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This paper sets to put prominently under scrutiny variation and change in the
realization of comparative constructions of superiority (cf. Cuzzolin & Lehmann
2004; Stolz 2013) in the light of the evidence provided by Cappadocian Greek
dialectal variation, investigating whether the occurring innovation could be
treated more adequately in terms of combinatorial accounts, addressing both
internal and external developments.

Cappadocian is an Asia Minor Greek variety spoken for great many centuries in a
situation of regressive bilingualism due to intense contact with the agglutinative
Turkish language (among others Dawkins 1916; Karatsareas 2011; Janse
forthcoming; Melissaropoulou 2016, 2017). Dialectal data show that, while in the
vast majority of Modern Greek dialects, the standard form included, comparative
constructions appear fully saturated realizing all their constituents (for relevant
discussion cf. Cuzzolin & Lehmann 2004; Stolz 2013), in Cappadocian,
comparative constructions lack a basic constituent, that is the degree marker, as
shown below:

(To am EKEIVO - uéa vaiu
ito ap ecino mea ne
Comparee Tie | Standard/base | Degree Quality | Verb
of comparison
'"This is bigger than the other’
(Ulaghats, Kesisoglou 1951: 54)

Interestingly, opinions in the existing grammatical descriptions diverge with
respect to the emergence of this structure either as a result of language contact
(Dawkins 1916; Papadopoulos 1955) or as a mainly internal development
(Dawkins 1921; Andriotis 1948). A thorough analysis of intra-Cappadocian
variation shows that different Cappadocian sub-varieties represent different
stages of the change under investigation. Moreover, while the tendency towards
replacement of the synthetic constructions by analytic ones is mainly internally
motivated cross-cutting the various dialectal forms, its realization, i.e. the specific
form it will take may be heavily influenced by the language contact factor.
Furthermore, dialectal data reveal that the examination of constituents’ order,
may play a decisive role towards the account of this innovation as a primarily
contact-induced change. Generalizing, we propose that the concomitant pattern
replication may constitute a secure diagnostic tool for the account of a linguistic
phenomenon as primarily contact-induced and not as resulting solely from intra-
linguistic mechanisms due to the fact that it is devoid of voiced linguistic material,
thus it is not necessarily conscious from the part of native speakers, especially in
situations of intense bilingualism. Lastly, we would suggest that, contrary to what
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is usually the case for the vocabulary, contact-induced grammatical pattern
replication precedes and paves the way for the transfer and integration of
grammatical elements into the replica language. The above discussion is meant as
a contribution to the thesis that combinatorial accounts, addressing both internal
and external developments widen the perspective and offer the most plausible
explanations for linguistic innovations in language contact settings (see among
others Poplack & Levey 2010; Matras 2010; Heine and Kuteva 2010; Azucena
2013).
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