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Hepiinyn

Mopdt 1 yeviky TTmoT gival TOPUY®YIKN 6TA TEPIGGOTEPO TOPUSELYLATO TNG OVOUOTIKNG
KAloNg g Kowng véag EAMMVIKNG, pio amd TIG KLUPLOTEPES TEPIMTOGELS OTOV EUPAVILEL
TOPOSELYHOTIKG KeVE Kot advvopio. oynuaticpod eivor to ovdEtepo OVOUATO TTOV
oynpotiCovial He VTOKOPLOTIKG Kol GAAO TOpay®yKd emdfuate og -1, T.Y. TOLO-GKL
“little child”/ yev.ev. *roudaxiod/ vyev.mh. Fraudaxicov. H perétn ovtdv  tov
EMEHATIKOV YEVIKOV TapoLcLdlel HEYAAO eVOLPEPOV, OEJOUEVOL OTL SLoPOVIKA
KOTOYPAPETOL ) TOPOVGIH TOVG GTN LECOLMVIKT) EAANVIKTY, EVO G€ S10AEKTOAOYIKO ETined0
VIAPYEL LEYOAN TTOIKIAID 0TV Om®AELN Kot TN dtatipnon tove. To Tapdv apbpo otoyevet
€KTOG amd TN S10(POVIKT KOl SIUAEKTOAOYIKT KOTOYPOPT] TOV GaVOUEVOL TNV avaltnon
TOV TOPOYOVIOV TOL OOMYNGOV GTNV OTOAEN OVTOV TOV YEVIKMOV. ZOUQOVO HE TNV
avaivon mov okoAovbeital, O KLPLOTEPOG TOPAYOVTIOG TNG CVIIYPUUHOTIKOTNTAS TNG
YEVIKNG OUTAOV TV DTOKOPIGTIKMV Kol ALV Tapdy@ywv i-oudetépmv givar 1 advvapuio
Kotofpacpod Tov TOVOL Omd TO TOPAYMYIKO OTO KATIKO HOpONUo, Amoyr mov &xel
vroompydet kot and dileg peréteg (Kappa 2008, Katramadou 2012) kot mov gvicyveton
oo T HEYOAVTEPT] GLYVOTNTO TAPAYWYIKOTNTOS TNG YEVIKNG G SLOAEKTOVS OTIS Omoies 1
£\ ewyn ovvilnong dev amartel Tov KoTof1PacHod TOL TOVOL GTNV TTMTIKY KATAANEN.
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1. Introduction

Despite the fact that the genitive is productive in the majority of paradigms in the
nominal inflection of Common Modern Greek, diminutive neuter nouns that end in -t
have genitive gaps in both numbers! as opposed to the majority of the rest of 1-neuters,

e.g.:

(1) a. maudi “child” / gen.sg moudi-od / gen.pl waudi-cHv
b. moud-axa “little child” / gen.sg. *maid-axi-od / gen.pl *moud-axi-cov

Apart from the suffix -ax: in the above example, there is a wide range of diminutive and

other derivational suffixes with either completely ungrammatical or at least questionable
genitive forms:

' As opposed to other defective paradigms which only have genitive plural gaps, €.g. a-/n-
feminine nouns like uzwala “ball” / gen.sg undla-¢ / gen.pl *umwald-cdv (see Mertyris 2014).
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SUFFIX EXAMPLE
-001 roxxkivaol (“red make-up”): ?koxkivaodiod/ -wv (<kokkivog “red”)
-0K1 roroax (“little child™): *raidaxiod/ -wv (<moudi “child”)
-ap1 xatootapt (“100 meters”): ?xarootopiov/ -wv (<exaro “one hundred”)
-é1 roxkivéll (“red wine”): ?koxkiveliod/ -wv (<kokkivog “red”)
-101 Ppioior (“tirade/ swearing”): ?fpigidrod/ -wv (<Ppioia. “‘swearword”)
-iK1 opyovrapixi (“monastery dorm”): ?apyoviopixiod/ -wv (<apyovidpng)
-Aik1 opynyiriri (“chieftainship”): *apynyilikiod/ -wv (<apynyog “chief”)
-0001 ayyedodar (“little angel”): *ayyelovdiod/ -wv (<dyyelog “angel”)
-00l1 wirpovdr (“littlesie™): 2uipoviiod/ -wv (Sutkpog “little”)

Table 1: Defective 1-derivatives in Common Modern Greek

The questionable nature of some of these genitives is best reflected in the fact that the
two major dictionaries of (Standard) Common Modern Greek, the Dictionary of
Standard Modern Greek (Triantafyllidis Institute 1998) and the Dictionary of Modern
Greek (Babiniotis 1998), do not always agree with regards to the defectivity of some of
these nouns, as the genitives of a noun could be listed as defective in the former, but as
productive in the latter and vice versa, which is an indication that speakers may disagree
on the grammaticality of some of these forms.

To complicate things even further, defective -neuters are not limited to derivatives,
but they can also include compound and simplex (monomorphemic) nouns, even though
the former type will be the main focus in this study due to its higher frequency and
attestation diachronically and dialectally:

2) otavpodpour’ “crossroad”/ *otavpodpoutod! *eravpodpouicv
3) rKoAdum “swimming”/ *kolvumiod/ *kolvumicov

Thus, the overall number of defective 1-derivatives seems to be quite high in the greater
paradigm of t-neuters, as they make up 13.7% according to the Dictionary of Standard
Modern Greek (1998) of the Triantafyllidis Institute.

Speakers of Common Modern Greek employ two major strategies to avoid the use
of these defective genitive forms. The first strategy involves suppletion, namely the use
of the genitive of the root noun, while the second strategy, which is less frequent with
animate nouns, features the use of the preposition azo “from” as a possessive marker:

4) 70 waudaxki Eyel évo. moryvior “the little child has a toy” —
a. 10 maryviol tov wardiod “the child’s toy”
b. 7o maryvidr axo o moudaxt “the little child’s toy (lit. from the little child)”

Given the fact that this paper aims to provide an analysis of the diachronic course,
the dialectal variation and also the factors that led to the defectivity of these genitives, it
is important to clarify some useful terms before carrying on with the examination of
these issues. Although Karlsson (2000: 647) considers paradigmatic gaps to be related
to “natural” semantic restrictions, the defectivity of diminutives like maudar: “little
child” could not be justified by this explanation due to the animacy of the noun and the

2 <growpdg “cross” + dpduog “road”.
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productivity of other diminutive genitives in Common Modern Greek, e.g. moprodia
“little door” / gen.sg woprovia-¢. As Sims (2006: 3) draws a line between semantically
driven and inflectional defectivity, it is clear that the latter is the one that applies to this
study, which is a challenging task given the fact that paradigmatic gaps were essentially
non-existent in Ancient Greek except for a handful of nouns like vap “dream” which
lacked all plural and genitive and dative singular forms. Furthermore, it is necessary to
make a clear distinction between the (sometimes theoretical) productivity of a form and
its actual use in spoken language, which is something that is remarked by Symeonidis
(2006: 202) in his discussion of productive genitive plurals of feminine nouns in
Cypriot Greek, which are typically defective in Common Modern Greek, e.g. komél(2)a
“young woman”: Cypriot gen.pl kozéldwv # CMG gen.pl *koreiov.

2. Diachronic data

The major question that arises from what has been mentioned so far is the following:
given the fact that most of the suffixes in Table 1 were developed during Medieval
Greek, did -neuter diminutives and other derivatives have productive genitive forms in
earlier periods of the language or were they always defective? In order to provide a
detailed answer to this question, it is essential to examine the exact origin of these
suffixes and the possible attestation of 1-diminutive genitives in medieval texts.

2.1 The origin of defective 1-suffixes

The productivity of some the suffixes in Table 1 becomes more complicated if we take
into consideration that they seem to involve two distinct diachronic paths. As can be
seen in the following table, early diminutives essentially replaced ancient lexemes and
as they do not longer constitute derivatives, they have fully productive genitive forms,
as opposed to later formations:

SUFFIX EARLY FORMATIONS LATER FORMATIONS

-aot ONUGOL: oNUAOL-00/ GHUAL-OV uavp-6or*: 2uowp-0di-ot/ uovp-adi-
“sign” <AG ofjuo “sign” v “black spot” <uadpog “black”

-Gkl Aappaxt: lofpaxi-od/ lafpoxi-cov | moud-axt: *moud-axi-ov/ *maid-axi-cov
“sea bass” <AG Aafpac “sea bass” | “little child” <maudi “child”

-op1 Cevyapr: Levyopi-ov/ evyopi-av TETPAKOT-GPL: *TETPAKOT-0P1-00/*-DV
“pair” <AG {edyog “pair” “400 meters” <zerpaxooia “400”

-i01 Tayyvior: moryvior-ov/ moryvior-aov | Ppio-ior: ?fpio-101-00/ ?Pppio-1dt-wv
“game” <AG zmaiyviov “game” “swearing’ <fpioid “swearword”

-0001 0pKODIL: 0pKOVII-00/ 0pKoVIL-WV | roldnT-0dor: *uabnr-ovor-od/ * -wv
“bear” <AG dpx(z)oc “bear” “little student” <uafnti¢ “student”

-00M1 nwelovir: melovli-00/ melovli-wv yat-ovAL: *yor-ovii-ov/ *-wv
“stone bench” <MedG 7wéla “little cat” <ydra “cat”

Table 2: Productive and defective 1-derivatives

3 According to Triantafyllidis (1998), this noun is defective, but Babiniotis (1998) gives
grammatical genitive forms.
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As can be seen, these early formations date back to either the late Hellenistic or the
early Medieval Greek period and they are quite indicative of the large-scale replacement
of a great number of Ancient Greek nouns - especially those from the third declension -,
while their development was largely based on the use of the diminutive suffix -iov
(Medieval Greek -1v, Modern Greek -1), e.g.: dotijp (gen.sg dotép-og) “star” — dotép-
10v (MG aotépt). From such early diminutives, new diminutive suffixes were formed,
while others were acquired at a later point, as can be summarized in the following table:

Ancient Greek suffixes

-apt | <AG -dpiov, e.g. whoi-aprov “skiff” <mloiov “floating vessel”

-i01 | <AG -idiov, e.g. aopr-idiov “bit of flesh” <adp¢ “flesh”

Medieval Greek reanalyses of 1-diminutives

-adt | <lPad-rov “little spring” (later "meadow”) [<Aifdc “creek” (stem Aifcd-)]
e.g. meprfol-ddiov “little yard” P.Bon 21, 12 (1% ¢. AD) [<mepifolog “yard”]

-axt | <wopdr-1ov “small crow” [<kdpal “crow” (stem xopax-]
e.g. orev-driov “little strait” Const. Porph., De cer. (1.1-92),2.40. 11 (10" ¢.)
[<otevov “strait”]

-kt | <mepdix-1ov “small partridge” [<aépdil “partridge” (stem zmepdix-]
e.g. deluat-ikty “type of tunic” P.Oxy VII 1051, 10 (3" c. AD)
[<oépua “leather’]

-0001 | <Pov-drov “small ox” [<Povidiov <foi¢ + -id10V]
e.g. ooxk-ovdi-o “little bags” P.Oxy V1937, 29 (3" c. AD) [<odkroc “bag”]

Medieval/ Early Modern Greek loans

-é41 | Latin loanwords such as tp1féAdiov (<terebellium “drill”)
e.g. maviro-él1v “the little clout” War of Troy 992 (13™-14% ¢.) <mav(-ito-)1v

-Aikt | <Turkish -lik, e.g. bekrilik “drunkenness” (<bekri “drunk’)
e.g. mpwtouactop-Aikty “profession of master builder” Papa-Synadinus,
Chronicle of Serres 3.8.8 (17" ¢.) [<mpwroudoropag “master builder”]

-ovl1 | <Latin -ula, e.g. lunula “little moon” (<luna) — Hell/MedG -odia —odli(o)v
e.g. me(-ovAi- “stone bench” Const.Porph, De cer. (1.1-92), 1.27.19 (10" ¢

Table 3: The origin of defective derivational suffixes in -t
2.2 The productivity of derivative 1-genitives in Medieval Greek

The early introduction of many of these suffixes into the language is a strong indicator
of their ability to form the genitive in both numbers, which can be corroborated by the
attestation of many such genitives in vernacular Medieval texts and also texts of
archaistic language that contain vernacular lexemes or phrases:

5) 700 kaoteAd-oki-ov  “of the small castle” [<wxaoréddi(v) “castle”]
Southern Italy, 1141 AD (Minas 1994: 151)
(6) 100 KaoteAl-otli-ov* “of the small castle” [<kxaotéldi(v) “castle”]

Southern Italy, 1143 AD (Minas 1994: 151)

4Tt is possible that this form exhibits affrication (tsitacism; [c] — [ts]/ [tf]/ [te]) found in Italiot
varieties and other dialects in discussion here, e.g. Kymi and Megara.
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(7N oépuo kat-ovdi-ov “leather of a small cat” <kdz(r)og (<Latin cattus “cat”)
Bartholomaeus Edessenus, Confutatio Agareni, 32.22 (8" c. AD)

3. Dialectal data

Most Modern Greek dialects behave similarly to Common Modern Greek, as they have
paradigmatic gaps for the genitive of i-derivatives. However, the fact that a large
number of dialects from a diverse range of areas of the Greek-speaking world form
these genitives does not leave any doubt regarding the grammaticality of these genitives
in earlier periods of the language, as mentioned earlier in 2.2.

3.1 Maintenance of the genitive of 1-derivatives

As the following example show, the majority of the dialects that have grammatical
genitives of 1-derivatives are found in the Southern Aegean, where the use of the
genitive as an indirect object and in various other archaic functions (cf. Mertyris 2014:
81) is quite strong:

(8) a. twvkomellodykidy®  <komell-0bd1 <komélla “young girl”
Kos, Dodecanese (Dieterich 1908: 297)

b. moud-ax-106ve <moud-axi <moudi “child”
Tenaro, Mani, Peloponnese (Koutsilieris 1962: 332)
C. OKVAA-0K-0KI-0D <oKvIA-0x-6x1! <orvil-dx1 <orxvlii “dog”

Cythera, south-western Aegean (Kontosopoulos 1981: 132)

d. tov ywpi-ovl-axi-ov <ywpi-ovA-axt <ywpio “village”
Mykonos, Cyclades (Veroni-Kammi 1992: 97)

€. 10V komeld-ovki-00®  <womedl-ovn® <woméAdv “boy”
Cyprus (Symeonidis 2006: 383)

f.  uavtni-oxi-0d <uavini-axiv <uavrni “kerchief”
Livisi, south-western Asia Minor (Andriotis 1961: 62)

Variation within the same dialect should also be taken into account, as can be shown
in the case of the varieties of Crete and Rhodes. In the former, Pangalos (1955: 354)
mentions that t-neuter diminutives are defective, even though the following example
shows that in some varieties diminutive genitives can be productive:

9) oty Pagtion Tov Eyyov-aKi-00 Hov <eyyov-dxi <eyyowi “grandchild”
“at the baptism of my little grandchild”
Paleochora, Chania, Crete (ILNE 1290: 268)

5 The cluster [8j] is the result of the dissimilation of the original [8j]. The form is not
*komelAovdykiwv possibly due to a typographical error.

¢ Gen.pl form with analogical -06- by analogy to the gen.sg -0d and the development of -¢ to
avoid the closed syllable.

7 Note the double diminutive suffixes on that noun.

8 <komeldovBxiod (<*romellovdiod) with simplification of the consonant cluster.
 <*komeli-ovdv with deletion of intervocalic fricatives commonly found in Cyprus and the
Dodecanese.
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In the latter, Papachristodoulou (1958: 38) states that these genitives are ungrammatical
in Rhodes (in contrast to most other Dodecanesian varieties, e.g. Symi, Chalki, Kos,
Leros etc), but in the areas of Malona and Lindos these genitives are in full use.
Furthermore, in Salakos, only place names formed with diminutive suffixes are able to
form the genitive, e.g. Kouuvarxia — gen.pl Kopuvaxiov, but kouivarr “little kiln”
(<wopivi) / gen.pl *xopuvorxicov. This element is very significant, as it shows the
different treatment of toponyms to common nouns.

3.2 Loss of the genitive of -derivatives

Similarly to Common Modern Greek (examples 4a and 4b), the majority of modern
dialects exhibit paradigmatic gaps in the genitives of i-derivatives and the two
commonest strategies of avoidance of defective genitives involve suppletion and the
possessive use of the preposition azo “from”. In the first example below, the genitive of
the root noun is used instead that of the actual diminutive, while in the second example
omo is used as a last resort strategy in order to avoid the ungrammatical diminutive
genitive:

(10) a. évayovpovv-axi [...] ovpd Tov yovpovvi-0b
“a little pig [...] tail of the pig”
Kythnos, Cyclades (Venetoulias 1995: 213)
b. 70 Aovdoddi and to Kaloyep-axi
“the flower of the ‘little monk’ (=type of plant)”
north-eastern Corfu (ILNE 807: 266)

Apart from these two strategies, a less common, but extremely interesting, strategy
involves the indeclinable use of the nominative/accusative singular form of the
diminutive with the genitive singular of the definite article, as can be seen in the
following examples from Lesbos (Kretschmer 1905: 527 and Triantafyllidis 1963: 185
respectively):
(11) a. g yovaiko T’ ayliovmt-op-é-0"°
the:NOM.sg.f  woman:N/A.sg.f the:GEN.sg.m/n name-DIM-N/A.sg.n
“The woman of Achliuptareli”
b. 7ov povyov T’ n’-el -
the:N/A.sg.n clothing:N/A.sgn  the:GEN.sg.m/n child-DIM-N/A.sg.n
“the clothing of the little child”

The same pattern is used in Rhodes; as mentioned earlier, the use of neuter diminutive
genitives is restricted to a small number of areas on the island, while the indeclinable
strategy is more common elsewhere (Papachristodoulou 1958: 38):

19 This bizarre diminutive probably comes from the Lesbian surname AyAidrrag formed with the
diminutive suffix -opél’ (<-dpt + -é11). In the entire narrative from which this example is taken,
the diminutive is neuter and never masculine (zov ayliovmrapél’ and not *ov ayliovmrapél.’s),
which shows that it is a clear example of the indelinability of a neuter -diminutive.

W <*oud-édi <moudi.
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(12) 700 p1Y-oKi-J
“of the little goat”

It should be clarified that the term indeclinable is used here for case and not for number,
as these neuter diminutives can form the plural like in every other variety. However, the
indeclinable use of a nominative/accusative plural is never attested, e.g. *twv pipdxia.

4. The origin of the genitive gaps in the paradigm of -derivatives

4.1 Extant analyses

The genitive gaps in the paradigm of 1-diminutives have been a point of debate between
two of the most prominent Greek linguists and philologists of the early 20" ¢., Manolis
Triantafyllidis and Georgios Hatzidakis. According to the analysis of the former (1926),
it is the incompatibility between the notions of diminution and possession that led to the
genitive gaps, thus claiming that this is a case of semantic restriction. Hatzidakis (1928)
refuted this clearly false claim, since other diminutives are perfectly able to form the
genitive form in either earlier periods of the language or even in Common Modern
Greek, e.g. moprodia/ gen.sg moprodlo-g. Instead, Hatzidakis (1928) emphasized the
general defectivity of the genitive in Modern Greek, as can be seen with a great number
of a-/n-feminines that lack the genitive plural. Nonetheless, Hatzidakis seems to
exaggerate the unproductive status of the genitive, as in some occasions he lists nouns
with fully grammatical genitives as defective, e.g. morduu “river”/ gen.sg motouiod/
gen.pl wotopucdv. What is more, even if the genitive has a few gaps in the nominal
inflection of (most) dialectal and Common Modern Greek, each paradigm needs to be
examined on its own, as there are significant differences between them, which can be
simply shown by the fact that (-derivatives constitute the only (sub)paradigm that lacks
the genitive in both numbers.

On the contrary, more recent studies have focused on the obvious factor of stress
position. More specifically, Karra (2008) and Katramadou (2012) propose that there is a
conflict between the stress properties of -neuter derivational suffixes (-axi-) and the
genitive suffixes -ov and -@v, which are introduced to the lexicon with the feature of
stress postposing, since every noun of the 1-neuter paradigm has genitives stressed in the
ultimate syllable regardless of the initial position of the stress in the
nominative/accusative, e.g. n/a.sg woudi “child”/ gen.sg waidi-od/ n/a.pl moudi-a - gen.pl
Ta1t-cov, n/a.sg ayopt “boy”/ gen.sg ayopi-ov/ n.a/sg aydpi-o/ gen.pl oyopi-av.

This approach is very interesting, as the problematic feature of stress movement
from the diminutive to the inflectional suffix can be confirmed by the productivity of
diminutive genitives of other paradigms in various dialects where the stress does not
need to be moved, as can be seen in the following examples:

-169-



Dionysios Mertyris

(13) a. wooumav-omio [tooumcvyg “shepherd” + -omlo (<-0movio <movli “bird”)]
70 TPaYoHO’ TOL TEOUTOV-OTA-0D “the young shepherd’s song”
Heraclea, Eastern Thrace (Stamouli-Saranti 1941: 162)
b. wlovt-6xxo [K'obrio(?) “dog” + -6KKo (<*-dpKro <*-6mlo'? <-6movio)
0V K'0vT-0KK-00 TO TZ0VPGAL “the little dog’s head”
Pharasa, Central Asia Minor (Dawkins 1955: 276)

4.2 Proposed analysis: the role of synizesis

In order to test the accuracy of Karra’s (2006) and Katramadou’s (2012) analyses, it is
extremely interesting to examine whether dialects without synizesis maintain the 1-
derivative genitives to a higher degree than dialects where the vowel sequences /'iu/,
/'10/ are not (always) affected by synizesis. As is well known, synizesis was established
in most Medieval Greek dialects after the 13™ c. and it involves the shift of stressed /i/
or /e/ to [j] (or [¢] after voiceless fricatives), when they are the first member of a vowel
sequence:

(14) early MedG gen.sg nodi-ov — late MedG modi-od [podj u]
4.2.1 Kymi, Central Euboea

According to Karatzas (1954: 42), in the dialect of Kymi in Central Euboea t-neuter
nouns that end in the diminutive suffixes -dy: (<*-qu <*-aor), -iyr (<*-it <*-id1), -00y1
(<*-001 <*-0001) and -aror (<*-dxi) form the genitive without a problem:

(15) a. kooovp-dyr (<kooadp: “blackbird”) — gen.sg Kooovp-oyi-ov
gen.pl kooovp-ayi-wv

b. appal-odyt (<appalog “belly button”)  — gen.sg appai-ovyi-ov

gen.pl appoi-ovyi-wv

Triantafyllidis (1963: 157) mentions the genitive oxoauv-azfi-ov (<okouv-dzfi <oxouvi
“campstool”) for the village Avlonari near Kymi, which confirms the productivity of
drol-diminutive genitives as well.

As noted earlier, micro-variation should never be overlooked, as in varieties of this
dialect productive genitive forms can also be found (Karatzas 1954: 42), e.g. Vitalo,
Central Euboea gen.sg appalovyiov, while in the variety of Antroniani the gen.sg is
used indeclinably and the genitive plural is nearly obsolete.

4.2.2 Megara: a counter-example?
The dialect of Megara is one of the most difficult to examine due to the fact that there is
a serious lack of narratives and studies from the beginning of the 20" c. when it was

spoken to a much higher degree than it is today. Personal communication with speakers,
as well as the following instance from a narrative where suppletion is preferred over the

12 For the shift of the consonant cluster -A- to -kk-, cf. Symeonidis (1967).
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use of a diminutive genitive prove that at least in its modern state the dialect has
paradigmatic gaps:

(16) 70 YOLPOVV-GTOl [...] TOV YOVPOVVI-0D
“the little pig [...] of the little pig”
Syrkou (2006: 343)

If the premise that dialects where synizesis has not taken place are more likely to allow
the formation of t-diminutive genitives, the explanation of their defectivity in Megara
could be sought in two areas. First, it is likely that the dialect could form these genitives
at an earlier stage, but eventually lost them due to contact with Common Modern Greek,
to which the speakers of this dialect have been exposed for over a century and quite
clearly to a much higher degree than most dialects in discussion here due to the close
position of Megara to Athens, the capital of the Greek state since 1833. A possible
remnant of these forms could be the genitive plural ITAax-ato-iw of the place name
IMaxdzoo.

Second, it could be argued that similarly to a few Modern Greek varieties (cf.
Karatsareas 2011: 229-230; Mertyris 2014: 98-101) the inflectional suffixes of -neuters
may have been reanalyzed as follows:

(17) a. n/a.sg moudi-@/ gen.sg mwaudi-ov/ n/a.pl waudi-¢/ gen.pl moudi-cov —
b. n/a.sg moud-i/ gen.sg waud-100/ n/a.pl moud-16/ gen.pl waid-icov

If this is accurate, then the problem of stress movement from the derivational to the
inflectional suffix could not have been avoided despite the lack of synizesis, as the
genitives *raid-aro-iov/ *waid-aro-icwv would still require the movement of stress from
the penultimate syllable of the nominative/accusative singular *zaid-dro-1 to the case
ending.

4.2.3 Mani

Even though Maniot does not have consistent lack of synizesis, it is extremely useful in
determining the relationship between synizesis and the defectivity of i-diminutive
genitives. More precisely, all Maniot varieties seem to exhibit maintenance of these
genitives in both numbers (cf. example 8b):

(18)  orouv-axt — gen.sg otauv-oaxi-od / gen.pl orauv-oxi-ovve (<orduvo “urn’)
(Koutsilieris 1962: 332)

Quite surprisingly, in some Maniot varieties the development of genitives without
stress movement seems to have developed, e.g. to maiddaxt / gen.sg tov maiddaxiov
(personal communication with the relative of a speaker). The extreme rarity of this
leveling phenomenon can be attributed to the fact that it would cause a major lack of
balance with the much broader paradigm of productive t-neuters, e.g. kepal: “head”/
gen.sg *xepaiiov instead of xepadiod. Moreover, it should be noted that in Achilleis (N)
(1. 1241, 15" ¢.) the penult-stressed genitive af-izai-wv is attested, instead of *af-izoi-
v/ *ab-1toi-wv (<ab-itor <a(v)Gog “flower”), most likely for metrical reasons.
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4.2.4 Pontic Greek

Pontic shows an intermediate stage between maintenance and loss, as Koutita-Kaimaki
(1984: 121-2) mentions that diminutives that end in -i6: and -00d: are productive, while
those that end in -izor and -dx: are defective. The most peculiar case, however, is that of
the suffix -6mov'?, which is also the most frequent diminutive suffix in the dialect. More
clearly, Oeconomides (1958: 195) mentions that émov-diminutives are defective'# and
Koutita-Kaimaki states that the genitive *maidori'® of maidémov would be
ungrammatical.

This analysis needs to be reexamined for two main reasons. First, synizesis does not
play a role here, as due to the reanalysis of the inflectional morphemes of t-neuters in
this dialect movement from the derivational to the inflectional suffix would still be
required, as was mentioned earlier: maid-om-ov — *maid-om-i. Second, the defectivity
could be explained by the unpredictability of what genitive suffix the 6mov-neuters
should get, given the morphological competition in nouns ending in -6wovilov, from
which -6mov is derived:

(19) a. Paogiiomovilov “offspring of a king” / gen.sg facilomovil.’-(ov)
(original suffix)
b. pacilomoviiov | gen.sg facilomovAl-i(ov)
(Oeconomides 1958: 195; extension of -i(ov)/-iwv to most paradigms)
c. Pacirémoviiov/ gen.sg Pociiomodiiov-0g'
(Lianidis 1962: 190)

Quite surprisingly, a productive genitive with the suffix -o¢ is attested, which shows
once again the role of stress movement in the development of defective diminutive
genitives:

(20) 70 KePalomov at’ o, TovA-0mov-0g opoiale (<movl-omov <movAiv)
“its head looked like that of a little bird”
(Selidou-Theodoulidou 2012)

4.2.5 Southern Italy

The t-neuter diminutive suffixes are not as frequent in Italiot possibly due to the use of
Italian Romance suffixes. The only example of a possessive use of an t-neuter
diminutive that I have encountered in narratives and studies is the following:

13 <*¢mlov <-6movAlov, which is normally used for offsprings or young individuals, e.g. facii-
omovMov “king’s son” (<Paociioag).

14 The researcher clarifies that nouns that end in -6movAlov (<movAriv “bird”) are not diminutives,
but compound nouns that denote a separate entity, namely the offspring of humans or animals,
and thus are not defective.

15 <fov due to the extension of the ending -iov of -neuters to most masculine and neuter
paradigms.

16 Cf. Jdxov/ gen.sg idkov-og in the dialect and the extension of the third declension -og to o-
masculines.
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(21) 700 povvv-0tfi-@ (<*uovvv-azfi-ov, n/a.sg poovvv-dzfi <wovvvi “vagina’”)
(Rohlfs 1971: 153)

This is indirect evidence of the productivity of 1-diminutive genitives, as this type of
indeclinable genitive can be found with most t-neuter nouns and not just diminutives:

(22) o tfiobpn-D tov mouti-@ “the father’s child”
Sternatia, Salento (Stomeo 1980: 120)

The absence of the expected genitive mauti-ov here can be attributed to the frequent
merger between the nominative forms of the masculine and the neuter article, e.g. o
7fiovpn (<*o kbpng) “the father”/ to mouti “the child” (N) — o wauri.

4.2.6 Zakynthos and Kefalonia

The lack of synizesis in Zakynthos and Kefalonia is quite limited compared to the rest
of the dialects in discussion, thus they constitute indirect evidence. Nonetheless, some
signs of maintenance of diminutive genitives are attested:

(23) a. 70 orowi piavod koumav-eAi-0b  (<koumov-éAr <koumdvae)
“the rope of a small bell”
Kefalonia, Heptanese (Skiadaresis 1959: 128)
b. tov Avkovdiod (place name <Adxog “wolf” + -001)
Zakynthos, Heptanese (Minotou 1933: 27)

5. Conclusions

The examination of data from these dialects which show little or no synizesis at all in
the vowel sequences /'iu/, /'io/ indicate that the lack of movement from the derivational
to the inflectional suffix does facilitate a greater degree of i-diminutive genitive
maintenance. However, as has been shown, the morphophonological ease of a case form
does not guarantee its productivity, as various other factors like suffix reanalysis or
language and dialect contact could also lead to the opposite direction (cf. 4.2.3, 4.2.4,
4.2.5).

Similarly, the lack of morphophonological ease does not guarantee the defectivity of
a form, as was shown clearly in the case of many insular Southern Greek dialects in
which the maintenance of 1-diminutive genitives can be attributed to their generally
higher degree of use of the genitive.

Turning to the majority of the varieties in the Greek-speaking worlds and Common
Modern Greek, -diminutive genitives were quite possibly in use until the establishment
of synizesis (c. 131-14% ¢.). After this period, the diminutive genitives did not undergo
synizesis, as speakers preferred to avoid their use because of their marked stress
position, in favor of morphologically unmarked alternatives (suppletion). This is
supported by Karlsson (2000), who notes that the creation of a form is blocked if an
already available item has the same meaning or function; for example, *stealer was
never formed from the verb steal and the derivational suffix -er (cf. receive - receiver)
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because it was blocked by the already available noun thief that covered the need to
express that meaning.

-SYNIZESIS +/-SYNIZESIS +SYNIZESIS
(before 13" ¢.) (around 13" ¢.) (after 13" ¢.)
n./a.sg | maudi-(v) | moud-aki-(v) | moudi Ta10-0Kl woudi TO10-0Kl
en.sg | mwaidi-ov | waid-oki-ov ra1di-ov/ | moud-axi-ov woidi-ov | -0
gen-se Tod1-00 /-0
n/a.pl | mawdi-o | maid-dxi-a 71'0!151—0,[/ Ta10-0K1-0 Ta101-a. Ta10-0KI-0
Toudi-
, , Ta1di-wv/ | Toud-aki-wv ,
gen.pl | waudi-wv | Taud-oxi-wv TaUS1-Co /-0 wodr-cov | -9

Table 4: The process of defectivity

Finally, this analysis can also explain the defectivity of compound nouns, as they
would also require stress movement from the second element to the inflectional suffix,
e.g. otavpo-dpopu “crossroad”/ gen.sg oravpo-dpoui-od. As regards the defectivity of a
very small number of simplex nouns, it can be observed that they have very low
possessive functionality, as they are all inanimate, and limited morphological status (a
few of them are pluralia tantum, e.g. wapaxalio “begging”), while a few of them are
recent loanwords of low frequency, e.g. avrén: “habit” (<Turkish adef). In contrast,
loans of higher frequency were able to acquire productive genitive forms, e.g. ykalv
yali-o0/ ykoli-cov “gas”.
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