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The Ohio State University
In an excursus in his (1894: 90-92), Gustav Meyer discusses

what he refers to as “Ein bulgarisch-griechischer Mischdialekt im Rhodopegebirge”. The distect in
question wes located in the Rhodope, in the area of Cépina, and was spoken by Pomaks, 1.8. Moslem
ethnic Bulgarians. This dislect had been described first by the Greek scholar Skordelis twenty
years earlier, ! who suggested that it was a form of Greek. Meyer was rather of the opinion thet it
wos a Bulgarian dialect, and it is cleer that this is undoubtedly the proper view to take.
Importantly, though, to judge from the title he geve to his excursus, it seems that Meyer felt that
thers was a further designation thet wes appropriate for this dialect; in perticular, he seems to
have believed that it could be classified as o “Mischdialekt™, a “mixed dialect".

1t i3 not my intention here to present new facts concerning this dialect, or even to delve at all
doeply into the facts of the dialact as Meyer presents them. indsed, Meyer's presentation is based on
that of Skordelis, and Skordelis provided nothing more than a relatively brief word-list. There
may indeed be more recent accounts available of this dialect (or ones just like it), but they need not
be of any concern here.

Instend, | plan to consider carefully the neturs of Meyer's claim that this is o “Mischdialekt™,
* end in particuler to examine just what this meens in the light of the recent reopening of the
Question of “Mischsprachen”-- "mixed languages”--by Sarah Thomason in several recent papers of
&nd by Thomason and Terrmea}(wfmm in their forthcoming book Lonoyage Contact,

I take 86 my starting point for this discussion (88 do Thomeson and Kaufman {(p. 1)) 8 passage
from Schuchardt ( 1884: 5) that, by opposing his own views to those of Max Muller, cleerly lays

out the controversy in the 19th century concerning "mixed languages”, 1.e. langueges whose genetic
origins are such that Mmﬂaoffsprlmofmmﬂmqne “parent” language, instead of showing

Mit mehr Recht als MAX MOLLER gesagt hat: “Es gibt keine
Mischsprache”, werden wir sagen kinnen: “Es gibt keine
villig ungemischte Sprache™.

Miller's actual statement on the subject, as taken from his
(Mitler 18782), is worth citing, though, for it brings aut an important distinction in the

Miller goes on, however, 10 say that ‘there is hardly a language which in one sense may not be
calied a mixed language. No nation or tribe wes ever socompletely isolated as nat to edmit the
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importation of s certain number of foreign words.' Thus, what Miiller is claiming in denying the
existence of “mixed languages” is that there are no languages with “mixed grammar”, He does,
though, seem to be allowing for language mixture in 8 trivial sense, i.. that which arises through
lexical borrowing. However, thers is s certain vagueness in talking about gremmar in this
context: for example, would borrowed morphology or borrowed syntactic patterns constitute
“mixed grammar"? Toacertain extent, then, what is at issue is the definition of “language
mixture”. 1t is to this particular facet of the question that Thomason and Keufman make a

contribution, by providing a clesr characterization of “mixed language”, thereby making it a
technical term.

Their technical cheracterization of “mixed language” has to be understood in terms of the
significance of the controversy regarding language mixture, summed up so nestly in the above
quotation from Schuchardt. The importance of the possible existence of such a language type
stemmed from the stete of linguistic resesrch in the | 9th century. This period was witness to
truly spectacular achievements in historical linguistics, and these sdvancements were made
possibie largely through the development of the methodology now known &s the Compearative Method.
Mixed languages, if they existed, posed a threat to the findings of historica} Tinguists and to the

methodology they used because mixed languages, by their very nature, run counter to the basic
assumptions that allow the comparative method to work.

In particular, successful application of the comparative method depends on an assumption of
direct lineal descent on the part of two or more lenguages from some common source, as indicated in
(1), where N is some arbitrary point in time taken as the starting point for the investigation, N +

M s some arbitrary point in time later then N, 8nd A’ and A” are changed forms of A, and thus are
offspring of A:

(1) Direct Lineal Descent

A (TimeN)

A A" (TimeN+M)

If, on the other hand, the descent through time from the languoge stage A to later forms of A involves
a significant influence from another language in & particular set of social circumstances, there cen
be a bresk in the direct lineal trensmission of A to subsequent sets of speaker's; if such an
“imperfect transmission” of A occurs-~to use the descriptive label of Thomason and Keufman- -as
in (2), then the resulting language in & sense has two parents, i.e. is 8 mixed language:

(2) A
B

[bresk in transmission from A { /
A (resulting "mixed language”)

In such & case, 1f a mixed language results, then, Thomason and Keufman argue, "the label ‘genetic
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relationship’ does not properly apply” (p. 15)--A" is not t
rather is “agenstic” gs far gs linguistic femily relationshi

situation, the Comparative Method could not draw on or be
developments.

he direct linea] descendant of A but
s ére concerned. Accordingly, in such g
epplied to the cutcome of these

Normally in lenguage contact, the extent of the influence of one lenguage aver snother is
neither so great nor so drastic nor so intense over 8 relatively short period of time, e.g. causing

creating truly "mixed languages”, languages that have arisen by a pecuifer set of social
circumstances possible ( but not necessary ) w
contact with one snother.

gxmples of such mixed languages include pidgins snd creoles--
creolized national language of New Guinea is one such case--buyt alsg
languages such as Ma'g,ﬁ on African language with & Cushitic lexical base but Bantu grammatical
structure, or Michif,? the language spoken by meny residents of the Turtle Mountsin Chippawa
reservation in North Dakota that generally has French nouns and adiectives- - together with their
structural patterns--but Plains Cree verbs and verbal syntax. Thus it seems that mixed languages
doexist; they are perhaps nat to be found to the extent that Schuchardt believed, but neither sre
they the impossibility that Miiler believed them to be. What mekes them rare is the fact that the
social circumstences that can lsed to these truly mixed languages do not frequently arise in lsnguage

Tok Pisin, the emerging
certain nonpidgin/noncreole®

contact situations.

b A anguages, and armed now with a definition that allows
the notion "mixed language" to be treeted as technical term, the Rhodope dialect reported on by
Meyer con be examined, The facts that Meyer gives for

this dialect are a list of 23 verbs built up of
aGreek stem--specifically the soristic (i.e. perfective aspect) stem~-~with a productive Bulgarian

(3) argosovem® 'l work' (ef. Greek t':pﬁgqm [eryé2ome), aorist stem émuu- [eryas-])
arnisovom ‘I deny’ (cf. Greek apvotpon [arnime], aorist stem apvno- {arnis-])
dlakonisovai °| serve' (cf. Greek 81000V [ skons], sorist stem

Sumovno- [ djekonis-]) ,
zalisovem 'l em dizzy' (cf. Greek ;ah;q}m [2atizome}, sorist stem tokio- [zalis-] )
Prokopsovam 'I succeed' (cf, Greek RPOKORT® [prokipto], sorist stem

RpoKoy- [prokops-]) :
xarisovam 'l give' (cf, Greek xap({w [xarizo}, aorist stem¢ep1o~ [xaris-])
Xonepsovem 'l diges’ (cf. reek YuEv xonévol, aorst stem yavey - [xoneps-]).

Meyer also lists several nouns as well that ere from Greek, as in (4):
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/
(4) gunia ‘corner’ (cf. Greek y/twta[,onial)
drum ‘roed’ (cf. Oreek Spop.os [drdmes])
2una ‘beit’ (cf. Greek t,(:wn[zbm})
kromit ‘onion’ (cf. Greek KPORLLSL [kromidil).

his dialect are ones that are also
,85M observes, that the nouns of Grqek origi.n in.t ‘
%%:slgv:here imlgm‘ian; that is to say, theihr' a)’ustqéwf g::* It;:?:i m gp‘wty need 2?‘_ ‘t):ey
to Greek influence but instead--1 this isabu , suggest:
gﬁtgn%jley be in this dialect as the result of direct Yineat descent from the source of Bulgerian

dialects.

i i i ich this discussien begen, namely in the
This last observation is important in the context in whlch.
context of a concern for the existence of im]i::ke'd language Ore;korv'lnifh’ sz;‘ ngr sumim - ::‘ m tltl,iustF:hmhpeather A
speech community fs ot truly o HISCLIBIEE. =0 Y in (3) s consistent with tis view,
adislect of Bulgerien. Furthermore, the evidence presen
O gttt theborrowig o' e it pttnns. In his e,
- -the words are 0 ;
zireek aoristic verb stems were made over in th;:on}?;ling lamuagesI nE:ltjrlugasfoiuT(';e w‘;rtl:h;:;n;ﬁ;v?s
Bulgarian derfvations! yerba} morphology, i.e. the suffix -mtgh;.t A et moestion 158
Igarian, it would presuppose--or perhaps demonstrate-- lect i 3
gzlg:rrian dialect, one that happens to have an overley of some Greek lexical input,” and not a

“mixed dislect”.
instances of language
ical reshaping of 1oans fs such a common development in ;
mntugofh[mltogrobably ggwngnot need exemplification, but in (5) some examples are given thet are

especially relevant to the matter at hand of Greek verbal forms being borrowed into the Cepina

Turkish simple past
and morphologically remede. In these examples in (5),
‘t!;?\]sic :rgr"gal{]gg;:\asnhave beerEj bororgwed into Greek and remade with a native Greek verbal

der ivational suffix, ~{{e:

(5) yl‘t:vt—tlt,m[-,lendizol | celebrate’ (cf. Turkish egien-mek (INFINITIVE), simple

past stem edlendi-) '
mﬂoupw—-{go) [kavurdizo] '} roast’ (cf. Turkish kevur-mek (INFINITIVE), simple
past stem kavurdi-) o
pﬂmlvt—(go) [baildizo} ‘1 faint’ (cf. Turkish bayil-mek (INFINITIVE), simple
past stem bavildi-) )
poyIaVI-iL@ [bojadizo] ‘I paint’ (cf. Turkish bova-mek ( INFINITIVE), simple
pest stem poved-)
\mﬂle—t'm {davrandizo] ‘1 strengthen’ (cf. Turkish davran-mek (INFINITIVE), simple
past stem devrandi-)

vioov-itw [dejandizo] ') beer (cf. Turkish dayen-mak (INFINITIVE), simple
past stem dayandi-).
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While it is not entirely clear why past stems, in the case of the Turkish loans, or aoristic
stems--one of whose functions is in the formation of completive aspect past tenses--in the case of
Breek Toans, should have been the basis for the borrowings and reshapings noted here, '© other such
instances are apperently to be found all over the Balkans. 11 At the very least, though, the exemples
in (5) show that what happened in the Cépina dialect of Bulgarisn is not at all unusual.

This Rhodope dialect that Meyer 1abelled as a “Mischdialekt”, then, probably is not mixed, at
lesst not in the now technical sense of “mixed language” developed by Thomason and Ksufmen, nor
even in Miiller's vague sense of showing “mixed grammer”. It is a “mixed dialect” only in the most
trivial sense, i.e. only in thet there are some nonnative, i.e. non-Bulgerian and specifically
Greek--elements in the dialect, most evidently in the form of the stems of a cless of verbs. Thus it
is mixed just in the one way in which Miiller himself sanctioned the notion of language mixture,
i.e. via lexical borrowings. It is not, however, a speech form that has arisen under the special
conditions that seem necessary to bring on a wholesale shift by a speech community from one
language to another in a short period of time with a consequent bresk in the normal lines)
transmission of a language through generations and peer groups. While it is not entirely clear
exactly whet Meyer had in mind when he referred to this dialect as a "Mischdialekt”--he does not
slaborate on this designation at all in his brief discussion—-and he may simply have meent that it is
mixed in the trivial sense and not in any more significant sense, the discussion here can be teken as
a step in the direction of clarifying our understanding of the nature of this dialect.

Given then that this Cépina dialect shows the effects of language contact, it is of coyrse
interesting and important to speculate on the nature of the Greek -Bulgarian contact in Cépina that
led to the intimate borrowings evident in (3) (and passibly ( 4)), whereby Greek words were
borrowed and incorporated in Bulgerisn, replacing already-existing Bulgarian words. It is the
case, however, that intimate borrowing represents the charecteristic type of contect situation
found throughout the Balkans, so that on this count also, the &pim situation is not at all unusual.

Although this Rhodope dialect hes not proven to be a mixed dialect in any interesting sense, the
foct that true noncreole mixed languages do exist, as shown by Michif and Ma'a, means that the
possibility must always be taken seriously that a given language contact situation under
investigation might be such as to produce a mixed language. Moreover, given the reletive rarity of
mixed languages, it is essential to investigate (within reason) every reported instance of mixed
lenguage forms in order to see if more can be uncovered. This investigation of the limited data from
Meyer can be taken in that vein. In the case at hand, the investigation did not Jead to the uncovering
of snother mixed language, but it did leed to a clerification of Meyer's report on this Bulgarisn
dialect. Furthermore, it is not inconceivable that ssmewhere in the Balken peninsula, now that it
is clear what to look for and how to look for it, evidence of a truly mixed language might turn up.

Notes

*This paper was originally presented as part of a panel entitled “Bulgarie and its Balken
Linguistic Neighbors™ at the annual meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of
Slavic Studies, in New Orleans, November 22, 1986. 1 thenk members of the penel and audience
there, especially Ronnie Alexander, Yictor Friedman, Eric Hemp, Ken Naylor, and Johanna Nichols
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for useful and insightful comments, though 1 have not necessarily followed up on all their
observations and suggestions in this version.

1. Mever cites the work es Skordelis 1874, though the copy that | have of the piece (& xerox
only, without the title page of the journal, however ) indicates instead a date of 87S.

2. The context of Skordelis' observations on Greek in the Rhodope is relevant to understanding
his suggestion. Skordelis was responding to doubts raised by other Eurcpean scholars about the
ethnic origins of the modern Greeks ( in perticular whether they were “true” descendants of the
ancient Greeks or instead were perheps Slavs or even of some other origin). He presented this
Breek vocabulary to demonstrate that this part of the Rhodope hed been at some point in the past
primarily a Greek-speaking, and thus Greek , ares. See Joseph 1985 and references therein for
some discussion of other instances of Greek scholarship responding to simflar claims,

3. For example, Thomason 1980, 1983, 1984.

4. | owe a great debt of thanks to the authors for providing me with a prepublication copy of
their manuscript and for permission to quote from that version.

S. These languages are not to be considered creoles becauss they do not show any significant
degree of morphological and morphosyntactic simplification in comparison with their source
languages, wheress true creoles generaily do.

6. Ses Thomason 1983 for detafled discusston of Ma'a with extensive bibiiography.

7. The major sources on Michif are Crawford 1976, Evans 1982, Rhodes 1977, and Weaver
1982, see also the discussion in Thomason 1984 and Thomason & Kaufman ( Chapter 9).

8. The initial a~ here, as opposed to the €~ in the Gresk form cited hers, probably reflects 8
Oreek dislectal development in the dialect that provided the input to the Bulgarian dialect in
question.

9. This evidence would aiso, of course, argue against Skordelis’ identification of this diatect as
a form of Greek.

10. I may be, for example, that the aoristic and past tense forms are or greater. frequency than
noneoristic or nenpast forms, or thet they are the unmarked members of verbai peradigms. | know
from personal experience that | mastered the Greek aoristic past tense long before | ventured into
the realm of the imperfective past forms. Still, if frequency or markedness were responsible, one
might expect that the generalization of one stem as oppesed to another might be lexically governed,
varying with the semantics of the borrowed word itself. Thus some further explanation for this
Balkan (or actually pan-Baikan~-see footnote 11) parallel may still be needed.

11. 1t is worth noting that already in the last century Miklesich had observed that sor st stems
were the basis for verbal loans in the Balkans. | am indebted to Eric Hamp for bringing this fect to
my attention,
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