialects of Lesbos and
Kidonies (cf. Kretschmer 1905: 153; Sakkaris 1940: 99, 115). In other words, these two
characteristics show a significant discontinuity in their geographical distribution on the dialect map,
and therefore, from a theoretical point of view, they could be considered to be older characteristics
(the familiar pattern of ‘fossilized characteristics’ in Chambers & Trudgill 2011 [1998]: 125), whose
distribution was broken up by contact-induced changes which took place in the intervening areas.*
Alternatively, the presence in the dialect of Vurla of accusative case for indirect object and
depalatalization could be the result of recent settlement of speakers from Mytilene, which is
historically attested at least in the case of the northern coast of Asia Minor (Fokia, Dikeli, Kydonies
etc.) (Kontogiannis 2000: 319; Triantafyllidis 1993: 274; Melissaropoulou 2007: 23). Therefore,
depending on the interpretation we give to the presence of these two phenomena (fossilized
characteristics or the result of contact with northern dialects), we could consider them as either
archaic or innovative elements in the dialect of Vurla; note that this does not mean that we are
obliged to accept the same interpretation for both characteristics. In any case, whatever the true
origin of these two features is, what is certain is that they coexist with characteristics from the other
two groups, resulting in the formation of a new, mixed variety.

4 Tzitzilis (p.c.) believes that the presence of typically northern dialect characteristics such as semi-northern vocalism,
syntax of the indirect object with accusative case etc. in dialects all the way along the western shores of Asia Minor, and
as far south as the dialect of Livisi in south-west Asia Minor, demonstrates the presence of a northern substrate which
was subsequently interrupted by migrations of speakers of southern dialects to the area.
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5. Problems and interpretations

Just how unpredictable the results of the geographical 3 i
diffusion of dialect characteristics can be in cases of g ’
contact between island dialects and the dialects of the sbtumng -
neighbouring mainland areas is apparent also in the case of otum

the ending -ovuovv [-umun] for Isg. active imperfect of r—r

verbs of the 2™ conjugation, as, for example, in the form Y

patovuovy [ rotumun] ‘I was asking” (map 5). This ending _

is widely distributed throughout the islands of the north- v T

eastern Aegean (Limnos, Lesbos, Samothrace) and the , ;btiv)run ,’{,tmnna_
adjacent coast of Thrace (Ainos, Gallipoli peninsula) and & /"

Asia Minor (Kidonies) (Kretschmer 1905: 328-32; s .
Tzitzilis under publication). It also appears in Chios o ’__7,;0 :
(Tzitzilis under publication (b)) and the neighbouring O -:,,omn_m‘(,,“,fu'; s
dialects of Erithrea; it is, however, absent from the “bh?nu" a;i;g'ﬁnn;\ﬁot;saﬁéta7’“
northern subgroup of the DSR, from Smyrna itself, and : irbtun ‘\‘\

from Vurla. In other words, it is a characteristic which S

unites dialects which are genetically quite far apart from

one another (such as the northern dialects, which include Map 5: Diffusion of the ending -umun (and
those of the islands of the north-eastern Aegean and, in aIIomorths) for 1sg. active imperfect of verbs
part, the adjacent shores of Thrace and Asia Minor, and the of the 2 conjugation

south-eastern dialects, which include those of Chios and, in part, the subgroup of Erithrea (Tzitzilis
under publication (b)), while at the same time it is absent from areas (such as the northern subgroup
of the DSR and the transitional dialect of Vurla) where, based on other shared characteristics, we
might have expected to encounter it.

The particular problems raised for dialect research by the island environment, at least as regards
the attempt to trace isoglosses across hundreds of often uninhabited islands, are emphasized by
Trudgill (2003: 47). Bearing in mind the linguistic ‘ecology’ on the coast of Asia Minor and
neighbouring islands, we could add to Trudgill’s statement the uncertainty associated with the
intervening areas of sea, which sometimes act as natural boundaries between adjacent dialects, and
sometimes as bridges for the spread of innovations. Although there are no studies on this subject, we
could propose the preliminary hypothesis that it is exactly in such cases that we find divergences
from the established models that attempt to interpret the diffusion of characteristics as successive
jumps from one area to another, leaving gaps in between (Chambers & Trudgill 2011 [1998]: 210-1).
For example, if we consider the area of sea between Lesbos, Fokia and Vurla to have been a channel
of communication in terms of settlement, trade etc., then the actual geographical distance is lessened,
and the presence of depalatalization and indirect object in accusative case in the dialect of Vurla does
not represent a discontinuity in the diffusion of these phenomena (as shown on map 4), but rather the
southern extreme of their spread (map 6), and thus does not presuppose that they were previously
present in the dialect of Smyrna as an intermediate stage.

According to the theoretical framework which has generally been proposed for dialect systems in
contact (Trudgill 1986; Hinskens 1998; Chambers & Trudgill 2011 [1998]; Thomason 2001, among
others; for Greek, Tzitzilis 2000), the high degree of variability that is found in an interdialect as a
result of the meeting of elements from different dialect backgrounds may either be preserved through
the process of focusing in the form of free variation,’ or reduced in one or more of the following
ways: (a) levelling of marked/minority forms, (b) simplification of more linguistically complex

5 The term ‘free variation’ is more of a label than an interpretation, because in reality the choice of value for a given
linguistic variable is not truly free, but is usually defined by social, stylistic or other such criteria.
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forms, (c) creation of intermediate or hybrid forms (hybridization), (d) reallocation of variants to
distinct roles.

Certainly, the preference in the dialect of Vurla for /b
accusative instead of genitive case for the indirect object
is an example of this type of levelling of one out of two
available syntactic choices, always supposing that the
accusative was not the original case which continued to
be used, but rather the product of contact with the
neighbouring more northerly dialects, which was
generalized and replaced the genitive.

In contrast, the dialect of Soma, which belongs to the
northern subgroup, presents an example of partial role
reallocation of the two variants within the system of the
dialect; although the accusative has been generalized as
the case for the indirect object, as in the other dialects of W
the northern subgroup, e.g. va wdp’ ™ mebepd ton W
kdAtoes [na 'par ti pebe'ra tsi 'kaltses] (to she-take the
mother.in.low-ACC of-her socks) ‘that she buys her \
mother-in-law socks’, ue [me]/oe [se]/tn Aéer [ti 'lei] ‘he
tells me/you/her’, in this dialect we also find Map 6: The dialect of Vurla as the southern
constructions with genitive case, exclusively for 3™ extreme of the spread of depalatalization and

, S , , indirect object in accusative
person, e.g. ton Aéer [tsi ‘lei] ‘he tells her’, o diver ton
vopns kor tov youmpoov [it he-gives the bride-GEN and the groom-GEN] ‘he gives it to the bride and
groom’. This phenomenon is presumably due to the need to pragmatically distinguish between 1%
and 2™ person on the one hand (proximal deixis) and 3™ person on the other (distal deixis).

An analogous tendency for linguistic parametrization of the same -but expressed differently
within the system- characteristic (i.e. case of indirect object), is found in the dialect of the city of
Smyrna itself. The indirect object is normally expressed with genitive case e.g. 7dwxa ©’ adpog
['i1doka t a'dros] (I-gave the man-GEN) ‘I gave (it) to the man’, but in the plural, parallel with the
expected dwka twv adpo ['idoka ton a'dro] (I-gave the men-GEN), we also find constructions with
accusative, e.g. 7owka 1o’ ddpor ['idoka ts 'adri] (I-gave the-ACC men) ‘I gave (it) to the men’. In
other words, here, the parametrization of the characteristic of the indirect object is not based on the
deictic distinction between persons as in Soma, but on the category of number, and could be ascribed
to a tendency for reduction in the productivity of the genitive in the plural. This interpretation is
supported by the presence in the dialect of Smyrna of the pronominal clitic rovg [tus], e.g. Tovg Aéet
[tus 'lei] (them-AcCC he-tells), obviously borrowed from SMG, coexisting with the inherited forms
t¢ [tos]/tave [tone], e.g. twcltwve Aéer [tos/tone 'lei] (them-GEN he-tells) ‘he tells them’, which
shows exactly this tendency for paradigmatic reduction of cases in the plural, with the accusative
form winning out in the system of clitic pronouns, as we find in SMG. The final stage in the process
of the elimination of case distinctions is expressed in the syncretism of nominative and accusative
endings in the plural, e.g. nom. oz ddpor [i "adri] ~ acc. to” adpor [ts "adri]; the only remaining case
marker at the level of the determiner phrase is the definite article. The coexistence of two competing
syntactic systems, one completely caseless and the other with three case distinctions, which even
tolerates, in contrast to SMG, the genitive of diminutive forms, e.g. 7ov lovlovdoxiod [tu luluda cu]
‘of the flower’, twv vavtaxico(v) [to nafta’co(n)] ‘of the little sailors’, also bears witness to the high
level of heterogeneity which characterizes the urban dialect of Smyrna.

\L/ .
f@my’ma

krasgd, koritsca
I0:Gen.
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6. The dialect of Smyrna: towards an urban koine

The above example of the case of the indirect object in the dialect of Smyrna is indicative of the
cosmopolitan nature of this dialect, i.e. the fact that it contains material from many different sources.
The characterization of this dialect as cosmopolitan is justified by the high level of heterogeneity it
presents, to begin with; it could be considered a zone of variability according to the terminology of
Charalambakis (1991: 289). This view is supported by quite a large number of other examples
regarding all linguistic levels, such as: (a) the sporadic cases of lexical spread of vowel raising
phenomena such as ayil@va [agi'lona] instead of ayciwve [ace'lona] ‘turtle’, wiyaor [psi yadi]
instead of weydor [pse'yaodi] ‘flaw’ etc., (b) the dialect forms with and without tsitacism, e.g. kiovpd
[cu'ra)/roovpa [tsu'ra] ‘lady’, (c) the allomorphy between the characteristically southern suffix -aya
[-aya] and the characteristically northern suffix -ovoa [-'usa] of the active imperfect of verbs of the
2" conjugation, e.g. nydmaye [i'yapaya] ~ yyamodoa [iya'pusa] ‘I was loving’, (d) the sporadic cases
of augment ¢- ['e-] parallel with #- ['i-], even for the same lexeme, e.g. énaila [ epeksa] ~ nraioa
['ipeksa] ‘I played’, (e) the forms zwve [tone]/rwg [tos]/rovg [tus] of oblique clitics, e.g. twve
[tone]/zewg [tos]/Tovg [tus] Aéer [ 'lei] ‘he tells them’. Characteristic of this dialect is the existence of
several different forms for 3pl. mediopassive imperfect, a category which shows a high degree of
variability both geographically (between different varieties of Greek) and historically (in different
periods of the development of the language) (Horrocks 2010: 320-3).% Together with the frequent
forms -0(v)tave [-'o(d/t)ane]/-o0(v)rave [-'u(d/t)ane] (which exist in most of the DSR) and -
ovrovotav [-'odustan]/-ovvrovoray [-'udustan] (found in the northern subgroup and in Ephesus) we
also find the hybrid/analogical forms -dvzovare [- oduste], -odvrovare [- uduste], -odvrooze [- udoste]
and -dvrovarovv [-'odustun]. In the context of the historically attested presence of Greek-speaking
populations in the city from not only various islands of the Aegean, but also the mainland
(Kalfoglous 2002; Kontogiannis 1919, 2000), it is difficult today to accurately locate the sources of
this unusual variability, the like of which is rarely found in the Greek language and its dialects. It is
also difficult to exclude possible influence from the Koine of Constantinople, and, before or after the
exchange of populations, from SMG.

What is certain is that the dialect of Smyrna shows strong influence from Turkish and the western
Romance languages, as shown by the presence of not only a large number of loanwords, but also
items that are lower down in the ‘borrowability’ hierarchies that have been proposed (Thomason
2001: 70-1; Matras 2007), such as (adapted) verbs, e.g. alikodi{w [aliko'dizo] (< Turk. altkomak) ‘1
block’, yoviépvew [yo'derno] (< Ital. godere) ‘I rejoice’, covgpipw [su'friro] (< Fr. suffrir) ‘I suffer’
etc. and indeclinable forms, e.g. daxoloovv [ askolsun] (< Turk. ask olsun) ‘bravo!’, gépia [ 'serja] (<
Ital. serio) ‘seriously’ etc. In fact, the sound change [£] > [j] in the environment of a semivowel, e.g.
okoyelo [sko'jo] < gyoleio [sxo Ko], movyid [pu'ja] < movdid [pu'Ka], pacoyio [fa'soja] < pacdiio
[fa'soka] etc., possibly shows influence, from Venetian, even at the level of phonology. This is
apparent from its appearance initially in borrowed forms, e.g. rayigpw [tajaro] < Venet. tagiar (cf.
Ital. tagliare), kovoéyio [kusejo] < Venet. consegio (cf. Ital. consiglio), and also from other Modern
Greek dialects which have been strongly influenced by Venetian, e.g. those of Corfu, Kythira, Sifnos
etc., where we find forms such as zetpdyio [pe'trojo] ‘oil’, yiyidpixo [¢i'jariko] ‘grand’ etc. (Liosis &
Kriki under publication; Giakoumaki under publication).

We find similar cases which indicate intense contact and bilingualism in other dialects of the
Smyrna region. For example, Kleanthis (1987: 199) states that in Alatsata in Erithrea we find the

¢ Horrocks (2010: 323), referring to the variability of the medieval mediopassive imperfect paradigm in particular, states
characteristically: ‘Though particular forms may originally have been characteristic of particular regions, mobility seems
to have created a situation in which dialect mixture and free variation were the norm amongst city-dwellers of all
classes’.
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sound [oc], probably as a peripheral phoneme in words of Turkish origin, e.g. xipvti{w [kocr'dizo] (<
kirmak) ‘1 break’, yiaxivi [ja'koeni] (< yakin) ‘neighbourhood’ etc.

7. Conclusions

Ultimately, the linguistic situation in the dialects of this region is the result of the conjunction of two
opposing tendencies; on the one hand, it is quite easy to discern that they are native to the area, in
that, they form part of dialect continua with a wider extent, acting as intermediate links, and show
transitional characteristics that connect them with their neighbouring dialects and dialect groups,
linking them more closely with those that are geographically closer. On the other hand, I have shown
that we also find elements that are unexpected in the context of the linguistic profile of the region,
which can only be interpreted as the result of contact with neighbouring or more distant Modern
Greek dialects, and with languages such as Turkish or Romance. This applies more than anywhere
else to the dialect of Smyrna as a meeting point of patterns of sociolinguistic and geographical spread
of change. In this dialect, there is variability, but we find obvious signs that the dialect is ‘tidied up’
and fitted into the system, i.e. hybrid forms, elimination or reallocation of free variants with various
functions, as discussed above. This shows a tendency towards the gradual emergence of a local koine
(koineization) in the Asia Minor metropolis, a melting pot of populations with widely differing
dialect and linguistic backgrounds.
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