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12 ENLOWONNON HETOPPEOEWY KOl HETAOPACTEV

. - "Mplopa® - UE OKOTMS TN
Tou otnv EAAGSa, (Bpuce éva mepLodLrd 1o T
éudéoog g Eévﬁg AOYOTEXVLOC. ANS TO MEPLEXOUEVO TWVY 4 Zeuﬁwvénou
Ex669MHUAY YIVETAL @ovePd 6TL TedTumo BTav To Naqutldgé {Ue] Z% G,
HETE TO ddvato tou XatTlh n €ndoon Tou NEPLOBLUOL €XEL SLAKOTEL.

nTLg Senactieg Tou 60 HaL TOU 70 onueLedMKe dyoéog crgcgeggﬁpa

oTLU Hat exdotTuuy Spaotnpuétnr;, ngﬁztgvnoxpggi;gzgggvtéco om
{ TWV OLUOVOLLHOV HOL TOALTL

5§2T£$§gé gvSLapépov nou npoulﬁ&nus'ané TA TOALTLHG Yeyovgzabgzgv
EMGSa tnv meplobo auvth. Ta rekguraua xpdvia Suwg Ot ogug vgu g
SvonoAilec €yLvav alodnTés HaL o avtdv ToV TOugQ, énmgK g&x Lorar
n mroon Tev "tuedl". Tia napd&euvua:'ta notBuata Tou Kat wna o
Snuav ota 1975 oe 15000 avrituma, €vVO 0 enAoYn Tou Egurnlggo avrti
SnA. auéowg HETA TNV anovoun Tou Néunea, ngﬁuougs uévo 1700 avet
Tuna. To 1973 10 épyo "O XpLotdg gavaorgupwverau €L¥E 5981 et e
129850 avtiTuna, TOUL egavrxﬂenﬁav oe Alyouvg univeg. Aq ree o
&L0 épyo TuTWINHE o 12500 avrutuna.'napd TLG 6ucui Lageaviag oo
TH Tn oTiYWH etoipafoviar Svo avIoAOYLEC uunpuaﬁﬁg ovot ¥ e
o KAlmAn Szabd &XEL TEAELOHOEL TN UETAYEAON NG Fuvauuag UR%EQ
wuvdog" Tou ZoAwkol. Midavag da uvndpEouv KL &AAeg npiio ouév Aéyo—
HO.L EXOULE HEDE ASYO VO MLOTEUVOULUE TWg T eéndoon VEOEAANVL
TEXVLHOV EpYwy ot ouyYpeuLund RETAEEACT 90 CUVEXLOTEL.

. Pamds Glaser
Bouvdanéotn

.: BA. uav K. Szabo, H veoaxlnvu¥ﬁ Aoyozexvia oTn
S GOOLOALOTLHY Ouyyapla, Homonoia 2(1980), 103-39.

Modern Greek Linguistics
from the Balkan Perspective

A SURVEY

The Balkans are well-known as an important crossroads area;
for centuries numerous peoples have moved in and out of this
Southeastern European area, and as a result, speakers of different
languages have come in contact with one another. In many cases,
this mixing of languages and language communities has led to chan-
ges in existing languages in the area, often in terms of the addi-
tion of lexical items - cultural items, toponyms, hydronyms and
the like - but sometimes in other aspects of the language as well.
Kati&ic 1976 has discussed many aspects of this mixing of langua-
ges in the Balkans in ancient times, and somewhat more recently,
modern scholars have shown considerable interest in the linguistic
picture painted by this area.

In particular, a subfield within the discipline of Linguistics

- has arisen that is concerned primarily with the study of the inter-

: relations among the languages of the Balkans, especially within the
. medieval and modern periods. The languages of interest in this re-

i gard include Albanian, Modern Greek, Romanian, and the South Slavic
. languages Bulgarian, Macedonian, and Serbo~-Croatian, as well as

. Turkish. This subfield, known as Balkan Linguistics or Balkanistics
. examines and attempts to explain the ways in which these various

¢ languages have influenced one another over their many centuries of
. contact. The primary datum that Balkan Linguistics operates with is
. the observation that these languages show numerous similarities in
- all levels of linguistic structure - phonological, morphological,

- syntactic, and lexical, and thus together they constitute what is

| known as a Sprachbund, "a group of languages in contact, character--

‘ized by a development toward typological homogeneity regardless of

i genetic heterogeneity" (Jeffers and Lehiste 1979: 185). The study

of these parallels, their description, and the explanation of their

- causes, thus, constitute the goals of Balkan Linguistics.

: Although the existence of these similarities was recognized
;at least as early as the 19th century, it was only with the public-



14 Modern Greek and Balkan Linguistics

ation in 1930 of Kr. Sandfeld's monumental work, Linguistique Bal-
kanique - Problémes et Résultats, that the field of Balkan Linguis-
tics was effectively created. Sandfeld identified and collected to-
gether in one work statements of many of the structural parallels
holding among the languages of the area, such as the merger of da-
tive and genitive case functions, the formation of a future tense
with a form of the verb for 'want', the appearance of the definite
article after the first element of the nominal phrase it is asso-
ciated with, the general disuse of the infinitive and consequent
increase in use of finite subordinate clauses, and the like, as
well as numerous other parallels of a lexical nature, such as the
formation of the numbers from 11 to 19 as 'DIGIT-on-TEN". Since
that time, much energy has been devoted to the study of these par-
allels, generally known as Balkanisms, with the result that new
Balkanisms have been proposed, such as the merger of dative and
locative case functions (Naylor 1981), and others previously iden-
tified have been explicated more thoroughly. In fact, the field of
Balkan Linguistics has grown so considerably that two new hand-
books, Schaller 1975 and Solta 1980, have appeared, a bibliography
covering the field and containing some 1500 items (1), Schaller
1977, has been compiled, and at least four journals devoted primar-
ily to Balkanistic concerns, Zeitschrift fiir Balkanologie, Balkans-—
ko Ezikoznanie, Les Etudes Balkanigues Tché&coslovaques, and Balka-
nistica, have been founded and now thrive (2).

Since Balkan Linguistics is concerned with the interrelations
among the Balkan languages, it is not surprising that a good part
of the progress in this field has been made through the examination
of phenomena common to two or more languages in the area and
through the study of any interaction that may be evident among
these languages. However, the study of linguistic phenomena in the
individual languages has also provided an important source of in-
formation for the field in general, so that the study of each lan-
guage mentioned above, in and of itself, is actually of consider-
able importance to the overall field of Balkan Linguistics.

It is within this context that the role of Modern Greek and
of Modern Greek Linguistics can begin to be assessed. Although as
noted above, all of the Balkan languages are potential providers
of input to Balkan Linguistics, there is a sense in which Greek is
an especially important language in this regard. For one thing,
Greek is the earliest and most continuously attested Balkan lan-
guage, with records from ancient times up through the Hellenistic,
Byzantine, and Medieval periods, and further up into the Modern
era without a break. Greek thus affords the opportunity to see how
a Balkan language has evolved under conditions of contact with the
other languages since the beginning point before extensive contact
is so well documented. Second, Greek for a long time was an impor-
tant language from a cultural standpoint in many of the non-Greek
speaking areas of the Balkans, so that influence from Greek on
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these other languages may well have been an significant impetus in
the formation of some of the Balkanisms mentioned above. Finally,
Greek is a non-Slavic language, so that any parallels between it
and the Slavic languages of the Balkans become more significant
from a Balkan perspective since they cannot be the result of some
innovation harking back to the Common Slavic period when all the
slavic languages were one and the same language, i.e. approximate-
1y 800 AD; while the same can certainly be said regarding the
other non-Slavic languages of the Balkans, namely Albanian, Roma-
nian, and Turkish, so that this point should not be given undue
emphasis, it does mean that a comparison between Greek and Bulga-
rian, for example, is more interesting from the Balkan standpoint
than a comparison between Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian.

From what has been said so far by way of introduction concer-
ning Balkan Linguistics, it should be clear how Greek and the stu-~
dy of Greek fit into the general Balkan picture. Greek displays a
number of the linguistic traits generally considered to be Balkan-
ismg and, what is especially important from the perspective of
trying to understand why these phenomena have occurred, Greek did
not have these characteristics in its earlier stages, especially
in ancient times. A full listing of the Balkan features found in
Greek is not necessary here, for these are detailed in the hand-
books, especially Schaller (1975: 101-2), and in articles such as
the important one by Andriotis and Kourmoulis (1968). Briefly,
though, like the other Balkan languages {(for the most part), Greek
has done away with the verbal category <nfinitive and replaced the
earlier infinitive with finite subordinate clauses headed by par-
ticles like na or pos, it has a future tense based on a form of
the verb 'want', i.e. 8a from the earlier thélei na, it has merged
genitive and dative "functions" into a single case which contin-
ues the Ancient Greek genitive, it forms comparatives analytically
by means of the particle pyé, and it makes frequent use of the
short pronominal forms to crossindex direct and indirect objects
in a clause. Greek, therefore, while not displaying all the char-
acteristics commonly associated with the Balkan languages - the
postpositive definite article is missing from Greek and, as Naylor
1980 points out, Greek does not have a mid-to-high central vowel
as most of the other languages do - nonetheless displays enough to
merit consideration as a member, from a structural standpoint,
of the Balkan Sprachbund.

An additional way in which the study of Greek contributes to
Balkan Linguistics is through lexicology in its broadest sense, ta-
king in the study of individual lexical items, idioms, phrases,
toponyms, hydronyms, etymologies, and the like. For omne thing,
Greek has contributed numerous loan words to all the Balkan lan-
guages - important studies in this area include Andriotis 1952 and
Filipova-Bajrova 1968 regarding Greek loans in Bulgarian, Kazazis
1976 and Mih3escu 1966 regarding Greek loans in Romanian, Uhlisch
1968 and 1969 regarding Greek loans in Albanian, and Vasmer 1944
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regarding Greek loans in Serbo-Croatian, among others. Also, Greek
shows several of the lexical and phraseological parallels found in
other Balkan languages, for example zoris 4lo 'without doubt', but
literally "without (an)other", as also in Bulgarian (bez drugo),
Albanian (pa tjetr&) and Romanian (fiari de alta), all literally
and figuratively like the Greek, or mdzepse ti gldsa su 'watch
your language!', but literally "collect your tongue", as also in
Albanian (m&lidh gojén) and Aroumanian (aduna-{i gura), again all
literally and figuratively like the Greek.(3) In a similar vein,
Djamo-Diaconita 1968 has shown numerous parallels in the proverbs
in the various Balkan languages, including Greek, e.g. den kdnune
6les 7 miges méli as also in Albanian (s'b&nj8 mjaltd gjithd mi-
zat) and Romanian (nu fac toate mustele miere), all literally "not
all flies make honey" and all used as the expression for "la tra-
ditionelle répulsion pour les paresseux et pour ceux qui se déro-
bent au travail"™ (p. 286). Finally, important studies have been
done on the question of the Balkan origins for a myriad of place
and river names in Greece, especially by Georgacas (e.g. the arti-
cles of 1964-1967, among numerous others) and etymologies for sev-
eral common Balkan terms have often been found in Greek, as by
Moutsos 1969/70 with regard to kopédla and its counterparts in
other Balkan languages.

A final way in which the study of Greek has provided input
from the Balkan perspective is with regard to the causes of many
of the pan-Balkan features. Greek has been imputed to be the sour-
ce of some of the Balkanistic features found in the other langua-
ges of the area. In fact, Sandfeld himself felt that Greek was the
source of the parallels involving the verb 'want' in the future
tense formation and the absence of the infinitive from so many of
the Balkan languages, though these both have been much disputed
since his time and the truth probably is not as clear cut as Sand-
feld or his opposition has taken it to be. With regard to the loss
of the infinitive, for example, Joseph (1983: Chapter 7) has ar-
gued that while the potential for the independent loss of the in-
finitive seems to have been present in most of the Balkan langua-
ges, language contact in some form must have been at least a cata-
lyzing agent in bringing on this development; most likely this was
not just the superstratum contact of Greek over other languages,
as Sandfeld envisioned it, but instead involved more complex in-
teractions among speakers in an emerging multilingual society,
possibly that of Northern Greece in the late Medieval period. As
for the future tense formation, Reichenkron 1962 takes issue with
the hypothesis that Greek is the source of the 'want'future, ob-
jecting to Sandfeld's claims of Greek cultural superiority in the
Balkans; moreover, as Sabrfula 1972, Demiraj 1972 and many other
scholars have pointed out, similar formations occur in the Romance
languages (4), so that Balkan Latin may have played some role too.
The interrelations of the various future formations in the Balkan
languages represent a still poorly-understood area, as noted below
and in footnote 8.
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Therefore the study of these aspects of the structure, history,
and content of Modern Greek sheds important light on the workings
of the Balkan Sprachbund as a whole, and to the extent that Greek
can be said to have played a role in any way in the spread of these
features, the study of Greek contributes to an understanding of
how the Balkan Sprachbund came into existence in the first place.
However, the relationship between Greek Linguistics and Balkan
Linguistics is not one-way, and it is often the case that one can
solve problems in Modern Greek Linguistics through a consideration
of data from the neighboring languages.

This is especially so with regard to the etymology of partic-
ular lexical items, though it is certainly not restricted to this
area. By way of illustration, two examples, one concerning an ety-
mology and one concerning a problem in the historical development
of the noun in Modern Greek, are discussed below.

The etymology in question is that of the deictic particle na,
which has generally been held, especially by Greek scholars (e.g.
Hatzidakis 1905: II, pp. 100, 400; Andriotis 1967: s.v.) to derive
from Ancient Greek e:nide 'see there' ‘(composed of the interjec—
tion e:n 'behold' plus the imperatival form <Zdé 'see!') via a re-
segmentation to e:ni-de which created a free form e:ni; with the
substitution of the adverbial ending -a for -7 in e:nf and the
regular loss of unstressed initial vowels, it is claimed, the
deictic ng came into being. While undoubtedly a possible source
for na, this is certainly a complicated etymology for an apparent-
ly simple word; moreover, this etymology does not explain the syn-
tax of the particle na. As it turns out, a Balkan etymology can be
adduced for na which meets these problems. Joseph 1981 argues that
Greek na is in fact a loan-word from a neighboring Balkan language;
an identical particle accuxs in South Slavic, as well as in Alba-
nian, Romanian, and Turkish, and demonstrative particles in the
South Slavic languages at least, have similar syntax to Greek na
(see Schaller 1970). What suggests that Slavic is the ultimate
source of this word in Greek and not vice-versa, is that this form
also occurs in West Slavic, e.g. Polish, and East Slavic, e.g. U-
krainian, areas which do not typically show any evidence of influ-
ence from Balkan languages. Thus even if it might have actually
entered Greek through a non-Slavic Balkan language like Turkish or
Albanian, it seems likely that na is actually a Balkan loan-word
of Slavic origin in Greek.

Similarly, on the level of morphology, the development of the
masculine singular genitives with a zero-ending (-@), opposed to
nominative singular forms in -s, e.g. genitive tu patédra-@ versus
nominative o patéra-g 'the father' or tu kléfii-9 versus o kléfti-
s 'the robber', is another area in which a Balkan perspective may
be useful. The actual historical path by which patéra or kléfti
as genitives were created is somewhat obscure. They are neither
the regular phonetic development of an Ancient Greek type - the
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patéra type continues the Ancient Greek third declension which had
a genitive in -os (e.g. patr-ds 'of a father') while the kléfti
type continues the Ancient Greek masculine first declension nouns
such as tamia:s 'steward' which had a genitive in -ou (e.g. tamiou
- nor are they the result of any obvious type of analogical refor-
mation. Various possibilities exist, e.g. for the kléfti type one
can point to the occurrence of a genitive such as Atreidd:, from a
contraction of —-a:-o, in Doric and Aeclic, giving a nominative
~a:s versus genitive -a:, analyzable as -a:-s / -a:-#, just like
kléfti-s / kléfti-0d. However, these ancient dialects generally did
not provide much input to the Koine, so that an explanation rely-
ing on them is not very satisfying. In a like manner, the second
declension nouns do have a nominative in -s with a genitive in -4,
e.g. dnBropo-s / an®rdpu, giving a potential model for the genitive
forms in question, but the final vowel of the stem changes between
the nominative and genitive, unlike the situation with the kléftis
or patéras type, (5) again making this explanation less than satis-
factory. (6)

A possible solution to this problem again comes from a consid-
eration of facts from other Balkan languages. As Civ'jan 1965 has
noted in her study of the noun in the Balkan languages, Bulgarian
and Macedonian show a one-~case (or perhaps better, a no-case) noun
system, in which one form of the noun serves for all cases, while
the other Balkan languages show primarily a two-case system.
Civ'jan's model of the formation of the Balkan Sprachbund emphasizes
the role that a need for a balance between efficient language pro-
duction and efficient language processing played in the contact
between speakers of several different languages in the Balkans, and
for her, Bulgarian and Macedonian come closest in form, with regard
to the nominal system at least, to the hypothetical "mediator" lan-
guage which would have been necessary in such a multilingual con-
text. The fact that many of the Balkan languages have reduced
the number of contrastsiin their noun declension can be viewed as a
direct result of the language contact situation in the Balkans, in
Civ'jan's view. Similarly, a continued movement in that direction in
many of the languages can be detected. Viewed in this context, the
formation of genitives like patédra or kléfti in Greek becomes more
understandable, for they give the masculine nouns a two-case de-
clension - and note that the feminine nouns have a parallel two-
case system distributed differently, i.e. nominative and accusative
in -@, e.g. adelfi-# ‘'sister' opposed to a genitive in -s e.g.
adelfi~s - whereas otherwise they would have throughout a three-
case system, thus constituting an anomaly within the Balkan Sprach-
bund. Of course, some masculine nouns, i.e. the o-stems such as
Gn®ropos do have such a three-case declension, but the vast majori-
th of Greek nouns, with the creation of genitives such as patéra
and kléfti, now follow the prevailing Balkan reduced case system.

These examples show the potential for explanatory power that
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palkan Linguistics can offer to Greek linguistics. It is important
to emphasize the word "potential" here, for these examples are not
to be taken as representing the last word in any sense regarding
these problems in Greek linguistics. Etymelogy is to some extent a
matter of taste, so that is is often hard to prove or disprove an
etymology conclusively, and much still remains unanswgred abun
the historical development of the Modern Greek mascullpe gegltlve
singular. Thus, problems may not be completely solved_ln this way,
put the Balkan facts, it seems, should not be ignored in further
research into other aspects of Modern Greek linguistics.

Among the desiderata for the future study of Modern Greek in
its Balkan context are several areas which have been examined to
some degree but not to the full extent that is needed, as well as
some relatively new areas which are also deserving of close.exam1n~
ation. For one thihg, continued lexical studies are needed in order
to assess the extent to which the vocabulary of Modern Greek has
been influenced by other Balkan languages, to determine the status
that these loans have within the Greek lexicon, as Kazazis 1972 and
to a lesser extent Joseph 1982 have already begun to do, and at the
same time to reevaluate many etymologies for Greek words that have
been proposed. As the earlier example of the deictic particle nd
shows, not all words which appear to be "native" Greek words ac-
tually are, -and it may well be the case that several of the common
affective elements in the Greek lexicon, such as particles, inter-
jections and the like, have their origin in non-Greek Ba;kan lan-
guages; an additional case in point may be the interjection atdé,
which is usually etymologized as deriving from Ancient Greek dgeté
de, but in fact is hard to separate from such forms as Turkish
haydi 'come! be off!', which occurs as hay de in 14th century Tur-
kish, just like aidé, and is apparently composed of an interjection
(hay ‘hey!, alas!) with a form of the verb 'to say' (de-mek); an
actual determination, however, awaits further study.

To some extent, examples such as those concerning na and a<dé
show another desideratum in Greek Linguistics in its Balkan con- )
text, namely the need to move away from linguistic chauvinism; this
point has been made also by Andriotis and Kourmoulis\(1968: 22) who
have noted "la ré&pugnance des linguistes balkaniques a rechercher .
1'influence des langues limitrophes sur celle de leur propre pays
especially with regard to the source of a particular constructlon.
or lexical item in their native language. If what is of interest -is
the truth - to the extent that it can (ever) be determined - lying
behind the history of some word or the spread of some syntagm, then
it should not matter whether Greek (or some other language) was the
donor language or the borrowing language in a linguistic "transac-
tion".

On a more purely linguistic level, one can note the absence of
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1

significant work on how features such as reportedness, distancing,
admirativity, perfectivity, and aspect in general, which have all
been shown to enter into extremely complex structuring in the ver-
bal systems of Macedonian, Bulgarian, Albanian, and Turkish (see,
e.g. Friedman 1977, 1980, 1981) are realized in the verbal system
of Modern Greek. The similarities and differences among these lan-
guages in this regard are extremely interesting for the Balkanist,
but as yet, only Ancient Greek has been mentioned in this regard,
and not Modern Greek. As Friedman (1980: 10) points out, several
scholars have noted that Ancient Greek dra with the imperfect of
'be’ could be used "to express surprise at something which was
true in the past but was only accepted or realized by the speaker
at the moment of speech ... (a) usage (which) is reminiscent of the
Bulgarian admirative"; as yet, though, the existence of a com-
parable syntagm in Modern Greek has not been thoroughly investiga-
ted.

Similarly, the phonological parallels that have been noted
for the Balkan languages have generally not been found in Greek;
for example, as noted above, Greek lacks the mid-to~high central
vowel found in several Balkan languages. While this may be the re-
sult of the way in which Greek has developed vis-3-vis the other
Balkan languages, it may just as well be the result of a lack of
attention to certain aspects of Greek phonology. For instance,
Lehiste and Ivi¢ (1980) report that Serbo-Croatian, Albanian, and
Romanian seem to show a parallel with respect to a final low-high
intonation in yes-no questions; while the findings reported in
Waring 1982 would appear to rule Greek out from consideration here,
intonation studies of Modern Greek - as Waring himself notes - are
still in a nascent state, so that further research here may well
prove enlightening from a Balkan standpoint. Instrumental studies
of Greek intonation are especially in orxrder, since instrumental
analysis of intonation can often reveal facts not readily observa-
ble with just the ear, even a trained ear. At the very least, how-
ever, the observations concerning the Serbo-Croation, Albanian,
and Romanian question intonation provide an important point of
comparison (7) and point of departure for future studies of Modern
Greek intonation.

Further research is also needed into the social situation in
the early period of contact among the Balkan languages, for with-
out a clear understanding of how the various speech communities
related to one another socially, it is hard to determine with any
precision how the features usually classified as Balkanisms ac-
tually spread from one language to another and how these similar
patterns developed in these diverse languages. A case in point
here is the question of the absence of the infinitive, where it
has been possible to construct a plausible scenario of how the .
spread of such a feature might have occurred (Joseph 1983), but in
the absence of accurate knowledge of the social situation in nor-
thern Greece in the period roughly 800 AD to 1400 AD, the scenario
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must remain somewhat speculative.

In addition, it would be extremely useful for all putative
Balkanisms to be examined in depth with regard to how they are
realized, if at all, in Greek. Expecially pressing in this regard
is the formation of the future tense in Greek. While there are a
few works that treat the various formations of the future in Greek,
especially Medieval Greek and dialectal Modern Greek, for example
Banescu 1915 (difficult to obtain, though) or Blanken 1950, no
work yet, it seems, has carefully explored the relation of these
various formations to apparent parallel ones in other Balkan lan-
guages (8); thus from a Balkan perspective, it is indeed interes-
ting that the Standard Modern Greek future particle €a is a reduc-
tion of an earlier future marker tkélei na - as shown especially
clearly by the Medieval Greek and dialectal Modern Greek future
types 8¢ na + INFLECTED VERB and ©e¢la + INFLECTED VERB, which each

. apparently represent a different reduction of the same thélei na

+ INFLECTED VERB - and that this source construction is paralleled,
for example, by the Macedonian k'e da + INFLECTED VERB, where k'’'e
is a reduction of the third person singular present of the verb
'want’ and da is a verbal particle, here optional actually, not
unlike Greek na in its function, and by Albanian do t& + INFLECTED
VERB, in which do, like ©¢ and k'e, is a frozen form of the third
person singular of 'want' and te is a subordinating particle. How-
ever the details of the relationship among the expressions of the
future in these languages ~ and indeed among all the Balkan lan-
guages -~ remain to be worked out.

Finally, to close on a matter of importance for research in

© Balkan Linguistics that touches to some extent on Greek per se but
. bears more directly on Greece itself, there is a real urgency for

the non-Greek Balkan speech communities within Greece to be stud-
ied. These include the various Arvanitika, i.e. Albanian-speaking, . .
communities scattered around Greece, the Vlach speakers of north-
central Greece whose native Aroumanian language is a dialect of

'Romanian, the Ladino (or Judeoc~Espagnol) speakers of Thessaloniki

and environs, the various - and often itinerant - groups of Gyp-
sies whose native language is Romany with admixtures from the lan-
guages of the several countries they have historically traveled
through, and the Macedonian speakers of the far north of Greece.
While Arvanitika, Aroumanian and Macedonian have been in Greece
for a long time, some 600 years at least, and are fully "Balkan-

. ized", Ladino and Romany are probably of a somewhat more recent

date yet they too show some, but not all, of the common Balkan

 features. Study of these languages in their Greek setting is espe-

cially important since all are faced with extinction as pressures

i from the dominant Greek language begin to prevail in their respec—
itive communities. These languages are of interest to the Neo-Hel-

lenist in that they have, within fairly recent times, incorporated
numerous Greek linguistic elements. Papahagi 1963, for instance,

‘gives 27 pages (1172-1199) of lexical items in Aroumanian which
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are borrowed from Greek; by contrast, there are only 19 pages of
words of Latin origin, even though Aroumanian is genetically a La-
tinate language. Similarly, Haebler 1965 (especially sections 377~
380) gives numerous Modern Greek  stem-forming elements in Salamis
Arvanitika and Tsitsipis 1981 notes that the gerundive in Arvani-
tika, unlike that of Standard Albanian, is restricted to use as
the complement of subject nominals only, just as in Modern Greek.
Moreover, these languages offer a unique perspective on Balkan
linguistics and on the question of language contact as a source of
change and of Balkanisms, for they present living instances of the
sort of intense interaction among languages which may well have
characterized the Balkans in the crucial period of the formation
of the Balkan Sprachbund.

Thus the relationship between Modern Greek and Balkan Lin-
guistics is indeed a vital one. Just as the linguistic study of
Modern Greek has much to offer the more general field of Balkan
Linguistics, so too can the study of Balkan Linguistics and the
languages of the Balkans contribute to the understanding of as-—
pects of Modern Greek Linguistics and the Modern Greek language.
The field is still wide open, and investigation of many important
topics awaits only the creativity and energy of current and future
researchers in this area.

Footnotes

1. Some items are repeated under different topic headings and
not all pertain to the study of a particular language or linguis-
tic phenomenon in its Balkan context. Other important sources of
bibliographical information on Balkan Linguistics in general and
on Greek Linguistics from the Balkan perspective are the handbooks
themselves listed above, Stankiewicz 1969, Stankiewicz and Naylor
1977/78, and Kazazis 1977/78.

C 2. I give these four as the leading representatives of their
kind, knowing full well that other journals exist which deal in-
directly with topics of concern to Balkan Linguistics; my exclu-
sion of these others is not intended in any way as a slight.

3. For more examples, see Sandfeld (1930: 163ff., 205-213), An-
driotis and Kourmoulis 1968, Papahagi 1908, and Newton 1962.

4. The Germanic languages as well for that matter show a similar
future formation, cf. English futures with w<ll.

5. Admittedly, one subclass of Ancient. Greek second.declension
nouns, the contract nouns like nofie 'mind' (from ndos) had a nomi-
native in -g and a genitive in -2 (e.g. no#i from ndou) with no
change in the final vowel of the stem. However, since that class
is so small, it is hard to imagine that it exerted any influence
over the noun classes in question here; note, for instance, that
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the nolis / noli subclass had no effect on the stem vowel of the
class most like it, namely the regular second declension nouns

like dn®@ropos / an®répou, where the vowel difference has persisted
into Modern Greek (-o- in the nominative versus -u- in the genitive
now) .

6. Thumb (1964: 47) says the patéra type genitive is based on the
xléfti type, but offers no explanation for the kléfti type itself,
treating it, incorrectly, merely as a continuation of the tamia:s
type of Ancient Greek.

7. It is worth noting that Balkan Linguistics can also be enrich-
ed by a consideration of the differences holding among Balkan lan-
guages, so that even if Greek does not show the same type of ques-
tion intonation as other Balkan languages, this fact is of signifi-~-
cance to the Balkanist.

8. As noted earlier, there are numerous problems associated with
the various future formations in the Balkan languages. An additio-
nal problem is the existence of futures based on the verb ‘have’,
found in Medieval Greek, northern Albanian (Geg), and Romanian; a
Balkan Latin source for this cannot be ruled out, although, as with
the 'want' future, much remains to be worked out; see Hamp 1968 and

 pomi 1968 for some discussion.
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CONSTRUCTING A COMPUTER-ASSISTED COMPLETE INDEX TO

Makriyannis’ Memoirs

A Preliminary Report

Among the most urgent, basic degiderata of modern Greek philo-
logy is an authorized comprehensive dictionary, as well as a number
of specialized lexica and/or (even better) full indices to the
works of the major authors.

The inherent value of such groundwork on major authors need not
be elaborated upon here; it should be stressed however that it is
even greater at the present time of rapid transformation of the
Greek language, when both the State and public are in search of a
linguistic compass. Indeed, no serious research into the rich past
of modern Greek is possible in the absence of such philological
tools; and without such research, the development of contemporary
Greek is in jeopardy.

Prompted by such philological and social considerations, the i-
dea of a complete Index, with the aid of modern technology, to Ma-
kriyannis1 was conceived several years ago, but could only begin to
materialize when generous funding became available in the fall of
1979. Since then, a team consisting of a computer expert, a classi-
cal scholar with experience in ancient and modern lexicography, and
a number of amanuenses set to work in collaboration with a computer
companyz. As of July, 1983, the product of this joint effort was
almost ready for the press.

In the description which follows, it is the intention of the

|bresent writer to spare you the technical details of this project

~and limit himself to the philological aspects of it.




