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Abstract

This paper addresses borrowability of evaluative morphology in systems that have
evolved under intense contact settings. Data are drawn from Modern Greek dialects
that have evolved under different contact settings, that is Italiot Greek in contact with
Italo-Romance and Asia Minor Greek in contact with Turkish. Interestingly,
borrowability of evaluatives varies inter-dialectally and cannot be presupposed by or
be accounted for only in terms of intense long-lasting contact. The findings demonstrate
that evaluative markers, similarly to other derivational elements, undergo full structural
adaptation, when transferred to recipient languages, conforming to the morphological
tendencies of those systems. However, borrowability is shown to be also strongly
influenced by properties of the model language, particularly frequency of use, semantic
opacity, and the absence of a one-to-one mapping between form and meaning.
Additionally, morphophonological equivalence facilitates the reinterpretation of
evaluative functions in existing elements or the establishment of paradigmatic relations
between native and borrowed markers, as evidenced in Asia Minor Greek and Griko
respectively. Moreover, sociolinguistic factors, such as the notion of salience is
proposed to also play an active role in the potential (non-)transfer, lending further
support to combinatorial approaches that integrate structural and social mechanisms
into accounts of contact-induced change. These dynamics are not specific to evaluative
morphology nor indicative of an extra-grammatical status but are instead language-
dependent phenomena likely to extend across grammatical domains.

Keywords: borrowability, evaluative morphology, diminution, augmentation, contact
settings, Modern Greek nouns.

1 Introduction

The extent to which different grammatical categories and domains can be borrowed has been
vigorously debated over the past century, largely because this issue is central to understanding
language change and the constraints shaping structural evolution along with the fact that in
scholarly research contact between languages and/or varieties has been recognized as the norm,
while zero-contact settings as the exception. Even though, traditionally, opinions on what
can/cannot change owing to contact varied, the well-established view nowadays is summarized
under the ‘anything goes hypothesis’, established by the large-scale study of Thomason and
Kaufman (1988) and Thomason (2001: 11), predicting that any type of contact-induced change
is probable given the appropriate circumstances.

The seminal work by Thomason and Kaufman as a whole led to the recentralization of
contact in linguistic studies actualized via a respectable number of publications aiming at
shedding light on different contact scenarios and at offering generalizations on the nature and
the effects of contact and, of course, on the relevant weight of structural vs. sociolinguistic
parameters of contact-induced transfer and change. This is the direction also taken by most
recent publications, where the need for a holistic combinatorial approach integrating both social
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and structural parameters (see among others, Hickey 2010; Grant 2020 and references therein)
is stressed explicitly.

Narrowing down to morphology, in the relevant literature, the different morphological
domains are not thought to be equally prone to contact-induced change. Derivational
morphology is considered to be subject to transfer more easily and thus more frequently than
inflectional one (Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 74-75), a divergence often attributed to
differences in structural integration, functional load, and system-internal dependencies.
However, despite extensive research on inflection—both within individual languages and
cross-linguistically—there is far less work on derivation, and even less on evaluative
morphology.

Based on the above, this paper addresses borrowability in the domain of evaluative
morphology, emphasizing nominal diminution and augmentation, drawing data from Modern
Greek dialects that have evolved under different contact settings to examine whether and if so
to what extent contact is a favorable parameter for the transfer of evaluative markers and/or
categories. To this end, Modern Greek varieties evolving under different contact settings, i.e.,
Asia Minor Greek spoken in the areas of Pontus and Cappadocia on the one hand, while Italiot
varieties in long-lasting contact with Italo-Romance on the other, are put under scrutiny.

The research questions we address for the purposes of this paper are as follows: What
is the role of contact in the transfer of evaluative morphology? Which parameters seem to affect
borrowability of evaluative morphology in intense contact settings? Are there peculiarities to
be considered when it comes to the borrowability of evaluative markers and/or categories?

The article is organized as follows: in section 2 basic premises on the borrowability of
derivational categories and morphological integration are summarized, while in section 3 a
brief presentation of the historical and sociolinguistic background of our case study is offered,
followed by the presentation of data emphasizing the (non-)borrowed diminutive markers and
their characteristics in the case studies under scrutiny. In section 5, discussion, specific claims
and proposals are put forward, asserting that frequency of use and the properties of the elements
under question in the model language (transparency, one meaning-one form mapping or the
lack thereof) along with morpho-phonological equivalences with the replica system could have
an effect on the borrowability of evaluative matter and/or pattern morphology. Moreover,
socio-linguistic parameters, that is salience and social indexation carried by the elements under
question, is proposed to play an additive role in the potential (non-)transfer aligning with the
combinatorial approaches, treating both structural mechanisms, and that social parameters, as
more adequate accounts of contact-induced change. The article ends with major conclusions
and a list of references.

2 Basic premises

Contemporary research on language contact generally asserts that different morphological
subsystems vary in how readily they can be borrowed. In particular, derivational morphology
is thought to be more easily and therefore more frequently transferred across languages than
inflectional morphology (Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 74—75; Weinreich 1953: 31-33). This
distinction reflects both the differing roles these components play in grammatical organization
and the varying degrees of contact intensity required for the actualization of transfer of bound
morphology (see Moravcsik 1978; Thomason and Kaufman 1988; Field 2002; Wohlgemuth
2009 for discussion and proposed hierarchies).
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Narrowing down to evaluative morphology, Matras (2007) asserts that diminutives tend
to be easily borrowed cross-linguistically, while in a similar vein following Grandi (2011) and
Mutz (2015) argue that evaluative categories tend to be renewed and borrowing, along with
grammaticalization and refunctionalization, are the main driving forces towards this direction.

Moreover, Seifart (2013, 2015), drawing on data by the AfBo database, argues that
within derivational morphology, categories such as adjectivizers, diminutives, and
nominalizers are especially susceptible to borrowing. Conversely, Gardani (2020: 116),
drawing on Dressler’s (1989, 1997) distinction within Natural Morphology between
prototypical and non-prototypical derivation and extending the logic used to explain the
differing borrowability of inherent versus contextual inflections, proposes the following
empirically testable hypothesis: prototypical derivational affixes and/or categories are expected
to be more readily borrowed than non-prototypical ones, including agent-noun formation,
action-noun formation, and diminutives.

Aligning with the established line of research (Gardani 2020: 102), and focusing
specifically on derivation, we assume that genuine transfer of derivational material occurs
when suffixes—initially borrowed as part of full loanwords—come to be reanalyzed, due to
their high frequency, systematic use, and sheer number, as independent, transparently
meaningful forms. This reanalysis enables them to detach from the original loanwords and
extend their use to native stems as well (I1c). By way of illustration, consider the examples'
under (1) showing the Turkish suffixal marker -CI has been integrated in Greek, attaching
productively with native bases as well (1c):

(D

a. ka'fes <Turk. kahve/kayfe (underived loan)
‘coffee’ ‘coffee’

b. kafe-'dzis <Turk. kahve-ci (loan derived in -CI?)
‘coffee maker’ ‘coffee maker (person)’

c. patoma-'dzis < Qr. ‘patoma (Greek base)
‘floor-tiler’ ‘floor’

Emphasizing, for the purposes of this paper, Modern Greek suffixal evaluative
morphology, it is worth noting that Greek possesses a particularly rich system of evaluative
formations (see Kallergi et al. 2023). Although cross-linguistically opinions on the position of
evaluative morphology in grammar vary (for relevant discussion see Anderson 1992; Dressler
and Merlini-Barbaresi 1992, 1994; Scalise 1988), Greek morphological evaluation is thought
to form part of the word formation domain (Melissaropoulou and Ralli 2008) in that suffixes
act as heads of their constructions, imposing specific selectional restrictions to the bases they
combine with and being responsible for the realization of gender and the attachment to specific
inflectional markers, non-identical with those of the corresponding bases.

' Nominal examples throughout the paper are cited in the nominative singular form, unless cited otherwise.

2 Turkish displays two different types of harmonization processes: a. fronting harmony, that is the assimilation of
a vowel with the vowel in the preceding syllable based on frontness and b. rounding harmony, that is the
assimilation of a vowel with the vowel in the preceding based on roundedness. By way of illustration, -CIK
displays the following possible realizations: -cik, -¢ik, cik, -¢ik, -ciik, -¢iik, -cuk, -¢uk. To this end, throughout the
paper, all Turkish elements that are subject to harmonization are written with upper-case characters to indicate
vowel harmonic changes and consonantal assimilations that are operative in Turkish.
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To this end, a brief summary of the main characteristics of Greek evaluative formations
in line with cross-linguistic generalizations and tendencies is in order. Aligning with other
European languages (see Grandi 2002, 2015 for discussion), in Greek the same suffix can
express both qualitative and quantitative aspects of evaluation (Melissaropoulou 2006, 2015;
Efthymiou 2015, 2017). Nevertheless, all evaluative markers are not supposed to behave in a
totally uniform way; some of them may differ in terms of prominence of qualitative vs.
quantitative aspects of evaluation (Efthymiou 2023, 2024). The Greek language verifies and
lends further support to the claims made by Klimaszewska (1983) asserting that positive
evaluation is more characteristic for diminutives, while negative evaluation for augmentatives.
By way of illustration, consider for example the Standard Modern Greek evaluative suffixes -
aci and -ara which attach to nominal bases to form nominal evaluatives, denoting, the former
diminution, referring refer both to a small and dear, favorite or beautiful baby as well (2a),
while the latter augmentation, referring to a big and simultaneously not a pretty or well-shaped
leg (2b).

(2)

a. -aci: mo'ro >mo r-aci
‘baby’  ‘baby.N-DIM’

b. -ara  'podi > po'dara
‘leg’ ‘leg.N-AUGM’

Let us now turn to our case study, starting with a brief overview of the sociohistorical
background of the varieties under scrutiny and their contact settings.

3 The dialects under scrutiny
3.1 Historical and sociolinguistic background

Cappadocian constitutes a dialectal enclave consisting of villages located in the provinces of
Kayseri, Nigde, Nevsehir, Aksaray-Gelveri and Prokopi (Urgup), in the former area of Asia
Minor, today’s central Turkey. The sociocultural conditions that prevailed in the area of the
Greek-speaking communities of Cappadocia from the 11" century onwards, affected
significantly the structure of the dialect, which developed for centuries in intense language
contact with Turkish, on the one hand, and in (relative) isolation from the rest of the Greek-
speaking areas of the west, on the other (see Dawkins, 1916; Janse forthcoming; Karatsareas,
2011; Manolessou, 2019). Unarguably, Cappadocian displays linguistic features that can be
traced historically to earlier stages of the Greek language as well as many grammatical
innovations, some of which are attributed to contact (see Dawkins 1916 among many others).

Due to the above-mentioned social, historical, and cultural settings, the dialect is often
treated as a prototypical example of ‘heavy borrowing’ in terms of Thomason and Kaufman’s
borrowing scale, caused by ‘overwhelming long-term cultural pressure’ (Thomason and
Kaufman 1988: 50), a statement partly alluded to the well-known Dawkins’s statement on
Cappadocian that “[...] the body ha[d] remained Greek but the soul ha[d] become Turkish
[...]”, Dawkins (1916: 198).

Cappadocian was spoken in the area in circumstances of intense contact and
bilingualism (asymmetrical or even regressive) until 1923, when Greece and Turkey exchanged
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populations, following the signing of the Lausanne Convention. Hence, no native speakers of
Cappadocian are reported to live in Turkey nowadays. After the exchange, Cappadocian
speakers relocated to various parts of mainly Central and Northern Greece.

The Pontic dialect also evolved under circumstances of long-lasting contact with
Turkish and was spoken in the area of today’s Northwest Turkey roughly from the 12% century
onwards®. Pontus, contrary to the Cappadocian-speaking area, including Pharasa and Silli, was
never properly occupied by the Seljuks and was incorporated into the Ottoman Empire only in
the mid-15" century (after the fall of Trebizond in 1461). Importantly, the survival of the
empire acted more or less as a barrier against Islamization and in favour of the maintenance of
a strong local identity (Bryer 1975), while Pontic dialectal features also attested in Early
Byzantine and Late Medieval Greek provide evidence for the differentiation of the Pontic
dialect before the Ottoman conquest (see Manolessou 2019: 34-40 for discussion and details).

Moreover, the linguistic and cultural dominance relations between the Greek and
Turkish communities were heavy but not so heavy or intense as in the case of Cappadocia,
since —apart from geographical factors which in some cases led to physical seclusion— Pontic
communities were more numerous and more closely-knit than those of Cappadocia®. Thus,
Pontic people managed to preserve their language ‘with some success’ (cf. Horrocks 2010: 398-
399). In the case of Pontic thus, we cannot refer to ‘an excellent example of heavy borrowing
— category 57 as a result of overwhelming long-term cultural pressure causing significant
disruption (cf. Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 50), as Thomason and Kaufman classify Silliot,
Cappadocian and Pharasiot (cf. Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 74-76, 215; Thomason 2001:
70-71). Owing to its geographic vastness, the different Pontic communities are grouped into
three different zones: a. the zone of Oinoi, b. the zone of Trebizond and c. the zone of Chaldia.
The latter was thought of as the most influenced by Turkish, sharing also common
characteristics with Pharasiot (Triantafyllides 1938 [1981]: 288).

Turning now to Italiot varieties, these are two dialectal enclaves spoken in Southern
Italy; Griko in the area of Puglia, Salento (widely known as Grecia Salentina) and Greko in
the area of Calabria (Bovesia). Being spoken for many centuries on an Italian ground (see
Manolessou 2005, Squillaci 2017 and references therein for the different opinions with respect
to their origin, i.e., Ancient Greek vs. Byzantine Greek), Italiot varieties evolved in contact and
competed not only with Standard Italian (the language of school and media) but also with the
local variety of Standard Italian (regional Italian) and the local Romance dialectal varieties,
(dialetti salentini and calabrese) (see Profili 1985). In this multilingual setting, the local
Romance varieties were/are equally available to all speakers of the areas, are used in everyday
speech (street conversations, local commerce), namely enjoying covert prestige and limiting
the sphere of their usage to family situations (Profili 1985; Katsoyannou 1999; Manolessou
2005).

Admittedly, the sociolinguistic status of these Greek-speaking enclaves varied over the
centuries. Until the early 90s, several villages in Calabria were reported to be deserted (only in
Galliciané and Bova, the dialect is thought to remain alive (Katsoyannou 1995), while in
Puglia, the dialect seemed to be more resistant to attrition (nine Griko-speaking villages were
reported, see Profili 1985), although it was confined mainly to people of advanced age. In

% Pontus became independent in the 12" century and from the 13" till the 15" century it formed the Trebizond
empire.

4 Following Augustinos (1992: 15), in the Greek populations of more densely inhabited western and
northeastern coastal areas the popular traditions of Byzantine civilization survived longer.
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recent decades, the dialects have experienced revitalization efforts having as a starting point
their official recognition as minority languages (1999). The last two decades in particular,
several activities have been initiated by the local communities and language activists, trying to
establish an active role for these dialects in the local communities. Nevertheless, Griko and
(especially) Greko are still in critical endangerment owing to migration, mass media and
schooling probing mainly the standard form as the sole means of communication (for a detailed
discussion see Manolessou 2005; Squillaci 2017).

Italiot varieties are thought to retain many archaisms, some of which are unique
compared to other Modern Greek varieties, possibly due to the fact that communication
between South Italy and the Greek mainland was interrupted during The Late Medieval period
(before the 13" century, see Manolessou 2005), thus the dialects did not participate actively in
late Medieval evolutions. Notwithstanding the common origin, Griko and Greko varieties
evolved independently, displaying many similarities as well as some internal micro-variation®,
which has not gone unnoticed (see Rohlfs 1977; Katsoyannou 1995; Karanastasis 1997;
Squillaci 2017). Based on the above, for the purposes of this study, the two varieties are treated
indeed as separate systems, displaying commonalities as well as peculiarities in the realization
of diminution and augmentation.

3.2 Data

3.2.1 Asia Minor Greek in contact with Turkish

Zooming in the morphological process of diminution, Cappadocian displays a restricted
inventory of diminutive markers. Among them, the suffix -ok(k)o%-op(p)o(n) is in fact the only
extremely productive diminutive marker, attaching to both animate and inanimate nominal
bases of all grammatical gender values—when active in the different Cappadocian sub-
varieties (see Janse forthcoming; Karatsareas 2011), either native or borrowed, and forms
neuter nouns. It is a native diminutivizer of Medieval origin (for discussion and details on its
different realizations the reader is referred to Simeonidis 1968; ILIK 2024 and references
therein in the corresponding lemmata). Some indicative examples can be seen under (3) below:

A3)

-ok(k)o/-op(p)o(n)n

ku'lur k(u)lu'r-opo ‘cruller.N-DIM’
ko ritsi kori ts-ok(k)o ‘girl.N-DIM’
scilos/fci'li  scil-opo ‘dog.M/N-DIM’

A few other suffixes of limited productivity are also reported in the dialect; these are
the following:
the diminutivizer -ka/-kas, which attaches to [+ human] bases denoting kinship and expresses
endearment. Grammatical gender, when available in the different Cappadocian sub-varieties
aligns with natural gender (sex). E.g.:

5 By way of illustration, the Greek fricative sound /0/ is realized as /s/ in Bova, while as /t/ in Galliciano (Martino
1980: 321).
8 The form in - 'ok(k)o or - 'ok(k)u is attested mainly in the Pharasiot varieties.
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4)

-ka/-kas)m/r

‘ciris ‘cir-kas ‘father.M-DIM’
ta'ta(s) ta'ta-kas/ta'ta-k:a ‘god father.M-DIM’
‘kaka ka'ka-ka ‘grandmother.F-DIM’

The suffix -ka/-kas, although argued by Symeonidis (1975: 403-147) to derive from a final -k
conveying diminutive meaning that is traced in Turkic languages, is in fact a Medieval Greek
diminutive suffix attested in examples like 'cirkas-ci'raka ‘dear father-dear mother’’.

Lastly, the suffix -itsa (and its variants -idza, -it/a) attaches strictly to feminine bases,
mainly those denoting kinship and expresses endearment (see the examples under (5) below).
It is a Medieval Greek marker of a contested or debatable upper Slavic origin (see Georgacas
1982; Moutsos 1986; Symeonidis 1995), and it usually appears to have acquired a lexicalized®
status (see also ILIK 2024).

5)
-1tsajr

‘kaka ‘grand mother’ ka'c-itsa ‘grand mother.F-DIM’
‘mana ‘mum’ ma 'n-itsa ‘mother.F-DIM’

Interestingly, in Cappadocian the suffix -utsiko (and its variants -udziko, -utfiko, -itsiko, -idziko)
—subject to intra-dialectal variation— is also in use attaching to adjectives and adverbs.
However, diverging from other Modern Greek varieties, it conveys not only a diminutive, but
also or better put mainly an intensifying meaning in Cappadocian. Some illustrative examples
are provided under (6) below:

(6)

-utsikojadj/Adv

ze'stos ze'st-utsiko ‘warm-DIM’
‘prasino prasi n-itsiko ‘green-DIM’

‘aspro a'spr-utsiko ‘total white’

skot 'kos skot k-utsiko ‘very small/young’

Importantly, none of the occurring elements, although subject to phonological alternations’,
are borrowed evaluative markers from Turkish.

In a similar vein, in Pontic a very restricted number of diminutive markers is reported
to be in use. Among them -oporn (and its variant -oplon) is thought of as was the case also for
Cappadocian, the most productive and most typical diminutive suffix, attaching to all different
types of bases that are susceptible to diminution (Koutita-Kaimaki 1984: 32). Some
representative examples are provided under (7) below:

” Following Georgakas (1982: 89), it possibly results from the suffix -ici, subject to morphological reanalysis.

8 As reported by Costakis (1964: 67) for Anaku and Mavrochalyvides and Kesisogou (1960: 46) for the
Cappadocian community of Axo, other diminutive suffixes like -i and -itsa have lost their diminutive meaning in
the dialect and appear mostly in lexicalized formations.

® Mavrochalyvidis and Kesisoglou (1960: 48) report on a tendency towards the appearance of -itsiko form when
preceded by [e] or [i], while that of -utsiko, after [a] or [u], which should be put into further scrutiny.
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(7

-oponN

pe di(n) pe d-op()on  ‘kid.N-DIM’

ko'ridzi(n)  kor'dz-opon  ‘girl.N-DIM’

‘[cilos Jci'l-opon ‘dog.M-DIM’

The following suffixes are also in use displaying, however, more restricted productivity,
being subject to specific selectional restrictions'?. These are mainly: a. the masculine marker -
idzos/-idzis (8a), which selects only human [-feminine] bases and may also convey negative
readings; b. the feminine marker -idza'! (8b), attaching to [+feminine] bases; and c. the neuter
suffix -idzin (8c¢), attaching to [-human] nouns and may also realize negative readings. The
latter form is very often non-active in its diminutive meaning but totally lexicalized. All three
forms could be viewed as one unique diminutivizer diverging in terms of grammatical gender
value and inflectional class membership, that is displaying three allomorphs, whose
distribution depends on the characteristics of the base. In terms of origin, although opinions
expressed in the existing literature vary (not regarding its immediate Medieval origin but rather
on its distant one, treating it either as a loan from Slavic or as deriving for the Medieval marker
-ikion; for a thorough discussion on which, see Georgacas 1982: 57-58 and reference therein),
there exists no doubt on its non-Turkish but rather older Medieval origin.

®)

a. -idzos/-idzis]wm:

‘anOropos anOro 'pi-dzis/os ‘friend.M-DIM’
‘dzvolos dxvo litsos ‘devil.M-DIM’
pe o1 pe 0-idzis/os ‘child.N-DIM’
b. -idza]:

Ji'neka jine c-idza ‘woman.F-DIM’
ekli'sia ekli'si-dza ‘church.F-DIM’
c. -idzin]n:

maksi'larin  maksila'r-idzin ‘pillow.N-DIM’
‘provaton prova t-idzin ‘sheep.N-DIM’
[cilos Jei'l-idzin ‘dog.M-DIM’

The Pontic dialect diverges, compared not only to Cappadocian but also to other
peripheral Modern Greek dialects, in the formation of masculine diminutives (with the marker
-idzos/-idzis) from [+human], masculine bases. There also occur very few diminutive forms in
-kas, which are, however, very restricted in number since they only attach to bases denoting
kinship, as in Cappadocian.

1% In Pontic the suffix -udi(n) (e.g., la yos ‘hare’ > la 'y-udin ‘hare.M-DIM’) is also traced, displaying, however,
scarce productivity and appearing highly lexicalized in the attested formations.

"1t is worth noting that in some Pontic sub-varieties (namely in Oinoi and Amisos) the suffix -idzajr also attaches
to neuter bases to form feminine diminutives ' daxtilon)y ‘finger’> daxti'l-idzin;y (Chaldia) daxti' l-idza;r (Oinoi)
‘finger-DIM’, a rare pattern in Greek that cannot be related to contact with Turkish and certainly calls for further
investigation.

95



SKASE Journal of Theoretical Linguistics, 2026; 23(4): 88-110
https://doi.org/10.33542/JTL2026-S2-06

Lastly, the suffixes -ikos and -idzikos (and its variants -idzikos,-udzikos, -udzikos),
similarly to Cappadocian, are also in use in Pontic for the diminutivization of adjectives (some
adjectival pronouns) and adverbs, the latter conveying also an intensifying meaning. Some
representative examples follow under (9) and (10) below:

©)

-'1kosjadj/Adv

ka'bosos kabo's-ikos  ‘some-DIM’

mi kros mi kr-ikos ‘small/young-DIM’

(10)

-idz/3ikos/-"udz/3ikosjadj/adv

‘jeros je 'r-idzikos ‘old-DIM’

mi 'kros mi kr-idzikos (Chaldia) ‘small/young-DIM’
mi k-udzikos (Oinoi, Trebizond) ‘small/young-DIM’

ko'dos ko'd-idzikos ‘short in height-INTENS.’

psi‘los psi'l-idzikos ‘thin-INTENS’

As can be deduced from the above, no matter the intense and long-lasting contact settings,
no diminutive affixal marker has been replicated from Turkish to the Asia Minor Greek
varieties of Cappadocia and Pontus.

3.2.2 Italiot varieties in contact with Romance
Turning now to the Italiot varieties, the picture is quite divergent. Starting with Griko, the most
productive diminutive markers in use are as follows:

the well-known and most typical inherited Greek diminutivizer, that is -aci, is in use in the
dialect, in the form -a(#/)i'?, attaching mainly to neuter nouns in -i, both native and loan. Some
illustrative examples follow under (11) below:

(11)

-a(t)iN

a'dzari adza'r-a(t/)i ‘fish.N-DIM’

mar teddi marte dd-a(t))1 ‘hammer.N-DIM’

The suffix -uqdi is among the most productive diminutivizers in the dialect, attaching
to masculine and neuter nouns in -o (corresponding to Modern Greek in nouns -os, and
adjectives). Although formally close to other Romance diminutive suffixes (see below), it is a
marker of Greek origin, deriving from the Medieval Greek suffix -o0Adiv'® (see Rohlfs 1977:
172). Some representative examples can be seen under (12) below:

12 The intervocalic palatal [c] is either subject to velar fronting (that is realized as [t]]) or most often deleted in
Griko.

'3 In both Italiot varieties under scrutiny the well-known phenomenon of the retroflex realization of -¢¢- deriving
from (the Latin) -//- in the dialects of extreme Southern Italy (also in Campania and Basilicata) is attested not only
in loan elements (words and/or suffixes) but also generalized in native words (see Rohlfs 1977: 57 for comments
and discussion).
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(12)

-uddin

‘anemo ane ' m-uddi ‘wind.M-DIM’
'tserato tsera't-uddi ‘corn.N-DIM’

xlo'ro xlo'r-uddi ‘green, not dry-DIM’

The feminine suffix -eqdda attaches to feminine nominal and adjectival bases, displaying
also an affective meaning (see examples under (13)). Notwithstanding its formal proximity
with the former suffixal marker, -eqda is not an inherited Greek but a loan Romance dialectal
marker (with an identical form corresponding to the Italian -ello/a (< Latin -ellum).

(13)

-eddayr

‘ornita.F orni't-edda  ‘hen.F-DIM’

‘cera.F ce'r-edda ‘hand.F-DIM’

‘xlori.F xlo'r-edda ‘green, not dry-F.DIM’

Nevertheless, what is worth noting is that when it comes to adjectival bases subject to
diminutivization, while the masculine and neuter gender combine with -udqi, the feminine form
attaches to -eqqa (Rohlfs 1977:164), becoming its corresponding feminine diminutive form. In
our view, phonological accommodation of the Italiot Greek varieties towards the local
Romance ones, in terms of replicating and generalizing the realization of geminate retroflex
consonants in all environments, both native and loans, has resulted in the correspondence of a
couple of evaluative markers acting as a paradigmatic group, corresponding to the two different
gender values, that is feminine and neuter, although they are of a different origin. These are -
uddi and -edda as can be seen in the examples under (14) below:

(14)

‘afimo  afim-uddi ‘ugly-DIM.M/N’ aJi'medda ‘ugly-DIM.F’

xlo'ro xlo'r-uddi ‘green, not dry DIM.M/N’ xlo'r-edda ‘green, not dry-DIM.F’
ka'lo  ka'l-uddi  ‘good/pretty DIM.M/N’ ka'l-edda ‘good/pretty-DIM.F’

This is a very nice example of an inherited and a borrowed marker entering into
paradigmatic relations in the word formation domain.

Lastly, it should be mentioned that in two of the Griko speaking communities of Apulia,
that is in the communities of Sternatia and Corigliano, the diminutive marker -utfi, (-uzzi),
(examples under (15)) is also in use, expressing also endearment and pity. This marker has
been integrated into the dialect from the dialectal Romance (italiano meridionale) suffix -utso
(< -uzzo) (variant of the Italian -uccio'* (Merlini-Barbaresi 1994:286)), which is very common
in the southern regions of Italy, as a result of the contact of Griko with the local Salentino
dialect.

14 In Italian the suffix is argued to convey an affective or even pejorative rather than a literally diminutive meaning.
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(15)
-utfin
kri‘a kri-"utfi ‘ram.N-DIM’

‘fiddo Ji'dd-utfi ‘dog.M-DIM’

Similar but not identical both in terms of inventory and/or productivity, is the repository of
diminutive markers in the dialect of Greko (di Calabria). Here, the diminutives in use are as
follows:

To begin with, the suffix - u#/i, mentioned just above, although of limited productivity in
the area of Salento, is reported to be the most popular and productive diminutive marker in
Calabria, (Rohlfs (1977: 171). It attaches mainly to masculine and neuter nouns in -o and -i,
showing, however, increasing productivity. Some illustrative examples are shown under (16)
below:

(16)

-utfiln

‘andra an'dr-utfi ‘man.M-DIM’
‘riaci ria' k'>-utfi  ‘stream.N-DIM’
ar'ni ar'n-utfi ‘lamp.N-DIM’

The well-known and most typical inherited Greek diminutivizer has also the form -'at/i
in Greko, attaching mainly to neuter nouns in -/ and forming neuter nouns. E.g.:

(17)

-atfi]n

pe'di pe'd-atfi ‘child.N-DIM’
pu'ddi pu'dd-atfi ‘bird.N-DIM’

The neuter inherited suffix -uqdi is also in use in the dialect, attaching mainly to masculine
and neuter nouns in -o. Some indicative examples are shown under (18) below:

(18)

-"uddin

‘'sakko.M sa'kkuddi ‘bag.M-DIM’
‘dendro.N den'druddi  ‘tree.N-DIM’

In Greko, contrary to Griko, the corresponding inherited feminine form, namely -uqda
(< Greek -o04a) is also in use, attaching to feminine nouns (both common and proper to form
hypocoristics in the latter case). By way of illustration consider the examples under (19) below:

'® The sounds [c] and [Kk] are in allophonic relation in Modern Greek and its dialectal varieties; their distribution
depends on the [+/- frontness] of the following vowel.
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(19)

-uddajr

kar'dia kar'd-udda ‘heart.F-DIM’
‘'mana ma'n-udda ‘mum.F-DIM’
‘perdika perdi'k-udda ‘partridge.F-DIM’

Moreover, similarly to Griko, the Romance loan diminutivizer -edda, is in use, attaching to
feminine nominal and adjectival bases, conveying also an affective meaning. E.g.:

(20)

-eddayr

alu'pu alupu'd-edda ‘fox.F-DIM’

mi ci mi'c-edda ‘small/young.F-DIM’

Lastly, the suffix - udi, an inherited Greek diminutivizer from the Hellenistic and Medieval
-ovo1ov, combines with adjectival bases to realize mitigation. Some indicative examples can be
seen under (21) below:

21)

-'udi]apy

‘aspro a'sprudi ‘white-dim’
‘mavro ma'vrudi ‘black-dim’

Summing up, in both Italiot varieties, apart from the inherited Greek there occur also loan
Romance diminutive markers. Interestingly, the model languages, that is all standard, regional
Italian and the local Romance dialects, diverge in their morphological structure compared to
the inherited Greek one, in that they are two gender systems, whose evaluative markers are
generally sensitive to the grammatical gender value of the base, thus evaluative formations,
generally tend to preserve the gender of the base leading to proposals in favor of the existence
of an intermediate domain in the organization of grammar between inflection and word
formation, hosting evaluative morphology (Scalise 1988). As can be seen in the examples
under (22) below, the Italian diminutive markers -etto, (22a) -ino (22b) and the regional -uccio
(22¢), attach to different bases retaining the grammatical gender value of the corresponding
bases and select the appropriate inflectional suffixes for this grammatical gender value (when
non-identical to the most typical ones, that is -o for masculines and -a for feminines).

(22)

a. -ino/a

gatto gattino ‘kitten.M-DIM’
tazza tazzina ‘cup.F-DIM’
mano manina ‘hand.F-DIM’
b. -etto/a

cane cagnetto ‘dog.M-DIM’
borsa borsetta ‘purse.F-DIM’
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c. -uccio/a
casa casuccia ‘house.F-DIM’
zio ziuccio ‘uncle.M-DIM’

On the contrary, in the varieties under scrutiny, the replicated diminutive markers are
in perfect alignment with the native evaluative and derivational markers in general, that is they
function as heads of their constructions, in that they bear a specific gender value and inflection
class membership, which are transmitted to the derived formations (see Ralli 2005 [2022] for
Greek). For example, the suffix -uccio has been integrated into both Griko and Greko as -ut/i,
with a specific grammatical gender value, that is not subject to change depending on the gender
of the base and a specific neuter inflectional class marker that is -7, in a similar vein to all native,
not only diminutive but also derivational operative markers (see examples under (15) and (16)
above).

Importantly, all attested diminutive markers bear either a feminine or a neuter gender
value, which aligns perfectly with the inherited Greek tendency for the preference of specific
gender values in diminutive morphology, (where the neuter is the most probable one, while the
masculine the least probable, see Daltas 1985 for discussion) even though, the model languages
have no neuter, while the masculine value is equally available.

The question that naturally arises is why in the Asia Minor Greek varieties, despite the
intense contact settings and the—extensive - even regressive in some cases—bilingualism, no
replication of diminutive markers was traced, while, on the other side of the Greek mainland,
that is in Italiot varieties a good number of Romance markers seems not only to have penetrated
into the varieties but also to have entered into paradigmatic relations with native diminutive
markers. Could the contrastive investigation of these two different dialectal enclaves shed light
on the parameters and perhaps the peculiarities of both structural and sociolinguistic nature, to
be taken into account when it comes to the borrowability of evaluative markers and/or
categories? This is what next section will try to address.

4 Discussion

Our data set shows that borrowability of evaluatives varies inter-dialectally and cannot be
directly linked to or be accounted for only in terms of intense long-lasting contact which is the
(more or less) common denominator/basis in all investigated case studies. In other words,
intense contact settings are a necessary but not a sufficient precondition for the actualization of
transfer even in the domain of derivational evaluation which is thought of as more susceptible
to change compared to inflection at least. From this viewpoint, the anything goes hypothesis,
although theoretically possible and true (Thomason and Kaufman 1988: 14; Thomason 2001:
695), is dependent in its actualization on other more specific parameters.

Interestingly, what seems to be missing in the case of Asia Minor Greek dialects is the
systematic transfer of diminutive markers, albeit being a strong cross-linguistic tendency in
affix borrowing. In an effort to account for the occurring divergence, the parameter of
typological and/or structural incompatibility among the pairs of model languages cannot
provide plausible explanation since, despite the genetic and typological incompatibility
between the Greek dialects and Turkish, the latter is a highly suffixing language both generally
and regarding word formation. From this viewpoint, no real incompatibility is at play as regards
the coinage of new words. Moreover, other derivational suffixes (especially nominalizers and
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adjectivizers on which see Kyranoudis 2009; Melissaropoulou 2025) have been replicated to
Asia Minor Greek, providing evidence against the influence of some strictly structural general
parameter, acting as an inhibiting factor in the replication of evaluatives.

In this vein, a thorough analysis of both the sociolinguistic settings of the case study
under scrutiny and the properties of the specific diminutive markers and their function in the
model language might prove particularly enlightening. Emphasizing the properties of
diminutive markers first, what we assume should be scrutinized is the inventory and their
functions in the model language along with their frequency of use.

Truly, the Turkish language displays a repository of diminutivizers as shown in the
examples under (23):

(23)

-CAglz: kadin ‘woman’ kadin-cagiz  ‘poor dear woman’
cocuk ‘child’ cocuk-¢agiz  ‘poor dear child’

-CA: kiigiik ‘small’ kiigiik-ce ‘rather small’

-CIK: kedi ‘cat’ kedi-cik ‘cute little cat’
kitap ‘book’ kitap-¢cik ‘little book, pamphlet’

(Goksel and Kersake 2005; Lewis, 2000)

Among them, -CAglz attaches primarily to animate nouns, expressing endearment
and/or pity, rather than smallness, while -CA4 attaches to adjectival bases, to reduce their
intensity, being much less common or productive. Lastly the marker -CIK'S, is the relatively
most productive diminutivizer, showing variation in the realization of evaluative readings; It
attaches to both proper and common nouns, as well as adjectives and expresses smallness, with
recursive application possible. Although it is the most productive suffix, it shows some
peculiarities in that it not only displays different morpho-phonological properties but also
different readings depending on the grammatical category of the base it attaches to. Namely,
no stem change is attested when combined with nouns. On the contrary when attached to
adjectives, both stem alternations (final consonant deletion, e.g. kii¢iik > kii¢ii-¢iik ‘small-DIM’,
vowel epenthesis e.g., az > azi-cik ‘little.DIM’, stress changes on which see Tietze 2016) and
variation in the realization of evaluative meanings are attested that is either a diminutive or an
intensifying one.

However, none of them is reported to be of high productivity or displaying a somewhat
predictable distribution or to be typical of certain areas as is the case in other languages (e.g.
Italian and Greek). Following Ketrez and Aksu-Kog¢ (2009: 282) the use of diminutives is
infrequent in Turkish adult speech, such that it affects significantly the acquisition of
diminutive morphology (and hypocoristics) in Turkish child speech!”. Namely, stem changes,

'8 Tiirk (2020) has argued in favour of the existence of two homophonous suffixes, one with a diminutive and
another with an intensifying reading. Nevertheless, in either perspective the diverging behaviour of homophonous
elements could have a negative effect on contact-induced transfer due to lack of one-to-one mapping.

7 As noted by Ketrez and Aksu-koc (2009: 292) in Cypriot Turkish, acquisition of diminutive morphology
is earlier compared to Standard Turkish, being related to the more frequent use of diminutives in the adult speech
and may be to the linguistic and cultural contact with the Cypriot-Greeks. Interestingly, however, Terkourafi
(2004), has asserted that Cypriot Greek has less diminutives than the mainland Modern Greek. This observation
was interpreted by the authors as a possible instance of mutual accommodation between the two varieties.
However, as noticed by Melissaropoulou (2006, 2026) this is a recurring phenomenon in Modern Greek dialects
and may be related to other issues discussed in this paper such as salience and the realization of local identity.
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variation in stress patterns and various conflicting meanings result in added complexity and
pose a challenge in the acquisition of the marker. More particularly, based on data from a
longitudinal study Ketrez and Aksu-Kog¢ (2009) show that, although as expected, children
produce the diminutive that is used more often in the adult speech, the percentage of nominal
stems conveying diminutive markers in mother’s speech is very low (only 2.1%).

Expanding this line of thought in bilingual settings, we propose that the poor input, i.e.,
the low frequency along with the peculiarities on the formal properties of the most productive
marker, which is not transparently connected with one and only concrete evaluative meaning
(treated as prototypical), thus the strongest candidate, does not act as a facilitating factor for
the transfer of this marker as a whole in the replica systems and its subsequent detachment and
adaptation as an active evaluative marker. Generalizing, what our data seem to suggest is that
the frequency of use and the properties of the elements under question in the model language
could have a strong impact on the borrowability (see also Backus 1996, 2014) of evaluatives,
even in intense contact settings.

Furthermore, Asia Minor Greek dialects displayed their own inherited diminutive
markers which were/are strongly associated with the specific areas. This yields two important
consequences; firstly, even though it is a well-established assumption that existing evaluative
categories and/or markers tend to be renewed by various means, among which borrowing (see
among other Grandi 2011), there was no categorical, lexical, or morphological lacuna that
would have created an immediate need to fill a gap within the category. Thus, no actual
structural gap was there to further enhance a potential transfer.

On the contrary, in the case of augmentation, there was a morphological gap, lying in the
absence of pure inherited augmentatives in the Cappadocian varieties. This lack was due to the
fact that, at the time of separation, Medieval Greek had not yet developed augmentative suffixal
markers, the latter appearing only after the 12" century, that is after the separation of
Cappadocian from the rest of Greek-speaking (Byzantine) world (see Melissaropoulou and
Manolessou 2010; Melissaropoulou 2016 for relevant discussion). Crucially, neither did the
dominant Turkish language display an inventory of augmentative markers. Nevertheless,
Cappadocian replicated the available grammatical pattern of partial reduplication from Turkish
(following, however, a more idiosyncratic path for details and a theoretical analysis on which
see Bagriacik and Janse (2013)) to realize an augmentative function, that of adjectival and
adverbial intensification. Some illustrative examples are shown under (24) below:

(24)

‘mavr(o) ‘black’ ‘mas-mavro  ‘pitch-black’
ka 1(o) ‘good’ kap-kalo ‘very good’
liyo ‘little’ lip- liyo ‘very little’

On the contrary in Pontic, which fell under the Ottoman rule in the mid-15™ century,
native innovative augmentative formations made their appearance (Papadopoulos 1955:126)
with the use of the markers -os or -ala. E.g.:

(25)
yar ‘tali(n) ‘eagle’ yartal-os ‘eagle-AUGM’
ko Titzi ‘girl® kori tz-ala  ‘girl-AUGM’

What can be deduced from the above, is that in Cappadocian, and contrary to Pontic, even
though, no evaluative matter replication has taken place in the dialect, grammatical pattern
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replication has occurred in order to fill a gap in the morphological realization of augmentation.
This phenomenon aligns with the findings of the existing relevant literature, assuming that as
regards grammatical pattern replication, replacement is more common in morphology than
addition or reorganization of structure Gardani, 2008: 22). However, it is worth noting that in
the case of Cappadocian, even though no diminutive markers have been replicated, which
would be seen as more easily anticipated, augmentative (intensifying) grammatical pattern
replication has occurred.

Moreover, both Asia Minor Greek (AMG) varieties seem to have started assigning an extra
intensifying meaning in the inherited diminutive markers -itsikos/-utsikos -idzikos/ -udzikos.
This innovation is not attested systematically in other Modern Greek dialectal varieties, to the
best of our knowledge at least, calling, however, for further diachronic research. Cross-
linguistically, it is attested in Latin (Petersen 1910: 440), or in Latvian (Riike-Dravina 1959),
seen, however, as a side effect of the subjective quantitative meaning of the base. In this vein,
a first hypothesis we could formulate is that the expansion of the intensifying function of the
productive marker -CIK may have also been facilitated by the phonological similarity with the
existing Medieval adjectival diminutivizer - 'itsiko(s)/- 'utsiko(s) -'idziko(s)/ - udziko(s), which
is schematized under (26) below:

(26)
Turkish kiigiik [y'tfyk] kiicii-ciik [‘cy tvd3yk] ‘thin-INTENS’
AMG [psi'los] [psi'l-itsikos/-idzikos] ‘thin- INTENS’

Furthermore, the most productive markers (-ok(k)o/-opo for Cappadocian and -opon for
Pontic) were/are traditionally associated with the specific areas, thus they are used as salient
features, i.e., markers of local identity. Even nowadays, the average Greek speaker knows that
if his/her co-speaker uses -opon in his/her speech, he/she must be of Asia Minor Greek or even
Pontic origin.

In sociolinguistic research, the ability to recognize a variable, that is a feature, is usually
referred to as salience, often connected to Labov’s work. Salience can be interpreted as ‘the
property that allows a linguistic variable to be a marker’ (Racz 2013: 23). Following Labov
(2001), markers are recognizable by linguists and non-linguists, either consciously or
unconsciously, and are thought of as salient and in terms of carrying social indexation (see
Racz 2013 among others for relevant discussion). In some cases, where the differences are very
prominent and easily recognized, the variable could be seen as an extremely strong stereotype
(see Racz 2013: 23). In terms of diatopic variation, the salience of a geographic variable lies in
its geographic indexation (same as social). Salience has been assigned great explanatory power
within the frame of accounting for the causes of language change (see Trudgill (1986) and
Kerswill and Williams (2002) for criticism). Nevertheless, studies on salience in relation to
contact-induced change and borrowability of categories are relatively rare, while the previous
definitions of salience were based mainly on phonological studies to diachronic language
change.

Expanding this line of thought in our study, we propose that, apart from reasons related
to the properties and the structure of the elements of the model language, the status of specific
diminutives as markers or local stereotypes could also serve as a supportive factor in favour of
their maintenance and against their replacement by a foreign marker. This is of no surprise at
all, since this prevalence of certain diminutive suffixes in certain dialectal areas is an often-
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referred phenomenon in the Greek dialectal landscape (see Melissaropoulou 2026), but also in
other relevant literature (e.g. Italian, see Maiden and Parry 1997, Merlini Barbaresi 2004)
lacking, however, support by some experimental or perceptual research, for Greek at least. For
example, it is a recurrent phenomenon in Italian, since among the most prominent occurring
diminutive markers, -ino prevails in the dialect of Tuscany, -effo in Venice and Lazio, while -
ello in Southern Italy (see Merlini Barbaresi 2004: 283, 287 and references therein).

Indeed, and contrary to what was the case for inherited Greek diminutivizers in Asia
Minor Greek, this is the case for Italiot Greek varieties, which, although retaining some of the
most typical diminutive inherited Greek markers like -a(zs)i or -uddi, in both Salento and
Calabria, loan evaluative markers have been replicated from the local Italo-Romance varieties.
Unsurprisingly, the diminutive markers that have been replicated are the most typical and
frequent in the local Italian dialects, and not the most frequently encountered and
versatile Italian diminutive suffix, that is -ino/a. These are:
a. -ello (in its dialectal form -eqdqu), which is the prevalent diminutive marker in Southern
Italy, denoting often regional charm.
b. -uzzo which is generally uncommon, but very frequent in the Southern Italian dialects.

What is important and should be kept in mind is that for Griko and Greko speakers the
occurring linguistic setting is that of multilingualism, since the local Italian dialects and not the
standard Italian, as reported by several sociolinguistic studies, were the basic means of
everyday communication. Given that these markers were typical of the area, what seems to
have been taken place is the transfer of elements that were part of their local linguistic identity
as citizens of Southern Italy into their heritage language, that is Italiot Greek. Although on
different grounds, since the speakers of Italiot varieties do not advocate a Greek identity, what
seems to have occurred here, is the replication of the most typical, i.e., the most frequent and
productive, thus in terms of geographical indexicality, the more salient, evaluative markers of
their region, to Italiot Greek.

In a similar vein, the one and only extremely productive (Barbaresi 2004:287-8)
augmentative marker -one (in its Romance dialectal form -uni) has also been transferred to the
Italiot Greek varieties filling a lacuna (for further discussion on its origin and use in Modern
Greek dialects see Katsouda 2017), in the suffixal repository of pure augmentatives, since, as
already mentioned below, no native augmentative marker was inherited to Medieval Greek.
Some illustrative examples can be seen under (27) below both for Griko and Greko:

(27)
Griko: -unajM anemo ane m-una ‘wind.M-AUGM’
Jineka jine k-una ‘woman.F-AUGM’
Greko: -uni v liko li'k-uni ‘wolf.M-AUGM’
am beli ambe'l-uni ‘vineyard.N-AUGM’

In both varieties, the replicated augmentative marker bears a masculine grammatical gender
value, aligning with the pattern of the model Romance dialects in which -uni is predominantly
masculine. Nevertheless, following Rohlfs (1977: 172), in some rare cases, in Greko some
feminine augmentative forms!® in -una are also in use (e.g. fo rada > fora 'duna ‘mare.F-

'® The feminine form of the augmentative, that is -ona (e.g., sorella ‘sister’ > sorell-ona ‘sister.F~AUGM"), is
also rare in Standard Italian, where the masculine prevails for the majority of feminine bases as well.
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AUGM’, ji 'neka > jine 'kuna ‘woman.F-AUGM”’). It is worth noting that in all attested examples
the bases susceptible to augmentation are [+animate] feminine bases ending in -a. Although,
examples are few to allow for strong generalizations, what can be seen in the occurring forms
is the prevalence of the natural gender of the referent also marked by a specific inflectional
marker (-a) onto the augmentative formation, pointing probably the alignment of the natural
and the grammatical gender value of the base, similarly to the Italian pattern.

Lastly, it should not go unnoticed that transfer of diminutive markers is also attested in
other Modern Greek dialectal varieties that have evolved under contact settings, although not
as long-lasting and intense, as the present case studies. By way of illustration consider the
Heptanesian dialectal varieties, which have replicated diminutive markers (e.g. the suffix -ino).
An exhaustive inter-dialectal study on the replication of evaluative markers and/or categories
could offer useful insights on the different parameters affecting the borrowability of evaluative
morphology.

5 Conclusions

To sum up, in this paper borrowability of evaluative markers was addressed based on the two
Greek empirical case studies in contact with different languages. Our data revealed that
evaluatives, when transferred to replica languages, adapt and align fully with the recipient
system tendencies, in line with other derivational elements/categories. The frequency of use
and the properties of the elements under question in the model language (especially the low
transparency and lack of one meaning-one form mapping) are proposed to have a strong impact
on their (non-)borrowability. Moreover, morpho-phonological equivalence seemed to enhance
the transfer of evaluative functions in already existing elements even with a different evaluative
reading (in the case of Asia Minor Greek) or to enhance the formation of paradigmatic relations
between native and borrowed evaluative markers (in the case of Griko). Furthermore,
sociolinguistic parameters, i.e., salience and geographical indexation, are proposed to play an
additive role in the potential (non-)transfer aligning with the combinatorial approaches, treating
both structural mechanisms and social parameters, as more adequate accounts of contact-
induced change. This is not claimed, however, to occur only in evaluative morphology or to
pose a question on its (extra-)grammatical status. In our view, it is very likely to occur in other
grammatical domains and should be treated as a language dependent rather than a universal
property. A thorough areal or even cross-linguistic study on the borrowability of evaluative
markers and categories along with their status as indexical markers, i.e. acting as inhibitors or
accelerators in contact-induced transfer might be revealing, opening new avenues on the
interface between (evaluative) morphology and sociolinguistics.
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