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The history and etymology of Cappadocian fSdx ‘child’, Pharasiot fSdxi
Cboy,

Abstract

Cappadocian fSdx ‘child’, Pharasiot fSaxi ‘boy’ are traditionally derived from Turkish
usak, assuming a hitherto unexplained fricativization of [u] to [f] and of word-final [k] to
[x] after the borrowing process. The latter cannot be attributed to Cappadocian or
Pharasiot, however, as it is a common feature of Anatolian Turkish. In order to understand
the former sound change, we have to assume an isolated case of high vowel fricativization
in the articulated plural fa usdxja > ta fsaxja — sg. to fSax(i) by metanalysis, comparable
to the generally acknowledged case of fa otjd > ta utja > ta ftja — sg. to fii ‘the ear’. We
argue that fSdx(i) is an archaism in light of the parallel use of usak > usdk reported in 19%-
century sources and the preservation of word-final [x] even in dialects which seem to
have borrowed words ending in [k] from Standard instead of Anatolian Turkish. The
irregular inflection of fSdx(i) suggests that it was borrowed as an adjective from Old
Anatolian Turkish before it was substantivized in Ottoman Turkish, perhaps even from
Old Turkish uvsak ‘little’: ta ufSdxa ta pedja ‘the little children’ > ta fSdxa ‘the little ones’
by apheresis.

1. Introduction

In his classic study on glottochronology, Morris Swadesh observed: “Though words are
readily borrowed, it has long been known that borrowings take place primarily in the
‘cultural’ part of the vocabulary and that the ‘intimate’ vocabulary resists change” (1952:
455). Matras confirms “the greater stability of concepts pertaining to the immediate
surroundings”, i.e. “the nearest human environment”, which he terms “the ‘proximity’
constraint” (2009: 169). Quite naturally, then, kinship terms tend to be representative of
the private, intimate domain. In a recent handbook of loanwords in the languages of the
world (Haspelmath & Tadmor 2009), it was concluded that kinship terms belong to the
semantic fields “least amenable to borrowing” (Tadmor 2009: 65), having a borrowing
rate of just 15% (p. 64). Matras suggests that the borrowing rate is likely to drop even
further in the case of close as opposed to remote kin (2009: 161), particularly EGO &
siblings, their children and their parents (pp. 169-171).! Swadesh included ‘child’ defined
as “young person rather than as relationship term” in the original version of his list (1952:
456) and calculated its “item persistence” at 50% in a later publication (1955: 132).

In their forthcoming handbook of the Balkan languages, the classic example of a
linguistic area or Sprachbund, Friedman and Joseph note that, despite their universally
recognized resistance to borrowing, kinship terms have been borrowed extensively in the
Balkans, involving close as well as more distant kin (2020: §4.3.1). They conclude that
“the sort of contact needed for the acceptance of borrowed kinship terms into wide usage
would thus be intense and sprachbund-conducive and thus associated with ERIC loans”
(ibid.). ERIC loans are “Essentially Rooted In Conversation” and defined as “loans that
depend crucially on speaker-to-speaker interaction of an on-going and sustained kind, the
sort of contact that can be characterized as intense and at the same time intimate, as

! On the basics of kinship and its relations see Dousset (2011; 2012) and Bamford (2019).
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opposed to occasional and casual” (Friedman & Joseph 2020: §4.3).2 ERIC loans
crucially reflect interactions “of a playful, friendly, bantering nature, with good will
among the participants in conversational exchanges” (ibid.). As such they are considered
“sprachbund-consistent” as well as “sprachbund-conducive” (ibid.). It is precisely in such
a sociolinguistic context that kinship terms can be borrowed more extensively than
elsewhere and it is surely no surprise that they are considered a prime example of ERIC
loans by Friedman and Joseph (2020: §4.3.1).

Cappadocian Greek® has borrowed numerous kinship terms from (Anatolian)
Turkish (Janse 2019a: §11.2.1; cf. Janse, Papanikolaou & Vandewalle 2015), e.g. abla
‘elder sister’ > abla (Ulagag); pasa / basa ‘elder brother’ > pasa (Aravan) / pasas
(Sinasos) / basa (Fertek) / basas (Floita, Malakopi, Axo, Misti); kardas / gardas ‘brother’
> kardas (Silata) / gardas (Ulagag) / yardas (Axo, Misti, Aravan);* dayt / deyi ‘maternal
uncle’ > taji (Malakopi) / tajis (Sinasos) / dai (Misti) / dais (Anaku, Sinasos) / deji (Axo0),
dei (Aravan, Ulagag); hala ‘paternal aunt’ > xald (Anaku, Misti).’> These qualify as ERIC
loans par excellence and, indeed, it has been suggested that many of them were originally
borrowed as terms of address (Janse, Papanikolaou & Vandewalle 2015).% Particularly
instructive in this respect is the vocative accentuation of (do) pasa in the post-exchange
speech of refugees from Ulagag, which is glossed as ‘form of address (mpocoavnon) for
the father or for elder males by younger males’ (Kesisoglou 1951: 105); similarly (do)
xala, glossed as ‘aunt’ (Beia) (p. 107). For reasons of space, the question whether
Cappadocia can be considered a linguistic area will not detain us here.” Suffice it to say
that the sociolinguistic conditions stipulated by Friedman and Joseph would fit the
Cappadocian context very well.®

Within its kinship system, Cappadocian has borrowed several words to refer to
children (Janse & Vandewalle 2018): (Anatolian) Turkish evlat > evidt (Axo, Ulagag) /
cevicet (Misti) / evlas (Aravan); taze / teze ‘new’ > teze ‘young(ster)’ (Aravan) / feezce
‘baby’ (Misti); yavru ‘young (of an animal); child’ > javru (Delmeso, Silata, Anaku, Axo,
Misti, Aravan), usually used as an affectionate form of address when referring to children:
Jjavru-m ‘my child’ (Anaku, Misti) or, with vocative accentuation, javru-m (Axo, Aravan,
Ulagag). In addition to these, Cappadocian has inherited the Greek word moudi, which
occurs in a variety of forms in the various dialects accoding to the treatment of the voiced
fricative [8]: pedi (North Cappadocian), pedi (Fertek), pe(j)i (Axo, Misti, Ulagag,

2 The term ‘ERIC loan’ was first introduced in Friedman & Joseph (2014: 15).

3 On Cappadocian Greek and its history see Dawkins (1916), Janse (2002, 2007, 2019a). The geographical
distribution of the Cappadocian dialects is represented in figure 1, their classification in table 1.

4 On the voicing / fricativization of word-initial [k] see Janse (2019a: §6.2.2.3; 2019b: XXX).

> Dawkins (1916) and Janse (2019a) are the general references for Cappadocian; references for individual
dialects: Anaku (Kostakis 1963; Costakis 1964), Aravan (Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960), Axo
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960; Mavrochalyvidis 1990), Fertek (Krinopoulos 1889), Malakopi
(Karphopoulos 2008), Misti (Kostakis 1977, 1990; Koimisoglou 2006; Kotsanidis 2006; Phates 2012),
Sinasos (Archelaos 1899), Ulagag (Kesisoglou 1951).

6 Note that postalveolar [§] occasionally changes to alveolar [s] in the post-exchange speech of refugees
from Ulagac (Kesisoglou 1951: 98).

7 On Ancient Anatolia as a linguistic area see Watkins (2001); on East Anatolia as a linguistic area
(exclusing Asia Minor Greek) see Haig (2014).

8 Numerous testimonies collected in the gripping collection The Exodus (Mourelos 1982) testify to the
warm and friendly relationships between Greeks and Turks in Cappadocia at the time of the population
exchange. The Convention Concerning the Exchange of Greek and Turkish Populations was signed at
Lausanne on 30 January 1923, but executed in 1924 as far as Cappadocia was concerned (Mourelos 1982:
4).
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Semendere), peri (Aravan, Ghurzono). As in Medieval (Kriaras 1968-) and Modern
Greek (Triantafyllidis 1998; Babiniotis 2002), Cappadocian pedi and its variants can be
used in a wider sense to refer to children in general and in a narrower sense to refer to
male children. The former sense predominates in the plural, the latter in the singular.
Dawkins translates the word uncompromisingly as ‘boy’ (1916: 630), Archelaos as ‘male
child’ (Gppev mardiov, 1899: 258), Karphopoulos as ‘boy’ (dyopt) and ‘son’ (vidc) (2008:
123), Phosteris & Kesisoglou as ‘child’ (maudi) and ‘boy’ (aydpt) (1960: 36), the other
Cappadocian glossaries simply as ‘child’ (moudi, but with the ambiguity inherent in the
word). A typical example from an equally typical beginning of a folktale from Axo is the
following: i¢tan djo bedja, tona peji ce tdlo korits ‘there were two children, (the) one a
boy and the other a girl” (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 186).°

There is another word for ‘child’, which is used all over Cappadocia and the
etymology of which is the topic of this paper: fSdx(i). Its meaning is almost identical with
that of pedi vel sim. Dawkins translates it simply as ‘boy’ (1916: 658), but the other
glossaries generally have ‘child’ (moudi, again with the already mentioned ambiguity,
although there is no unambiguous evidence for the narrower sense ‘boy’). In a folktale
from Delmeso, a princess is about to give birth to two children repeatedly referred to as
fSaxa, but her two sisters envy her because of her marriage to a prince and bribe the
midwife to replace the children with pups alternatively referred to as Sciiljii javriidja and
Sciiljii kuldkja, both meaning ‘dog’s pups’ (Dawkins 1916: 316).1° The abandoned
children are adopted by a man: ce sa fSaxa-t ce lé¢.: pedja-m ‘and to his children he says:
my children’ (p. 318), from which it can already be deduced that pedja may be used as a
form of address in contrast with fSaxa. The two children are later identified as a boy (pedr)
and a girl (korits) (ibid.). In this particular folktale, the newborn children are once
described as ta mikra ta fSdxa ‘the little children’ (p. 316), but even when they have grown
up to be tall, they are still called fsdxa (ibid.). In several glossaries, however, the
translation ‘child’ (moudi) is further specified as ‘little child’ (mouddxi, Karphopoulos
2008: 143; pukpo mondi, Kotsanidis 2006: 160 s.v. moudi), ‘newborn child’ (Bpépoc,
Krinopoulos 1889: 66), ‘newborn’ (Bpépog) or ‘infant child’ (viimov maudiov, Archelaos
1899: 277), ‘baby’ (nwpd, Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 142; Koimisoglou 2006:
219; Phates 2012: 168). Another, less typical but more hilarious, example comes from
Aravan: néka pomne so fSax ... én sonunda néka jénse amma né peri épce né koris,
manaxo épce ena cotsékos ‘the woman was expecting a baby (fSdx) ... at long last the
woman gave birth, but she produced neither a boy (peri) nor a girl (koris), but she
produced a camel calf (cotsékos)’ (Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 98).

In contemporary MiSotika, a distinction is sometimes made between f3dx as a ‘child
before coming of age’ (mpv v evnAikioon) and kldts as a ‘child after coming of age’
(petd v evnAikioon, Kotsanidis 2006: 12 s.v. ayopt), in a biological rather than a legal
sense, but in pre-exchange Misti the distinction seems to have been between fSdx as a
‘preschool’ and klats as a ‘school child’. Compare the phrase ta skoljas klatsa ‘the school
children’ in Kostakis’ chapter on education, where the pupils are invariably referred to as
klatsa (1977: 171-181, phrase on p. 173). The same Kostakis, however, insists that
‘children’ are generally (yevika) called fSdxa or klatsa (p. 322), and the stock phrase when
someone was lying in their deathbed was either vreistét ta fsdaxa or vreistét ta klatsa ‘call

° The morphonological variation in the inflection of peji, gen. bedju, pl. bedja is peculiar to Axo
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 48; Mavrochalyvidis 1990: 636).

10 Gen. Sciiljii < sciljui, nom. Scili < Greek okvAi ‘dog’, is very remarkable for its palatal harmony (Janse
2019a: §6.2.1.4.1).
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the children’, although the latter is used as the heading of the section (p. 233). In any case,
klats is never used to refer to a newborn or little child, whereas fSax and eevicet are used
interchangeably in certain expressions, although the latter is much rarer than the former,
e.g. posa fSaxa é(x)is? = posa cevietia é(x)is? ‘how many children do you have?’
(Kotsanidis 2006: 160 s.v. moudi).

The origin of the word kldts is clear: kovAdxt ‘pup’ > Cappadocian kuldk > klak
(Silata, Axo), klats (Misti), but the etymology is not. It is generally derived from ckvAdkt
‘little dog, pup’ > *KvAdxt > kovAdkt (Krinopoulos 1889: 52, quoted by Dawkins 1916:
612 and accepted in the other glossaries), but the cluster [sk] is generally preserved
instead of being reduced, most notably in the common word for dog sxvAi > Cappadocian
§cili. The parallel use of the above quoted phrases Sciiljii javridja and Sciiljii kuldkja
indicates that the borrowed and the inherited words are synonymous.!! In the remainder
of this paper we will investigate the history and etymology of fSdx which, apart from
Cappadocian, is attested only in the related Asia Minor Greek variety Pharasiot (located
in the far southeast of Cappadocia, see figure 1), where it occurs as fSdxi, diminutive
*fSax-okko > fsokko (Dawkins 1916: 658; Anastasiadis 1980: 80; cf. Andriotis 1948: 78).
The meaning of Pharasiot f§dxi is identical with Cappadocian pedi with the ambiguity
inherent in the word mentioned above. Dawkins glosses it as ‘boy’ (1916: 658), Andriotis
as moudi (1948: 78), Anastasiadis as moducapt ‘lad’ (1980: 80). The word pedi itself is “not
used at Ph[arasa]” (Dawkins 1916: 630). Whereas Cappadocian uses pedi versus kori(t)s
to distinguish between boys and girls, Pharasiot uses the diminutives fSokko versus
*korits-okko > kordzokko (Dawkins 1916: 612, for examples see 478, 484; cf. Andriotis
1948: 23, 42).12

2. The received etymology of f$dx(i)

The most fanciful etymology for fSax(i) is put forward by Krinopoulos: “perhaps from
Buvlaotaxiov, fulactak, fulactdy” (1889: 66). None of these words is actually attested,
as far as we know, and Archelaos perceptively concludes that “Krinopoulos’ fulactdy is
rashly derived (Beproacuévov) from Buldvew”, i.e. ‘suckle’ (1899: 277). Archelaos notes
that “some compare Turkish usak (ovcdx) from which, however, it does not seem to be
derived, since that word is being used as well, and in any case, as a known word, usak
would not be changed to fSax” (ibid.). Dawkins has the following to say: “Perhaps from
Turk[ish] uSag, 35, boy, although the parallel use of this word, pointed out by
Arkh[elaos], is against this” (1916: 658).

Ignoring the parallel use of fSax(i) and usak, Andriotis squarely derives Pharasiot
fSaxi from usak by assuming two changes. The first of these involves the fricativization
of word-final [k] to [x] (1948: 75), i.e. usak > *usax, which is integrated in the inflectional
class of the inherited neuter nouns in -i by means of the ‘integrator’ -i (for the term see
Ralli et al. 2015; Ralli 2016; Janse 2019b: XXX): *usaxi with velar [x] instead of palatal

11 Note, however, that as a term of address javri is affectionate, kuldk reproachful, as in a phrase from
Ghurzono: Turk kuldk, Scilju kulak ‘a Turk’s young [is] a dog’s young’ (Dawkins 1916: 612). In his
ethnographic study of Anaku, Kostakis specifies that javru has ‘affectionate meaning’ (Bomevtikn onpocia,
1963: 153 fn. 1); kulak is only once used to address a boy who had farted in church after having been
warned by his grandmother not to fart in the street: kulak, sin ekklisa mi ertis, klanis! “you cur, don’t come
into the church [because] you’re farting!” (p. 131).

12 Note that fSdxi is never used to refer to a baby, for which Arabic ma ‘siim (» <) ‘innocent’ — Turkish
ma’sum, Anatolian Turkish mahsum (Derleme Sozliigii, vol. 1X s.v.) — Pharasiot mdax(t)sumi is used
(Dawkins 1916: 686; Andriotis 1948: 77; Anastasiadis 1980: 66).
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[¢], hence transcribed as @Ocdlyt by Andriotis (p. 76). The second one involves the
sporadic change (kémote tpémetan, p. 19) of word-initial [u] to [v] before a voiced
consonant and to [f] before an unvoiced consonant. Andriotis quotes just two examples
of this change: usak > fSaxi and urddi > vradi (ibid.), the latter a diminutive of o0pd ‘tail’
> ovpaduv), securely attested in Medieval Greek (Kriaras 1968-). Andriotis’ etymology
of Cappadocian fsdx and Pharasiot fSdxi is accepted by his pupil Kesisoglou (1951: 10,
107; cf. Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 142; Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 57) and
repeated without further discussion by others (Kostakis 1963: 457, 1977: 154;
Anastasiadis 1980: 80; Koimisoglou 2006: 219; Kotsanidis 2006: 160 s.v. moudi; Rizos
2007: 154 fn. 148; Karphopoulos 2008: 143).

The first thing to note is the fact that both Dawkins and Andriotis seem to assume
that the source of fidx is usak (3-5s0), i.e. the non-dialectal form of the word in Ottoman
Turkish. Dawkins observes that “the Turkish g (gaf, &) medially and initially, except for
an occasional confusion with vy [...], keeps it Turkish sound, a hard back £; finally almost
everywhere becomes x”, except at Ulaga¢ and “to a less extent” also in Northwest
Cappadocian (1916: 86). Andriotis notes “the regular change” (kavovikr aAloiwon,
1948: 75) of word-initial [k] to [y] and of medial and word-final [k] to [x] (p. 76). For
example, Ottoman Turkish konak (353¥) ‘palace, mansion’ appears as konak at Floita
(Dawkins 1916: 424) and at Ulagac (pp. 348, 354-8, twelve times). Kesisoglou notes the
regular voicing of word-initial [k] to [g] in the post-exchange speech of refugees from
Ulagac (1951: 97-8): gondak (pp. 9, 14, 31, 102). The ‘occasional confusion with y’ in
word-initial position seems to have become the rule in the post-exchange speech of
refugees from Aravan (Fosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 47f.), Axo (Mavrochalyvidis &
Kesisoglou 1960: 130) and Misti, where konak appears as yondx (Kostakis 1977: 59;
Kotsanidis 2005: 161 s.v. maAdtt;, Koimisoglou 2006: 208). Dawkins records Pharasiot
konaxi (1916: 683), but Andriotis has yonaxi (1948: 76).

Now it is well-known that the voicing of word-initial [k] to [g] and the
fricativization of medial and word-final [k] to [x] is a characteristic feature of Anatolian
Turkish dialects (Kowalski 1934: 1001; Caferoglu 1959: 251; Lewis 2000: 4;
Brendemoen 1998: 237f.). For instance, Ottomsn Turkish konak appears as gonah in
Nigde Province (Derleme Sozliigii, vol. VI s.v. gonah 1), usak as usah in Kirsehir
Province (Derleme Sozliigii, vol. X1 s.v. usah; cf. Glingen 2000: 279, XXVII/21:
usahlarimiin) and ¢ocuk, another word for ‘child’, as ¢ocuh in Nevsehir Province
(Korkmaz 1994: 182, 65/2-4: ¢ocuh bis). This last word is not borrowed in Cappadocian,
but within Pharasiot it is attested at zSodzuki at Avsar and Kiska (Dawkins 1916: 672).
Given the fact that fSax is found “everwhere in Cappadocia” (Dawkins 1916: 658), we
have to assume that if usak is the Turkish source of the word, it would have to be in its
Anatolian form ugah. We then need to understand how usah changed to fSax, i.e. how
word-initial [u] changed to [f].

As mentioned above, Andriotis assumes a sporadic but otherwise unexplained
change of word-initial [u] to [v] in urddi > vradi and to [f] in usak > fSaxi (1948: 19).
Now the fricativization of [u] to [v] before voiced and to [f] before unvoiced consonants
is of course extremely well documented in the history of Greek in the case of the
diphthongs [au], [eu] and [iu] (for the early history of the change see Horrocks 2010:
163ff.). Crucially, therefore, we would need a (mor)phonological environment in which
the vowels [a], [e] or [i] are involved to allow for this particular change. As a matter of
fact, Andriotis provides three examples in which the vowel sequence [ao] changes to [au]
and then to [av] before voiced consonants in Pharasiot: &wpog > dlovpog > éfpog ‘unripe’,
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dAoyo > dloyo > dovyo > dpyo ‘horse’, GAAo > ¢o > dov > d&f ‘other’ (1948: 19). The last
two involve the deletion of intervocalic [1], which is a characteristic feature of Pharasiot.
Both Dawkins (1916: 154ff.) and Andriotis (1948: 30) describe it in great detail, but fail
to provide a phonetic explanation for the phenomenon. It is actually a well-known sound
change attested in Romance, Germanic and Slavic languages involving L-velarization
before back vowels followed by L-vocalization and / or L-deletion. Recasens (2012)
shows how several prominent articulatory and / or acoustic cues may be responsible for
L-velarization, L-vocalization and L-deletion in Romance. It may be accordingly
explained as involving the velarization of [1] to [1] before back vowels, followed by the
vocalization of [1] to [w], which is subsequently deleted: dloyo > dtoyo > a(w)oyo > auyo
> avyo ‘horse’. The vocalization of [1] to [w] is still apparent in cases where [1] was
preceded by a velar consonant, e.g. YA@ooa > plosa > ywosa ‘tongue’ (Dawkins 1916:
158; Andriotis 1948: 30).

Anastasiadis, a native speaker of Pharasiot, lists another example unrecorded by
Dawkins and Andriotis: af’ntog < dhondg ‘fox’ (2003: 55), which may be reconstructed
as alopos > alopos > a(w)opos > aupos > afpos (for af’noc). Dawkins quotes aopos from
Avsar, but apos from Pharasa (1916: 583; cf. Andriotis 1948: 86, 1974: 88). He notes that
if the loss of intervocalic [1] results in a sequence of two different vowels, “they are
generally kept apart [bJut sometimes the vowels coalesce” (1916: 156). Avsar aopos is
an example of the former, Pharasa apos of the latter. A common hiatus resolution strategy
is the insertion of a voiced fricative, either [y] or [v]. Dawkins quotes a telling example:
“O1éfog (draporog) devil, gen. dePfood (odd accent) or defoPov or defoyov” (ibid.; cf.
Karolidis 1885: 158; Lagarde 1886: 49). He also mentions the coexistence of éyov and
@pov as variants of dov < iAo ‘other’, listed under “A is changed to y”” and “A is changed
to B” respectively (p. 158), but correctly explained previously:“the forms of ¢AAog in use,
dyov, @pov, dov, suggest that the y and P are later fillings of the hiatus, as they certainly
are in the ending of the -dw verbs, which appears generally as -dyw, but sometimes as
-4Pow as well as -aw” (p. 155).

It is therefore likely that the raising of unstressed [0] to [u] in these examples is due
to the vocalization of intervocalic [I] to [w] via [1] before its ultimate deletion: dlo > dto
> d(w)o > du. This is confirmed by cases like moAAd > movd (Dawkins 1916: 157;
Andriotis 1948: 19), which may be reconstructed as pold > potd > po(w)a > pua. These
are the only instances where unstressed [o] is raised to [u] in Pharasiot according to
Dawkins: “At Pharasa these changes do not occur, except that it is difficult to explain
afov for gAlov otherwise” (1916: 149). The only apparent exception is the above
mentioned dwpog > dovpog > dPpog, quoted by Andriotis (1948: 19), but not recorded by
Anastasiadis (2003) nor, quite surprisingly, by Andriotis in his lexicon of archaisms in
the Modern Greek dialects, who instead lists dympoc, attested in several Modern Greek
dialects including Cappadocian (Silata) and Pontic (Ophis) (1974: 170).13 In this
particular case, the change of [o] to [u] is unexpected, Ancient Greek {®} being normally
preserved in Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 10 and 18 for exceptions; cf. Dawkins 1916: 149).
Andriotis quotes evidence from Rhodian to further illustrate the change of [ao] to [au]
and of [au] to [av]: &yovpida > dovpia > afpia ‘sour grape’, pdyovAio > pdovio > papro
‘cheek’, odyovo > cdovvo > cdfvo (1948: 19; ctf. Tsopanakis 1940: 54).

13 Compare Modern Greek aydpt ‘boy’ < Medieval aydptv / dyovpiv (diminutive) < Post-classical dympog
< Classical dwpog (Andriotis 1983: 5; cf. Triantafyllidis 1998; Babiniotis 2002, 2011).
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In all these cases unstressed [u] changes to [v] when preceded by (stressed or
unstressed) [a] and followed by a voiced consonant, just as the older diphthong [au]
changed to [av] in this particular context. The phenomenon is called ‘frication’ by
Horrocks (2010: 165ff.) and, with reference to Sino-Tibetan and Grassfield Bantu
languages, ‘high vowel fricativization’ by Faytak (2014), whose ‘report’ is probably the
most detailed phonetic-phonological study published in recent years. But how are we to
imagine high vowel fricativization in the case of vradi and fsax(i)? The only plausible
explanation would be to invoke the definite article, more specifically the neuter plural
article fa, which would provide the preceding [a] necessary for the fricativization of the
[u]. As a matter of fact, there are two well-known examples of metanalysis involving the
prefixation of the definite article which have made the inherited words almost
unrecognizable in their modern shape. The first one is Ancient Greek ®ov ‘egg’,
articulated pl. t& ®d > Post-classical Greek ta od (monophthongization) > ta oyd (hiatus
resolution) > ta uyd (mid vowel raising) > ta vya (high vowel fricativization) > ¢’avya
(metanalysis) > fa avya — sg. to avyo (Andriotis 1983: 2; cf. Triantafyllidis 1998;
Babiniotis 2002, 2011).'* The second example is Ancient Greek @tiov ‘ear’, articulated
pl. & otia > Post-classical Greek ta otja > ta utja (mid vowel raising) > ta ftja (high
vowel fricativization) > ¢’aftja (metanalysis) > fa aftja — sg. to afti (Andriotis 1983: 45;
cf. Triantafyllidis 1998; Babiniotis 2002, 2011).

To explain vradi this way, one would have to presuppose a metanalysis from the
articulated pl. ta urdadja > ta vradja — sg. to vradi. Whereas it is easy to see how the
frequent use of the articulated plurals fa oa ‘the eggs’ and ta otjad ‘the ears’ led to the
metanalyzed singulars avyo and afti, it is rather difficult to envisage a world in which it
should be more common to refer to a plurality of tails rather than to indivual tails. This
appears from the various shapes of the word which is preserved as an archaism in several
Modern Greek dialects, e.g. Pontic urdd(in), udar(in), radi and, significantly turddin
(Papadopoulos 1958-61 s.v. ovpadwv).!3 The last variant is particularly instructive as it is
metanalyzed from fo urdadin > t’ uradin — to turadin, pl. ta turdadja. It is also recorded at
Sinasos by Archelaos (1899: 271 s.v. Tovpdot; cf. Takadopoulos 1982: 190; Rizos 2007:
215). Another diminutive variant is frdtsa, listed by Karolidis for Misti and other
Cappadocian varieties (1885: 216), or tradza, listed by Archelaos for ‘Bagdaonian’
(1899: 271), which refers to Cappadocian minus Sinasos (Dawkins 1916: 10). According
to Dawkins, tratsa “seems to be for t(ov)pdd(t)toa” (1916: 630), i.e. t’ urdditsa >
turdditsa > tratsa or tradza (with regular syncope of unstressed [u] and [i], cf. Dawkins
1916: 62; Janse 2019a: §6.2.1.1). In contemporary Misotika, tradza is simplified to trdza
(Kostakis 1977: 271, 457; Kotsanidis 2006: 158 s.v. ovpd; Phates 2012: 167).

The case of Pharasiot vradi thus becomes be crucial, as it appears to be the only
evidence for the putative fricativation of unstressed [u] to [v] before a voiced consonant,
to wit the rhotic liquid [r]. In this respect, it is noteworthy that several 19th-century
sources record varddi instead of vradi for Pharasiot (Karolidis 1885: 144; Lagarde 1886:
44; Archealos 1899: 271), suggesting that the latter is a syncopated form of the former.
This further complicates an analysis in terms of high vowel fricativation, especially since

14 Cappadocian ovyd (Dawkins 1916: 663 s.v. ®6v) is the result of a similar metanalysis, whereas Pharasiot
vo is more likely the result of hiatus resolution: 10 @6V > #(0) 06 > t’ ovd > to vo, pl. ta vd (Andriotis 1948:
55).

15 Compare Ikariot rddi and Karpathian rdi (Andriotis 1974: 422).
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there are no other examples of a change from unstressed [u] to [v] before [r] in Pharasiot
(nor in any other Greek variety we are aware of).

3. The history and etymology of fSdx

This brings us back to the putative fricativization of [u] to [f] in usah > fSdx(i). In this
particular case, it is not very difficult to imagine a world in which references to a plurality
of children would be as frequent as references to individual children. Compare, for
instance, the beginning of a folktale from Ulagac: dndra néka éjiskan dojoka fsayja. da
fSéa-t épan ci ‘A man [and] a woman had twelve children. The children said’ (Dawkins
1916: 346). Here we have the necessary context for the putative high vowel
fricativization: articulated nom.-acc. pl. *ta usaxi-a > ta fSdaxja > ta fSayja > ta fsaja > ta
fSéja > ta fséa, the raising of [a] to [e] before [i] or [j] in fSé(j)a being optional (Dawkins
1916: 65; cf. Kesisoglou 1951: 9). The numeral dojoka ‘twelve’ provides another context
in which [u] is preceded by [a], as would other numerals like tria ‘three’, tésera ‘four’,
eftd ‘seven’, enjd ‘nine’, éndeka ‘eleven’ and, indeed, pola ‘many’. Even singular ena
fSax could be derived from *ena usdx ‘a, one child’.

In the case of Pharasiot this would result in the following scenario: usah — *usdxi,
articulated pl. *ta usdxja > ta fSaxe — sg. to fSaxi, gen. tu fSaxu.'® As noted above, the
integrator - is used to integrate the loan noun in the inflectional class of the neuter nouns.
It was originally a diminutive suffix, which was very productive in Post-classical Greek
(Horrocks 2010: 175), but became “semantically neuter” in Medieval Greek (p. 262).!7 It
is the regular integrator of Turkish loan nouns ending in a consonant, especially of
“Turkish names of things” (sic), as Dawkins notes with reference to Pharasiot (1916:
164), but more accurately of “Turkish substantives [...] the meaning of which does not
involve the idea of personality” with reference to Cappadocian (p. 90). Inherited
diminutives like moudiov > Cappadocian pedi vel sim. naturally belong here and so it
seems to make sense that Turkish ugah should be integrated in this inflectional class.

Due to the regular apocope of final unstressed [i] in Cappadocian (Dawkins 1916:
62; Janse 2019: §6.2.1.1), the integrator -i does not appear in the nom.-acc. sg. of loan
nouns such as fSax, but it reappears in the nom.-acc. pl. fSaxi-ja > fSaxja > fSayja > fSéja
and in the gen. sg.-pl. fSaxi-u > fSaxju > fSayju > fSeju. Quite surprisingly, however, the
endings gen. -ju, pl. -ja are only attested in three Capopadocian dialects: fSdaxja-fSayja are
found at Ghurzono (Dawkins 1916: 338), fSayja-fiaja-fSéja-fséa and fSayju-fSaju-fSeju at
Ulagac (Dawkins 1916: 65, 658, passim; Kesisoglou 1951: 32, passim) and fséja and fSeju
at Aravan (Dawkins 1916: 330; Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 148). Instead of fSaxja we
find fSaxa at Anaku (Kostakis 1964: 84), Malakopi (Karphopoulos 2008: 143), Sinasos
(Archelaos 1899: 141) and Silata, where fSaya is recorded as an alternative to fSdxa by
Dawkins (1916: 448, 658). At Floita (Dawkins 1916: 412, 426), Delmeso (1916: 314,
318ft.), Akso (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 218) and Misti (Kostakis 1977: 154)
fSaxu is attested in addition to fSdxa. These forms resemble fSaxu at Pharasa and fSdxa at
Avsar (Dawkins 1916: 574), where the endings -1 and -a are regular for the inflectional
class to which fSdxi belongs (Dawkins 1916: 152; Andriotis 1948: 36). In Cappadocian,

16 For the change (‘synizesis’) of [ia] to [e] in Pharasiot see Dawkins (1916: 152), Andriotis (1948: 17f.);
the change of [i1] to [01] is explained as ‘synizesis’ by the former (1916: 152), as ‘apocope’ by the latter
(1948: 23).

17 The diminutive of fSdxi is *fSa(x)dkko > fSokko in Pharasiot (Dawkins 1916: 658; Andriotis 1948: 42;
Anastasiadis 1980: 80).
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on the other hand, one would expect the endings -ju and -ja, i.e. fSaxju and fSaxja and
later developments of these forms. Compare, for instance, Anatolian Turkish konah >
konax, kondxja at Fertek and Floita (Dawkins 1916: 328,418) and yonax, yonaxju at Akso
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 196), yonaxju and yondxja at Misti (Janse 2019b).
Being isolated forms, it looks as if fSaxu and fSdxa are archaisms and fSaxju and fSdaxja
analogical innovations.

As already noted above, the fricativization of word-final [k] to [x] is a characteristic
feature of Anatolian Turkish, which is normally not found at Ulaga¢, where Ottoman
Turkish konak (3-38) is borrowed as kondk, gen. konakjui, pl. kondkja (Dawkins 1916:
348) or, in the speech of refugees from Ulagag, gondk, gen. gonakju, pl. gonakja
(Kesisoglou 1951: 9, 31). Likewise, kabak ‘pumpkin’ > gabak, kaymak ‘cream’ > gaimak,
kapak ‘lid’ > gapak, listed by Kesisoglou to illustrate the regular voicing of word-initial
[k] to [g] before back vowels (1951: 97). He also mentions the fricativization of [k] to
[x], which is introduced as follows: “In Turkish mouths maybe also the following changes
took place” (Z¢& Tovpkika otépata Eyvov Iomg kai ol o Kdtw aAloidoels, p. 98). The
only example of word-final [k] quoted there is usak > fSax (ibid.), but there is one other
listed in the glossary: merak ‘anxiety’ > merdx (p. 104). This is remarkable, as merak is
attested at Malakopi (Karphopoulos 2008: 119), where word-final [k] is also regularly
preserved in Turkish loan nouns (Dawkins 1916: 86).18 It is difficult to decide whether
the isolated fSdx and merdx are archaisms rather than innovations at Ulagag or the other
way around. The fact that fSax is used instead of the expected *fsdk at Malakopi as well
is at Silata and Floita, two other dialects where word-final [k] is preserved, albeit “to a
less degree” in the case of the former and “probably also to some extent” in the case of
the latter (Dawkins 1916: 86), suggests that it is more likely to be a pan-Cappadocian
archaism. This would explain the parallel use of usak > usak, noted by Archelaos, whose
astute observations is repeated here: “as a known word, usak would not be changed to
fSax” (1899: 277).1°

Dawkins seems to agree with Archelaos and tentatively explains fSdx as “a singular
formed from the Turk[ish] plural ev-usag-lara, ‘the household’, ‘the boys of the house’”
(1916: 658). A derivation by metanalysis from an indefinite izafet construction (Lewis
2000: 41) such as ev usak-lar-1 is not very likely in light of the existence of such forms in
Cappadocian (for discussion see Janse 2019b: XXX fn. 39), e.g. Turkish hamam sahibi
‘bathowner’ > Ulagag¢ do xamamju do sabisi (Dawkins 1916: 376), Turkish oda sahibi
‘room owner’ > Akso odad saabis (p. 402). We would have to assume that singular ev
usag-1 would have been borrowed as *evusayi > *efsayi’ (syncope) > *efSayi (integration)
> *efSax (apocope and final devoicing) > fSdx (apheresis). Apheresis of initial unstressed
[e] is rare in Cappadocian (Kesisoglou 1951: 14; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960:
10; Kostakis 1990: 177) as in Pharasiot (Andriotis 1948: 22), though attested in a few
words, e.g. 10 £yyovt ‘grandchild’ > fo (y)gon, 10 épipr ‘kid’ > to rif, but Turkish eviat >
to evlat vel sim. (cf. supra). Phonologically, then, Dawkins etymology is certainly
imagineable, but semantically it doesn’t make sense, given the fact that ev usag: is used

18 Kotsanidis records merdk (2006: 138) instead of the expected merdx, listed by Koimisoglou (2006: 211);
compare merax at Akso (Mavrochalyvidis 1990: 632). It is likely that merdx is sometimes replaced by
merak in contemporary Misotika under the influence of Modern Greek merdki. The Pharasiot equivalent is
meraxi (Andriotis 1948: 76).

19 Archelaos obviously quotes the Ottoman Turkish form usak (G35 5), which would correspond with ugah
in the local Anatolian Turkish (Derleme Sozliigii, vol. X1 s.v. usah; cf. Glingen 2000: 279, XXVII/21:
usahlarinin).



oNOYTULT D WN =

Transactions of the Philological Society

to refer to a male servant, i.e. a ‘boy’ in a specialized sense, not to a ‘boy’ in its primary
sense of ‘male child’, let alone to a ‘little boy’ or even a ‘little child, baby’ without regard
to sex.

We believe that the parallell use of usdk and fSax observed by Archelaos together
with the phonological and inflectional peculiarities of the latter indicate that fSax(i) is
indeed an archaism. This does not preclude the possibility that fSax derives from fo usax
< Anatolian Turkish ugah, along the lines sketched above, although word-initial high
vowel fricativization is not particularly well documented in either Cappadocian or
Pharasiot, the only trustworthy witness being precisely fSdx(i).2° Elsewhere, we have
tentatively suggested a slightly different etymology and, indeed, chronology, which
would better explain its phonological peculiarities and also accounts for its deviant
inflection (Janse & Vandewalle 2018: 87; cf. Janse 2019a: §11.2.1). Turkish usak,
Anatolian Turkish usah is derived from Old Turkish uvsak ‘small’ (Nadeljaev et al. 1969:
619 s.v. uvsaq; Clauson 1973: 16 s.v. usa:k). Clauson notes that uvsak is “very rare in its
original form and soon replaced by usak” (ibid.; cf. Nadeljaev et al. 1969: 617). As there
1s no trace of the word in documents written in Old Anatolian Turkish, a direct derivation
of Cappadocian fSax / Pharasiot fSdxi from uvsak cannot be proven, but neither can it be
excluded altogether, as it would offer an alternative explanation of the initial [f] in both
words: wuvsak > Anatolian Turkish ufsah > ufSax > articulated to ufSdx > to fSax
(apheresis). The development would be comparable to to urddi > to ra(d)i, attested in
several Pontic and Dodecanese dialects, and also to Chian fo urjadi > to rjadi > t’ orjadi
by metanalysis (Andriotis 1974: 422).

It should be noted, however, that uvsak / usak is an adjective, so we must assume
that it was borrowed as such in Cappadocian and Pharasiot. This explains the irregular
inflection of the word in the North and Central Cappadocian dialects. The 11t%-century
Qarakhanid scholar Mahmid al-Kasgari, who does not record uvsak, writes: “Things that
are small (siyar) are called usaq ndn. Hence babies (sibyan) are called usaq oylan” (1982:
108), i.e. ‘little boy’ (malen ’kij mal cik, Nadeljaev et al. 1969: 617). Kasgari adds: “This
word is not used for the singular but only for the plural” (ibid.), so the latter example
should actually have been u(v)sak oglanlar ‘little boys’. Translated into Cappadocian this
would have been *u(f)saxa pedja, with obligatory marking of the plural in the adjective,
articulated *ta fSaxa ta pedja, with adjectival instead of nominal inflection of fSax, by
analogy with ta mikra ta pedja ‘the little boys’.?! The gen. sg. would be *tu fSdxu tu pedjii,
a construction which had become rare in early 20"-century Cappadocian but still attested
at Potamia, e.g. tu kalu tu nékas ‘of the good wife’ (Dawkins 1916: 115).

We believe that this scenario is the only plausible explanation for the adjectival
inflection of fSax, which is another indication that it is indeed an archaic loan noun. Due
to the regular apocope of final unstressed [u] in Cappadocian, gen. fSaxu ended up being
syncretic with nom. fSax, which resulted in two different ‘repair strategies’ (Janse 2019b):
the North and Central Cappadocian dialects copied the ending of the gen. pl. -un > -1 in
the singular: fSaxu > fSax > fSaxu, whereas the South Cappadocian dialects adopted the
so-called ‘agglutinative inflection’ (Janse 2019b) which would become the regular
inflection of Turkish loan adjectives ending in a consonant, e.g. zengin ‘rich’ > zengin,

20 As pointed out above, vrddi < varddi is a doubtful case.

21 The doubling of the article is obligatory in the case of inherited neuter nouns like pedi (Janse 2019a:
§8.1.2.1). The phenomenon is ofted called ‘determiner spreading’ or ‘polydefininiteness’ (Lekakou &
Karatsareas 2016).
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pl. zeyginja (Dawkins 1916: 115). As this was also the regular inflection of substantivized
adjectives (ibid.), fsdx was integrated in the inflectional class of the inherited neuter nouns
in -7 in South Cappadocian as well as in Pharasiot: fSdx(i), gen. fSaxi-u > fSaxju > fSayju
> fSeju, pl. fSaxi-ja > fSaxja > fsayja > fséja. In North and Central Cappadocian, however,
fsax preserved its archaic adjectival inflection: gen. fSaxu, nom. fSaxa. The
substantivization of fSdx(i) in Cappadocian and Pharasiot runs parallel with the
substantivization of usak which meant both ‘small’ (without connotation of plurality) and
‘small boy’ in Ottoman Turkish from the 14™ century onwards (Clauson 1972: 16).

4. Conclusion

In this paper we reassessed the etymology of Cappadocian fSdx ‘child’ and Pharasiot
fSax(i) ‘boy’. We argued that Anatolian Turkish usah was the source of the borrowing
instead of Ottoman Turkish ugak (35l), as hitherto assumed. We also investigated the
alledged change of word-initial [u] to [f] before unvoiced consonants and concluded that
the change from usah to fSax(i) could be explained as an isolated case of word-initial high
vowel fricativization in the articulated plural *ta usaxa > ta fSaxa, comparable to ta otja
‘the ears’ > fa utja (mid-vowel raising) > fa ftja (high vowel fricativization) > ¢’ aftja
(metanalysis), sg. to afti in Modern Greek. We compared the alledged change of word-
initial [u] to [v] in urddi ‘tail’ to vrddi in Pharasiot with the comparable change of fa oyd
‘the eggs’ > ta uya > ta vya > t’ avyd, sg. to avyo in Modern Greek, but concluded that
Pharasiot vrddi must be considered a syncopated variant of an older variant vdradi. We
also concluded that it was difficult to imagine an articulated plural context in the case of
v(a)radi in light of the many dialect forms based on the articulated singular to uradi >
Pontic and Dodecanese to rddi, Chian ¢’ orjadi and again Pontic turddin. We further
argued that fSdx(i) has to be considered an archaism in light of the parallel use of usak >
usdk reported in 19™-century sources. The fact that fSdx instead of *fSdk is securely
attested in Cappadocian dialects where word-final [k] does not change to [x] in Turkish
loan nouns is another argument in favour of the archaism of fSax. Finally, we argued that
the irregular inflection of fSdx in North and Central Cappadocian — gen. fSaxu instead of
fSaxju, pl. fSaxa instead of fSdxja — is another sign of the archaic character of the word
which was probably borrowed as an adjective from Old Anatolian Turkish before it
became substantivized in Ottoman Turkish. Finally, we suggested an alternative
etymology for fSax(i) from uvsak, an adjective attested in Old Turkic, although unattested
in Old Anatolian Turkish: ta ufSdaxa ta pedja ‘the little children’ > ta fSaxa ‘the little ones’
by apheresis. We believe that our little exercise in historical linguistics offers a better
explanation of the etymology of fSdx(i) and a more secure establishment of the chronology
of its borrowing from Old Anatolian Turkish.
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FIGURE 1: Geographical Distribution of the Cappadocian and Pharasiot dialects
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TABLE 1: Classification of the Cappadocian dialects??

North Cappadocian
NORTHWEST NORTHEAST
» Silata * Sinasos
* Anaku » Potamia
* Floita * Delmeso
* Malakopi
Central Cappadocian
* Axo
» Misti
South Cappadocian
SOUTHWEST SOUTHEAST
* Aravan + Ulagac
* Ghurzono * Semendere
* Fertek

22 Cf. Janse (2008: 191; 2019a: §4; 2019b).
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Abstract

Cappadocian fSax ‘child’ and Pharasiot fSaxi ‘boy’ are traditionally derived from Turkish
usak, assuming a hitherto unexplained fricativization of [u] to [f] and of word-final [k] to
[x] after the borrowing process. The latter cannot be attributed to Cappadocian or
Pharasiot, however, as it is a common feature of Anatolian Turkish. In order to understand
the former sound change, we have to assume an isolated case of high vowel fricativization
in the articulated plural fa usdxja > ta fsaxja — sg. to fSax(i) by metanalysis, comparable
to the generally acknowledged case of fa otjd > ta utja > ta ftja — sg. to fti ‘the ear’. We
argue that fSax(i) is an archaism in light of the parallel use of usak — usdak reported in
19t-century sources and the preservation of word-final [x] even in dialects which seem
to have borrowed words ending in [k] from Standard instead of Anatolian Turkish. The
irregular inflection of Cappadocian fSdx suggests that it was borrowed as an adjective
from Old Anatolian Turkish before it was substantivized in Ottoman Turkish, perhaps
even from Old Turkish uvsak ‘little’: ta ufSaxa ta pedja ‘the little children’ > ta fsaxa ‘the
little ones’ by apheresis.

1. Introduction

Cappadocian,' a variety of East Asia Minor Greek (figure 1),> has borrowed numerous
kinship terms from Anatolian Turkish (Janse 2020b: §11.2.1), e.g. abla ‘elder sister’ —
abla (Ulagag); pasa/basa ‘elder brother’ — pasa (Aravan), pasas (Sinasos), basd

! The main research for this article was done when the first author was a Fellow of Harvard’s Center for
Hellenic Studies during the Fall Semester of 2013 and a Visiting Fellow of All Souls College (Oxford)
during Michaelmas term 2014. He would like to thank the Warden and Fellows of ASC for the honour of
electing him a second time to a visiting fellowship in 2014 and the Director and Senior Fellows of the CHS
for electing him a Fellow in 2013 and appointing him an Associate in 2019. We would like to thank the
anonymous reviewers for their useful comments.

2 On East Asia Minor Greek as a dialectal subgroup of Medieval and Modern Greek see Janse (2008: 190;
2020c: 182-3). On Cappadocian Greek and its history see, e.g., Dawkins (1916), Janse (2002; 2007; 2020b),
Karatsareas (2009; 2011). The geographical distribution of the Cappadocian dialects is represented in map
1, their classification in table 1.
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(Fertek), basas (Floita, Malakopi, Axo, Misti); kardas / gardas ‘brother’ — kardas
(Silata), gardas (Ulagag), yardas (Axo, Misti, Aravan); dayi / deyi ‘maternal uncle’ —
taji (Malakopi), tajis (Sinasos), dai (Misti), dais (Anaku, Sinasos), deji (Axo), dei
(Aravan, Ulagag); hala ‘paternal aunt’ — xald (Anaku, Misti).? Within its kinship system,
Cappadocian has borrowed several words to refer to children (Janse & Vandewalle 2018):
Anatolian Turkish evlat — eviat (Axo, Ulagag), eevicet (Misti), evilas (Aravan); taze / teze
‘new’ — teze ‘young(ster)’ (Aravan), feezee ‘baby’ (Misti); yavru ‘young (of an animal);
child’ — javru (Delmeso, Silata, Anaku, Axo, Misti, Aravan). In addition to these,
Cappadocian has inherited the Greek word maudi,* which occurs in a variety of forms in
the various dialects accoding to the treatment of the voiced alveolar fricative [8]: pedi
(Northeast & Northwest Cappadocian), pe(j)i (Axo, Misti, Ulagag, Semendere), pedi
(Fertek), peri (Aravan, Ghurzono). Just as in Medieval Greek (LMFE) and Modern Greek
(Triantafyllidis 1998; Babiniotis 2002), Cappadocian pedi and its variants can be used in
a wider sense to refer to children in general and in a narrower sense to refer to male
children. The former sense predominates in the plural, the latter in the singular. Dawkins
translates the word uncompromisingly as ‘boy’ (D630), Archelaos as ‘male child’ (Gppev
nwowdiov, 1899: 258), Karphopoulos as ‘boy’ (dyopr) and ‘son’ (vidg) (2008: 123),
Phosteris & Kesisoglou as ‘child’ (mwoudi) and ‘boy’ (aydpr) (1960: 36), the other
Cappadocian glossaries simply as ‘child’ (woudi, but with the ambiguity inherent in the
word). A typical example from an equally typical beginning of a folktale from Axo is the
following: ictan djo bedja, t’ona peji ce t’alo korits ‘there were two children, the one a
boy and the other a girl’ (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 186).

There is another word for ‘child’, used all over Cappadocia, the etymology of which
is the topic of this paper: fSax(i) with a variety of plural forms according to the dialects.
Its meaning is almost identical with that of pedi. Dawkins translates it simply as ‘boy’
(D658), but the other glossaries generally have ‘child’ (woudi, again with the already
mentioned ambiguity, although there is no unambiguous evidence for the narrower sense
‘boy’). In a folktale from Delmeso, a princess is about to give birth to two children
repeatedly referred to as fSdxa, but her two sisters envy her because of her marriage to a
prince and bribe the midwife to replace the children with pups alternatively referred to as
Sciiljii javridja and Sciiljii kuldkja, both meaning ‘dog’s pups’ (D316).¢ The abandoned
children are adopted by a man: ce sa fsdxa-t ce lé¢: pedjd-m ‘and to his children he says:
my children’ (D318), from which it can already be deduced that pedjd may be used as a
form of address in contrast with fSaxa. The two children are later identified as a boy (pedr)
and a girl (korits) (ibid.). In this particular folktale, the newborn children are once
described as ta mikra ta fSdaxa ‘the little children’ (D316), but even when they have grown
up, they are still called fSaxa (ibid.). In several glossaries, however, the translation ‘child’

3 Dawkins (1916) and Janse (2020b) are the reference grammars of Cappadocian; references for individual
dialects: Anaku (Kostakis 1963; Costakis 1964), Aravan (Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960), Axo
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960; Mavrochalyvidis 1990), Fertek (Krinopoulos 1889), Malakopi
(Karphopoulos 2008), Misti (Kostakis 1977, 1990; Koimisoglou 2006; Kotsanidis 2006; Phates 2012),
Sinasos (Archelaos 1899), Ulagag (Kesisoglou 1951).

4 Ancient, Medieval and Modern Greek words are written in the Greek alphabet, whereas Cappadocian,
Pharasiot and other Asia Minor Greek words are transcribed, except in quotations from other sources in
which the Greek alphabet is used.

> The morphonological variation in the inflection of peji, gen. bedjii, pl. bedjd is peculiar to Axo
(Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 48; Mavrochalyvidis 1990: 636).

6 Gen. Sciiljii [fcyAy] < Sciljui [[cika], nom. scilf [[cili] < Greek okvAi ‘dog’, is noteworthy for its palatal
harmony (Janse 2020b: §6.2.1.4.1).
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(moudi) is further specified as ‘little child’ (moddkt, Karphopoulos 2008: 143; pukpd woundi,
Kotsanidis 2006: 160 s.v. woudi), ‘newborn child’ (Bpépog, Krinopoulos 1889: 66),
‘newborn’ (Bpépoc) or ‘infant child’ (vimov mawdiov, Archelaos 1899: 277), ‘baby’
(nwpo6, Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 142; Koimisoglou 2006: 219; Phates 2012:
168). Another, less typical but more hilarious, example comes from Aravan: néka pomne
so fSax ... én sonunda néka jénse, amma né peri épce né koris, manaxo épce ena cotsékos
‘the woman was expecting a baby (fSdx) ... at long last the woman gave birth, but she
produced neither a boy (peri) nor a girl (koris), but she produced a baby camel (cotsékos)’
(Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 98).

In contemporary MiSotika, a distinction is sometimes made between fSdx as a ‘child
before coming of age’ (nmpv v evnAikimon) and kldts as a ‘child after coming of age’
(petd v evnAikioon, Kotsanidis 2006: 12 s.v. ayopt), in a biological rather than a legal
sense, but in pre-exchange Misti the distinction seems to have been between fSdx as a
‘preschool child’ and k/dts as a ‘school child’. Compare the phrase ta skoljas klatsa ‘the
school children’ in Kostakis’ chapter on education, where the pupils are invariably
referred to as klatsa (1977: 171-181, phrase on p. 173). The same Kostakis, however,
insists that ‘children’ are generally (yevucd) called fSdxa or klatsa (p. 322), and the stock
phrase when someone was lying in their deathbed was either vreistét ta fSaxa or vreistét
ta klatsa ‘call the children’, although the latter is used as the heading of the section (p.
233). In any case, kldts is never used to refer to a newborn or little child, whereas fSax
and evlcet are used interchangeably in certain expressions, although the latter is much
rarer than the former, e.g. pdsa fSaxa é(x)is? = posa cevicetja é(x)is? ‘how many children
do you have?’ (Kotsanidis 2006: 160 s.v. Toudi).

The origin of the word kldts is clear enough: *kovAdaxt ‘pup’ > Cappadocian kulak
> klak (Silata, Axo) > klats (Misti), but the etymology is obscure.” Krinopoulos (1889:
52) derives it from oxvAdxkt, the Late Medieval and Modern Greek form of Ancient Greek
okvAdkiov, a diminutive of oxOAa&.? In other Cappadocian glossaries, however, the word
kuldk > klak is listed under the heading «AéEgic avetvuoloyntecy».’ Dawkins quotes
Krinopoulos’ etymology, but notes that “the usual word for puppy is koviovkt” (D612).
This is a curious observation, as kuluki is attested in Livisiot (Andriotis 1961: 93) and
Pontic (Papadopoulos 1958-61: vol. 1, 481), but not in any of the Cappadocian dialects
nor, for that matter, in Pharasiot.!? Papadopoulos derives it from Anatolian Turkish kuluk
‘puppy’ (ibid.; cf. DS s.v.). The etymology of this word is problematical, as there is no
obvious Turkish source for it.!! Interestingly, however, kovAovki(v) is attested in Late

7 We would like to thank one of the reviewers for encouraging us to elaborate on the etymology of
Cappadocian kulak. One of the reviewers’ question whether Pharasiot kuladzokko, recorded by Dawkins in
a folktale and translated as “little snake” (D506), belongs here is unclear. *kovAdkt would change to
*kulatsi > *kuladzi in Pharasiot (D154; A27-9), the diminutive form of which would be kuladzokko, with
the Pharasiot diminutive suffix -okko [0k:0] (A41-2). The word is used several times in a folktale recorded
by Dawkins and translated as ‘little snake’ (D508-8), but he analyzes the word as having a mysterious
Turkish diminutive suffix joq [sic] (D612), perhaps by confusion with the regular diminutive suffix -¢/k
(Lewis 2000: 54). From a derivational perspective kuladzokko makes perfect sense, cf. kopitot > Pharasiot
koritsi > koridzi, diminutive kordzokko (D612; A23); cf. Cappadocian korits, diminutive koritsoppo (Axo;
Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 46).

8 For Medieval Greek see LBG & LME ss.vv.

° Cf. Kesisoglou (1951: 118), Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou (1960: 148), Phosteris & Kesisoglou (1960:
61), Mavrochalyvidis (1990: 626).

19Tt may be noted that Dawkins’ glossary does not have a separate entry for kovAoOKkt.

I One of our reviewers suggests two sources: (1) Anatolian Turkish kiigiik / giidiik ‘small, whelp’,
appearing in various Turkish dialects today as guduk / giiduk etc. with the meaning ‘whelp, puppy’
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Medieval Greek and is etymologically also derived from oxvAdxiov by Kriaras (LME) as
well as Trapp (LBG). The backing of [i] to [u] between velar and liquid consonants is
well attested in Late Medieval Greek (Manolessou in Holton et al. 2019: vol. 1, 76-8) and
sporadically in Cappadocian (Kesisoglou 1951: 8; Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960:
4; Costakis 1963: 25), but the details of the remaining sound changes remain unexplained
and can at best be reconstructed as follows: oxvAdkt > *(o)kovAdakt (backing) >
*(o)kovAovkt (progressive assimilation). If this chronology is correct, it suggests that
Cappadocian kulak is older than Late Medieval kovlovxu(v), the earliest attestations of
which are, quite interestingly, from the Late Byzantine epic Digenis Akritis,'> whose
origins are to be sought in East Asia Minor if not in Cappadocia itself.!?> As kovloOkiov
is also found in the work of the eleventh-century Constantinopolitan savant Michael
Psellus (PselMB V 568.21),!4 it is unlikely that the word was borrowed from Anatolian
Turkish into Late Medieval Greek but rather the other way around. The apheresis of the
initial [s] remains problematic, as there are no other examples of a cluster reduction [sk]
> [k], as is most eloquently illustrated by the common word for ‘dog’: oxvAi > scili
(Malakopi, Silata) > scili in the other dialects (D644). The parallel existence of words for
‘dog’ with and without backing of [i] to [u] and with or without initial [s], although not
entirely impossible, seems to invalidate the proposed etymologies of kovAdxt and
KovAovkt, especially since both can be combined in a single phrase, e.g. scilju kldk ‘dog
pup’, used as an insult at Malakopi (Karphopoulos 2008: 111). The parallel use of the
above quoted phrases Sciiljii javriidja and Sciiljii kuldkja from Delmeso indicates that the
borrowed word javri and the inherited (?) word kuldk are synonymous. !>

In the remainder of this paper we will investigate the history and etymology of fsax
which, apart from Cappadocian, is attested only in Pharasiot (located in the far southeast
of Cappadocia, see map 1), where it occurs as fSdxi, diminutive *fSax-okko > fSokko
(D658; A78; Anastasiadis 1980: 80). The meaning of Pharasiot fSdxi is identical with
Cappadocian pedi with the ambiguity inherent in the word mentioned above. Dawkins
glosses it as ‘boy’ (D658), Andriotis as modi (A78), Anastasiadis as walwcdpt ‘lad’ (1980:
80). The word pedr itself is “not used at Ph[arasa]” (D630). Whereas Cappadocian uses
pedi versus kori(t)s to distinguish between boys and girls, Pharasiot uses the diminutives

[fSokko versus *korits-okko > kordzokko (D612, for examples see D478, D484; cf. A23,

A42).16

(Nadeljaev et al. 1969: 306); (2) Anatolian Turkish kulun, appearing as kulu(k) / kulukulu in various Turkish
dialects, but with the meaning ‘foal’. The former has the required meaning, but it is difficult to connect
guduk with kuluk(i) phonologically, whereas the latter has the required form, at least in some dialects, but
a different meaning (but compare kuladzokko, fn. 6).

12.DA 757 & 766 (Escorial), where the kovkovkua are bear cubs.

13 For more detail see Jeffreys (1998) and Janse (2020c¢).

14 The reference is taken from LBG s.v. KOLAOOKIOV.

15 Note, however, that as a term of address javrii is affectionate, kuldk reproachful, as in a saying from
Ghurzono: Turk kulak, Scilju kulak ‘a Turk’s young [is] a dog’s young’ (D612); similarly at Malakopi:
djavol kulak ‘Devil’s breed’ (Karphopoulos 2008: 111). In his ethnographic study of Anaku, Kostakis
specifies that javru has ‘affectionate meaning’ (Bomevtikn onpacia, 1963: 153 fn. 1); kuldk is only once
used to address a boy who had farted in church after having been warned by his grandmother not to fart in
the street: kuldk, sin eklisa min ertis, klanis! ‘you cur, you shouldn’t go to church, [as] you’re farting!” (p.
131).

16 Note that f5dxi is never used to refer to a baby, for which Arabic ma ‘siim (»s<3s) ‘innocent’ — Ottoman
Turkish ma sum, Anatolian Turkish mahsum (DS vol. IX 5.v.) — Pharasiot madx(?)sumi is used (D686; A77,
Anastasiadis 1980: 66).
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2. The received etymology of f$dx(i)

The most fanciful etymology for fSax(i) is put forward by Krinopoulos: “perhaps from
Bulaotdxiov, Bulactdi, fulactdy” (1889: 66). None of these words are actually attested,
as far as we know, and Archelaos perceptively concludes that “Krinopoulos’ Bulactdy is
rashly derived (BePracpévov) from Puldve”, i.e. ‘suckle’ (1899: 277). Archelaos notes
that “some compare Turkish usak (ovodx) from which, however, it does not seem to be
derived, since that word is being used as well, and in any case, as a known word, usak
would not be changed to fsax” (ibid.). This is a very important observation, as the parallel
use of two etymologically identical words is unlikely, as in the case of scili > $cili and
kulak > kldk, discussed in the introduction. Dawkins has the following to say: “Perhaps
from Turk[ish] uSag, 353, boy, although the parallel use of this word, pointed out by
Arkh[elaos], is against this” (D658).

Ignoring the parallel use of fSax(i) and usak, Andriotis squarely derives Pharasiot
fSaxi from usak by assuming two changes. The first of these involves the fricativization
of word-final [k] to [x] (A75), i.e. usak > *usax, which is integrated in the inflectional
class of the inherited neuter nouns in -i by means of the integrator -i:'7 *usax-i with velar
[x] instead of palatal [¢], hence transcribed as Ocd 1yt by Andriotis (A76). The second
one involves the sporadic change (kdmote tpénetar, A19) of word-initial [u] to [v] before
a voiced and to [f] before an unvoiced consonant. Andriotis quotes just two examples of
this change: usak > fsaxi and uradi > vradi (A19), the latter a diminutive of ovpd ‘tail’ >
ovpadu(v), itself securely attested in Medieval Greek (LME & LBG). Andriotis’
etymology of Cappadocian fsdx and Pharasiot fSdxi is accepted by his pupil Kesisoglou
(1951: 10, 107),'8 and repeated without further discussion by others.!®

The first thing to note is the fact that both Dawkins and Andriotis assume that the
source of fSdx is usak, that is to say the non-dialectal form of the word in Ottoman and
Turkey Turkish. Dawkins observes that “the Turkish ¢ (gaf, 3) medially and initially,
except for an occasional confusion with vy [...], keeps it Turkish sound, a hard back £;
finally it almost everywhere becomes y”, except at Ulagac and “to a less extent” also in
Northwest Cappadocian (D86). For example, Ottoman Turkish gonag (348 ‘palace,
mansion’ appears as konak at Floita (D424) and at Ulagag¢ (D348, 354-8, twelve times).
Kesisoglou notes the regular voicing of word-initial [k] to [g] in the post-exchange speech
of refugees from Ulagag¢ (1951: 97-8): gonak (pp. 9, 14, 31, 102). The “occasional
confusion with y” in word-initial position seems to have become the rule in the post-
exchange speech of refugees from Aravan, Axo and Misti, where konak appears as
yondx.?? Similarly, Dawkins records Pharasiot kondxi (D683), whereas Andriotis has
yonaxi (A76).

It is commonly known that the fricativization of syllable- and word-final [k] to [x]
following back vowels is a characteristic feature of Anatolian Turkish.?! Old Turkic
syllable- and word-final [k] very frequently appears as [x] in Old Anatolian Turkish, e.g.
Old Turkic yok > Old Anatolian Turkish yoh ‘there is not’ (Timurtas 1976: 342, §37). In
the written standard of Ottoman and Turkey Turkish, [k] has been restored (Ergin 1997:

17 For the term ‘integrator’ see Ralli et al. (2015), Ralli (2016), Janse (2019: 86).

18 Cf. Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou (1960: 142), Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 57).

19 Cf. Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou (1960: 130), Phosteris & Kesisoglou (1960: 47f.), Kostakis (1963:
457; 1977: 154), Anastasiadis (1980: 80), Koimisoglou (2006: 219), Kotsanidis (2006: 160 s.v. moudi),
Rizos (2007: 154 fn. 148), Karphopoulos (2008: 143).

20 Cf. Kostakis (1977: 59), Kotsanidis (2005: 161 s.v. maAdti), Koimisoglou (2006: 208).

21 Cf. Kowalski (1934: 1001), Caferoglu (1959: 251), Lewis (2000: 4), Brendemoen (1998: 237f.).
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89), but [x] is well attested in these positions in Central and East Anatolian Turkish [x].
For instance, Standard Turkish konak appears as gonah in Nigde Province (DS, vol. VI
s.v. gonah 1), usak as usah in Kirsehir Province (DS, vol. XI s.v. usah),?* and ¢ocuk,
another word for ‘child’, as ¢ocuh in Nevsehir Province (Korkmak 1994: 182, 65/2-4:
cocuh bis). Given the fact that fax is found “everywhere in Cappadocia” (D658), we have
to assume that if ugak is the Turkish source of the word, it would have to be in its Old c.q.
Central and East Anatolian form usah.?> We then need to understand how usah changed
to fSax, i.e. how word-initial [u] changed to [f].

As mentioned above, Andriotis assumes a sporadic but otherwise unexplained
change of word-initial [u] to [v] in urddi > vradi and to [f] in usak > fSaxi (A19). Now
the fricativization of [u] to [v] before voiced and to [f] before unvoiced consonants is of
course extremely well documented in the history of Greek in the case of the diphthongs
[au], [eu] and [iu].>* Crucially, therefore, we would need a (mor)phonological
environment in which the vowels [a], [e] or [i] are involved to allow for this particular
change. As a matter of fact, Andriotis provides three examples in which the vowel
sequence [ao] changes to [au] and then to [av] before voiced consonants in Pharasiot:
Gwpog ‘unripe’ > auros > dvros (A19), Ao ‘other’ > do > au > av (A19), , dhoyo ‘horse’
> aoyo > auyo > avyo (A31). The last two involve the deletion of intervocalic [1], which
is a characteristic feature of Pharasiot. Both Dawkins (D154ff.) and Andriotis (A30)
describe it in great detail, but fail to provide a phonetic explanation for the phenomenon.
It is actually a well-known sound change attested in Romance, Germanic and Slavic
palatapalata involving L-velarization before back vowels followed by L-vocalization and
/ or L-deletion. Recasens (2012) shows how several prominent articulatory and / or
acoustic cues may be responsible for L-velarization, L-vocalization and L-deletion in
Romance. It may be accordingly explained as involving the velarization of [1] to [1] before
back vowels, followed by the vocalization of [t] to [w], which is subsequently deleted:
aloyo > aloyo > awoyo > doyo > auyo > avyo. The vocalization of [1] to [w] is still apparent
in cases where [I] is preceded by a velar consonant, e.g. yYAdocoa > *ylosa > ywdsa
‘tongue’ (D158; A30).%

Anastasiadis, a native speaker of Pharasiot, lists another example unrecorded by
Dawkins and Andriotis: dAomnog ‘fox’ > af’ndoc [sic] (2003: 55), which may be
reconstructed as alopos > alopos > awopos > aopos > aupos > afpos (for af’ndg).
Dawkins quotes aopos from Avsar, but apos from Pharasa (D583; cf. A86, Andriotis
1974: 88).2° He notes that if the loss of intervocalic [1] results in a sequence of two
different vowels, “they are generally kept apart [b]ut sometimes the vowels coalesce”

22 Cf. Giinsen (2000: 279, XXVI1/21): usahlarinii.

23 As one of our reviewers rightly observes, neither Dawkins nor Andriotis could have deduced this from
their sources, which were written in the standard variety of their time.

24 For the early history of the change see Horrocks (2010: 163ff.).

25 One of our reviewers points out that there is at least one putative example in Pharasiot of L-deletion
before a front vowel: kélvoc ‘shell’ > t5éfos (A56). Andriotis assumes the following changes: célifos >
tsélifos (palatalization) > tséifos (L-deletion) > tséfos, with contraction of [ei] to [e] as in &xeig “you have’
> ¢sis > eis > és (A18). The latter form is explained by Dawkins as the result of “contraction after
dissimilatory dropping of the first sibilant” (D178). Instead of #5éfos one would have expected t5élifos
[tfelifos], as in péMcoa ‘bee’ > mélisa / *mésa (A26).

26 The Cappadocian words for ‘fox’ are derived from *&Mzmr ko, perhaps a contamination of Ancient Greek
alomng ‘fox’ > Late Medieval Greek dlonexa (LME) and Ancient Greek dAimg ‘without fat: skinny’:
alipika (Anaku, Potamia, Silata, D583; Aravan, Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960: 18), alibika (Floita, D583),
alibikka [alibik:a] (Axo, Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 94), aliibiica [alybyca] (Misti, Phates 2012:
155; cf. Kotsanidis 2005: 21 s.v. aAemo?).
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(D156). Avsar aopos is an example of the former, Pharasa apos of the latter. A common
hiatus resolution strategy is the insertion of a voiced fricative, either [y] or [v]. Dawkins
quotes a telling example: “61€fog (516forog) devil, gen. defood (odd accent) or defoPov
or dePdyov” (ibid.).?” He also mentions the coexistence of dyu and dvu as variants of du
‘other’ (cf. supra), listed under “A is changed to y”” and “A is changed to ” respectively
(D158), but correctly explained previously: “the forms of GALog in use, dyov, dpov, dov,
suggest that the y and [ are later fillings of the hiatus, as they certainly are in the ending
of the -dw verbs, which appears generally as -dyw, but sometimes as -dfw as well as -dw”
(D155).

It is therefore likely that the raising of unstressed [0] to [u] in these examples is due
to the vocalization of intervocalic [1] to [w] via [1] before its ultimate deletion: dlo > dto
> awo > ao > du. This is confirmed by cases like moAAd ‘many’ > pud (D157; A19), which
may be reconstructed as pold > pola > powad > pua. These are the only instances where
unstressed [o] is raised to [u] in Pharasiot according to Dawkins: “At Pharasa these
changes do not occur, except that it is difficult to explain &Bov for dAiov otherwise”
(D149). The only apparent exception is the above mentioned doros > auros > avros,
quoted by Andriotis (A19), but not recorded by Anastasiadis (2003) nor, quite
surprisingly, by Andriotis in his lexicon of archaisms in the Modern Greek dialects, who
instead lists dympog, attested in several Modern Greek dialects including Cappadocian
(Silata) and Pontic (Ophis) (1974: 170).?® In this particular case, the change of [0] to [u]
is unexpected, Ancient Greek {®} being normally preserved in Pharasiot.?’ Andriotis
quotes evidence from Rhodian to further illustrate the change of [ao] to [au] and of [au]
to [av]: Medieval Greek dyovpida ‘sour grape’ > auria > avria, Latin magulum ‘cheek’
— Medieval Greek pdyovio (LBG & LME) > mdulo > mavlo, Ancient Greek cidyov
‘jaw’ > Medieval Greek cdyovo (LME s.v. katwcdyovo ‘chin’) > sduno > savno (A19;
cf. Tsopanakis 1940: 54).

In all these cases unstressed [u] changes to [v] when preceded by (stressed or
unstressed) [a] and followed by a voiced consonant, just as the older diphthong [au]
changed to [av] in this particular context. The phenomenon is called ‘frication’ by
Horrocks (2010: 165ff.) and, with reference to Sino-Tibetan and Grassfield Bantu
languages, ‘high vowel fricativization’ by Faytak (2014), whose ‘report’ is probably the
most detailed phonetic-phonological study published in recent years.’? But how are we to
imagine high vowel fricativization in the case of vradi and fsax(i)? The only plausible
explanation would be to invoke the definite article, more specifically the neuter plural
article ta, which would provide the preceding [a] necessary for the fricativization of the
following [u]. As a matter of fact, there are two well-known examples of metanalysis
involving the prefixation of the definite article which have made the inherited words
almost unrecognizable in their modern shape. The first one is Ancient Greek ®6v ‘egg’,
articulated plural & @& > Post-classical Greek fa od (monophthongization) > ta oyd
(hiatus resolution) > ta uya (mid vowel raising) > ta vya (high vowel fricativization) >
t’avyd (metanalysis) > ta avyd — sg. to avyo (Andriotis 1983: 2; cf. Triantafyllidis 1998;

27 Cf. Karolidis (1885: 158), Lagarde (1886: 49).

28 Compare Modern Greek ayopt ‘boy’ < Medieval aydptv / dyovpiy (diminutive) < Post-classical dympoc
< Classical wpog (Andriotis 1983: 5; cf. Triantafyllidis 1998; Babiniotis 2002, 2011).

2 For exceptions see A16 & A18; cf. D149.

30 One of our reviewers correctly observes that Faytak’s analysis is not necessarily supported by the
Cappadocian and Pharasiot data presented in this paper, but the term ‘high vowel fricativization’ is his and
at least some of the examples quoted suggest the kind of chain shift discussed by Faytak, i.c. raising of
unstressed [o] to [u] and subsequent fricativization of [u] to [Vv].
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Babiniotis 2002, 2011).3! The second example is Ancient Greek @tiov ‘ear’, articulated
pl. & otio > Post-classical Greek ta otja > ta utja (mid vowel raising) > ta ftja (high
vowel fricativization) > ¢’aftja (metanalysis) > fa aftja — sg. to afti (Andriotis 1983: 45;
cf. Triantafyllidis 1998; Babiniotis 2002, 2011).

To explain vrddi this way, one would have to presuppose a metanalysis from the
articulated pl. ta uradja > ta vradja — sg. to vradi. Whereas it is easy to see how the
frequent use of the articulated plurals ta oa ‘the eggs’ and ta otja ‘the ears’ led to the
metanalyzed singulars avyo and afti, it is rather difficult to envisage a world in which it
should be more common to refer to a plurality of tails rather than to individual tails. This
appears from the various shapes of the word, which is preserved as an archaism in several
Modern Greek dialects, e.g. Pontic urdd(in), udar(in), radi and, significantly turddin
(Papadopoulos 1958-61 s.v. o0padwv).3? The last variant is particularly instructive as it is
metanalyzed from to urddin > t’ urddin — to turadin, pl. ta turddja. It is also recorded at
Sinasos by Archelaos (1899: 271 s.v. Toupadt; cf. Takadopoulos 1982: 190; Rizos 2007:
215). Another diminutive variant is frdtsa, listed by Karolidis for Misti and other
Cappadocian varieties (1885: 216), or tradza, listed by Archelaos for ‘Bagdaonian’
(1899: 271), which refers to Cappadocian minus Sinasos (D10). According to Dawkins,
tratsa “seems to be for t(ov)pdd(1)toa” (D630), i.e. ¢’ urdditsa > turaditsa > trdtsa or
tradza (with regular syncope of unstressed [u] and [i]).?* In contemporary Mi$otika,
tradza is simplified to trdza.’*

The case of Pharasiot vradi thus becomes crucial, as it appears to be the only
evidence for the putative fricativation of unstressed [u] to [v] before a voiced consonant,
to wit the rhotic liquid [r]. In this respect, it is noteworthy that several 19th-century
sources record varddi instead of vradi for Pharasiot,> suggesting that the latter is a
syncopated form of the former. This further complicates an analysis in terms of high
vowel fricativation, especially since there are no other examples of a change from
unstressed [u] to [v] before [r] in Pharasiot (nor in any other Greek variety we are aware

of).

3. The history and etymology of fSdx

This brings us back to the putative fricativization of [u] to [f] in usah > fSax(i). In this
particular case, it is not very difficult to imagine a world in which references to a plurality
of children would be as frequent as references to individual children. Compare, for
instance, the beginning of a folktale from Ulagac: dndra néka éjiskan dojoka fsayja [ce]
da fséa-t épan ci ‘A man [and] a woman had twelve children [and] the children said’
(D346). Here we have the necessary context for the putative high vowel fricativization:
articulated nom.-acc. pl. *ta usaxi-a > ta fSdaxja > ta fsayja > ta fSaja > ta fSéja > ta fSéa,
the raising of [a] to [e] before [i] or [j] in f5é(j)a being optional.

31 Cappadocian ovyd (D663 s.v. ®6v) is the result of a similar metanalysis, whereas Pharasiot vd is more
likely the result of hiatus resolution: 0 @6v > t(0) 06 > t’ 0vé > to vo, pl. ta va (ASS).

32 Compare Ikariot rddi and Karpathian rdi (Andriotis 1974: 422).

33 Cf. Dawkins (D62), Janse (2020b: §6.2.1.1).

34 Cf. Kostakis (1977: 271, 457), Kotsanidis (2006: 158 s.v. ovupd), Phates (2012: 167).

35 Cf. Karolidis (1885: 144), Lagarde (1886: 44), Archelaos (1899: 271).

36 Cf. Dawkins (D65), Kesisoglou (1951: 9).
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In the case of Pharasiot this would result in the following scenario: usah — *usdxi,
articulated plural *ta uSdxja > ta fSaxe — sg. to fSdaxi, gen. tu fSdxu.’” As noted above, the
integrator -7 is used to integrate the loan noun in the inflectional class of the neuter nouns.
It was originally a diminutive suffix, which was very productive in Post-classical Greek
(Horrocks 2010: 175), but became ‘“semantically neuter” in Medieval Greek (2010:
262).38 It is the regular integrator of Turkish loan nouns ending in a consonant, especially
of “Turkish names of things” (sic), as Dawkins notes with reference to Pharasiot (D164),
but more accurately of “Turkish substantives [...] the meaning of which does not involve
the idea of personality” with reference to Cappadocian (D90). Inherited diminutives like
nondiov > Cappadocian pedi vel sim. naturally belong here and so it seems to make sense
that Turkish usah should be integrated in this inflectional class.

Due to the regular apocope of final unstressed [i] in Cappadocian,’® the integrator
-i does not appear in the nom.-acc. sg. of loan nouns such as fSdx, but it reappears in the
nom.-acc. pl. fSdxi-ja > fSaxja > fsayja > fs¢ja and in the gen. sg.-pl. fSaxi-u > fsaxju >
fSayju > fSeju. Quite surprisingly, however, the endings gen. -ju, pl. -ja are only attested
in three Capopadocian dialects: fSaxja / fSayja are found at Ghurzono (D338), fSdyja /
fSaja | fséja | fSéa and fSayju / fSaju / fSeju at Ulagag (D65, D658, passim; Kesisoglou
1951: 32, passim) and fSéja and fSeju at Aravan (D330; Phosteris & Kesisoglou 1960:
148). Instead of fSaxja we find fSaxa at Anaku (Kostakis 1964: 84), Malakopi
(Karphopoulos 2008: 143), Sinasos (Archelaos 1899: 141) and Silata, where fSdya is
recorded as an alternative to fSaxa by Dawkins (D448, D658). At Floita (D412, D426),
Delmeso (D314, D318ff.), Axo (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou 1960: 218) and Misti
(Kostakis 1977: 154) fSaxu is attested in addition to fSaxa. These forms resemble fSaxu at
Pharasa and fSaxa at Avsar (D574), where the endings -# and -a are regular for the
inflectional class to which fsadxi belongs (D152; A36). In Cappadocian, on the other hand,
one would expect the endings -ju and -ja, i.e. fSaxju and fSdxja and later developments of
these forms. Compare, for instance, Anatolian Turkish konah > konax, konaxja at Fertek
(D328) and Floita (D418) and yondx, yonaxju at Axo (Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou
1960: 196), yonaxju and yondxja at Misti (Janse 2019: 91). Being isolated forms, it looks
as if fSaxu and fSaxa are archaisms and fSaxju and fSdxja analogical innovations.

As already noted above, the fricativization of word-final [k] to [x] is a characteristic
feature of Anatolian Turkish, which is normally not found at Ulagag¢, where Standard
Turkish konak is borrowed as kondk, gen. konakju, pl. kondkja (D348) or, in the post-
exchange speech of refugees from Ulagag, gondk, gen. gonakju, pl. gondkja (Kesisoglou
1951: 9, 31). Likewise, kabak ‘pumpkin’ > gabdk, kaymak ‘cream’ > gaimak, kapak ‘lid’
> gapak, listed by Kesisoglou to illustrate the regular voicing of word-initial [k] to [g]
before back vowels (1951: 97). He also mentions the fricativization of [k] to [x], which
is introduced as follows: “In Turkish mouths the following changes probably also took
place” (1951: 98). The only example of word-final [k] quoted there is usak > fSax (ibid.),
but there is one other listed in the glossary: merak ‘anxiety’ > merdx (p. 104). This is
remarkable, as merdk is attested at Malakopi (Karphopoulos 2008: 119), where word-
final [k] is also regularly preserved in Turkish loan nouns (D86).%° It is difficult to decide

37 For the change (‘synizesis”) of [ia] to [e] in Pharasiot see Dawkins (D152), Andriotis (A17f.); the change
of [it] to [U] is explained as ‘synizesis’ by the former (D152), as ‘apocope’ by the latter (A23).

38 The diminutive of fSdxi is *fSa(x)dkko > fSékko in Pharasiot (D658; A42; Anastasiadis 1980: 80).

39 Cf. Dawkins (D62), Janse (2020b: §6.2.1.1)

40 K otsanidis records merdk (2006: 138) instead of the expected merdx, listed by Koimisoglou (2006: 211);
compare merax at Axo (Mavrochalyvidis 1990: 632). It is likely that merdx is sometimes replaced by merdak
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whether the isolated fSax and merax are archaisms rather than innovations at Ulagag¢ or
the other way around. The fact that fSdx is used instead of the expected *fsak at Malakopi
as well as at Silata and Floita, two other dialects where word-final [k] is preserved, albeit
“to a less degree” in the case of the former and “probably also to some extent” in the case
of the latter (D86), suggests that it is more likely to be a pan-Cappadocian archaism. This
would explain the parallel use of usak > usdk, noted by Archelaos, whose astute
observation is repeated here: “as a known word, usak would not be changed to fSdx”
(1899: 277).

Dawkins seems to agree with Archelaos and tentatively explains fSdx as “a singular
formed from the Turk[ish] plural ev-usag-lara, ‘the household’, ‘the boys of the house’”
(D658). A derivation by metanalysis from an indefinite izafet construction (Lewis 2000:
41) such as ev usak-lar-1 is not very likely in light of the existence of such forms in

Cappadocian,*! e.g. Turkish hamam sahibi ‘bathowner’ > Ulaga¢ do xamamjii do sabisi

(D376), Turkish oda sahibi ‘room owner’ > Axo oda saabis (D402). We would have to
assume that singular ev usag-1 would have been borrowed as *evusayi > *efSayi (syncope)
> *efsayi (integration) > *efSax (apocope and final devoicing) > fSdx (apheresis).
Apheresis of initial unstressed [e] is rare in Cappadocian,** as in Pharasiot (A22), though
attested in a few words, e.g. 10 £yyovt ‘grandchild’ > to (y)gon, 10 €pigt ‘kid’ > to rif, but
Turkish eviat > to evlat vel sim. (cf. supra). Phonologically, then, Dawkins’ etymology is
certainly imagineable, but semantically it does not really make sense, given the fact that
ev usagi is used to refer to a male servant, i.e. a ‘boy’ in a specialized sense, not to a ‘boy’
in its primary sense of ‘male child’, let alone to a ‘little boy’ or even a ‘little child, baby’
without regard to sex.

We believe that the parallell use of usdk and fSax observed by Archelaos together
with the phonological and inflectional peculiarities of the latter indicate that fSax(i) is
indeed an archaism. This does not preclude the possibility that fSdx derives from fo usax
< Anatolian Turkish ugah, along the lines sketched above, although word-initial high
vowel fricativization is not particularly well documented in either Cappadocian or
Pharasiot, the only trustworthy witness being precisely fSdx(i).** Elsewhere, we have
tentatively suggested a slightly different etymology and, indeed, chronology, which
would better explain its phonological peculiarities and also accounts for its deviant
inflection.** Turkish usak, Anatolian Turkish usah is derived from OIld Turkish uvsak
‘small’.*> Clauson notes that uvsak is “very rare in its original form and soon replaced by
usak” (1973: 16). As there is no trace of the word in documents written in Old Anatolian
Turkish, a direct derivation of Cappadocian fSdx / Pharasiot fSaxi from uvsak cannot be
proven, but neither can it be excluded altogether, as it would offer an alternative
explanation of the initial [f] in both words: uvsak > Anatolian Turkish ufsah > ufSax >
articulated to ufSax > to fSdx (apheresis). The development would be comparable to to
urdadi > to ra(d)i, attested in several Pontic and Dodecanese dialects, and also to Chian to
urjdaoi > to rjadi > t’ orjadi by metanalysis (Andriotis 1974: 422).

in contemporary Misétika under the influence of Modern Greek pepdxt. The Pharasiot equivalent is merdaxi
(A76).

41 For discussion see Janse (2019: 93-4 fn. 39).

42 Cf. Kesisoglou (1951: 14), Mavrochalyvidis & Kesisoglou (1960: 10), Kostakis (1990: 177).

43 As pointed out above, vrddi < varddi is a doubtful case.

4 Cf. Janse & Vandewalle (2018: 87)Janse (2020b: §11.2.1).

4 Cf. Nadeljaev et al. (1969: 619 s.v. uvsaq), Clauson (1973: 16 s.v. usa:k).
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It should be noted, however, that uvsak / usak is an adjective and it was clearly
borrowed as such in Cappadocian.*® This explains the irregular inflection of the word in
the North and Central Cappadocian dialects. The 11"-century Qarakhanid scholar
Mahmiid al-Kasgari, who does not record uvsak, writes: “Things that are small (siyar) are
called usaq ndn. Hence babies (sibyan) are called usag oylan” (1982: 108), i.c. ‘little
boys’ (Nadeljaev ef al. 1969: 617). Kasgari adds: “This word is not used for the singular
but only for the plural” (ibid.). Translated into Cappadocian this would have been
*u(f)saxa pedja, with obligatory marking of the plural, articulated ta fSdxa ta pedja, with
adjectival instead of nominal inflection of fSdx, by analogy with ta mikra ta pedja ‘the
little boys’.#” The genitive singular would be *tu fSdaxu tu pedju, a construction which had
become rare in early 20"-century Cappadocian but is still attested at Potamia, e.g. fu kalii
tu nékas ‘of the good wife’ (D115).

We believe that this scenario is the only plausible explanation for the adjectival
inflection of fSdx, which is another indication that it is indeed an archaic loan word. Due
to the regular apocope of final unstressed [u] in Cappadocian, gen. fSdxu ended up being
syncretic with nom. fSax, which resulted in two different ‘repair strategies’ (Janse 2019:
97-8): the North and Central Cappadocian dialects copied the ending of the gen. pl. -un >
-u in the singular: fSdxu > fSdx > fSaxu, whereas the South Cappadocian dialects adopted
the so-called ‘agglutinative inflection’,*® which would become the regular inflection of
Turkish loan adjectives ending in a consonant, e.g. zengin ‘rich’ — zengin, pl. zenginja
(D115). As this was also the regular inflection of substantivized adjectives (D115), fSdx
was integrated in the inflectional class of the inherited neuter nouns in -i in South
Cappadocian as well as in Pharasiot: fSdax(i), gen. fSaxi-u > fSaxju > fSayju > fSeju, pl.
fSaxi-ja > fSaxja > fSayja > fSéja. In North and Central Cappadocian, however, fSax
preserved its archaic adjectival inflection: gen. fSaxu, nom. fSdxa. The substantivization
of fSax(i) in Cappadocian and Pharasiot runs parallel with the substantivization of usak
which meant both ‘small’ (without connotation of plurality) and ‘small boy’ in Ottoman
Turkish from the 14 century onwards (Clauson 1972: 16).

4. Conclusion

In this paper we reassessed the etymology of Cappadocian fsdx ‘child’ and Pharasiot fSaxi
‘boy’. We argued that Anatolian Turkish usah was the source of the borrowing instead of
Standard Turkish usak, as hitherto assumed. We also investigated the alledged change of
word-initial [u] to [f] before unvoiced consonants and concluded that the change from
usah to fSax(i) could be explained as an isolated case of word-initial high vowel
fricativization in the articulated plural *ta usdxa > ta fSdaxa, comparable to ta otja ‘the
ears’ > ta utja (mid-vowel raising) > ta fija (high vowel fricativization) > ¢’ aftja
(metanalysis), sg. to afti in Modern Greek. We compared the alledged change of word-
initial [u] to [v] in uradi ‘tail’ to vradi in Pharasiot with the comparable change of ta oyd

46 We are aware of the controversy about the lack of categorial distinction between nouns and adjectives in
Turkish, e.g. Gronbech (1936: 3), Godel (1945: 45), Baskakov (1958: 60), Erdal (1991: 132 fn. 187), Braun
& Haig (2000), but see Bagriagik (2018) for syntactic arguments in favour of a lexical distinction between
the two.

47 The doubling of the article is obligatory in the case of inherited neuter nouns like pedi (Janse 2020b:
§8.1.2.1). The phenomenon is ofted called ‘determiner spreading’ or ‘polydefininiteness’ (Lekakou &
Karatsareas 2016).

48 For recent discussion of agglutinative noun inflection in Cappadocian see Janse (2004; 2019), Karatsareas
(2016), Revithiadou, Spyropoulos & Markopoulos (2017), Spyropoulos & Kakarikos (2011).
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‘the eggs’ > ta uyda > ta vya > t’ avyd, sg. to avyo in Modern Greek, but concluded that
Pharasiot vradi must be considered a syncopated variant of an older variant varadi. We
also concluded that it was difficult to imagine an articulated plural context in the case of
v(a)radi in light of the many dialect forms based on the articulated singular to uradi >
Pontic and Dodecanese to rddi, Chian t’ orjadi and again Pontic turddin. We further
argued that fSdx(i) has to be considered an archaism in light of the parallel use of usak >
usdk reported in 19™-century sources. The fact that fSdx instead of *fSdk is securely
attested in Cappadocian dialects where word-final [k] does not change to [x] in Turkish
loan nouns is another argument in favour of the archaism of fSdx. Finally, we argued that
the irregular inflection of fSdx in North and Central Cappadocian — gen. fSaxu instead of
fSaxju, pl. fSaxa instead of fSdxja — is another sign of the archaic character of the word
which was probably borrowed as an adjective from Old Anatolian Turkish before it
became substantivized in Ottoman Turkish. Finally, we suggested an alternative
etymology for fSdx(i) from uvsak, an adjective attested in Old Turkic, although unattested
in Old Anatolian: ta ufSdxa ta pedja ‘the little children’ > ta fSdxa ‘the little ones’ by
apheresis. We believe that our little exercise in historical linguistics offers a better
explanation of the etymology of f5ax(i) and a more secure establishment of the chronology
of its borrowing from Old Anatolian Turkish.
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MAP 1: Geographical Distribution of the Cappadocian and Pharasiot dialects
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30 TABLE 1: Classification of the Cappadocian dialects*

North Cappadocian
NORTHWEST NORTHEAST

35 « Silata * Sinasos
36 * Anaku » Potamia
* Floita

39 * Malakopi * Delmeso
41 Central Cappadocian

* Axo

44 » Misti

46 South Cappadocian

47 SOUTHWEST SOUTHEAST
49 * Aravan * Ulagag

50 * Ghurzono * Semendere

52  Fertek

49 Cf. Janse (2008: 191; 2019: 69; 2020b: §4). Note that Delmeso, although geographically Southwest is
dialectologically Northeast Cappadocian, and that Aravan and Ghurzono constitute a subgroup within
Southwest Cappadocian.



oNOYTULT D WN =

Transactions of the Philological Society Page 34 of 34

Asia Minor Koine

EAST ASIA MINOR GREEK

Lycaonian

S

Silliot "

Pontic Pharasiot .. ’ ‘_._._.:'.’_""

Figure 1: The accepted genealogical classification of the East Asia Minor Greek dialects



