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An Individual Twist on the Individualizing
Suffix: Definite n-Stem Nouns in Pontic Greek*

By RONALD 1. KIM, Wroctaw

Abstract: A peculiarity of Pontic Greek morphology is that masculine
nouns in -os take the ending -on in the nominative singular when ac-
companied by the definite article, e.g. o filon ‘the friend’; the genitive
of non-oxytones may end in -onos or -u ~ -0, e.g. ti filonos ~ ti fil(u).
Previous treatments have assumed that definite nom. sg. -on was gen-
eralized from the accusative, and gen. -onos was backformed to -on
on the model of inherited n-stem nouns such as yeiT-cov, gen.
YeiT-ovos ‘neighbor’. I argue instead that the Proto-Indo-European
individualizing suffix *-(o)n-, found in ancient Greek mainly in de-
rived personal names (e.g. 2TpdaPBwv, Oikwv, Zévwv), came to be
used as a redundant marker of definiteness with the article in the dia-
lects ancestral to Pontic; from such constructions as *& kaA-cov 6
@iA-os ‘the good one, the friend’, gen. *ToU kaA-cdvos ToU PiA-ou,
the endings -cov, -wvos spread to the following noun, whence (o kal-
6n) o fil-on ‘the good friend’, gen. (ti kal-u) ti fil-onos ~ ti fil(-u).
This process probably began in late Hellenistic or Roman times, and
may formerly have encompassed much of Asia Minor and Cyprus.
The association of -wv, -wvos with definiteness, although unique

* 1 wish to thank Professor Giinther S. Henrich for kindly sending me a
copy of his articles and relevant portions of his 1976 monograph; Don Ringe
for helpful discussion of the Indo-European comparanda, particularly the Ger-
manic weak adjective; and Brian Joseph and Peter Mackridge for their
valuable comments and suggestions. All opinions and errors remain entirely
my responsibility.

Greek forms are mostly cited in the orthography of the sources from
which they are taken, but some have been transliterated for clarity or con-
sistency (e.g. the adjectives in §7) or to avoid prejudicing the historical dis-
cussion. Thus the nominal endings under study here are rendered -on, -onos
in §§1-3, rather than -ov, -ovos or -wv, -covos, which would imply a
particular view of their origin. For uniformity of reference, all premodern
Greek forms (including reconstructed pre-Pontic) are given in the traditional
system of accents and breathings.

Additional abbreviations: Arm(enian), Av(estan), G(a0a), Goth(ic),
Hitt(ite), I(ndo-)E(uropean), Lat(in), Lith(uanian), O(ld), O(ld) E(nglish),
O(ld) S(axon), O(ld) H(igh) G(erman), P(roto-), Sl(avic), T(ocharian) A/B,
T(ur)k(ish), Ved(ic).
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An Individual Twist on the Individualizing Suftix 73

within Greek, may be compared with the evolution of the Germamc
“weak” adjectival inflection.

Since all living languages! change over time, it goes without
saying that historical linguists interested primarily in recon-
structing the prehistory of a language, or a family of languages,
focus their attention (almost) exclusively on its earliest recorded
stages. Thus Indo-Europeanists, for instance, attach relatively
greater weight to the evidence of Homeric Greek and Vedic
Sanskrit than to that of classical Attic and Sanskrit, and are
generally less concerned with the later fate of Greek or Indo-
Aryan; likewise, all scholars of comparative Semitic are conver-
sant with Biblical Hebrew, ancient (e.g. Biblical and Imperial)
Aramaic, and Koranic and Classical Arabic, but are not neces-
sarily as familiar with contemporary Israeli Hebrew or the
enormous dialectal diversity of modern Aramaic and Arabic.

This emphasis on the oldest (sufficiently) attested stages of
individual branches is entirely understandable — not least be-
cause of the enormous amount of training necessary to learn all
the major ancient Indo-European or Semitic languages! — but
runs the risk of overlooking and developments in later periods
which are nevertheless of great interest for the linguistic
historian. In the following, I discuss a morphological peculiarity
of the modern Greek dialects of the Pontos region along the
Black Sea coast of northeastern Anatolia, which, although not
widely known among classicists or Indo-Europeanists, can only
be understood as an idiosyncratic development of a suffix
inherited from Proto-Indo-European.

!'le. all living languages transmitted from one generation to the next in
speech communities, and acquired naturally by children born into and raised
in those speech communities.
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74 Ronald I. Kim

1. Definite o-stem masculine nouns in -on, gen. -onos

Like other modern Greek dialects, Pontic has a large and
productive class of nouns continuing ancient Greek non-neuter
o-stems of the second declension. These were overwhelmingly
of masculine gender in antiquity, and have become exclusively
masculine in the modern language except for reintroduced
classical forms such as 1) 6865 ‘the road’, 1) SidAektos ‘the
dialect’.2 But whereas the ancient case/number endings are faith-
fully reflected in standard modern Greek and with minor altera-
tions in virtually all other dialects,3 the Pontic endings differ
strikingly in several respects. The following paradigms of some
typical nouns of this class are taken from Drettas (1997:119); his
fundamental study describes the principal Pontic subdialect of
the Khaldia district, centered around the city of Argyroupolis
(Giimiishane) inland from Trebizond (Trabzon).4

2 Cf. Triantaphyllides 1941:246, 1993:93-4, Mackridge 1985:147, Holton
et al. 1997:58-9, 2004:39. On the fate of ancient feminine nouns in -og, see
HatZldale 1892:23-8, Thumb 1912:46, 58, Browning 1983:59.

3 The principal innovations are loss of -5, €.g. in southern ltaly or the
Mani; and generalization of pl. nom. -o1 to the acc. (replacing -ous) in many
of the Aegean islands and northern mainland Greece (Hatzidakis 1892:371-2,
Thumb 1912:45, Dawkins 1940:31), as well as Pharasa (Dawkins 1916:164—
9, Andriotes 1948:35). In addition, the gen. pl. had largely disappeared by the
19th century from the colloquial language in much of the Greek-speaking
world (Thumb 1912:31, 33, 34), but has been restored in modern spoken
Greek under the influence of the education system and xaBapevouca, as
well as Western languages; cf. the comments in Mackridge 1985:60-1.

Only in Cappadocian was the inherited system of o-stem inflection, and of
nominal inflection in general, subject to more fundamental changes: here the
division between animate and inanimate nouns was of primary importance,
the former tending to generallze the nom. pl., the latter the acc. pl. for both
cases (e.g. Silata AUk ‘wolves’ [< Aukot], movdikoi ¢ mice’, Axd )xumoug or
AUk, dtaom)\lou; or diaokda ‘schoolmasters’, vs. Trcx)\ous pegs’, TOTOUS
places wAous ‘mills’). In dialects which were more heavily influenced by
Turkish, an agglutinative system of number and case marking was incipient in
masc. nouns such as Silata milos, gen. miloz-yu, pl. nom./acc. milus ~ miloz-
ya; note especially Ulagag dtropos ‘man’, gen. dtropoz-ju, pl. dtropoz-ja, gen.
dtropoz-ja-ju, Fertek néka ‘woman’ (< yuvaika), gen. néka-ju, pl. nék-es,
gen nék-ez-ju. For details, see Dawkins 1916:93fF., Janse 2004:7ff.

4 Final -7 in the nom./acc. sg. and gen. pl., as well as in neut. nom./acc. sg.
-o(n), -i(n), -ma(n), is preserved in Kerasund (Giresun), Tripolis (Tirebolu),
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An Individual Twist on the Individualizing Suffix 75

‘the fool, ‘the friend”  “the Greek”  the (school)teacher’
madman’
nom. sg. opalalon o filon 0 roméon 0 Oéskalon
acc. ton palalon  ton filon ton roméon  ton déskalon
gen. ti palali ti fil ti roméj ti deskdl
ti filonos ti roméonos  ti déskalonos
nom. pl. i palali ifil i roméi i deskal
acc. ti palalis  ti filts ti roméjs ti Jeskdlts
gen. ti palalion 1 fil i roméj ti deskal
ti filion ti roméon ti deskalion

Most of the endings regularly continue their historical sources,
such as acc. sg. -on < -ov, gen. sg. -, - <-ou, nom. pl. -i, -J
<-o, acc. pl. -us, "-s < -ous; gen. pl. -ion < -icwv has been taken
over from ancient nouns in -105, as has the alternative gen. sg.
ending -/ < -iov of e.g. ti anBropi ‘of the man’, ti ddvoli ‘of the
devil’ beside ti anbrop, ti davol.S Two others, however, have no

Trebizond, and inland in Santa, Matzouka (Magka), the Khaldia district, and
Nikopolis, but lost to the west in Inépolis, Amisés (Ano Sampsotn, the upper
town of Samsun), some areas around Oinde (Unye), and Kotyora (Ordu), and
to the east in Sourmena (Siirmene) and Ophis (Of); cf. Papadopoulos 1955:
25-6, Oikonomides 1958:113-9, Kontosopoulos 1994:14. Hence e.g. o liko
‘the wolf’, 0 6e6 ‘God’, o pontiké ‘the mouse’ in Oinée and Solirmena, corre-
sponding to o likon, o0 Bedn, o pontikén in Trebizond and Khaldia. (On the
complex distribution of reflexes of neuter -wv [< ancient -10v], see Oikono-
mides 1908:89-90, 1958:65-6, 115-6, Dawkins 1937:29-30, Papadopoulos
1955:18, 20-1, 22, Mackridge 1987:124fn.14, 132; typical of Khaldia and
Trebizond is the alternation of e.g. ¢’ ospit ‘the house’, ¢’ ospiti-m, -s ‘my,
your house’, t’ospitn-at, -ats, -emun, -esun, -atun ‘his, her, our, your (pl.),
their house’.)

The Khaldia dialect has merged the gen. sg., masc./fem. acc. pl., and gen.
pl. article as ¢i, as in the paradigms above (Dretttas 1997:110ff.). Other Pontic
varieties retain older forms, e.g. gen. sg. masc./neut. tu, fem. tsi, acc. pl. tsu or
tsi (Oikonomides 1958:151-4).

3 This influence is even greater in neuter nouns, where most case endings
were originally proper to stems in (ancient) -1ov: gen. sg. -/ < -iou, nom./acc.
pl. -d < -1a, gen. -ion < -icov (cf. Hatzidakis 1934:278-9, 287, Papadopoulos
1955:47, Oikonomides 1908:211-2, 1958:9, 149-50, 184). — The dialect of
Phérasa likewise has extended gen. pl. -iun < -icov to other nouns, e.g. Tolv
agTevdiouv, ToU ToupTdiouv, Tol vaiTdiouv, Tol Bupiouv to 6 aPTEV
‘the master’ (def. acc. Tov agTévdn), 6 Tolpkos, 1) vaika (< *yuvaika),
To BUp! ‘the door’ (Andriotes 1948:35-6, 83, Anastasiades 1995:82-3).
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76 Ronald I. Kim

equivalents in the masculine o-stem inflection of any other dia-
lect, namely nom. sg. -on and the gen. sg. variant -onos. Of these
two peculiarities, the nom. in -on is common to all nouns of this
class, but gen. -onos does not occur with oxytone stems, so that
to o palalon the only gen. sg. is palalu, with retention of final
stressed -u < -ouU; similarly for other end-stressed nouns of this
type such as o adelfén ‘the brother’, o tranén ‘the old man’.6

Posttonic / and u are lost in most varieties of Pontic, including (from west
to east along the Black Sea coast) Kotyora, Trebizond, Sourmena, and Ophis,
and (inland from Trebizond) Santa, Matzotka, Kréomne, and all of the Khal-
dia district around Argyroupolis; they are preserved in Inépolis, Amisos,
Oinoe, Kerasund, and Tripolis, and inland in Niképolis. See Oikonomides
1908:79ft., 201ff. (syncope), 93ff. (apocope), 1958:57-62, 65-8 (i), 634,
68-70 (u); Hatzidakis 1913, 1977; Papadopoulos 1955:17-22; Kontosopoulos
1994:14. Word-final -i(n) is frequently preserved at line-end in verse, and -i
may be added when an extra syllable is required (Papadopoulos 1955:22-3,
Antomadou Kesidou 2002:27).

6 Cf. Dawkins (1937:31): “I do not find this genitive in adjectives, nor any
examples from oxytone words.” Olkonomldes (1958 149, 1834, 190) limits
-ovos to paroxytones, but on p. 184 gives “0 @iA mrov, ToU @i Tovos”
— Oihtrmos and “[o]uTw 8¢ kal 0 dvepopov T’ dveépopovos, 6 kaTe-
@opov T KaTE¢OpOV05' * The ending has spread to a few neuters in -ov,
e.g. t(o) dstron ‘the star’, fo xorion (or o xorion) ‘village’, gen. (i) dstronos,
ti xorionos ~ ti xori(u) (ibid.; Papadopoulos 1955:48).

The gen. in -onos is not found in Oinde; its loss there, like that of other
typical Pontic features such as iptv. sg. -on and plurals in -ant-, is presumably
recent and may reflect assimilation to the common spoken language. Cf. the
comments in Oikonomides 1908:77fn.3 and Dawkins 1937:37 (*...we are
told that Greek was lately going back because of the number of Turks, and
that education, whilst helping to preserve Greek, was destroying the local dia-
lect. The sailors and traders too were much europeanized.”). According to
Peter Mackridge (p.c.), gen. -onos also does not occur in the archaic Ophitic
subdialect of Pontic still spoken today by several thousand Muslims in the
provinces of Of and Caykara.

Tompaides (1995:56—7 with refs.) remarks upon the loss of masc. o-stem
gen. sg. -onos, the pl. suffix -ant-, the fem. adjectival suffix -esa, -isa (see be-
low, §7), and other marked features of Pontic among descendants of Pontic
refugees in Greece today. Antoniadou-Kesidou’s textbook also seems to
imply that nom. sg. -on with the article is now a variant alongsnde -os: “Ta
OUGCIOOTIK& OF -0g otav eivat évapbpa, Arfyouv kar ot -ov - dtav elvai
avapBpa ot -0 (2002:88-9; emphasis mine). I cautiously suggest that the
same phenomenon of convergence to standard modern Greek might underlie
the loss of the infamous Pontic infinitive, a topic of controversy in recent
years (cf. Tompaides 1977 and Mackridge 1995:158-9, 1999:27 [102-3], but
see now Tompaides 1998-9). — On the other hand, the Muslim Pontic of
present-day Turkey is naturally subject to ever greater influence from Turk-
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Along with -on, the nom. sg. in Pontic may also take the
familiar ending -os of ancient and standard modern Greek. The
distribution of the two variants is not random, but depends on
the presence or absence of the definite article o (< 6): the noun
ends in -on when accompanied by o, otherwise in -0s.7 For
example, in the sentence ¢’ emdn o skilon kalds Skilos en ‘my
dog is a good dog’,8 definite ¢’ emdn o $kilon ‘(my) dog, il (mio)
cane’ contrasts with kalés skilos ‘a (good) dog, un (buon) cane’.
This pattern was already discerned by Hatzidakis (1892:372) and
reiterated by Oikonomides (1908:124-5, 124fn.3, 222; 1958:
145-6, 149, 183), Thumb (1912:45), and Dawkins (1931:394,
1937:31); but there arose a competing view that -on and -os
were instead correlated with subjects and predicates respectively
(Papadopoulos 1953:90, 1955:30, 159; Andriotes 1992:103).9
Examples such as the following (adapted from Tompaides
1964:153-5) demonstrate that the choice of ending is indeed
governed by the presence or absence of the definite article,
rather than the syntactic role of the noun phrase. !0

ish, both the standard language and local dialects; for details, see Mackridge
1987 1995, 1999.

7'In dialects which lose final -1 (see fn. 4), synchronically the -s of nom.
sg. os is dropped after the article (Otkonomides 1908:124-5).

8 From Oikonomides 1908:222; quoted by Dawkins (1916 94, 1937:31),
who gives the same sentence in the dialect of Sourmena as T’ £ud 6 okUAo
kaAds cK\'J)\os év (1931:394), and also cites AUkos, 6 AUkov, gen. Ti Auko-
vos ~ Tt AUK’, yépos ‘old man’, 6 yeépov, gen. Ti yépovos, etc. for the dia-
lect of Santa and the surroundmg villages.

980 also Topkharas (1932:17) in his long-lost Soviet Pontic-language
grammar: “Exi ajiav oTv To ovopav eV KA TIYOPUHEVOV TOVOUASTIKOV
TIV TTTOSIV AEOUATO KE HE TO TTaAeov Tov Timov A. x. NTo ev aTtos v
epBev? avlpoTros ev. Ke ki sipev adaka o abpomos-su, ovTav ev KaTI-
YOPVHEVOV OTIO§ §QUTO TIV TMEPITITOSIV...OVTQV EV ITTOKIHEVOV TO OVO-
MOV, AEXKETE SOVOUXSTIKOV TIv TrTosiv e v.” (“But where the noun is a
predicate, we say the nominative case with the old form, e.g. Nto ev aTos
TV epBev? avOpono; EV ‘What’s this that came? It’s a man.” And it doesn’t
mean o aeponog -Su your man’, when it’s a predicate as in this case...when
the noun is a subject, it’s said in the nominative case with v. )

0 So also Drettas (1997:120) for Khaldia: “Le nominatif singulier de ce
type a la particularité d’étre marqué par la désinence /-os/ lorsque le nominal
n’est pas déterminé...et, plus spécialement, lorsqu’il fonctionne dans un
énoncé équatif.” The latter is simply an automatic consequence of the fact
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Subject without article:

yirevos krui sin portan ‘a beggar suddenly approaches the door’
apés’ ekdBetun énas yéros ‘inside an old man was sitting’

inas kaloyeros...edoke mas ‘a monk...gave us’

ekd@un entdman sin é0reen kotzos, kofos, tiflos ke kserdSeros ‘a
limping man, a deaf man, a blind man, and a man with a crippled
(or missing) hand/arm were sitting together outdoors’

Predicate with article:

esi ise as 6lon o mizdteron ‘you are the best of all’

esi ise t" eméteron o kalon o trayodidnon ‘you are our good singer’
atos o défteron éton ‘he was the second one’

ule atd...en o idion ‘all this...is the same (one)’

Most exceptions to this pattern are readily explained: thus in-
stances of definite -on without the article result from the variable
elision of o before a following vowel-initial noun, e.g. o drkon ~
drkon ‘the bear’, o orfanon ~ orfandn ‘the orphan’ (Tompaides
1964:156, 1980:225-7; cf. Papadopoulos 1955:10, Oikonomides
1958:154-6, Drettas 1997:111-3);!! and sporadic examples of

that predicates tend not to be marked with the article, as in Drettas’s exam-
ples: o palalon ipen palalos kh-ime ‘the crazy man sald “I'm not crazy”’; o

turkon panta tirkos en ‘the Turk is always a Turk’; and o 8dnaton évren-aton
so-podar apdn ‘Death found him upon his feet (i.e. standing)’ vs. son-kézmon
én ke Oanatos ‘in the world there is also death’, where o 8dnaton ‘Death (as if
personified)’ contrasts with @dnatos ‘death (in general)’. — In his survey of
modern Greek dlalects Kontosopoulos combines both restrictions on the oc-
currence of -on: “T& EvapBpa &poevik& dvéuaTa ot -os, STav glvat
uTrokeipeva Afyyouv ot -ov (6 Aukow, 6 didBolov, & [Navves © Xpuvodo-
TO/JOV o Aukos, 6 SigBolos, S /'lavun; 0 XpuodoTtoros)” (1994:15).

1 Cf. reduction of &, to, ta to ¢’ before vowels (Oikonomides 1908:75-6,
198-9, 1958:70-2, Drettas 1997:101 -3, 111). — Pace Oikonomides 1908:77,
199, elision of prevocalic o isnot a regular process; see the discussions in
Tompaides 1980:226-7 and Drettas 1997:111-3. The latter restricts elision to
sequences of o o- and i i-; before other vowels, o “subit trés souvent une
altération phonique (abrégement notable de la durée, plus modification du
timbre) qui le rend parfois & peine audible, sinon inaudible, pour le non ponti-
cophone.”

The variable deletion of the article o before vowels (and more generally in
Sinoépe and Amisds; Dawkins 1937:23, 27, 36, Papadopoulos 1955:157,
Oikonomides 1958:154--5, Tompaides 1980:225-6), along with loss of word-
final -n in certain Pontic dialects (see above and fns. 4, 7) and generalization
of the pattern filos, o filon to other masculine nouns in Oin6e and Ovaguk (see
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-os after the article betray the inevitable influence of the church
language and kaBapevouca and, especially in recent decades in
Greece, common spoken Greek (Tompaides 1964:158).12

2. A similar pattern in Cappadocian?

Dawkins (1937:31-2) raised the possibility that the pre-1922
Greek dialects of Cappadocia might also have featured a similar
paradigm marked for definiteness, but the data is far from clear.
No nominatives in -on or genitives in -onos are attested in Cap-
padocian, only what appear to be accusatives in -ona: in his fun-
damental study of the Greek of central Asia Minor, Dawkins
(1916:103-4) gave the forms Toupkova, Alkova, &pwTova
(= GvBpwtrov) from the village of Aravan, and speculated that
they might “be from the old 3rd decl.” n-stem paradigm under-
lying Pontic o likon, gen. ti likonos (103fn.1; see below, §§31f.);
later he compared the Aravan forms with THv Tiujva, Tov
kaipdva from Oinde in the western Pontos (1937:32).13 Yet as
he notes, the Oinoe variety of Pontic lacks the genitives in -onos
(see fn. 6 above), and the antiquity of Aravan -ova is not above
question: “it must be admitted that this -va ending may be from
the -va of éva, kavéva, atéva (= auTtdv), etc., which is
certainly the origin of the Thracian ending -va, especially as it is
confined to adjectives” (1937:32).14

fn. 36), led Koutita-Kaimake (1977-8) to the mistaken conclusion that -os,
-on, and -o are in free variation both with and without preceding article in
Pontic; cf. the discussion in Tompaides 1980:222—4. On the pragmatics of
determination in Pontic, see Drettas 1997:113-5.

12 The ending -os does however occur beside -on before possessive pro-
nominal clitics, e.g. o fllon-ats ~ o filos-ats ‘her friend’, o filon-emun ~ o
fHos-emun ‘our friend’. On this variation and its historical significance, see
§6 (end).

(‘3 I have however been unable to find confirmation of these Oinde accusa-
tives in -va in the scholarly literature available to me.

14 Cf. the orthotonic I, 2sg. oblique pronouns, ancient acc. éué, o¢ —
EUEV, EOfV — EUév-av, Eoév-av > (E)uéva, (§)oéva (Browning 1983:62-3,
Horrocks 1997:126-7). (Thanks to Brian Joseph for reminding me of this
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Dawkins (1916:94, 1937:31) also connected Pontic definite
nom. -on with the morphosyntactic peculiarity of Cappadocian
and the dialect of Phérasa, by which “the ending of the acc. sg. is
very rarely used except after the def. article...the acc. ha[s] its
proper ending only when the noun is definite” (1916:94; cf.
93ff., 164-8). Thus one would say To Aayd éokdTwoév do ‘he
killed the hare’ but déke éva Aayds ‘he struck a hare’ in the
Cappadocian dialect of Delmesd; similarly in Pharasa, e.g.
"HBpave Aéu babds. TTripave jou jeivo Tou babd [‘'ivrane
'lem bab'as. p'irane dze-d3'ino tom-bab'a] ‘They found
another priest. They took that priest as well...” (1916:550;
quoted in Janse 2002:218).15 However, this pattern has an exact
match in Turkish, where definite predicates take the “definite
accusative” ending -i (-i, -1, -u) while indefinite predicates are
unmarked (Lewis 2000:26, 34-5): cf. giizel kiz-1 gériiyorum ‘1
see the beautiful girl’ vs. giizel kiz goriiyorum ‘1 see a/some
beautiful girl’. It therefore seems likely that the restriction of
acc. -on to definite direct objects in Cappadocia and Pharasa is
one of many examples of the pervasive influence of Turkish on
the Greek of central Anatolia at all levels of grammar, including
morphosyntax:16 so Dawkins himself (1916:94),!7 Horrocks
1997:314, Janse 2002:218-9.

case.) No paralle! examples are securely attested for Pontic: according to
Oikonomides (1908:100~1, 1958:79-81), paragogic vowels occur only after
pro-nouns, e.g. &ATOV-Q, €, aTouv-a, -€ ‘him’ (as also in standard modern
Greek, e.g. Tov-e, auTdv-g, Salonica Tov-a, avUTdédv-a; Mackridge
1985: 157) and verbal endings, pamcularly pres. 3pl -ne < -un (e.g. Khaldia,
Trebizond Tpcdy-ve ‘they eat, are eating’, év-ve ‘they stay, are staying’ vs.
Amlsos Kerasund -ouv; Oikonomides 1908:85, 1958: 63-4).

5 This feature is not mentioned by Andriotes in his grammar of the
Pharasnot dialect (1948:35ft.).

6 For other examples of Turkish influence, see Dawkins 1916:197-204,
Thomason and Kaufman 1988:93-4, 215-22. The latter (222) also hold
Turkish responsible for the reduction of the article in Cappadocian and the
dialect of Silli near Konya (Dawkins 1916:46, 87-9), but this may be due in
large part to language-internal developments. Note that aphaeresis of o (0)
and 7 (1), oi) in the nom. of animate masc. and fem. nouns would have left
neuter To, Ta as the only nom. articles; the latter were then extended to ani-
mates in the most innovative dialects (Ulagag, Fertek), where the distinction
of animacy had largely broken down. In Silli, which lacks the indefinite acc.
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Although a system comparable to that of Pontic may have
existed in central Asia Minor at an earlier period, early 20th-
century Cappadocian thus provides no unambiguous evidence
for a distinction between definite -on and indefinite -os in the
nominative of masculine o-stems, nor for acc. -ona or gen. -onos.
Within the contemporary Greek-speaking world, both the oppo-
sition of nominative definite -on vs. indefinite -os and the geni-
tive ending -onos (alongside -u, -@) are confined to the varieties
of the Pontos.

in -s, the article occurs for the most part only in the acc., but the occasional
use of To, Ta in the nom. with neuters points to an earlier stage comparable
to that of Cappadocian. On the other hand, Pharasiot, which shares indefinite
acc. -s with Cappadocian, retains the article in both nom. and acc. (op. cit.
163). These facts speak against Janse’s view that “the nominative being for-
mally identical with the indefinite accusative was considered incompatible
with the definite article” (2004:12—4). — On the disuse of 6, 1}, ol in the Pontic
dialects of Sindope and Amisds, see fn. 11 above; there too it has been
ascribed to the absence of a definite article in Turkish (Papadopoulos 1955:
157, Oikonomides 1958:154-5, Tompaides 1988:31, Menas 1996-7:6-7).

Dawkins (1916:94; cf. Janse 2004:14, 18-9) notes that definite acc. To +
ending -o(v) in Cappadocian was sporadically used for definite subjects as
well, e.g. Potamia To iAo Ev nakperd ‘the mill is distant’ (vs. xTivou
adapd puAos ‘they are now building a mill”), Axo eki to milo djavoljii jatdx
ton ‘that mill was a devil’s haunt’. Conversely, -5 was occasionally suffixed to
neuters (!) as a marker of indefiniteness, as in Delmesé so peydd ‘to the
spring’, so kuju ‘to the well’ vs. s'éna peyddi-s ‘to a spring’, s 'éna kuju-s ‘to
a well’, Pharasa 0o xcwpio ‘to the village’ vs. 's & xwplo-s ‘to a village’
(Dawkins 1916:92, 94, 164, 165, Janse 2004:14—5, 20-1). Although it is just
possible that definite nominatives like to milo(n) have been remodeled from a
Pontic-like *o milon ~ and hence that this usage is a relic of an earlier innova-
tion common to Pontic and Cappadocian (and eastern Asia Minor in general)
— I find it more likely, following Dawkins, that the opposition of definite acc.
to + -¥(n) vs. nom., indefinite acc. & + -Vs was in the process of being rein-
terpreted as “definite” vs. “indefinite” in certain Cappadocian dialects at the
turn of the 20th century, with the former beginning to be introduced into the
nom., and the latter into other noun classes such as neuters in -i. See also fi.
40.

I7 Nevertheless, Dawkins would continue to compare Pontic definite nom.
-on with these dialects: “Here [i.e. in Cappadocian — RIK] the nominative
ending has spread to the accusative, instead of the other way, but the same
principle is involved: the defined has a different ending from the undefined
noun” (1937:31).
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3. Previous analyses

Previous treatments of the Pontic masculine o-stem endings
-on and -onos have in the main posited a two-step analogical
process. Beginning with Hatzidakis (1892:372, 1907:68-9; cf.
1934:276, 287), most scholars have assumed that the acc. sg. in
-ov [-on] of o-stem masculines was extended to nominatives
marked for definiteness with the article 6.!8 This innovative
nom. sg. was then reinterpreted as the ending -wv of »n-stem
nouns such as dkuwv, gen. &kuovos ‘stone, anvil’ or daiucov,
gen. daipovos ‘god(dess), divinity, (evil) spirit’, and a cor-
responding genitive in -onos was subsequently created. In the
words of Hatzidakis (1934:272),

2

Emedr) & Spws mapaTtnpeital 8T, 8Tav T& SeuTepdkAiTa -0§
ovopaTa Ekpepoueva [E]vépBpos Afiywoiv eis -ov (i8¢ kaTwTépw),
TOTE 1) Yevikl) oxnuaTiletal katd THv TpiTNnV KAiow &is -ovos (1
-wvog), Bk ToUTo @aiveTon dT1 paAdov kat apxaia TpdTuTa,
eppubuicbnoav TaiTa, fjTol katd Taladtepa mpdTuTa TTAG-
Twv-TTA&Twvos, ZoAwv-ZéAwvos, Baipwy -ovos, 6Ppuv -ovos,
TEKTWY -0V0§, YeiTwv-yeitovos kTA. £AéxBn kai 6 Aukov - Ti
AUkovos, & &pkov - T' &pkovos, & wUAAov - Ti wiAAovos, 6 kdopoV
- T1 kbopovos kTA”1O

18 Cf. Oikonomides 1908:216 (“man gebraucht nimlich den Akk. sing.
mit dem Artikel ¢ fiir Nominativ”), 221 (“Akkusativformen der Substantiva
mit dem Artikel &), 1958:145, 149, 183; Thumb 1914:199 (“coincidence of
nominative and accusative singular”); Tompa'l'des 1964:152. The same hy-
pothesis has been adopted by those who associate nom. -ov and -os with
subject and predicate, respectlvely cf. Papadopoulos 1955:30 (“To v
HeTEPN eis TV ovoucxo'nknv attd THy ainatikiv”), 159; Andriotes 1992:
103. For another view, see below on Henrich 1976:242ff.

On the other hand, Semenov (1935:100) considered -on to be the neuter
ending: “Zuweilen bleibt der Artikel im ménnlichen Geschlecht und das Sub-
stantlv erhdlt die Endung des Neutrums: o avfpormov, o kamvov.”

9 “But since it is observed that, while the second-decl. nouns in -os end
in -ov when construed with the article (see below), the genitive is formed
according to the third declension in -ovog (or -covos), it thus appears rather
that these were organized according to ancient patterns, i.e. according to the
older patterns TTAGTwv-TTA&Twvos, etc. were said also & Avkov - Ti
AUkovos, etc.”. In the same passage, Hatzidakis also considered the possi-
bility that the gen. ending -onos was a relatively recent innovation and spread
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Likewise, Dawkins stated of the Pontic type of o likon, ti likonos
that “such forms can hardly have come into existence, except at
a time when the paradigm Baiucov, daipovos, was still in
current use, a paradigm now entirely dead in the modern spoken
language” (1937:31). Cf. also Oikonomides 1908:124-5fn.3
(“manche Subst. konnten daher leicht in die 3. Decl. iiberge-
hen™), 216; 1958:149, 1834, 190, 198; and Papadopoulos 1955:
47-8 (“kaT émidpaocwv apxaiwv, coav va TPOKEITAl TEPI
TPITOKAITWV £ls -V -ovos™).

Although superficially appealing, this hypothesis suffers from
several weaknesses. First, why would the accusative ending have
been generalized to nominatives only when accompanied by the
definite article? The history of Greek offers numerous instances
of nominative-accusative syncretism in the plural: aside from
standard modern Gr. acc. pl. -es for -ag to nouns in -a(s) or
-n(s), e.g. Tous ToAiTes, TaTépes, Tis B&Aacoes, vuxTes,20
acc. -us and -as have spread to the nom. pl. of inanimate nouns
in Pontic (§8, fn. 54), and other dialects have generalized -o1 or
-ous in o-stem masculines (fn. 3). In the singular, however,
collapse of masc. nom. and acc. endings is for the most part
confined to those dialects in which final - and -v are lost, e.g.
southern Italian (Rohlfs 1977:69-73),21 and the conditioned
merger alleged for Pontic finds no parallel in any other variety of
Greek. Hatzidakis (1934:287) suggested that since the article

from pronominals such as inos ~ inonos, tinos, kdtinos (gen. respectively of
m. is, inas, énas, n. énan ‘one’, pios, n. pion ‘who, which?’, kdpios ~ kdts, n.
kdpion ~ kdt ‘each’; for variants see Papadopoulos 1955:56, 64ff., Oikono-
mides 1958:222—3, 249, 254, Drettas 1997:173, 184ff.), but then opts for this
hypothesis.

20 Attested already in Hellenistic times; see Hatzidakis 1892:139—41,
Schwyzer 1939:563—4, Gignac 1981:46—7, Horrocks 1997:66—7, 218.

21" Although the difference is of course preserved in the article, e.g. nom. o
liko, acc. tol ltko or Calabria nom. o dfropo, acc. ton dBropo, Salento o
dntropo, ton dntropo. Phrase-final -n and -s are sporadically preserved as -ne,
-se in the smaller Greek-speaking villages of Calabria, e.g. Galliciand me nan
dddone ‘with another, u’ €vav &AAo’, Roccaforte énas dndrase ‘a man,
#vas &vdpas’, Chorio di Rochudi o xristiandse ‘man, cristiano’ (Rohlfs
1977:40, 48). Rohlfs, writing a generation ago, said of -se for -s only that
“[a]nche oggi la finale non ¢ del tutto scomparsa” (48); I do not know to what
extent such forms are still current among the remaining speakers today.
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already served to set off nom. from acc. (6 vs. TOV), replacement
of nom. -og with acc. -ov would not have led to morphological
merger of the two cases.?2 Yet just because identity of case
endings would not have endangered the nom.-acc. distinction in
the presence of the article hardly suffices to explain why the acc.
ending was generalized. Above all, none of the previous propos-
als addresses an obvious question: why were masculine nouns
with nom. sg. in -os the only ones affected, and not those in -as,
-es, or -s (< *-is), e.g. o popdas ‘the priest’, o jitonas ‘the neigh-
bor’, o xorétes ‘the peasant’, o arménts ‘the Armenian’?23

It is also highly unlikely that a genitive ending -onos would
have been backformed to nom. -on on the model of n-stem
nouns such as daiucov, gen. daiuovos. Although nasal stems
were (after nf-stems, including participles) the most numerous
class of consonant-stem nouns, and retained their ancient para-

22 “AnAoupévns BnA, caiwg Bix Tol &pbpou S Ths CUVTAKTIKTS
oxscsws TS ovouaonmg, Nedn, dTes kai £ TéOV oUdeTEpLOV KAl
£ ToU TAND. TGV dpo. kali BnA., €M AUQOTEPWY TV OXECEWV O
aUTos TUTTos Tol dvdpaTos 6 Afjycwv &is -or.” Similar arguments are ad-
duced by Henrich (1976:244 [cited in Tompaides 1990—1:341], 1979:161),
although he takes -on to be at least partly from n-stem nom. -cov; see below.

I do not understand Tompaides’s assertion that after the merger of nom.
and acc., the “need” to  distinguish the two functions was filled by the definite
article (“[u]ETa ™ ouuTtTewon dnAadn amd uopq>o)\oyu<n aTmoyn ™s
OVOUGOTIKNS KAl TNS CITIATIKAS (7dTmov = o AoV Kol ToY TdT-
o) UTTApXEL cxvayKn va SIaKpIVETAL T} CUVTAKTIKY AEIToupyia Twv
TTWOEWY, Kal auTd yiveTal pe 1o &pbpo: o mammov’; 1990—1:341-2).
Surely the article has been present throughout the history of Pontic from
ancient times and, as per Hatzidakis, would have clearly marked the nom. and
acc. of masculine nouns.

3 Forms such as & kAépTav, 6 NikéAav in the dialect of Oinde are
certainly a later innovation; see fn. 36 below. — Dawkins (1931:394fn.4),
despite considering gen. -onos to be analogical to definite nom. -on, was
aware that the origin of the latter posed difficulties: “The forms like & AUkov
and the genitive Ti AUkovog, as well as the Aravan accusative in -ova, of
which I have as examples &pcomova (man), Toupkova and Aukova, all
seem to me to derive from the characteristic confusion of the second and the
third declension. So far there is no difficulty; the puzzle is the differentiation
between the undefined use of the old second declension nominative in -og and
the use of the third declension form in -ov (-cov) for the defined noun.”
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digm mostly intact through the Hellenistic and Roman periods,24
they were no longer a productive morphological class by this
time; along with other non-neuter consonant stems, they even-
tually gave up their inflection and were absorbed into the first
declension, probably by the Middle Byzantine period.?> Cer-
tainly the massive analogical remodeling of o-stems presup-
posed by the above scholars would be entirely without parallel at
any stage in the history of Greek. I therefore find it far more
probable that Pontic -on, -onos represent survivals of original n-
stem inflection, a view to which I will shortly return (§§4£f.).

In contrast, Henrich (1976:242-4, 246-7) thought that there
was confusion (“ocup@upuds”) in pre-Pontic of the 2nd and 3rd
declensions, i.e. masculine o- and n-stems, and that the latter
was the direct source both of nom. -on with definite article and

24 Thus Gignac (1981:65—6) observes for Roman and early Byzantine pa-
pyri that “[m]ost n-stem names...are declined -covog, -covi, -wva, with only
occasionally variant spellings in -ovos, -ow, -ova”; the latter, along with the
occasional variants in -cov- of oblique forms of Eudaipcov, Xaipriucwv,
result from the merger of o and w (Gignac 1976:275—7, contra Thumb 1901:
143fn.2 [“analogische(r) Umbildungen des Suffixvocales™]).

25 Cf. Browning 1983:58—9, Horrocks 1997:69-70, 218—9. The first step
in this process was the addition of -v to acc. sg. -a on the pattern of e.g.
Tiunv, xopav, Adyov, méhw, attested already in Hellenistic papyri
(Schwyzer 1939:563, 586; cf. Gignac 1976:45—6); the same change affected
e.g. neuters with nom./acc. sg. in -pa — -pav after o-stem neuters in -ov, so
that the ancient contrast of -v vs. -@ in these categories was fully leveled by
late antiquity. (On loss of final -v in postclassical Greek, see Schwyzer
1939:410 with refs. and especially Gignac 1976:111-4.) Subsequently, the
nom. and gen. were backformed on the pattern of preexisting first-declension
nouns in -as and -a: hence e.g. masc. nom. TaTEP-AS, acc. -av, gen. -a
‘father’, fem. nom. unTép-a, acc. -av, gen. -as ‘mother’, whence modern
standard nom. TaTép-as, acc./gen. -a vs. nom./acc. UNTEP-a, gen. -as. The
ever-present influence of the literary/archaizing language has of course been
responsible for the retention of the older forms, e.g. ‘EAA&s ‘Greece’, gen.
‘EAAGSos vs. popular EAAGDa, ‘EAAGDas.

Aside from Pontic -ovos — and standard -(@)aTos to neuters in -(Wa,
which has largely ousted popular -(u)&Tou (Thumb 1912:65) — reflexes of
the ancient consonant-stem gen. sg. -os do survive elsewhere in modern
Greek, especially in Tsakonian (e.g. kun-é < xuv-Ss to kue ‘dog’) and the
lonian islands (especially to nouns in -a, e.g. TOT} WEPOS, WUXTOS,
BuyaTepds, TopTds for standard TRs upépas, wixTas, BuyaTtepas,
mdpTas; Kontosopoulos 1994:68—9), but in neither area does this ending
exhibit any affinity for old »-stems.
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of gen. -onos. This view does not require analogical creation of
gen. -onos to nom. -on, and explains why masculine nouns not
ending in -os lack a separate definite form in the nom. (see
above), but it too suffers from a major weakness, viz. the
assumption that n-stem nom. sg. -cov was extended to all mas-
culine o-stems, and gen. -onos to all non-oxytones. Later on, he
offered a revised hypothesis: after loss of posttonic *u in the 2sg.
possessive clitic cou resulted in homonymy of e.g. 6 w&mmos
‘the grandfather’ and 6 wammos o(ov) ‘your (sg.) grandfather’,
the influence of acc. raTov and of old n-stems like 6 yépcov
‘the old man’ provided a means of disambiguating the two,
namely o pdpon vs. o pdpos + poss. clitic (Henrich 1979, 2000:
53—4); gen. -onos was then formed to the innovative nom. in
-on, as per Hatzidakis and others (1979:162n.11). Note however
that masc. nom. sg. -on with definite article is also found in
other Pontic dialects which preserve posttonic *u, e.g. Kerasund,
Tripolis, and Niképolis (fn. 5; pace Henrich 1979:163fn.18).
The two processes thus were not causally linked, and in fact
probably belong to different periods: even if syncope of post-
tonic *u may be traced back to the 12th ¢. AD (Henrich 2000:
49-53), I will argue below that the grammaticalization of masc.
o-stem definite nom. sg. -on began much earlier (§§6ff.) and,
unlike syncope, took place across the whole of the Pontos
region.

Finally, Horrocks (1997:314-5) proposes that the creation of
a distinctive definite ending in the nom. sg. was motivated by

“a need to re-mark the definiteness of subjects involving nouns ‘of
personality’ in a dialect area where the definite article with nomi-
native forms of this class was increasingly dropped (with some
spread to masculine and feminine dyuxa [ ' apsixa] too, if they re-
tained their masculine/feminine articles). This was presumably
connected with the inherent phonological weakness of o/rf/or
[o/i/i]...which we must suppose were locally so prone to crasis
and/or loss when in contact with words beginning or ending in a
vowel that they eventually all but disappeared.”
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Although loss of the article o, i does seem to be more frequent in
Pontic than in most other modern dialects (except for Cappado-
cian, on which see fn. 16), it is not obvious that this alone would
have led to a “need” to create a new inflectional ending to mark
definiteness2 — and once again, why only for masculine nouns
in -0s? In any case, Horrocks offers no source for the innovative
nom. sg. -on, and he follows previous scholars in proposing that
this ending “engendered paradigmatic interference with 3rd
declension masculine in -cov/gen. -ovos and neuters in -ov”
(315).27

Any account of the Pontic masc. o-stem endings must there-
fore address both inflectional endings together, definite nom. sg.
-on and gen. sg. -onos, and seek a unitary historical explanation
if at all possible. The proposed development must be consistent
with known morphological trends in the evolution of post-
classical Greek, and should also ideally refer to diachronic and
typological parallels from other varieties and/or stages of Greek
and from other [E languages.

4. Whence the n-stem endings?

From a diachronic point of view, sg. nom. -on and gen. -onos
— and, if it is historically related, the Cappadocian acc. -ona —

26 One could argue that a higher rate of deletion of the article [0], [i] in
pre-Pontic could have led to the reinterpretation of other, formerly redundant
morphology as the primary marker of definiteness. Cf. the grammaticalization
of French pas, English not, German nicht, etc. as a result of the phonetic
weakening and frequent loss of the original negator (Fr. ne, now almost
categorically deleted in Québec; OE ne, OHG ni); or the greater frequency of
subject pronouns in Caribbean Spanish, surely connected to the higher inci-
dence of loss of final -s (Labov 1994:569ff. with refs., esp. 595—7). Even so,
the same problems remain as under the earlier hypothesis: whence the definite
nom. sg. ending -on, and would an analogical n-stem gen. sg. -onos have been
created to it?

27 The last part of Horrocks’s statement is false: as seen above, Pontic
neuter nouns in -o(n) have been almost completely assimilated to the pattern
of those in -ifn) < -1ov, and gen. sg. - < -iou, pl. -ion < -icov have been
adopted by a number of masculines in ~os/-on (§1, fn. 5).
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are clearly the endings of ancient Greek n-stems such as
>TpdP-cov, gen. ZtpdP-wvos (see below) or yeiT-wv, gen.
YeiT-ovos ‘neighbor’, with suffix -cov- or -cwov ~ -ov- and
stressed root syllable. Taken by themselves, such corresponden-
ces do not automatically imply the prior existence of a complete
n-stem paradigm: after all, individual n-stem endings have
spread to other inflectional classes in many IE languages, in-
cluding Germanic (OE -ana, -ena for -a in strong nouns, €.g.
dazana ‘of days’, zifena ‘of gifts’) and Tocharian (e.g. pl. masc.
nom. *-fis < PIE *-n-es, fem. nom./obl. *-na «— PIE neut. *-n-
hy). Yet the cooccurrence of distinctive n-stem nominative and
genitive endings in Pontic makes it difficult to escape the con-
clusion that forms such as o filon, gen. ti filonos or o roméon, ti
roméonos do reflect full paradigms *@ik-cov, *Pwonai-wv, gen.
*piA-covos, *Pwpai-cwovos (rather than -ovos; see below)
alongside the familiar o-stems @iAog, ‘Pcopaios.

It therefore appears that at a relatively early date — probably
already in the Roman period, if not before — the variety of Greek
ancestral to the modern Pontic dialects began to form n-stems
with suffix -wov- to an ever greater number of masculine o-
stems, e.g. *@iAcwv, *AUkwv, *Pwuaiwv to pidos, Aukos,
‘Peopaios. Judging from the contemporary evidence, the former
were used only with the article and denoted a particular
individual, e.g. ‘the friend (of ours)’, ‘the wolf over there’, ‘the
Greek (man) whom we saw yesterday in town’, etc. The latter,
on the other hand, eventually came to be restricted to indefinite
function, i.e. non-specific reference: ‘(a, any) friend’, ‘(a) wolf’,
‘(a) Greek man’.

5. The PIE individualizing suffix in Greek

The Indo-Europeanist will at once recognize the Pontic
formation as a reflex of PIE individualizing *-(o)n-, known from
ancient Greek and Latin derived proper names such as
2TpaP-wv (gen. -wvos) or Cat-6 (gen. -onis), respectively ‘the
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squint-eyed one, Squinty’ and ‘the clever one, Smarty’ (cf.
otpaPds ‘squint-eyed’, catus ‘clever, shrewd’).28 This ab-
lauting suffix appears to have had an affinity for o-stem adjec-
tives, so that the original paradigm of individualizing derivatives
of o-stems probably had *-o-on- (*[-0n-]) in the nom./acc. and
*-0-n- in the oblique cases (Nussbaum 1986:255fn.25). For the
most part, however, its inflection has been influenced by that of
the semantically related possessive suffix *-H(o)n-, established
by Hoffmann (1955) on the basis of forms such as GAv.
m@0ran- ‘prophet, preacher’ (nom. mgéfr-aa, gen. -ano) to mgbra-
‘thought’, which formed derivatives to o-stem bases with
nom./acc. *¥-o-Hon- ~ obl. *-0-Hn-; hence the invariant *-6n- of
the Greek and Latin forms just cited, as well as in e.g. OLith.
pirmuo ‘first-born’, pl. pirmuones to pirmas ‘first’ and PSI. pl.
grad’-an-e ‘townspeople’ (OCS graZdane) < *gordydon- «—
*gord-yo- ‘city-dwelling’ (Jasanoff 1980:379).29

As just noted, individualizing -cov- in Greek is especially
characteristic of personal names, including e.g. ®iAcov, Zévewv
(fem. ®idawa, Zévawa), and Aydbuwv, Aelkwv (respec-
tively short for e.g. 'Ayda6imrmros, 'AyaBokAfs and Aeukddeopos,

28 The same suffix appears to underlie the Lycian proper names Xudalijé
‘the nimble one (or sim.)’ alongside Xudali (cf. Hitt. hiida- ‘alacrity’), the
formation of which parallels Homeric Kpovicov ‘son of Kronos’ «— Kpdwvios
‘of, belonging to Kronos’, and Pigréi ‘the splendid one’ (« *Pigré with
“motion suffix” -i) to *pigre (cf. Milyan Pixre); see Hajnal 1997:43—4fn.11,
Melchert 2000:70.

As Melchert rightly observes (70fn.44), the generally pejorative connota-
tion of names in Gr. -cov-, Lat. -on- is a secondary pragmatic effect; cf. Hitt.
“stigmatizing” -ant- in e.g. ammiy-ant- ‘immature’, warg-ant- ‘fat’. Rohlfs’s
remarks on Latin -6n- (and Italian -owe, -ona) apply equally well to Greek
and Anatolian: “si esprimeva una particolare caratteristica di una persona...
Caratteristico & sempre cid che & vistoso. Da qui dev’essersi sviluppata ben
presto I’idea d’una grossezza inconsueta, dal momento che naso prendeva
sempre pil a significare un naso insolito o particolarmente grosso” (1969:
414-5).

29 Pace Hoffmann 1955:36, the ablaut in e.g. Av. maratdn- ~ maradn-
‘Sterblicher’ (nom. marata, gen. marafné, pl. nom. maratand) < *myto-(o)n-
to marata- ‘mortal’ (Ved. mdrta- ‘id.”) < PIE *my-to- could have been intro-
duced from primary amphikinetic n-stems which shared nom. sg. *-6(n)
(Nussbaum 1986:255fn.25). Similar modifications of ablaut are attested in all
IE languages, including Greek (Peters 1980:160ff.).
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Agukokopas) to @ihos, Eévos, ayabds, Aeukds (Solmsen
1922:125ff., 130, Schwyzer 1939:487).30 Similarly, Latin deriv-
atives in -on-, both individualizing and possessive, are princi-
pally “Spitznamen, meist herabsetzenden Inhalts” (Leumann
1977:239). In addition to Cato, cf. Riafo ‘Red(head)’ to rifus
‘red’ < PIE *h,re/owdh-o-, Varré to varus ‘bent outwards, bow-
legged’, Aquilo ‘North Wind’ to aquilus ‘dark, swarthy’; and
possessive Labio, Naso ‘having (thick) lips, a (big) nose’ to the
nouns labia, nasus. The function and force of this suffix have
survived from colloquial Latin into modern Romance languages
such as Italian: just as Ovid was known as (Pablius Ovidius)
Naso, so someone with a big, ugly, or otherwise prominent nose
(naso) is un nasone, and a man known among his friends for his
beard (barba) may be called Il Barbone.3!

_ 30 Also formed with -cov- are a number of names for concrete objects, e.g.
kUgwv ‘crooked piece of wood, bent yoke of a plow; pillory, etc.’, eideov
‘narrow-necked oil can’ to kUpds ‘bent forwards, stooping’, @eidds ‘sparing,
thrifty’ (cf. ®eildeovios ‘Thrifty’; Schwyzer 1939:487).

The large number of personal names in -cov must have contributed to the
preponderance of vocative -0 among paroxytone masculine names in -og in
the modern language, e.g. TTaUAos, ‘AAékos, voc. TTaTAo, 'ANéko on the
pattern of Nikcov — Nikos, voc. Nikwv > Niko. This pattern, along with the
almost complete restriction of voc. -o (and the rarer genitives in -0) to parox-
ytone substantives in medieval and dialectal Greek, supports Henrich’s thesis
(1976) that -o continues earlier [-on] < ancient n-stem -cov, voc. -cov, -ov.

31'A common nickname for Joseph Stalin in postwar Italy was // Baffone,
or “Mr. Moustache” (cf. baffa ‘moustache’). As the premier “suffisso accres-
citivo”, -one and innovative fem. -ona may be built to a wide range of nouns,
adjectives, and even adverbs, e.g. cavallone, ragazz-one, -ona, frescone,
Jacilone, dialectal tardone ‘tardissimo’ to cavallo ‘horse’, ragazzo ‘boy’, -a
‘girl’, fresco ‘fresh, cool’, facile ‘easy’, tardi ‘late’ (Rohlfs 1969:414—5). The
same suffix is also found in other Romance languages: in Spanish, -6n (-ona)
may be added to nouns or adjectives and is “generally pejorative, and aug-
mentative in the sense that it implies an ‘increase’ or ‘excess’ of some quali-
ty”, e.g. mujerona ‘big woman’, feén ‘very ugly’, maricén ‘pansy’, valenton
‘(very) boastful; braggart’, goton ‘big drop’, novelén ‘long boring novel’,
narizén ‘big-, long-nosed’ (to mujer ‘woman’, feo ‘ugly’, marica ‘magpie;
sissy’, valiente ‘brave’, gota ‘drop’, novela ‘novel’, nariz ‘nose’; Penny 2002:
297). As these examples illustrate, the original locus of this sufix has been
extended in Romance: derivatives in It. -one (-ona), Sp. -6n (-ona) may now
be formed to bases ending in -a and It. -e, Sp. -e/-@ as well as those in -o.

Italian deverbal derivatives such as mangi-one ‘big eater, glutton’, grid-
one ‘crier, screamer’ to mangiare, gridare (Rohlfs 1969:416) are also of an-
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The individualizing value of the suffix underlying
ZtpdBwv, Card, etc. was recognized already by Osthoff
(1876:45ff.) in his investigation of the origins of the Germanic
definite n-stem (“weak”) adjectival declension, e.g. Goth. sg.
masc. nom. blinda, acc. blindana, masc./neut. gen. blindins vs.
indefinite (“strong”) blinds, blind, blindis, OHG blinto, blinton
(-un), blinten (-in) vs. blint(ér), blintan, blintes (see below, §6);
cf. also Solmsen (1922:128-9), who compared Gr. &yads vs.
‘Ayd&Bcov with Goth. strong liufs ‘dear’ vs. weak liuba. It has
been argued that PIE *-(0o)n- merged formally and functionally
with possessive *-H(o)n- in Germanic (Jasanoff 1980:379-81,
Hajnal 1997:45-6), so that e.g. masc. nom. sg. *-6(n) (> Goth.
-a, e.g. guma ‘man’) continues the former and *-5(n) (> OHG,
OS -0, OE -a, e.g. OHG gomo, OS gumo, OE guma) the latter;
but Jasanoff (2002) now believes that the disparate »-stem nom.
sg. endings in the old Germanic languages may all be derived by
a plausible sound change and series of analogies from the inher-
ited PIE endings *-0 (< **- 0n) and *-en.

6. Grammaticalization of the individualizing suffix
in Germanic and Pontic

The grammaticalization of PIE individualizing derivatives as
weak adjectives in Germanic offers a suggestive parallel for the
development of the Pontic o-stem endings. I propose that Pontic
Greek has not only maintained the derivational pattern of ancient
2TpaPBowv, ®ikwv, and the like, but extended it to all mascu-
line o-stems. In striking contrast to the situation in ancient
Greek, where individualizing derivatives are characteristic of
proper (nick)names and names of objects (§5), the suffix -cov-
has become generalized as a redundant marker of definiteness
with the definite article. The contrast of indefinite o-stem and

cient date; cf. Lat. com-bibo ‘drinking companion’, mandiicé ‘glutton’ to
bibere ‘drink’, mandicare ‘chew, eat’ (Leumann 1977:239).
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definite n-stem survives today only in nom. -o0s vs. -on; in the
genitive, the semantic distinction between indefinite -ou (>-#, -0
in Khaldia) and definite *-covos has been effaced, and both
endings may now be used with or without he article. Acc.
*-cova has presumably disappeared in favor of (indefinite) o-
stem -on, if the final -a of Aravan Toupkova, Aukova,
&pwova is not old (§2, fn. 14).

The nominal system of Pontic, then, has expanded the seman-
tic domain and morphological role of the PIE individualizing
suffix to an extent rivaled only by the Germanic weak adjective
declension. The semantic development, however, is somewhat
more difficult to assess than in the case of Germanic. As the
“weak” n-stem adjective declension is fully attested in all old
Germanic languages, it may be securely reconstructed for Proto-
Germanic; its definite-marking function can have arisen from an
earlier individualizing value, e.g. *jungd gumo *‘the young one,
the man’ > *‘the young man’, vs. “strong” o-stem (> PGmc. a-
stem) *jungaz gumd ‘(a, the) young man’. Although the latter
had not yet been restricted to indefinite reference, the morpholo-
gy of definiteness at this stage was otherwise similar to that in
Proto-Balto-Slavic, where definiteness is marked on adjectives,
but unmodified substantives cannot be marked as definite or
indefinite: cf. Lith. sénas vyras ‘(an) old man’, sends-is vyras
‘the old man’ but vyras ‘(a, the) man’; PSI. *stara Zena ‘(an) old
woman’, *stira-ja Zena ‘the old woman’ but *Zena ‘(a, the)
woman’. Only later, after the breakup of PGmc., did the Gmc.
languages evolve a definite article through the semantic weak-
ening of demonstrative adjectives, namely *sa- ~ *0a- ‘that’ in
Gothic and West Gmc. and *hin- in North Gmc.: hence e.g.
PWGme. *sa jungo gumo ‘the young man’, beside which *jung
gumo came to mean only indefinite ‘(a) young man’. As a result,
the functional load for the expression of definiteness shifted to
the newly grammaticalized article, which could now also mark
unmodified nouns (e.g. Goth. sa dags, OE se dwez, ON dag-inn
‘the day’), and the weak adjective declension became morpholog-
ically redundant: speakers of an older Germanic language, or of

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



An Individual Twist on the Individualizing Suffix 93

modern German or Icelandic,32 must learn to use a particular set
of endings on the adjective with the article, demonstratives such
as ‘this’, ‘that’, and a few other modifiers.33 Relics of the older
system survive especially in Old English poetry: cf. e.g. Beowulf
1801 op-peet hrefn blaca heofones wynne blidheort bodode ‘until
the black raven joyfully proclaimed the delight of heaven’,
1791-2 wolde blondenfeax beddes néosan / gamela Scylding ‘the
grey-haired one wanted to visit (= go to) bed, the old Scylding’,
2844 hefde &zhwader ende geféred [#nan lifes ‘each one had
reached the end of (his) transitory life’ (Delbriick 1909:191-4),
in which the weak adjective alone, unaccompanied by the article,
signals definiteness.34

32 And to a greatly reduced extent, Dutch and modern Scandinavian lan-
guages as well, e.g. Du. de groote huis ‘the big house’ vs. een groot huis ‘a
big house’.

33 Standard German now has a three-way distinction, having introduced
masc. nom. sg. -er and neut. nom./acc. sg. -es from the “strong” inflection
after ein, kein, and the possessives mein, unser, etc., but not after der and the
demonstratives dieser, jener, welcher, etc.

An interesting parallel to the evolution of definite marking in Germanic is
provided by Bulgarian, which preserves a reflex of the PSl. definite adj.
inflection in masc. sg. definite -ija(?) [-ija(t)] < PSIL. *-d-jT + *-td  vs. indefi-
nite - < *-u (cf. SC -7 vs. -@). While the postposed demonstrative *to- was
grammaticalized as a definite article during the Middle Bulgarian period,
contraction of vowels across intervocalic *j and loss of phonemic vowel
length led to the merger of definite and indefinite endings outside the masc.
sg.: fem. *-a-ja > *-a > *-a, neut. *-o-je — *-8 > *-o, pl. masc. *-i-ji > *- 17>
*-i fell together with short *-a, *-0, *-i (cf. SC fem., pl. neut. -a vs. -a, pl.
masc. -7 vs. -i, etc.). As a result, definiteness is now signaled by the article,
and the contrast of masc. sg. indef. -@ /-o/ vs. def. -jja-t /-ija-ta/, e.g. bjal zab
‘white tooth’ vs. bélija-(t) zab ‘the white tooth’ (cf. bjdla kasta ‘(a) white
house’ vs. bjdla-ta kasta ‘the white house’), has to be learned as a synchronic
morphological idiosyncrasy.

4 Mitchell (1985:56-8, 65-7) is somewhat skeptical of such archaisms,
but rightly emphasizes the need for a careful examination of all extant manu-
scripts. The only data inconsistent with the above hypothesis would be instan-
ces of weak adj. + noun which have to be read as indefinite (excluding the
numerous cases of -an for strong dat. sg. masc./neut. and dat. pl. -um; Funke
1949:151-3).

On the evolution of the Gmc. strong and weak adj. inflection and definite
article, see also Osthoff 1876:101ff., Delbriick 1909:196-9. Note that posses-
sive compound adjectives such as Goth. /laus-handja ‘empty-handed’ (Zucha
1989) could simply have adopted the inflection of individualizing n-stems (>
weak adjs.) in pre-PGme. I do not understand Hajnal’s reasoning when he
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On the other hand, Pontic did inherit a definite article from
ancient Greek, so that any innovative use of distinct inflectional
endings would have been morphologically redundant from the
beginning.3> Furthermore, definiteness is marked not on the
adjective, as in PGmc. (or, as a result of univerbation with the
relative pronoun *ja-, in Balto-Slavic; Hajnal 1997:47-52 with
refs.), but on the noun itself — as far as I am aware, a unique
situation among IE languages.

The only plausible explanation, it seems to me, is that the
varieties of Hellenistic and Roman-era Greek ancestral to Pontic
underwent an innovation parallel to that of pre-Proto-Germanic.
First, the ancient Greek individualizing suffix -cov- was gradual-
ly extended to most (if not all) adjectives in -os, producing e.g.
*Havpwv, Popaiwv, *kdAwv to patpos ‘black’, Pwpaios
‘Roman’ (> ‘Byzantine’ > ‘Greek’), kaAds ‘good’. These then
came to be used in apposition with masculine substantives, and
were eventually grammaticalized as definite adjectival forms in
opposition to the preexisting o-stem endings -os, acc. -ov, gen.
-ou: *6 k&Awv 6 @ilos ‘the good one, the friend” — ‘the good
friend’; similarly acc. *Tév k&Awva TOv @iAov, gen. *ToU
KaAwvos Tol gilov. Finally, the definite endings were copied
from the adjective to the following governed noun if the latter
ended in -og, resulting in phonetically identical agreement
markers, e.g. *6 KAA-wv 6 PiA-05 — *O K&A-wV O PiA-wv —
o kal-on o fil-on ‘the good friend’, corresponding to indefinite
kal-6s fil-os ‘(a) good friend’.36 For whatever reason, the old »-

says of these adjs. that “[d]ie pradikative Stellung...zeigt, daB es sich bei die-
ser Bl]dung bereits seit alters um ein echtes Adjektiv handelt” (1997:46).

5 Unless the article was phonetically reduced and/or deleted to the point
that some other morphological peculiarity could be reinterpreted as marking
definiteness (see fn. 26). This seems unlikely, however, as nom. sg. o, have
remained in use down to the 20th century in all Pontic dialects: see the
references above in §1, fn. 11,

6 IE languages offer numerous parallels for the spread of nominal case/
number endings from pronoun to adjective to noun, the most widely attested
being the replacement of PIE o-stem nom. pl. *-0s by originally pronominal
*-oy in the prehistories of Greek, Latin, Insular Celtic, Balto-Slavic, and
Tocharian. — Note that other classes of masculine nouns were not remodeled
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stem gen. ending -covos was eventually lost in adjectival inflec-
tion, but survives as an alternant of -u ~ -¢&J < -ov in non-oxytone
nouns: hence *ToU k&A-covos Tol piA-ou — *ToU kK&A-wvos
ToU PiA-covos — ti kal-u ti fil-onos ~ ti fil(-u) (cf. indefinite
kal-ui fil-u ~ fil-onos).37 Both adjectives and nouns also complete-
ly eliminated -cov- in the plural, if it had ever existed there.

The sole exception to the generalization of -cov with the
article was before the possessive pronominal clitics pou, oou,
aQuToU, auTiis, NUGV, *Nodv, autdv (> mu), s(u), at(u),
at(i)s, emun, esun, aton). In this environment, contemporary
Pontic allows both -os and -on in the nom. sg., so that for ‘my,
your, his/her, our, your (pl.), their friend’ one may say either 1sg.
o filos-im, 2 -is, 3 m. -at, f. -ats, 1pl. -emun, 2 o filosun < *-os-
(e)sun, 3 o filos-atun, or 1sg. o filom <*-on-m(u), 2 o filos <

at that stage, so that e.g. contemporary Pontic o kal/on jitonas ‘the good neigh-
bor’, o kalon xorétes ‘the good peasant’ and kalds jitonas ‘(a) good neigh-
bor’, kalds xorétes ‘(a) good peasant’ are distinguished only by the form of
the adjective (and presence vs. absence of the article). In the dialects of Oinde
and of Ovaguk near Nik()polis, the pattern -os : -on was extended to masculine
nouns in -as, e.g. & KAepTav ‘the robber’, 6 NikéAav ‘Nicholas’ (Oiko-
nomides 1908:124fn.2, 221-2, 1958:116, 146, Dawkins 1937:31, Papadopou-
los 1953:90, 1955:30, 40, 159, Henrich 1979:163fn.17).

Much less likely than this hypothesis in my opinion is that Pontic general-
ized the pattern of ancient Greek names such as Aukcwov, TToAéucov to
AUkos, ToAepos. These do not continue the PIE possessive suffix (**having a
wolf” or sim.), but merely illustrate the extension to substantives of the deri-
vational process @iAos, Asukds — Didcwov, Aelkcov, etc.; parallels in other
IE languages, e.g. Lat. Neré (originally Sabellic) «— ner- (cf. Oscan niir ‘vir,
princeps, procer’, Umbrian acc. pl. nerf ‘principés, optimates’, both titles of
rank) < PIE *hsner- ‘man’ or OHG Wolfo beside wolf (Solmsen 1922:129),
are yrobably independent developments.

7 The restriction of gen. sg. -onos to non-oxytones (see §1) suggests that
individualizing derivatives to adjs. in -&s, e.g. ZTpdPeov, 'Aydbwv to
oTpafas, ayabds, were still stem-stressed at this stage — like e.g. pavpcav,
E€veav to uatpos, Eévos — and only later brought their stress into line with
the base forms, whence Pontic o kaldn, o trandn, to kalés, trands, etc. Thus
-wvos was copied to barytone nouns in e.g. *ToU yoUp-wvos ToU okiA-ou
— *TolU pavp-wvos Tou okid-covos — ti mavr-u ti skil-onos ~ ti Skil(-u)
‘of the black dog’, *tol kaA-wvos Tol pi-ou — *ToU k&A-covos ToU
QiA-wvos — ti kal-ii ti fil-onos ~ ti fil(-u) ‘of the good friend’, but not to
oxytones in e.g. *tol Egv-wvos ToU Tedep-oU, *ToU Tpdv-covos ToU
adeAQ-0U — ti ksén(-u) ti peOer-u ‘of the foreign father-in-law’, ti tran-4 ti
adelf-u ‘of the old(er) brother’.
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*-on-s(u), 3 m. o filon-at, f. -ats, 1pl. -emun, 2 -esun, 3 -atun.33
As -os is not otherwise found with the definite article, this usage
must reflect an older state of affairs, when the two endings were
in more general competition.39 Henrich (1979, 2000:53-4; see
§3) argues that Pontic eliminated the potential confusion between
e.g. *O @ihos ‘the friend’ and *6 @ilog o(ov) ‘your (sg.) friend’
by extending the -on of acc. pik-ov and masc. n-stems like
O YeEp-wv to the former, creating an opposition of *o fil-on vs.
*o fil-os + poss. clitic; the variants o filon-at, -ats, etc. (not
mentioned by him) would then have to be later creations on the
basis of o filon. More likely in my opinion is that the pre-Pontic
fluctuation between inherited -o5 and innovative -wv (see
above) persisted in nouns accompanied by a possessive clitic,
but otherwise was resolved in favor of the latter.

However it arose, the contrast between *o filon and *o filos +
poss. clitic recails that of To BaPd& ‘the father’ (< BaBa&) vs.
BaBd u ‘my father’ in the most innovative Cappadocian dia-
lects of Ulaga¢ and Fertek, where neut. To, Ta have spread to
animate nouns “especially when no possessive follows” (Daw-

38 By themselves, the contracted Isg. o filom, 2 o filos may reflect either
*.0s-mu, *-0s-su or *-on-mu, *-on-su: for the phonetic changes involved, cf.
nom. 1sg. o pop-dm, 2 o pop-ds < *-as-mu, *-as-su (beside o popds-im, -is),
acc. Isg. ton pop-am, 2 ton pop-ds < *-an-mu, *-an-su to o popds, ton popdn
‘the priest’ (Drettas 1997:135, 140). The variants o filos-im, o filos-is have
been restored on the basis of o filos-at, -ats, etc.

39 Attempts to explain away one or the other variant through (recent) anal-
ogy are in my opinion unconvincing. Pace Tompaides 1964:156-7, it is
extremely unlikely that all the variants in -os- were created on the basis of
2sg. -0s < *-on-su, renalyzed as underlying /-os-s/. Also improbable is Oiko-
nomides’s suggestion that acc. 1sg. -om < *-on-mu was generalized to the
nom., whence by analogy 2sg. -os (1908:124-5fn.3); later, in his historical
grammar (1958:115-6, 146), he assumed not only second-declension nom.
1sg. o filom, 2 o filos < *-on-mu, *-on-su, but also o patéram, o patéras ‘my,
your father’ < *-an-mu, *-an-su, even though definite -an to nouns in -as is
otherwise found only in the dialects of Oinde and Ovaguk (where it is clearly
an innovation; see fn. 36 above). For arguments against the common as-
sumption that definite nom. -on is in origin the accusative ending, see §3. —
Pace Janse (2002:218), Drettas’s paradigm o déskalos-im, -is, -at ‘my, your,
his teacher’ (1997:141) need not be “corrected” to definite o déskal-om, -os
(< *-on-mu, *-on-su), -on-at and indefinite déskalos-im, -is, -at, the latter
forms are ungrammatical in any case, as pronominal clitics are (almost?)
always accompanied by the article (see the exx. in Oikonomides 1958:232fF.).
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kins 1916:87; see fn. 16 above).40 Omission of definite marking
with a possessive pronoun is of course found in many languages,
e.g. English the house vs. my house, Spanish la casa vs. mi casa
(< OIld Spanish /a mi(e) casa, cf. Italian la mia casa), Arabic
al-baytu vs. baytu-ka ‘your (m.) house’.#! What makes the
Pontic case interesting is that it is not the old article o which is
optional when definiteness is implied by a possessive pronoun,
but rather the redundant definite nom. sg. ending -on.

7. A parallel to appositive -cov-: feminine adjectival endings
in Pontic and standard modern Greek

In support of the appositive use of individualizing -cov- with
masculine substantives, note that precisely the same develop-
ment is presupposed by the Pontic feminine adjectival endings
-esa (-isa) and -ena, which clearly reflect the ancient Greek
nominal suffixes -.coa and -awa.42 The latter was originally

40 Janse (2004:15-6) reports that the dialect of Axo6 contrasts animate and
inanimate nouns with the possessive, e.g. animate 1sg. basd-m, 2 basd-s ‘my,
your elder brother’, acc. def. to basd-m, to basd-s (to basds, acc. def. to basd)
vs. inanimate to meléz-um, to léyoz-us ‘my brain, your word’. If so, this
dialect must have (partly) reinterpreted the contrast of definite -V vs.
mdeﬁmte Vs (see fn. 16) as one of animate vs. inanimate.

I And often more generally when one noun is governed by another: cf.
Engllsh a young girl’s heart, German (poetic) des Knaben Wunderhorn ‘the
boy’s wonder-horn’, and especially the Semitic “construct”, e.g. Arabic baytu
l-maliki, Hebrew bét ham-mélek, Syriac bét malk-G ‘the king’s house’ (lit.
‘house (of) the-king’).

For Pontic adjective inflection in general, including the various patterns
of feminine marking discussed below, see Papadopoulos 1955:51-6, Oikono-
mides 1958:206-19, Drettas 1997:160—4 (summarized in Antoniadou-Kesi-
dou 2002:112, 118, 121-2). Fem. adjs. in -/ (-n) have been introduced under
the influence of common spoken Greek and the literary/archaizing language
(Papadopoulos 1955:53-4).

Despite the obvious phonetic similarity between -1oca and Pontic -esa,
the origin of this suffix has not been generally acknowledged. Tompaides
(1988-9:11) rightly remarks that borrowing from medieval Italian dialects
(cf. Hatzidakis 1934:274, Papadopoulos 1955:136 “Eevikijs TpoeAevoecos”,
1958-60:321 s.v. -ecoa “H Ttal. kaT. -essa™) is virtually excluded on his-
torical grounds, but his own account of the ending is also problematic; see be-
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associated with stems in *-n-, e.g. TékTawa ‘female carpenter,
craftswoman’, dpdkawa ‘female serpent’, BepdTaiva ‘maid
(servant), female slave’ to TékTwv, dpdkwv, Bepdtwv
‘attendant, servant, companion’ (the latter two remade as nt-
stems). Subsequently, -aiva was generalized to other names for
female persons, animals, and so forth, e.g. ®idawa, yayeipaiva
‘female cook’, AUkaiwa ‘she-wolf’, Uawva ‘hyena’ (to Qikcov,
uG&yepos, AUkos, Us ‘swine, pig’); in modern Greek it
characterizes female married names such as Mecopyaiva “wife of
Meddpyos’, Kwotawa ‘wife of Kcdotas’.43 Similarly, -icoa
< *-Ik-ja was at first limited to stems in -ik-, e.g. AuPiéAicoa
‘curved at both ends’ [Hom.], Kihicoa ‘Cilician woman’ (cf.
EA-1E, -1kog ‘spiral, curl’, KiA-if, -ikos), but later spread to
Baoiliooa ‘queen, princess’4 and gradually became more
productive during the Hellenistic and Roman periods, e.g.
iéprooa ‘priestess’ (beside iépeia, iepis), oikovéuooa ‘female
estate manager’, ‘AvTioxiooa ‘Antiochene’; it occurs today in
yetTéviooa ‘neighbor’, ouyyéviooa ‘relative’, etc.

low and fn. 46. Menas (1996-7:8-9) proposes that -ésa was generalized
from -ésa < *-¢-issa to adjs. in -es, but the data in Oikonomides 1958:213
suggests that those with -es < -ds < -105 have fem. -esa < *-iecoq, e.g. dyr-
0s, -es, n. dyr-on, -en ‘wild, fierce, harsh’, but f. only dyresa, not “dyrosa”;
the relatively few adjs. with -es not from -1o5 are Turkish loanwords, e.g. taz-
és, f. -ésa ‘fresh® « Tk. taze. As observed already by Oikonomides (1908:
201), unstressed -esa is found only where syncope of *i would have resulted
in an impermissible consonant cluster, e.g. émorfesa, dikemesa < *eUpuop@-
1wooa, *aoxnu-iooa (see below); this could then have spread to oxytone
adjs. such as kalésa, tranésa (similarly Horrocks 1997:312-3).

On -100a, -awa in general, and their productivity in postclassical and
medieval Greek, see Hatzidakis 1892:26-7, Chantraine 1933:107-10, Schwy-
zer 1939:475; cf. also the remarks in Peters 1980:150. The complex evolution
of -awa < *-an-ya < PIE *-én-ihy- ~ *-p-yéhy- is discussed at length by
Peters (1980:151ff.).

43 A similar suffix -iva occurs in Pontic, €.g. Lazarina ‘wife of Lazaros’,
Maxmutina ‘wife of Maxmut’, tSobanina ‘shepherd’s wife’ to tsobdnos
‘shepherd’ (Papadopoulos 1955:136, Oikonomides 1958:376, Drettas 1997:
]252, and other dialects such as Chiot (Hatzidakis 1892:27).

4 Censured in the 2nd c. AD by the Atticist Phrynikhos: “Baocihicoa
oUBels TV dpxaiwv elmev, AAAG Baciieia § BaciAis” (Fischer 1974:80
[no. 197]; cf. also 83 [no. 231)).
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In Pontic, reflexes of -looa mark the fem. sg. of adjectives in
masc. nom. sg. -os (-on), as in oxytone kalds (o kalon), kalésa,
kalon ‘good’, tran-6s (o -on), -ésa, -on ‘big, great; elder’ and
paroxytone mdvr-os (o -on), -esa, -on ‘black’, ksén-os (o -on),
-tsa, -on ‘foreign’, roméos (0 roméon), roméj-sa, -kon ‘Greek’,
including past passive participles in -ménos (-ménon), e.g.
xaménos (o xaménon), xaméntsa (< *xaménisa), xaménon ‘lost’,
pinazmén-os (o -on), -tsa, -on ‘hungry’. Proparoxytones exhibit
variation between the archaic pattern, with identical masc. and
fem., and explicitly marked fem. in -esa, e.g. émorfos (o
émorfon), fem. émorfos ~ émorfesa, neut. émorfon ‘beautiful’,
dskem-os (o -on), -os ~ -esa, -on ‘ugly, plain, coarse, bad’ (<
eUpOpP-05, -ov, &oxnu-os, -ov).4> This pattern has been
extended to adjectives in stressed -ds, -is, -lus, which have become
extremely numerous through borrowing of Turkish adjectives
ending in -a and -li (-li, -I1, -lu): cf. kak-ds, -dsa, -dn ‘sick, ill,
weak’, fukar-ds, -dsa, -dn ‘poor, unlucky’ («Tk. fukara),
empaB-is, -isa, -in ‘terminally ill’, sevda-lis, -lisa, -lin (-lus,
-lusa, -lun) ‘in love’ (« Tk. sevdali).#6 The remaining class,

45 Cf. standard duop@-os, -1, -0, AOXNU-0S, -1, -0. As there is no ob-
vious reason why only proparoxytone adjectives in -os would have complete-
ly generalized the masc. endings to the fem. even with sg. human referents,
e.g. émorfos jinéka ‘beautiful woman’, i dskemos i nife ‘the ugly girl’, 1
conclude that the ancient Greek two-ending adjective declension has indeed
been preserved in Pontic (so already Hatzidakis 1892:28, 1934:273; tenta-
tively Dawkins 1937:29). The restriction of -on with article to the masculine
(Henrich 1979:162fn.11, Drettas 1997:161) is hardly surprising: m. émorf-os,
0 émorf-on but f. émorf-os (~ -esa), i émorf-os (~ -esa).

46 Tompaides’s suggestion (1988-9:12-4) that the pattern of adjectives in
masc. -ds, -is, -lus with fem. -ds-a, -is-a, -lis-a was extended to adjs. in -os to
create new fems. in -esa is morphologically implausible; outside of the most
Turkish-influenced Cappadocian dialects (see fn. 3 ad fin), addition of a suf-
fix to the nom. sg. rather than the nominal base is unparalleled in the history
of Greek (Menas 1996-7:8). As the adjs. in -ds, -is, -is, -és are obviously
innovations of the Byzantine and Ottoman periods, it stands to reason that
their feminines were formed on the pattern of preexisting masc. -os ~ fem. -esa,
without the vocalic aiternation. — The peculiar fem. endings -éosa, -edsa,
-iésa of adjs. in ancient -Us in the western Pontic dialects of Inépolis and
Sindpe, e.g. Sindpe ylukéos' ~ ylukeds', makridsa, platiésa (~ makrids’,
platiés™?) to yAukus ‘sweet’, pakpus ‘long’, wAaTus ‘wide’, Inépolis
makréos, platéos (vs. makrésa, platésa, etc. elsewhere; Papadopoulos 1955:
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stem-stressed adjectives in -(i)s, form their fem. sg. in -ena:
aside from compounds such as anixtomat-(i)s, -ena, -(i)kon
‘open-eyed, with eyes (wide) open’ (Papadopoulos 1955:51),
these are also largely of Turkish origin, and reflect adjectives
ending in a consonant: cf. Tk. zengin ‘rich’ — zenkin-ts, -ena,
-0, Tk. kdvur ‘infidel, non-Muslim’ — kjavir-ts, -ena, -kon, etc.
(Drettas 1997:163—4).47

In the near-absence of premodern Pontic documents, the most
likely interpretation of these facts is that the suffixes -lcoa and
-awa were first introduced from nouns such as drk-(i)sa, -ena
‘she-bear’, yitonisa (yiténtsa) ‘female neighbor’, filena ‘female
friend’ to substantival *kaA-iooa ‘the good’, *Pwpai-10o0a
‘the Greek’, avoixtoudaT-aiva ‘the open-eyed one’, and the
like, and remained confined to substantival usage for some time;
only at a later stage were they grammaticalized as the regular
feminine adjectival endings, replacing kaA-1j, Pwpuai-a, and
avoixtopdt-a.48 The first of these two steps is paralleled in

55-6, Oikonomides 1958:215), have perhaps been built to masc. variants in
-e0s, -105 (Tompaides 1988-9:14; false Papadopoulos 1955:56 [-eos < an-
cient masc./neut. gen. sg. -£0s]).

Adjs. in -/is, -{is can also take the fem. ending -/u, e.g. sojlis, sojlu, sojlin
‘from a prominent family’, poj-lus, -lu, -lun ‘big, respected’ («— Tk. soy-lu
‘noble’, boy-lu ‘tall, high’), yars-lis ~ -lus, -li, -lin ~ -lun ‘person/thing from
Kars, Karsli’. Cf. also ethnonyms in -6s (-6n) such as lazés (o lazon), lazu,
lazikon ‘Laz’ (Drettas 1997:161, 163; or ldz-os, -ena, -(i)kon like ris-os,
-ena, ~(i)kon ‘Russian’, Oikonomides 1958:212).

41Adjs. in -sijs, -stijs < TK. -siz (-siiz, -siz, -suz) *-less’ form feminines in
-siz-ena, -suz-ena or -sij-sa, -suyj-sa in the Khaldia dialect, e.g. arsijs
‘impudent, insolent’ («— ar-siz), f. arsuzena ~ arstijsa, n. arsizkon; etep-sijs
‘ill-mannered, shameless’ («— edep-siz), -sizena ~ -sijsa, -sizkon (Drettas
1997:163). These reflect competition between the underlying forms /-siz-s/
(/-suz-s/) and /-sij-s/ (/-suj-s/): the former correspond to the older masc.
endings -siz-is, -suz-is, preserved in dialects such as Kerasund which retain
posttonic i (arsizis, etepsizis), whereas the latter are based on the syncopated
masc. -sijs, -sujs. (For the sound change, cf. Papadopoulos 1955:26-7, Oiko-
nomides 1958:111-2, Drettas 1997:59 vs. Symeonidis 1971-2:165-7).

Many other Pontic adjectives exhibit variation among -(i)sa, -ena, and
other fem. endings, e.g. -#, -/a; for some examples, see fns. 46, 50, Oikono-
mides 1958:208f1., and the individual entries in Papadopoulos 1958-61.

48 The basic insight was seen by Papadopoulos with respect to -icoa:
“opunbeica amd T& apxaia ApdpBiooa, Baciliooa, Kilicoa kTA. kal
XPnotusvovoa eig TOV oXNUATIONOV INAUKEGY TTPOCTYOPIKEOY OVOUA-
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other varieties of Greek, including the standard language. In
contemporary spoken Greek, adjectives ending in unstressed -ng
[-is] form their fem. in -a and neut. in -iko: these mainly
“denote physical appearance, character or mood” (Holton et al.
1997:82, 2004:60), and include e.g. akapaTns ‘lazy’ and Turk-
ish loanwords such as teuméAns ‘lazy’, Tolykouvns ‘miserly,
mean’ («— Tk. tembel, ¢ingene ‘Gypsy; miser’); derivatives in
-()&pns (-oupns) and hypocoristics in -oUAng, e.g. CnAidpng
‘jealous’, ykpwidpns ‘grumbling, nagging’, wikpoUAns ‘tiny’
(the latter with alternative neuter in -oUAi, e.g. HIKpoUA1); and
compounds whose second element is a body part, e.g.
HaupouaTns ‘dark-eyed’, pakpoAaiuns ‘long-necked’ (ibid.;
Triantaphyllides 1941:266~7, 1993:111-2).4% Such forms are
used only with personal referents: “[w]hen they do not refer to
persons, these adjectives have masculine forms in -ikos and
feminine ones in -1kn...e.g. pia TeuméAIkn foon ‘a lazy life’”
(Holton et al. 2004:60). Similarly, adjs. in -&s/-fis (pl.
-ades/-1d¢s), fem. -oU (pl. -oUdes), neut. -adiko/-1diko (or
-oudiko), e.g. payds ‘gluttonous’, ToAvAoyds ‘chattering’,
kaPyaTliis ‘quarrelsome’, pepakAis ‘choosy, enthusiastic’
(« Tk. kavga-ci, merak-I1; Triantaphyllides 1941:267, 1993:
112), “also mainly denote aspects of physical appearance,
character or behaviour” and modify humans only; otherwise they
take masc. and fem. endings in -Bikos, -Bikn, e.g. HEPAKANBI-
kos ka@és ‘gourmet coffee’ (Holton et al. 2004:60).

Twv, EMBETwV, HETOXGV, EBVikGV Kai dNAwTIKGDY TOTOU KaTayw-
yiis” (1955:134; sim. 1958-60:367 s.v. -icoa). The same ending is also
found in the dialect of Silli with adjs. not ending in -us < -os: cf. gemir-is (<
kawoupltos; pl. -iri as if *-1801), -isa, -i ‘new’, pas-is (< waxvs; pl. -iri),
-dsa, -i ‘fat’, and borrowings such as basq-ds, -dsa, -d ‘other’, zurl-us, -usa,
-4 ‘strong’ («— Tk. baska, zorlu), vs. mucik-us ‘small’, -i, -o (Dawkins
1916:48). In Pharasa, -isa apparently functions only as a nominal suffix, e.g.
O Tu@ASs ‘the blind man’, fem. ) TUpAioa (Andriotes 1948:37, 82, pace
Anastasiades 1995:82; cf. Dawkins 1916:170).

9 These adjectives have alternative fems. in -oUoa and -oU, e.g.
EavBopudAia ~ EavBopaAioloa ~ EavBouarhol to EavBoudAAns
‘blond-haired’ (Triantaphyltides 1941:267, 1993:112, Holton et al. 1997:83).
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The restricted usage of TepméA-ng, ToAuloy-&s and their
feminines TepuTéA-a, ToAuhoy-oU strongly suggests that they
were originally substantival (‘lazybones’, ‘chatterbox’), and
acquired their adjectival character through frequent appositive
use, e.g. N TeuméAa doUAa ‘the lazybones (of a) maidservant’
> ‘the lazy maidservant’.30 This process is already attested in an-
cient times: cf. Herodotos 8.14 dat. pl. vnuot Kihiconot ‘Cili-
cian ships’, or Tmros yeAavoorraAdxiooa ‘dark mole-colored
mare’ in a 3rd c. BC papyrus (GEL:1095). Spoken Greek of the
early 20th century allowed a wider range of feminine adjectival
endings, including -1coa and -Tpa; these obviously correspond
to the numerous derivational suffixes for feminine nouns in the
language (cf. Mackridge 1985:160-1).31 All of these feminine

30 To an apparently greater extent than the type of {nhidpns, “[t]he
masculine and feminine forms of these adjectives are also regularly used as
nouns, e.g. o payds ‘the glutton’™ (Holton et al. 2004:60), i.e. occur less
often in apposition than the more “adjectivized” {nAidpns, TeuTéANs, etc.
Probably for this reason, they were treated by Thumb (1912:72) as substan-
tives with a formally adjectival neuter: “Masc. substantives in -d&s have cor-
responding fems. in -oC (§88) and neuts. in -ddiko. e.g. wwuds yeouor
weouddiko; those in -dSiko designating the place where a trade is carried on;
as, weouddiko “bakery,” “bake-shop,” wapddiko “fishmonger’s shop.”

Confusion of originally nominal -éas, fem. -# with adjectival -#r(i)s, -&rts
(< -edpng), f. -@ria ~ -@&r-ena, n. -&rin ~ -@r(i)kon has given rise to the
Pontic pattern of e.g. vrom-éas, -eria (-u, -&rena), -a&r(i)kon ‘dirty, smelly’,
okn-éas (-&ris), -ceria (-u, -&rena), -Zr(i)kon ‘lazy’ (Papadopoulos 1955:51—
2, Oikonomides 1958:213, Drettas 1997:162). Cf. the separate entries in
Papadopoulos’s dictionary for Bowudpns“...OnA. Boeuapia, Becudp-
awa. OUd. Bowudptv, Bewudp'. Bewudp()kov. Ao T ueo. Emib.
Bpeouudpns, ol kai é?])\. Bpawiapéa mapa TTpodplduou]... 1) 'Akébap-
Tos putmrapds. 2) Avowdns: Bocwudp’ vepdy' and Bpwuéas “...OnA.
Bocwuov Tpat.'ATd 16 ovo. Bodua kai Thy kaT. -eas. 'EKElvos Tou
Bpwud, amomvée ducoopiav” (1958-60:205); similarly for okvéas and
okwiapns (1961:105).

I"For example, Thumb (1912:71-3) divided adjectives ending in un-
stressed -ng [-is] into two groups, with fem. -a (e.g. Couhdp-is, -a, -IKO
‘jealous’, pl. -ides, -1des, -Ika) and with fem. -100a; the latter includes
akap&Tns ‘lazy’, kavakdpis ‘darling’, upakapitns ‘blessed; late’,
pakpoAaiuns ‘long-necked’. He also noted fluctuation inthe fem. ofe.g.
Couhidpa ~ Coulidpiooa or KOKkioHUTa ~ KOKKIvOpUTiIooa (also
KOKKIVOUUTOU) to kokkivouuTns ‘red-nosed’, and added that “dkapdTrns
even forms a fem. akaudtpa, and yeutns “lying,” weutpa” (72). The
ending -a seems to have been gaining the upper hand by the time of Trianta-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



An Individual Twist on the Individualizing Suftix 103

markers, earlier Demotic -1c0a, -Tpa as well as contemporary
standard -a, -oU, -olioa (in TepuméA-a, {nAtdp-a, WKpoUA-a,
ToAuAoy-ol, HaupoudT-a ~ JaupouaT-oU(oa), etc.), strad-
dle the line between derivational substantival suffixes and fully
grammaticalized inflectional adjectival endings.52

Similarly, only to a much greater extent, Pontic has expanded
the domain of the feminine substantival suffixes -10ca and
-awa to encompass most adjectives; ancient -e < -1} survives
only in pronominals such as dl-e, dl-e ‘other’ (beside dlesa,
dlena), avit-e ‘this’, at-é ‘that; she’, ekin-e ‘that (over there)’
(Oikonomides 1958:181-2, 212). Unlike masc. -on, these fem.
endings are used both with and without the definite article, e.g.
inas (is, énas) roméjsa yari ‘a Greek woman’, i roméjsa i yari
‘the Greek woman’. The origin of the distribution of -(i)sa, -esa
and -ena is unclear, but may involve prosodic and semantic as
well as morphological factors.

8. The gender system of Pontic and its consequences

One might still object to the presumed use of individualizing
derivatives in -cov- in apposition with masculine nouns, and
their consequent reinterpretation as adjectives (as seems to have
occurred in the prehistory of Germanic; §6). Although there is
no reason in principle why e.g. *uikpcwv ‘the little one’ (—
*kpaov, see fn. 37) could not have referred to any relatively

phyllides’s 1941 grammar, in which the default inflection of adjs. in "-ng is
the familiar contemporary -ns, -a, -ko, pl. -ndes, -€5, -k (266-7), but he
still allowed -i1coa as a possible ending with e.g. AePBévTns ‘dashing’,
oakaTns ‘cripple’, and GkapdTpa as a variant of akapaTa (“HE onuacia
H&AAoV ouciaoTikoU”; 267). Among recent grammars, -100Q receives no
mention in Mackridge 1985:142 (CnAdpns: fem. -a or -iki, neut. -iko), 152~
3, and Triantaphyllides (1993:111-2) and Holton et al. (1997:82-3) give only
the type of LnAidp-ns, -a, -iko; Holton et al. (2004:60) also have only -ns,
-a, -1ko alongside fully “adjectivized” -1kos, -1kn, -IKO.

52 For a parallel from Romance, cf. Italian adjectives in -tore, fem. -trice
from Latin agent nouns in -for, -trix, e.g. un governo conservatore ‘a
conservative government’, /a politica conservatrice ‘(the) conservative poli-
tics’ (sim. French conserva-teur, -trice).
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little object, the ancient Greek evidence indicates that such for-
mations most often designated humans (§5). It must not be
forgotten, however, that gender in Pontic (and Cappadocian) has
largely evolved toward a new system of éuyuxa vs. &dyuxa, or
animate vs. inanimate:3 not only have many non-animate mas-
culines and feminines shifted to neuter gender by means of the
originally diminutive suffix -iov (to a greater degree than in
standard modern Greek), but those remaining have generalized
the accusative plural to the nominative and so have a single form
for both cases, like neuters; they also take neuter agreement, e.g.
nom./acc. ta trand ta kosmus ‘the big worlds’, ta mikra ta
kosaras ‘the little hens’ to masc. o kdsmos, fem. i kosdra.
Animate masc. and fem. nouns may optionally follow the same
pattern, so that ‘the old Greek men’ is either nom. i trani i
roméi, acc. ti tranus ti roméjs (< *-jus) or nom./acc. ta trand ta
roméjs. Furthermore, feminine nouns with non-human referents
exhibit neuter adjectival concord in the singular as well, e.g.
nom. to mikron i kosdra, acc. to mikron tin kosdaran ‘the little
hen’; and those referring to humans may also, e.g. nom. i mikrésa
i yari ~to mikrén i yari ‘the little woman’.34 These innovations
are illustrated in the paradigms below.

33 In the sense of having vs. lacking a ‘soul’, thus in practice usually
human vs. nonhuman.

54 For details, see Hatzidakis 1934:276, 283, Dawkins 1937:27-9, Oiko-
nomides 1958:10, 140-3, 146, Mackridge 1987:128, Drettas 1997:167-9,
Horrocks 1997:313-4. According to Drettas, the difference between / kalésa i
yari and to kaldn i yari is one of “spécifique” vs. “générique”, or “singula-
risant” vs. “pluralisant”.

Pace Janse (2002:224), the use of the acc. pl. for nom. cannot be
connected to masc. o-stem definite nom. sg. -on (see §3 above), but is rather
to be compared with the Cappadocian tendency to generalize the nom. and
acc. pl. of animate and inanimate o-stems, respectively (see fn. 3); cf. Daw-
kins 1916:115-6, Janse 2004:9 on animacy and agreement in the dialects of
central Asia Minor. | see no need to assume Turkish interference in this case:
generalization of oblique case forms to the nom. (especially in inanimate
nouns) has occurred independently in many other IE languages, from western
Romance to eastern South Slavic to Tocharian.
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‘the old Greek man/men’ ‘the big world(s)’
nom. sg. o0 trandn 0 roméon VS. o trandn 0 kosmon
acc. ton tranén  ton roméon ton tranén  ton késmon
nom. pl. i trani i roméi ta trand ta kosmus
(ta trand ta roméjs)
acc. ti tranus ti roméjs ta trand ta kosmus
(ta trana ta roméjs)
‘the little woman/women’ ‘the little hen(s)’
nom. sg. i mikrésa i yari vs.  tomikron  ikosdra
(to mikrén)
acc. tin mikrésan tin yarin to mikron tin kosdran

(to mikron)

nom. pl. i mikr-i i yar:'de555 ta mikra ta kosdras
(ta mikra ta yarioas)

acc. ti mikrus ti yarioas ta mikra ta kosdras
(ta mikra ta yaridas)

Thus masculine adjectives most often modify male humans, and
feminine adjectival agreement is restricted to the singular with
nouns denoting women.>6 Under these circumstances, the gram-
maticalization of -ilcoa and -awa as fem. adjectival suffixes
would have entailed little more than that of -a and -oU (and
formerly also -10oa, etc.) in standard modern Greek, where
CnAdp-a, pepakA-od, like their masc. correspondents CnAiap-ns,

35According to Dawkins (1937:29), fem. personal nouns are construed
with masc. adjectives in the plural, e.g. i effosi i jinék ‘the poor women’, but
Drettas (1997:162, 169) restricts this to participles in -ménos, e.g. i nen-
kazmén i yarides ‘the tired women’; | infer from his discussion that e.g. ‘the
good women’ may be realized as either nom. i kaléses i yarides, acc. ti
kalésas ti yaridas or nom./acc. ta kald ta yaridas (rarely ta kalésas ta
yaridas; cf. Janse 2002:223-4). It is unclear to me how much of this variation
was correlated with geographic and/or social factors in pre-1922 Pontos, and
to what extent contact with standard Greek or local (e.g. Macedonian) dia-
lects since the Catastrophe has influenced the system of gender agreement.

56Cf. Dawkins (1937:29): “The feminine article and the feminine adjec-
tive, and these only in the singular, are the only grammatically feminine forms
that have survived, and, as we have seen, the feminine adjective is used only
for persons, not at all for things.”
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HepakA-fjs, are used only of persons. In like fashion,
appositional phrases such as *0 Tpavcv 6 Pwuaios ‘the old-
one, the Greek (man)’, *6 eUpopeov 6 adeApds ‘the hand-
some-one, the brother’ could readily be reinterpreted as
sequences of adjective + noun. As argued above, the ending -on
was then transferred from adjectives to nouns in -os, whence
contemporary Pontic (o tranon) o roméon ‘the old Greek (man)’,
(0o émorfon) o adelfén ‘the handsome brother’.57

9. Implications for Greek historical dialectology

Since Greek of the classical period already attests a sizable
number of n-stems in -cov- derived from o-stem adjectives and
nouns, and the inherited n-stem inflection — along with that of
other consonant-stem nouns — was already beginning to be re-
modeled in late antiquity (§3) — it follows that the expansion and
grammaticalization of -cov- as a productive definite-marking
suffix in the forerunner of Pontic must have begun at an early
stage after the linguistic Hellenization (or Koineization) of the
Pontos, perhaps already in Roman or even late Hellenistic
times.58 Highly suggestive, then, are Thumb’s comments on the
nominative form o kpaTepov ‘the better one’ in a Cypriot

57 These semantic restrictions on masc. and fem. agreement in Pontic
somewhat weaken the paralielism with the Germanic weak adjective, which
according to the standard view was generalized from individualizing n-stem
derivatives in apposition before a/l nouns (§6). Nevertheless, both Pontic and
Germanic independently took the initial step of marking definiteness through
apposition of individualizing n-stems — redundantly in pre-Pontic, which
already had a definite article, but creating a new inflectional category in Ger-
manic. Subsequently they followed different paths: Pontic generalized the
endings nom. -on, gen. -onos from apposed definite adjs. to masc. o-stem
nouns, whereas the Germanic languages developed a definite article which
made the n-stem adjectival inflection morphologically redundant.

8 If not earlier: as most of the major settlements along the Pontic coast
were founded by lonic-speaking colonists from the 8th c¢. BC onwards, it is
not wholly inconceivable that we are dealing with an idiosyncratic tendency
of ancient Pontic Ionic which only later became generalized and fully gram-
maticalized in the centuries after Alexander. On the scanty traces of lonic
dialectal features in Pontic, see Hatzidakis 1892:160—5, Thumb 1901:87-8.
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inscription of the 3rd century AD: “Dieser Zusammenfall von
Nominativ und Akkusativ Singularis der o-Stdimme war meines
Wissens aus Kowij-Texten bisher nicht bekannt und ist heute
ein wichtiges Kennzeichen der pontischen Mundarten” (1906:
258). As already noted (§3), this ending cannot simply be a
generalized accusative; since the distinction between o and w
had long since been lost, -ov here can just as well continue -cov.

To be sure, late medieval Cypriot, as represented in vernac-
ular works such as the Chronicle of Leontios Makhairas, offers
no evidence for an innovation similar to that hypothesized above
for Pontic. The Cappadocian parallels too are far from secure
(§2). Nevertheless, the conjunction of this peculiarity of Roman-
era Cypriot with the possible Cappadocian comparanda suggests
the alluring possibility that the Pontic definite masc. o-stem
nominal declension in *-cov- “may well once have characterized
much of the eastern Koine” (Horrocks 1997:314). If this hypoth-
esis is correct, we are dealing here with a common innovation of
the Greek of Roman Cyprus and Asia Minor, which would
accord well with what we know of the dialect geography of the
Koine; their modern descendants, “archaizing dialects of the
eastern area”, share a range of lexical and morphological features
which distinguish them from the circum-Aegean core, and date
back at least to the early Middle Ages, if not to late antiquity (cf.
Dawkins 1921, 1925-30:318-9).

Despite the absence of secure parallels from other modern
Greek dialects (e.g. those of Asia Minor) or earlier stages of the
language, we may conclude that the Pontic paradigm of o filon,
gen. ti filonos has developed from the Proto-Indo-European
individualizing suffix *-(o)n-. Although the intervening stages
cannot be reconstructed with certainty, I have argued above that
-wv- had its origin in individualizing derivatives which were
used in apposition as adjectives, particularly with nouns
denoting persons; from such constructions as *& kaA-cov 6
@ik-os, gen. *Tol kah-Gvos ToU @il-ou, the endings -wv,
-wvos spread to the following noun, whence (o kal-6n) o fil-on,
gen. *(tu kal-6nos) tu fil-onos — (ti kal-u) ti fil-onos ~ ti fil(-u).
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The beginnings of this process must go back at least to the
Roman period, and the dialects of much of central and eastern
Asia Minor, and perhaps also Cyprus, may have shared in it to at
least some extent.

Pontic thus presents us with a startlingly idiosyncratic trans-
formation of an inherited derivational suffix into an inflectional
marker of definiteness in one class of nouns. This treatment is
wholly unique within postclassical Greek, but finds a parallel
farther afield in — and offers an interesting contrast to — the
Germanic weak adjective declension. By examining the Pontic
Greek facts within a wider comparative perspective, we obtain
not only a plausible hypothesis of their origin, but also a fuller
picture of the rich variety of morphological change to be found
across the Indo-European languages from ancient times to the
present day.
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