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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 2, 1998, Number 2

The present issue of TURKIC LANGUAGES begins with two contributions
dedicated to the memory of Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov, a scholar
of overwhelming importance for the development of linguistic Turco-
logy in the twentieth century. As his colleague Ervand Sevortjan once
characterized him, Baskakov “personifies the living history of Turkic
linguistics of the postrevolutionary years”. His active role in official
Soviet language politics is far from uncontroversial and has often been
severely criticized. On the other hand, the general consensus is that he
was a great scholar of immense erudition and productivity. Baskakov,
who devoted his entire life to the study of Turkic languages, traced his
own family’s lineage back to a thirteenth century Tatar basqaq
(‘governor, commissioner’) of the Khan of the Golden Horde.

Another vital ingredient in Baskakov’s life was music. After the dis-
solution of the Soviet Union he composed hymns for the young repub-
lics of Karakalpakistan, Altay, and Tuva. One charming product of his
hobby is the “PIAC Hymn” (I'umu IIMAK-a), which Baskakov present-
ed to the 32nd meeting of the Permanent International Altaistic Confer-
ence convened by Bernt Brendemoen and held in Oslo in 1989. The text
integrates the “Turks” with other “tribes” into an “Altaic family”, but a
subsequent verse playfully adds that the Altaic theory is not generally
accepted. It acknowledges the existence of “orthodox”, “skeptics” and
“Nostraticists”:

He Bce cornacHsl ajiTaucTbl

C anTaifcKoio Teopuei

EcTb OpTONOKCHI, CKENTULIMCTHI,
HOCTpaTUKM ¢ paHTa3meif

In the first article of the present issue, Christiane Bulut deals with relati-
vization strategies in Middle Ottoman texts. Michael Dobrovolsky, an
expert in the field of Chuvash phonology, describes the stressing of
Russian loanwords as represented in Nikolaj Ivanovi¢ ASmarin’s Chu-
vash materials from the end of the nineteenth century. Robert J. Ermers,
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who has spent years conducting linguistic and literary studies in the
newly independent Republic of Kazakhstan, scrutinizes certain opinions
expressed in publications of the Soviet period concerning the history of
Kazakh as a literary language. A non-Turcological problem of indispu-
table interest for general Turcologists is dealt with in Stéphane Grivelet’s
article on the attempt to change the official script of Mongolia. The well-
known historian and philologist Sergej Kljastornyj deals with Al-

Birani’s version of an old Turkic genealogical legend. The situation of
one of the endangered Turkic languages of South Siberia is described in
Irina Nevskaja’s account of the revival of literary Shor. The author is a
representative of the Novosibirsk school of linguistics and a leading
scholar in the ongoing attempts to describe Shor and related languages.
Finally, Klaus R6hrborn’s analysis of the restructuring of lexemes con-
tinues the author’s long-standing morphological studies of neologisms
created in the course of the Turkish language reform.

Helga Anetshofer reports on a remarkable Turkish lexical project ini-
tiated and carried out by Andreas Tietze. The review section contains
contributions by Geoffrey Haig, Michael Hess, and Mark Kirchner.

Lars Johanson



Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov
(22.03.1905-26.08.1996)

Gunnar Jarring

Jarring, Gunnar 1998. Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov (22.03.1905-
26.08.1996). Turkic Languages 2, 161-162.

Gunnar Jarring, Pontus Ols vdg 7, 26040 Viken, Sweden.

When in 1964 I took up my post as Sweden’s ambassador to the Soviet
Union, I looked forward to meeting Soviet scholars of Turcology. I
knew them by name and reputation and had corresponded with some of
them, but I also knew how delicate their position was with regard to
personal contacts with foreigners. This was at the height of the Cold
War and the ensuing political suspicion against all foreigners. Among
them, ambassadors were considered to be a more exquisite and often
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malevolent variety, although less so in my case, as I was from a small,
neutral country. So I bided my time.

But one day I was asked to pay a visit to the Chief of Protocol of the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He told me that the Soviet Turcologists re-
siding in Moscow wanted to invite me to a colloquium on such and such
a date. Would I accept?

This was the beginning, with official blessing, of my acquaintance
with Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov. It resulted in a personal friend-
ship which continued after I left Moscow in 1973 and lasted as long as
he lived. By and by my meetings with the Soviet Turcologists became
more frequent. I responded by inviting them to my embassy for a lunch-
eon or dinner. It was always Baskakov who was the leader of the group
that came. The others represented different Turkic peoples and were all
active researchers in their respective fields. For me, these meetings were
precious moments which highlighted my otherwise quite dull diplomatic
life.

Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov was an outstanding Turcologist
with a deep knowledge of all the Turkic peoples and tribes of the Soviet
Union. The list of his innumerable published works brings to light a
gold mine of linguistic erudition ranging from Karakalpak to Altay
Turkic, including profound investigations into philological problems
within the Turkic world. In addition, Baskakov had wide interests
outside his appointed academic field. He was a collector of everything
relating to the life of the unhappy Russian emperor Paul I. He loved
classical music, including church music. It should not be forgotten that
he was a composer in his own right. He composed a hymn dedicated to
the PIAC meeting in Oslo in 1989. All his leisure time was spent in
Zvenigorod, a place that was like music to him.

A great Turcologist has left us, a man of much wisdom and a true hu-
manist.



In memory of
Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov

Dmitrij M. Nasilov

Nasilov, Dmitrij M. 1998. In memory of Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov.
Turkic Languages 2, 163-170.

Dmitrij M. Nasilov, Ul. OranZerejnaja, 20. 141200 Puskino, Russia.

On the 23rd and 24th of March, 1995 a conference celebrating the 90th
birthday of Professor Nikolaj Aleksandrovi¢ Baskakov, doctor of phi-
lology and pre-eminent Russian Turcologist, was held at the Institute of
Linguistics of the Russian Academy of Sciences in Moscow. At this
conference, numerous followers and colleagues delivered reports on
various Turcological subjects, dedicating their presentations to the hero
of the day. The conference materials were published in 1997 in a special
proceedings volume (Tenisev 1997). Unfortunately, Baskakov only saw
the first proofs of the book to be published in his honour. He died in late
August 1996 after a brief illness.

Seventy years of this scholar’s life were devoted to the world of Tur-
cology he loved so well. Baskakov was a remarkably versatile Turcolo-
gist who fulfilled his creative potential up to the last day of his life and to
whom no aspect of this composite science was alien. More generally, he
was a richly talented person with a keen poetic and musical intuition.
Baskakov’s academic legacy is strikingly vast: The last list of his publi-
cations contains 639 titles (TeniSev 1997: 33-42) including dozens of
monographs. Baskakov’s scientific contributions and pedagogical ac-
tivities—he trained a large number of graduate and doctoral students
from practically every Turkic-speaking republic—have left an indelible
mark in Turcology.

His scientific career began when he was a student taking part in ex-
peditions (1926-1927) to the Kazakh, Karakalpak, Kirghiz and Uzbek
republics to collect linguistic and ethnographic material for the Depart-
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ment of History and Ethnography at Moscow University, from where he
graduated in 1929 after having received a universal Turcological educa-
tion.

Ethno-linguistic expeditions conducted by the university turned out to
be the very foundation upon which the richest field research of many
Turkic dialects developed. After graduating from the university, Bas-
kakov worked for various educational institutes and research organisa-
tions, regularly embarking on expeditions and business trips in order to
collect linguistic, folkloric and ethnographic material. He also provided
scientific advice to some Turkic-speaking republics, such as the Kazakh,
Karakalpak, Khorezm, Kirghiz and Altay republics, and to areas with
Noghay settlers. Every such trip enriched the young Turcologist, and the
unique ethno-linguistic material he gathered never remained in his ar-
chives for very long, but was continuously evaluated and became
Turcology’s permanent property.

Baskakov first visited Oyrotiya (now the Altay Republic) in 1934 in
connection with the issues of language development and the organisation
of a national school system there. The related linguistic and didactic
problems are reflected in his works (Baskakov 1935, 1940a). From that
time on, Baskakov never really interrupted his Altay language studies.
During the Second World War, he returned to the Altay where he had
the opportunity to study the Altay Turkic dialects more closely and to
classify them. The major result of this work is a series entitled “The
northern dialects of the Altay (Oyrot) language” (Baskakov 1958b,
1965-1966, 1975, 1985a). His works also treated many aspects of the
toponymy, onomastics, folklore and ethnography of the Altay people.
He participated in the compiling and publishing of Altay dictionaries
(Baskakov & TosCakova 1947; Baskakov 1964). In 1991 he wrote the
national anthem of the Altay Republic (Baskakov 1997b); his last
publication devoted to an Altay Turkic subject is Baskakov (1994).

Baskakov’s Noghay expedition resulted in essays on the Noghay dia-
lects, including text material and dictionary (Baskakov 1940b), another
dictionary (1963) and a language grammar (1997a).

The achievements in Turkic lexicography are closely linked with the
name of Nikolaj A. Baskakov. Beginning with the first Uyghur-Russian
dictionary (Baskakov & Nasilov 1939), he took part in compiling and
editing a number of Turkic language-Russian dictionaries (Karakalpak—
1958a, Turkmen—1968, Noghay—1963, Khakas—1953, Gagauz—
1973, Karaim—1974).
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The 1930s, when Baskakov’s scientific career was just budding,
were characterised by the intensive language policy of the Soviet state.
Its most important activities then included the development of alphabets
for languages previously not written, the transcription of texts from the
Arabic alphabet into first the Latin and then the Cyrillic script; the estab-
lishment of literary languages and language norms; the creation of na-
tional schools teaching indigenous languages; the elaboration of lan-
guage didactics; the development of textbooks and dictionaries; and,
finally, the scientific description of languages and dialects. Together with
other Turcologists of our country, Baskakov played an active role in all
of these measures, fruitfully co-operating with young people from the
various national groups. More than once, he returned to one of the car-
dinal questions, namely how to improve the national alphabets and or-
thographies (Baskakov 1982).

Baskakov made an exclusive contribution to the study of the gram-
matical structure of Karakalpak. Having begun with a brief grammar
(Baskakov 1931, 1933), he later composed a major work (Baskakov
1951-1952) on the language, containing a comprehensive description of
its morphological categories and illustrated with rich material taken from
folklore as well as colloquial and literary speech. In addition, the gram-
mar was described by means of a system which applied to Turkic lan-
guage structure in general. This work exercised an appreciable influence,
particularly in the Turkic-speaking republics, evident from the fact that
Baskakov often edited or advised on subsequent Turkic grammars.

For many years Baskakov was engaged in creating an integrated
system of description for the Turkic languages. He became interested in
problems concerning the parts of speech, word formation, lexical
morphology, verbal nouns, moods and conjugation, word origin, Turkic
phonology, the syntax of word combinations and extended sentence
structure, and so on. The scientist often expressed his own, original
point of view on most of the questions occupying Turcologists. That
appears to be the reason for the friendly characterisation of Baskakov’s
view as “baskakcilik”, coined by the witty Nikolaj K. Dmitriev. Mean-
while, Russian Turcology received, if not the only one, certainly an
extraordinary and remarkably comprehensive description of the structure
of the Turkic languages, including their phonological, morphological and
syntactic systems (Baskakov 1975, 1979a, 1988a). Further developing
this body of historical and typological findings, whose significance has
yet to be fully grasped, remains the task of future scholars.
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Baskakov’s theoretical milestone is the acknowledgement of the or-
ganic isomorphism of all language levels, with syntax occupying the
superordinate level. It was he who defined the general structure of the
Turkic languages and described their morphologies, which, in turn,
served as the basis for their phonological description (Baskakov, 1988a:
8). Within this conceptual framework, the scientist also rehabilitated the
formation history of the Turkic linguistic type, i.e. the developmental
course of these languages: From isolation to agglutination by means of
analytic mechanisms (morpheme order in word formation is defined in
terms of attributive relations). Baskakov’s theory of Turkic language
structure was polished through his disputes with Nikolaj K. Dmitriev,
Ervand V. Sevortjan, Boris A. Serebrennikov, Gennadij P. Mel’nikov
and other language theorists, but its undoubted advantage over the other
Altaists’ constructions lies in the aforementioned integrative principle,
according to which every phonological regularity and grammatical cate-
gory is grounded within the linguistic system. Such a composite ap-
proach reflects ideas of Gustav Ramstedt, Heinrich Winkler, Wiadystaw
Kotwicz, Jean Deny, and Kaare Grgnbech. However, aside from
Winkler, who proposed a theory of the Altaic linguistic type and history
at the beginning of the century, Baskakov was the first Russian
Turcologist to develop his own Altaistic theory. Baskakov’s type of
general understanding of the Turkic languages is seconded in the works
of only a few other scientists, such as Boris A. Serebrennikov, Gennadij
P. Mel’nikov and Aleksandr M. Scerbak. Baskakov shared certain
views regarding the genetic relationship of the Altaic languages
(Baskakov 1981), which helped him construct his theoretical
framework. It is thanks to his efforts and support that the works of
Ramstedt, Kotwicz and Résinen appeared in Russian—works that
played an important part in the development of Altaistic studies in our
country.

Baskakov dealt not only with the synchronic and diachronic typology
of the Turkic languages, he also participated in the development of their
historical grammar; in addition to works published earlier, he authored a
number of sections in the substantial historical grammar composed un-
der the direction of Edhem R. TeniSev at the Institute of Linguistics of
the Russian Academy of Sciences (Baskakov 1984b, 1988b).

Baskakov was a graduate and later curator of the Moscow Turcologi-
cal school—which traditionally dealt with the wide range of “Turco-
Slavic” problems— and many of his works are dedicated to this subject,
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with Baskakov (1979b [1993], 1985b) being particularly distinguished.
His numerous published works on Turkic ethnography, toponymy and
onomastics are related to this theme. His most interesting later ethno-
graphic work is a description of the traditional Turkic theatre (Baskakov
1984a), which draws on materials gathered during his expeditions in the
1930s.

Two more of Baskakov’s works became part of the fundamental
stock of Russian Turcology. The first is a classification of Turkic lan-
guages in which linguistic criteria are correlated with the history of
Turkic ethnos formation and differentiation originating from an epoch of
Hiung-nu tribal alliance (Baskakov 1952). It should be noted that this
classification has not only come to occupy a permanent place in all Tur-
cological textbooks, but is also applied in the majority of Russian refer-
ence works (encyclopaedias, dictionary-reference books, ethnographic
studies, etc.) when the Turkic languages and their dialects are charac-
terised.

The second of Baskakov’s major contributions to the field is his text-
book on general Turcology, which to this day has no worthy substitute.
It has gone through three publications (Baskakov 1960, 1962 [1969])
and educated more than one generation of Turcologists, both in Russia
and the Turkic-speaking republics.

During his many years of activity, Baskakov came into contact with
countless scholars involved in different fields of study of the Turkic
peoples. These personalities, who together form a picture of the modern
world of Turcology, constitute a special chapter in the scientist’s legacy.

Nikolaj Baskakov, with his noble character and scientific disinterest-
edness, was also the model Russian intellectual. The most senior mem-
ber of staff of the Institute of Linguistics (since 1937), he never held
high-level posts, instead devoting all his energy to science. He was al-
ways smart, calm and even-tempered; he had an excellent command of
the Russian language, was a lover of nature, florist and meloman. As an
aficionado of Russian history, Baskakov was particularly fond of the era
of Paul I and collected rarities from that time. Finally, Nikolaj Baskakov
was a devoted husband and father. He is remembered by his friends and
colleagues for all of this and more.

The scope and significance of Baskakov’s contribution to Turcology
can be compared to the output of a large team of researchers with differ-
ent specialities, ranging from the musical critic to the historiographer.
His activities earned him the title of “honoured man of science” in the
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Russian Federation, Kazakhstan, Karakalpak and Turkmenistan; he is
also a honoured member of a number of foreign Oriental societies (Great
Britain, Germany, Finland, Hungary, Poland, Turkey) and laureate of
the PIAC prize. Baskakov participated in numerous linguistic and ori-
ental congresses and symposiums where he delivered interesting and
original reports.

The works of this prominent scientist will continue to attract the at-
tention of Turcologists and Altaists, of typologists and of representatives
from many other branches of the humanities.

Nikolaj Baskakov described his road through life in his autobiogra-
phy (Baskakov 1995).
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Copied strategies of clause combining.
Relativization in Middle Ottoman Turkish
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Bulut, Christiane 1998. Copied strategies of clause combining. Relativization in
Middle Ottoman Turkish. Turkic Languages 2, 171-197.

This paper is based on data from the supposed autograph of the Seyahatname, a
seventeenth-century travelbook written by the famous Turkish globetrotter Evliya
Celebi. An overall review of the syntactic features of the Seyahatname reveals
that most of the morphosyntactic strategies forming subordinate clauses in pres-
ent-day Turkish have already been applied in Middle Ottoman. Strikingly
enough, genuine Turkic strategies within some syntactic areas seem to compete
with patterns which obviously developed under the influence of non-Turkic—
maybe Iranian—Ilanguages.

The claim presented in this paper is that the competing strategies of relativiza-
tion are employed as a means of functional differentiation: Turkic non-finite rela-
tive clauses are used to render restrictive relative clauses, whereas constructions
with a finite verb form introduced by the polyfunctional conjunctor kim are con-
fined to the appositive type of relative clauses.

Christiane Bulut, Institute of Oriental Studies, University of Mainz, D-55099
Mainz, Germany, e-mail: bulut@mail.uni-mainz.de

General remarks, sources, etc.

Up to the present, very few studies have focused on a description of the
syntactic features of Ottoman Turkish. Especially the language in Mid-
dle Ottoman texts has so far been characterized as somewhat “cor-

rupted” by loan elements of mostly Persian or Arabic origin, which in-

vaded the lexical, morphological and syntactic layers of a basically

Oghuz idiom. Yet, keeping the ongoing discussion of language contact

phenomena in mind, it might also be interesting to have a closer—and,

hopefully, unprejudiced—Ilook at some aspects of cross-linguistic inter-

action as represented in Ottoman Turkish.



172 Christiane Bulut

This paper is based on a very limited choice of data, as we will dis-
cuss strategies of relativization in a single Middle Ottoman prose text.
Our source is the supposed autograph of the Seyahatname, a travel book
written by the famous Turkish globetrotter Evliya Celebi in the second
half of the 17th century. Being one of the highlights of Ottoman litera-
ture, several copies and popular editions of this text are available. Por-
tions of a scientific edition, which have started to appear only recently,
are based on the generally agreed upon archetype Ms. Bagdat Koskii
304 to 308. Examples relevant for our paper have been taken from a
passage comprising roughly 120 pages in print of the archetype Ms.
Bagdat Koskii 305, 236b to 259b.

It goes without saying that a broader corpus of different texts is nec-
essary to arrive at more general conclusions concerning the function of
similar phenomena in Ottoman Turkish.

An overall review of the syntactic features of the Seyahatname shows
that most of the morphosyntactic strategies forming subordinate clauses
in present day Turkish were already applied in Middle Ottoman. Strik-
ingly enough, genuine Turkic strategies within some syntactic areas
seem to compete with patterns which obviously developed under the in-
fluence of non-Turkic—maybe Iranian—languages.

In the field of relativization, for instance, we find the presumably Ira-
nian syntactic type, combining two clauses with a finite verb by means
of a conjunction kim / kih, alongside the Turkic type of embedding the
non-finite verb form preceding the head of the relative clause into a main
clause.

The following points will be discussed in this survey:

— How can the characteristics of “Iranian” and Turkic strategies of relativiza-
tion be described, which subtypes are represented within the material?

— Do specialized subtypes correlate with specific functions?

— Can a certain distribution of these coexisting patterns be traced?

— How do the copied syntactic patterns function in Ottoman Turkish, are
they confined to functions more narrow or specialized than in the lan-
guages they were borrowed from?

— Do the two coexisting types complement each other in forming a func-
tional system of relativization?
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It should be noted that we will restrict our discussion to examples of
attributive or adnominal (in contrast to absolutive or free) relative
clauses, only.

1. A general definition of relative clauses

It is a well-known fact that relative clauses differ quite considerably in
their syntactic structures across languages. Yet, setting out from purely
semantic characteristics, we could attempt the following general defini-
tion for the attributive relative constructions in our material:

Relative clauses (henceforth RC) are dependent, adnominal construc-
tions which contain either defining or additional comments referring to a
certain element within the embedding clause. This central element, which
will be called head (= basic segment), may consist of a nominal, a nomi-
nal clause or a pronoun.

As already mentioned, two opposite strategies of relativization are at
work in our material: We find the presumably Indo-European syntactic
type, combining two clauses with a finite verb by means of the relator
kim [ kih, alongside the Turkic type of embedding the non-finite verb
form preceding the head of the relative clause into a main clause. In con-
temporary Turkish, the Indo-European type for the most has been given
up. Where it still appears, its function is restricted to the rendering of
plot-advancing relative clauses. This topic has been dealt with at length
in Johanson (1975).

2. The “Turkic” strategy of relativization

The “Turkic” RC contains a non-finite verb form (a participle or verbal
noun with or without a personal marker). According to the principle that
defining elements precede the defined entities, this type of RC is pre-
positive; it always precedes its head:

(1) Bu kuh-1 Siibhanda otlayan
DEM mountain:EZ Siiphan:LOC graze:PART
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devabatufi  ¢ogl ikiger quzular.' (243a28)
cattle:GEN most:POSS two:DSTR lamb:AOR:PL
‘Most of the sheep which graze / grazing on this mountain of
Siiphan lamb twice a year.’

The subject position of the main clause is taken by the genitive con-
struction devabaturi ¢ogr ‘most of the cattle’, followed by an adverbial
expression and a finite verb form.

At the same time, this genitive construction forms the head of a pre-
positive “nominalized” relative clause based on the embedded subjunctor
otlayan ‘grazing’. As in this case the head correlates with the agent of
the relative clause, in the prevailing time / aspect constellation of the
relative construction the so-called present participle in -(y)An is obliga-
tory as the nonfinite verb form of the embedded clause.

2.1. Subtypes of the Turkic relative construction

To characterize the Turkic strategy of relativization, we chose the most
simple type of relative construction: In our example 1, the head corre-
lates with the agent of the RC.

Like in contemporary Turkish, various subtypes of the Turkic em-
bedded RC can be found in our material, too. We will not give a detailed
description of every pattern applied to form “Turkic” subordinative RCs
in our text. Instead, the distribution of certain categories of relative
clauses in our text will be presented according to the systematic classifi-
cation for contemporary Turkish elaborated by Johanson (1989). In his
article Subjektlose Sditze im Tiirkischen (1989), Johanson showed that
the choice of a nominalized subjunctor basically depends on the corre-
lation of the head (as part of the main clause) with the agent, the direct or
indirect affectee or another, mostly adverbial, element of the RC. As the
inventory of our Ottoman materials largely agrees with the types

! The system used here to transcribe the Ottoman examples deviates from the
alphabet of the Deutsche Morgenlédndische Gesellschaft mainly with regard to the
rendering of vowels: Basically, vowels written plene are given in normal type,
hareke is indicated by ’ (apostrophe), vowels which do not appear in the Arabic
script are given in italics. For a more detailed explanation of this interpretative
transcription see Bulut (1997).
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described by Johanson (1989), it will be sufficient to mention the basic
constellations and to give one example for each subtype.

Table 1: Constellations of coreference between the head and the agents of pre-

positive RCs

Constellation I
coreference head —
(a) agent of the RC or
(b) its possessor

subjunctors without
personal markers:
participles in -(y)En,
-mlg, {-(y)EcEk} or
aorist participle

Constellation I1
coreference head —
(a) direct affectee
(accusative object) or
(b) its possessor

subjunctors with
personal markers:

verb noun + POSS =
-dIGl,

*{participle + POSS =
-(y)EcEgl}

Constellation II1
coreference head —»

(a) indirect affectee /
adverbial term of place,
time or manner

{or (b) its possessor}

subjunctors with or
without personal markers:
=-dIGI, -(y)EcEk

Note: The inventory of infinite subjunctors forming relative clauses is based
on contemporary Turkish; braces {...} mean that the respective form rarely
ever occurs in the Ottoman materials checked, *{...} that no examples at all

could be found.

The following examples of prepositive relative clauses from the Seya-
hatname illustrate the basic constellations of coreference between head
and agent of the RC; numbers in parentheses refer to the respective

pages of the autograph Ms. Bagdat Koskii 305.

2.1.1. Constellation 1

In constellation I, the head is corefential with (a) the agent of the RC or
(b) its possessor. In this constellation, subjunctors without personal
markers appear, e.g. the participles in -(y)En, -mlg, {-(y)EcEk} or aorist

participle.
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2.1.1.1. -(y)En

For constellation Ia, coreference of the head with the agent of the RC,
see example 1 above. Example 2 represents constellation Ib, coreference
of the head with the possessor of the agent of the RC:

(2) Ve i‘tiban ‘'olmayan nesnéleriiii
and worth:POSS be:PART thing:PL:GEN

medh-i kelaminda melalet  vardir. (240b22f)
praise:EZ rhetoric boredom exist: PRS 3SG
‘And in the wordy praise of things that are not subject
of common interest lies boredom.’ Literally: “things
whose common interest does not exist”

2.1.1.2. -mls

Example 3 shows a relative construction with the participle in -mlis as an
infinite subjunctor in constellation Ia. Yet, for constellation Ib, no con-
vincing construction could be found:

(3) Bir yalgin divar gibi qayaya
a steep wall like rock:DAT

d'ay'an®’m'ls agac nerd-ban ile ciqulir. (246a18)
lean:PART tree ladder  with POSP go up:PASS:AOR 3SG
‘People climb up there on a wooden ladder that leans against a rock as
steep as a wall.’

2.1.1.3. Aorist

With the aorist participle, both positions of constellation I can be real-
ized; example 4 represents constellation Ia, while in example 5 constel-
lation Ib is relativized:

(4) Semm-i helahilden nisan verir bir sudir. (243b20)
deadly poison:ABL sign give:PART a  water: COP
‘It is a water which equals deathly poison.’

(5) Ve q'ol kemikleri yediser s'ekizer argm
and arm bone:PL:POSS seven:DSTR eight:DSTR yard
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glel'ir qalin ve ftavil kemikler dir.(238a20)
come:PART thick and long bone:PL COP

‘They are long, strong bones whose [...] ulnas are about
seven to eight yards long.’

2.1.1.4. {-(y)EcEk}: Diathetic indifference

More difficult to group are relative constructions with the infinite subor-
dinator in {-(y)EcEk}, as this entity typically yields constellations of
diathetic indifference. Formally, they correspond to constellation I, thus
implying coreference between the head and the agent. Semantically, they
behave like constellation II, coreference with the direct affectee (cf. yiye-
cek bir sey ‘something which will be eaten / to eat’ and not ‘something
which will eat”) or constellation III, coreference with the indirect affectee
or an adverbial term of place, time or manner, corresponding to relative
adverbs both in German and English, e.g. the place where, the time
when (cf. example 6: gidecek yollar: ‘paths on which one can walk’ and
not ‘paths which can walk’).

In general, passivation would be a means to avoid expressing an
agent. In terms of relative clauses, passivation on the embedded sub-
junctor yields coreference of the head with the direct or indirect affectee
of the relative clause. Yet, in connection with heads semantically refer-
ring to place / location, cases of diathetic indifference (Johanson 1989:
209) occur: The subjunctor sometimes lacks diathetic marking. Al-
though the context obviously implies coreference of the head with a
direct or indirect affectee, the surface structure of this type of relative
constructions shows coreference of the head with the agent of the rela-
tive clause.

(6) Ve her birinden birbiriné qayalar
and each one:POSS:ABL one:POSS:DAT rock:PL

icre imdada gidécek  yollan vardur. (252b11f)
inside:POSP help:DAT go:PART path:PL:POSS exist

‘And (the towers) have paths on which one can get from one

to the other within the rocks for assistance { ‘if help is needed’}.’
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2.1.2. Constellation 11 =

In constellation II, the head is coreferential with (a) the direct affectee
(accusative object) of the RC {or (b) its possessor}. In this case, sub-
junctors with personal markers appear; in most instances, position Ila is
taken by possessive forms of the verb noun in -dIK [= -dIGI etc.]; for
position IIb, our material did not yield any attributive construction.
There are also no examples where the entity {-(y)EcEgl}, consisting of
the so-called future participle and a possessive marker, forms adnominal
relative clauses.

(7) Bunlar ma-beyninde cem" etdikleri
they between:POSS:LOC collect: VN

beyzalara nisan  qomamuslar idi. (238b21f)
egg:PL:DAT sign  put:NEG:PF INFR 3PL
‘They had not marked the eggs they had collected between them.’

2.1.3. Constellation 111

In constellation III, the head is corefential with (a) the indirect affectee of
the RC or an adverbial term of place, time or manner {or (b) its posses-
sor}. In this case, subjunctors with personal markers appear, e.g. entities
in -dIK with possessive suffixes as in example 8, or without personal
marker, namely the future participle in -(y)EcEk as in example 9,. Posi-
tion IIIb is not represented at all.

Interestingly, no coreference of the head with a dative of the RC (cf.
Turkish: verdigim adam ‘the man whom / to whom I gave’) could be
traced; in all cases checked, the head is an expression referring to time or
location. Thus, the relative clause would need an introducing relative
adverb both in German and English, e.g. ‘the place where / the time
(when)’:

(8) Hicretden bu iistidhanlan temasa etdigimiz
Hegira:ABL this bone:PL:ACC see:VN:POSS 1PL

mahalde 1065 send idi. (238a29)
time:LOC 1065 year was
“The time we saw these bones was the year 1065 after the Hegira.’
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2.2. Summary: The inventory of prepositive RCs

The main difference between the Ottoman and the contemporary Turkish
inventory of prepositive relative clauses obviously lies in the forms of
the so-called future participle. In our material, combinations of -(y)EcEk
with personal marker > -(y)EcEgl, etc. do exist; yet, they only appear in
absolutive position, where their function is restricted to the rendering of
complement clauses.’

Judging from the fact that—with one exception—virtually every pos-
sible main type of the Turkic strategies of embedding relativization is re-
presented in the text, “gaps” in the area of function can not be made re-
sponsible for the existence of a second pattern of relative constructions
in our material. There must be another functional differentiation at work.

3. The “Indo-European” strategy of relativization

In contrast to the “Turkic” strategy of relativization, RCs of the Indo-
European type contain a finite verb form. With regard to the matrix
clause, their position is different as well: They never precede their heads
and only very rarely immediately follow it. In most cases, the RC fol-
lows the main clause, as in example 9 below:

(9) Amma bu nehr-i Hosaf haqqakih h'os abdir
Yet DEM river:EZ Hosaf really nice water:COP

kim  ab- ziilalden nisan verir. (237a32)
CONJ water: EZ delicious sign give:AOR:3SG
‘Yet, this Hosaf river is really a nice water, which equals
the waters of paradise.’

Formally, two independent clauses, each containing a finite verb form,
are connected. In theory, each of these clauses could lead a life of its
own. Co-ordination here is only indicated by the free relator kim: Thus,

2 The functions of the unit -(y)EcEk in present-day Turkish constitute a rather new
development anyway. Adamovi¢ (1985: 92ff.) explains that since the 14th
century a modal verb noun in -(y)EcEk—in most cases of verbs that denote
movement or dwelling—is attributed to nomina loci. The action expressed in
these forms was generally impersonal, without designation of an agent.
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before going on with an analysis of this type of relative construction, we
should have a closer look at the connecting element.

3.1. The relators kih, ki and kim

In our material, we find three similar relators, namely kih, ki and kim. In
all probability, the relators kik and ki are copies of Persian ke, whereas
kim may be derived from the Turkish interrogative pronoun kim ‘who’.’

The relator kih (or its presumed variant k7) either functions as a dis-
junctive entity, especially after verba sentiendi and dicendi, or, in sen-
tence-final position, as a kind of emphatic marker in the sense of ‘indeed
/ certainly not’. Besides its disjunctive functions, which it shares with 7
and kih, kim—though far from being a relative pronoun—is the only
one of these relators that appears in relative constructions.

The conjunctive entity kim is not subordinative: It is thus impossible
to co-ordinate two phrases introduced by kim with the conjunction ve;
Turkish subordinative subjunctors, on the other hand, may be co-ordi-
nated. Thus, very much like Persian k¢, the conjunctor kim itself may
function as a co-ordinative relator.

3.2. Kim as a polyfunctional relator

As already mentioned, the applicability of kim is not restricted to relative
clauses. Basically, kim appears in two functions, which are not explicitly
marked on the sentence surface. As early as 1680, Meninski described
the different roles this relator can play.*

These two functionally different types of kim can be defined as fol-
lows:?

* As it is not essential for our topic, taking up the discussion about the origin of
the three relators would go too far; for basic information on the etymological
background see Clauson (1972: 720-721).

In his grammatical concept, ki and kim pass for a “reldativum”. Obviously,
intonation is not seen as a means of functional differentiation, cf. Meninski
(1756, I: 94): “Ubi nota reldtivum hoc ki, etiam quando significat quod vel ut,
legi semper debere immediate & indissolubiliter cum pracedenti verbo vel
nomine, cui postponitur ...”.

Cf. Johanson (1993: 254) concerning the relator ki in Modern Turkish. In our
material, there is a tendency to attach kim in disjunctive function directly to the
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1.

2}

With

In all probability, the first type—which we will call “disjunctive kim”—
was set off by an intonational stop after the relator. Kim in this case be-
longs to the first of the connected clauses (as already noted by Meninski),
functioning like a clause-final colon. An overall translation of kim in this
position would be ‘that is:’ (= “und zwar:”). In this constellation, only con-
textual criteria indicate how the following clause shall be interpreted. Thus,
disjunctive kim yields causal, temporal or consecutive interpretations at the
same time.

With the second type—which could be called “conjunctive kim”—the into-
national stop would be before the relator. In this constellation, kim is part
of the second clause, which necessarily has to be interpreted as a relative
clause.

written sources, of course, the differentiation of the two basic

functions of kim by intonation is missing. Thus, an interpretation of the
role the polyfunctional relator kim plays greatly depends on contextual
criteria.

Table 2 sums up the basic functional differentiation of the three rela-
tors kih, ki and kim as represented in our material.

Table 2: The polyfunctional relators kih, ki and kim

kih (~ ki)
(1) Disjunctive (2) Emphatic
‘that’ or ‘colon’ (in sentence-final position)

(after verbs of perception /
verba sentiendi and dicendi)

preceding element; this is of course only possible with Arabic letters which can
be connected to the left. Yet, in its conjunctive function the relator is, for the
most part, written separately.
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kim
(1) Disjunctive (2) Conjunctive
‘that’ or ‘colon’ — kim: connecting relative clauses

(the connected clause may be  containing a finite verb form
interpreted as causal, tempo-
ral or consecutive)
Presumably differentiated through intonation:
intonational stop (1) after disjunctive kim
(2) before co-ordinative relator kim

3.3. Subtypes of relative clauses co-ordinated by kim

As the following survey demonstrates, postpositive relative clauses can
appear in all of the basic constellations of coreference between the head
and the agent of the RC defined in Table 1.

3.3.1. Constellation I

For constellation Ia cf. example 9. Example 10 represents constellation
Ib; the head, gal‘é-'i gavi, corefers with the possessor of the agent of the
relative clause. This is formally indicated by the possessive suffix +i
attached to the agent, zay.

The strategy applied here for the rendering of constellation Ib, which
would require the use of a relative pronoun in the genitive in German or
English, is typical of languages which either have no relative pronoun at
all (as e.g. Modern Persian) or whose relative pronouns cannot be
marked for case (as is the case with the relative pronouns ’alladi, man
and md in Arabic). In Arabic and Persian, resumptive enclitic pronouns
may function as case markers in the constellations discussed here. An
enclitic pronoun (congruent with the head) is attached to the entity of the
relative clause this head corefers with. Turkish uses a possessive suffix
for positions which correspond to the genitive of the relative pronoun.
In constellations II and III, anaphoric pronouns may appear; yet, as will
be demonstrated below, they are in fact rarely used in our material.

(10) Bir qal'¢-i  qavidir kim  her
a  castle:EZ strong:COP CONIJ every
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tas1 fil c'iissési qadar  vardir. (245a10f)
stone:POSS elephant body:POSS POSP exist

‘It is a strong castle, whose every stone has the size of the body
of an elephant.’

3.3.2. Constellation 11

The material yields no example for constellation IIb; predictably the
agent in constellation Ila, which is easy to relativize, is not taken up by
an anaphoric pronoun:

(11) Sehr-i Tebriz-i  dil-avizdir kim sene
city:EZ  TabristEZ charming:COP CONJ year

991 tarihinde [...] Sah-1 ‘Acem  istila édiip ... (238b8f)
991 date:POSS:ABL king of Persia occupy:GER

‘It is the charming city of Tabris, which the king of Persia
occupied in 991 ...

3.3.3. Constellation I1I

As constellation I1T is more difficult to relativize, one would expect the
indirect affectee coreferring with the head of the RC to be taken up by an
anaphoric pronoun. Interestingly, in example 12, which shows relativi-
zation of the dative in constellation IIla, no resumptive pronoun (e.g.
ana) is used. Example 13 may illustrate constellation IIIb; yet, the syn-
tactical structure allows various interpretations:

(12) Bir ilica vardir  kim
a  hot spring exists CONJ

her sene [...] nige bifi adamlar [...] gel'iip ... (245a35f)
every year  so many thousand man:PL come:GER

“There is a hot spring, which is visited every year by

thousands of people [...].’

(13) Qurq y:lda bir sedd-i Nemrud &der kim
forty yearLOC a  ziggurat make:AOR 3SG CONJ



184 Christiane Bulut

ta esasindan z'irve-’i  a‘lasina yedi
very bottom:POSS:ABL top:EZ  highest:POSS:DAT seven

giinde ‘ummallar seng-i hara® [...]  ciqanrlarmus. (237a6)
day:LOC  worker:PL granite stones bring up:INFR 3PL
‘Within 40 years, he built a ziggurat, literally: “from whose very
bottom to its top it is said the builders had to bring up granite stones
(enumeration of other materials left out here) in seven days.”’® [the
builders, it is said, had to transport (all the materials) from its very
bottom to the top in seven days.]

Examples like 13 are to some extent equivocal, as in this context the
function of the relator is by no means clear. If it has to be interpreted as
conjunctive kim, the construction can be understood as a syntactically
complex relative clause: The basic segment sedd-i Nemrud' corefers
with the possessor of the indirect affectee (‘place’) of the relative clause,
which is in the ablative or dative case, respectively. Interestingly, this
complex sentence can easily be translated into a Persian relative con-
struction: The (presumably anaphoric) Turkish possessive markers +i
on esas and zirvé-i a‘lasina will be rendered by a clitic pronoun 3SG
+as, the ablative and dative markers have to be transformed into the
prepositions az (‘from’) and ta (‘to’): .
(14) Dar ¢ehel ruz borc-i saxt ke @
within forty day tower:REL MARK built CONIJ from

pdye ta  golle-as kdrgardn  senghd-rd dar
foot to peak:CLT 3SG worker:PL stone:PL:ACC in

haft ruz badld  bordand | keSidand.
seven day up  bring:PST 3PL

® Note that relativization of this position is not possible in standard English,
where pronoun retention in this case would be rather unusual.

7 Due to the possessive suffix on esas, there is some evidence for sedd-i Nemrud
being the head of the relative clause. One could of course also think of an adver-
bial RC with girq yilda as the head.



Relativization in Middle Ottoman Turkish 185

Judging from the fact that a nearly one-to-one translation into a Persian
RC is possible, example 13 may of course be interpreted as an Ottoman
relative construction which is either formed according to Persian models
or may even be a translation from a Persian text. Yet, with intonational
patterns or punctuation missing, some ambiguity remains. In the given
constellation, one might also understand the polyfunctional conjunctor
kim as a disjunctive entity: ‘Within 40 years, he built a ziggurat: [It is
said that] the builders needed seven days to transport (all the materials)
from its very bottom to the top.’

The vague relation between these two propositions may also allow a
temporal interpretation: ‘Within 40 years, he built a ziggurat: [it is said
that] meanwhile the builders needed seven days to transport (all the ma-
terials) from its very bottom to the top.’

Presuming that the indefinite pronoun bir was stressed, a consecutive
interpretation seems possible as well: ‘Within 40 years, he built [such] a
ziggurat that [as they tell] the builders needed seven days to transport
(all the materials) from its very bottom to the top.’

Thus, example 13 is interesting in two respects: It demonstrates that
complex (relative?) constructions use syntactical means very close to
those found in New Persian. At the same time, it shows how ambiguous
some of these Ottoman patterns are, where clause combining is only
indicated by the polyfunctional relator kim. The same ambiguity arises
for instance with patterns where kim combines with a nomen loci, as
e.g. lizer- in ex. 15 +POSS+case (LOC):

(15) Amma gayet ‘ariz  divarlardir
but quite  broad wall:PL:COP 3SG

kim 'izérinde ath
CONJ upper side:POSS:LOC horse:INST

c'érid® 'oynas'a m'iimkindir. (245a13)
polo  play:COND possible:COP 3SG

In all probability, example 15 should be interpreted as a relative con-
struction, which also has a parallel in the respective Persian patterns.
Furthermore, the analytic pattern is another factor displaying Iranian
structural features: In Turkish, possibility can be rendered synthetically
by the suffix -Ebil attached to the verb stem. Iranian languages may
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combine an impersonal modal expression (e.g. momken ast ‘it is
possible’ in Persian) with the subjunctive of the following verb. Many
of the modal constructions in Ottoman Turkish reflect Iranian patterns,
the optative or imperative holding a position similar to that of the
subjunctive in the respective Iranian constructions.

With kim as a conjunctive relator, example 15 can be translated as a
relative construction: ‘They are really thick walls, on which it would be
possible to play polo.’

Yet, supposing that kim here has to be understood as a disjunctive
relator, the sense would change to a consecutive meaning: ‘They are
really thick walls, so that it would be possible to play polo on them.’

3.4. Pronoun retention

Basically, our material provides two types of right-branching RCs:
Those connected only by the polyfunctional relator kim and others,
which contain an additional resumptive pronoun.

Meninski’s grammar (1756: 1, 93-94) offers a whole paradigm of so-
called “relative pronouns”, which in fact are combinations of the free
relators kih / kim with the oblique forms of the anaphoric pronoun ol
(kih anuf#i, afia, am, andan, anlarufi, anlara, anlari, anlardan). Compared
to our material, where oblique forms of bu also appear, as well as to
common place language universals this paradigm looks a bit too sche-
matic.*

Only in combination with an anaphoric pronoun, would clauses in-
troduced by the polyfunctional relator kim be marked explicitly as RCs.
Yet, in simple relations of coreference between head and agent of the
RC—as e.g. in our constellations I and II—resumptive pronouns are in
general rarely used across languages. In fact, pronoun retention is a
rather marginal phenomenon, restricted to the more complicated relations
of head and correlate as represented in constellation III. Here, the rela-
tivized position is taken up again by an anaphoric pronoun within the
RC, which may consist of an oblique form of o/ or bu.

® Pronoun retention, for instance, would be possible but quite unusual with
relativization of the accusative; in cases of relativization of the position of the
genitive, a Turkish possessive marker is obviously preferred to the analytic
pronoun anufi, cf. example 11: kim her tag: ... ‘every stone of which’.
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Interestingly, constellations with pronoun retention are extremely rare
in our material; combinations of kim with the respective oblique forms
of bu, namely kim ... bunlaruf, ki ... bunlarda and kim bundan appear
only once throughout our material. In altogether five instances, the da-
tive is relativized by means of the resumptive pronoun afia, which im-
mediately follows the relator kim. Yet, the sentence structure in all five
cases is exactly the same as in examples 16 and 21, below: “... is the
place (X), which (Y) calls (Z)™

(16) 'Ol  dert nehr-i D'ondirm'e d'ir° kim
that river river:EZ Dondirme COP 3SG CONJ

aia B'en®d-i M'ah'i  derler. (245b18)
Pm:DAT dam:EZ fish say:AOR3PL
‘It is the river Dondirme, which they call Bend-i Mahi (‘fish-dam’).’

Only in RCs introduced by kim adia, is the formal markedness of the
syntactic function explicit and no other interpretation possible. Constel-
lations with oblique forms of bu behave differently: Especially in one
instance (kim ... bunlarusi in 241a24f), where the resumptive pronoun
does not immediately follow kim, a disjunctive reading of the relator
would be possible as well.

(17) Ciimle hayrat -u  hasanat sahibleridir
all charitable act and good deeds owner:PL:POSS:COP 3SG

kim (...)  Altun Halqah cisri
CONJ Altun Halgali  bridge:POSS

ve Coban kopriisi bunlaruii binasidir (241a24f)
and Coban bridge:POSS Pm:PL:GEN building:POSS COP

A conjunctive interpretation of the relator kim yields the following
translation: ‘They are all beneficent and charitable men, whose buildings
are the Altun Halgali and the Coban Bridge.’

With kim in disjunctive function, e.g. a causal meaning can be inter-
preted: ‘They are all beneficent and charitable men, as the Altun Halgah
and the Coban Bridge are their buildings.’
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Thus, the role of conjunctive kim as co-ordinative relator with relative
clauses can be described as follows: Without additional distinguishing
features such as intonation or punctuation, most postpositive RCs co-
ordinated by the polyfunctional relator kim display a vague markedness
of their syntactic function. The only position where this function finds
an explicit formal expression is a combination of kim with the resump-
tive pronoun immediately following.

Table 3: Conjunctive kim as co-ordinative relator /
conjunctor with relative clauses

kim  kim + anaphoric pronoun
Formal markedness of vague explicit: kim ania [/ bunlarda [ bundan
syntactic function vague: kim ... bunlarufi
Frequency high marginal

4. Frequency of the subtypes of prepositive and postpositive
relative clauses

Finally, we may compare the distribution of the representatives of the
two opposed strategies of relativization in our material. As roughly two
thirds of the relative clauses are prepositive, the Turkic left-branching
type is altogether predominant.

With both types of relative clauses, constellation I—coreference of
the head of the main clause with the first agent of the relative clause—is
the most frequent subtype in our material. In constellation Ia, the pre-
positive type is clearly predominant, making up two thirds of the total,
whereas with Ib, the postpositive RC clearly dominates. Thus, the right-
branching pattern ..., kim filan geyi var is preferred to the left-branching
filan geyi olan ..., by a ratio of approximately 6 to 1.

With constellation II, the Turkic type of RC dominates.

In constellation III, which is the most difficult to relativize, the right-
branching type, including subtypes with pronoun retention, is slightly
pre-eminent.

Leaving aside the preponderance of certain subtypes in different con-
stellations, the overall impression is that both strategies—in theory—can
appear in all three possible constellations. As the two patterns are not
applied complementarily, they are most obviously competing in certain
areas of relativization. Table 4 presents the inventory of pre- and post-
positive RCs in Ms. Bagdat Koskii 305, 236b to 246b:
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Table 4: Distribution of pre- and postpositive RCs

Prepositive Postpositive
Constellation I -POSS Total: 72 Total: 36
coreference head participles in -
— (a) agent of the RC  (y)En (a) 37 (a)24
or (b) its possessor (b)2 (b) 12
-mlg (a) 20
® L
{-(y)EcEk} (a)1 (D {+ optative: 2}
aorist 11
(a) 10
b1

Constellation II: corefer- +POSS

ence head -dIGI (a) 13 (a) 1
— (a) direct affectee *{-(y)EcEgl}

(accusative object) or (b)

its possessor

Constellation I1I: +~ -POSS  (a) Total: 12 (a) + (b) Total: 17
coreference head -dIGI 6 head — place: 5
— (a) indirect affectee / -(y)EcEk 5 head — means: 3
adverbial term of place, aorist 1 kim ana: 6

time or manner {or (b) kim bunlaruni: 1
its possessor} kim bunlarda: 1

kim bundan: 1

If in certain constellations the choice between a pre- or a postpositive
RC exists, we have to ask which criteria are involved in the decision for
one or the other type. Traditionally, three explanations have been given
for the application of a right-branching RC in favour of the left-branch-
ing Turkic type:

1. As postpositive RCs contain a finite verb form, they can be employed to
render complex verb forms—which otherwise could not be done by the in-
finite subjunctor of the Turkic RC.
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2. The postpositive RC is less grammaticalized than the nominalized Turkic
type—it thus allows focusing by means of changing the word order. (Not
true for pronoun retention.)

3. As the relation between the tenses used within the main clause and the rel-
ative clause is free, the Indo-European pattern may be employed to render
plot-advancing RCs. (This is clearly the case in contemporary Turkish.)’

We have carefully checked all these arguments. Yet, as far as the post-
positive RCs in our material are concerned, there are 1) neither very
complex verb forms within the RCs, nor 2) convincing examples of
focusing by variation of word order. 3) Plot-propulsing postpositive
RCs do appear, but they make up much too little a share to offer an ex-
planation for the application of the right-branching RCs in general.

5. State of definiteness of the head

As far as we can judge from a very limited data base of a single text, the
choice of a prepositive or a postpositive RC mainly depends on the state
of definiteness of the head.

5.1. Left-branching RCs

The Turkish prepositive type of RCs always combines with indefinite
heads. In this case, the relative clause contains information which is
necessary in order to understand the construction as a whole. It can be
identified, in other words, with the well-known type of restrictive or de-
fining relative clause.

In the following example, it would not be possible to omit the RC
without changing the meaning of the whole sentence. The prepositive
RC refers to the head “men”, in this case the genitive object of the em-
bedding clause. If we omitted the relative clause, the remaining sentence
would mean that “(the / all) men’s hair falls out”. Yet, only by way of
the information contained in the relative clause does it become clear that
this statement is restricted to a certain group of men—those, namely,
who have bathed in a certain well.

° For an extensive discussion of these arguments see Johanson (1975) and Leh-
mann (1984: 272-274)
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(18) Her bar giren adamlaruii
every time go:PART man:PL:GEN

sac1 ve saqal d'okiiliir. (243b28)
hair:POSS and beard:POSS fall out:AOR 3SG
‘The hair and beard of the men who go into (the
water of this well) falls out.’

5.2. Right-branching RCs

In the case of postpositive RCs, on the other hand, we can discern two
categories of definiteness of the head. Following Lehmann’s (1984)
classification, we will describe them as follows:

5.2.1. With inherently definite heads

Names and pronouns are inherently definite." With heads belonging to
one of these two categories, the relative clause does not function as a
definition of the term in question (Lehmann 1982: 282: =#
“Begriffsbildung”). It rather has the character of additional information
or a comment on the head noun. In the following examples, dropping
the appositive RC would not influence the meaning of the head,
which—as a name or pronoun—is inherently definite:

(19) Ve 'Er°tugrul  pederi Siileyman Sahdir kim {...}
and Ertugrul father:POSS Siileyman Sah:COP 3SG CONIJ

nehr-i Firata garq olup anda medfundir. (241a7f)
river:EZ  Fira:DAT drown:GER  there buried:COP 3SG
‘And the father of Ertugrul is Siileyman Sah, who drowned

{...} in the river Firat and was buried near there.’

(20) Qale-’i V'es°tan y'olidir kim
fortress:EZ  Vestan . road:POSS:COP 3SG CONIJ

' There are of course cases where the uniqueness of the proper name can be
neutralized, as, for instance, if there are several people with the same name: Are
you the Mehmet (one of several persons with this name) who wants to marry my
daughter?
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Hakkari  vilayeti icre (...)  Vana gider. (236b35ff)
Hakkari province:POSS POSP Van.DAT go:AOR 3SG

‘It is the road to the fortress of Vestan, which leads through

the province of Hakkari (...) up to the city of Van.’

(21) Erzen-Baycandir kim afia ‘Acem m'liverrihleri
Erzen-Baycan =~ CONJ Pm:DAT Persian historian:PL POSS

'‘Azerbaycan derler o kim
Azerbaijan  say:AOR 3PL  that CONJ

sehr-i Tebriz-i dil-avizdir. (238b8f)

city:EZ Tabris:EZ charming:COP 3SG

‘It is Erzen-Baycan, which the Persian historians call Azerbaijan,
that one, which is the city of Tabris, the charming.’

5.2.2. Indefinite relative constructions — indefinite and specific
heads

The head of postpositive RCs can also be indefinite and specific (“a
certain”, in contrast to indefinite and unspecific “someone, anything”).
According to Lehmann (1984: 265), this state of definiteness of the head
yields an indefinite relative construction. In such a constellation, the
semantic difference between restrictive and appositive RCs with respect
to term definition (“Begriffsbildung”) is neutralized. As to the theoretical
precepts of linguistic universals, the relevant position can be taken both
by restrictive and appositive RCs. Yet, a careful analysis of our material
reveals that in this constellation appositive relative clauses dominate.

(22) Yine bu  mahalle qarib bir
again  this place:DAT npear INDEF

‘ayn-i germa  vardir kim qayadan  sazrevan
spring:EZ hot exist:COP 3SG CONJ rock:ABL cascade

gibi kendiiyi  pertab édiip asagidaki
like RFL:ACC plunge:GER below:LOC:particle
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‘asr™ -fi-asr havz- kebire rizan olur. (245b3f)

ten-by-ten pool:EZ big:DAT flow:AOR 3SG

‘Near this place is another hot spring, which—gushing down the rocks
like a cascade—flows into the big “ten-by-ten” pool below.’

5.2.3. With the cataphoric pronoun o/ preceding the head

Heads combined with appositive RCs may sometimes be preceded by
the anaphoric pronoun bu (‘this, the aforesaid’). The combination with
the cataphoric pronoun o/ as in 23, on the other hand, yields a restrictive
RC.

In all probability, this pattern is a copy of a certain Persian RC type
where “the demonstrative adjective dn is often used to denote the restric-
tive clause” (Thackston 1978: 126)." Interestingly, it also has parallels
in present-day Turkic varieties that show syntactical influence from Ira-
nian languages, as e.g. Iraqi Turkmen, cf. ex. 24.

(23) Bend-iMahi ol  mahaldir kim
Bend-i Mahi  that place:COP 3SG CONJ

yida bir kerre [...]  Van deryasinuii
year:LOC once Van lake:POSS:GEN
baliglan raygan olup (237b5f)

fish:POSS PL  gather:GER
‘Bend-i Mahi is the place where once a year all the fish of the
lake of Van are gathered.’

24) Géri o yerd
go:PST 3SG that place:DAT

ki ayrindilar. (Hassan 1979: 10/ 147)
CONJ part:PST 3PL
‘He returned to the place where they had parted from each other.’

""" If the position after the head of a Persian RC is already occupied by possessive
pronouns or pronominal enclitics, the restrictive marker +i, which in other
constellations introduces restrictive RCs, cannot be used. Instead, the complex
noun phrase will be preceded by the cataphoric pronoun dn.
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6. Summary

Thus, we may conclude that Middle Ottoman Turkish applies two oppo-
site strategies of relativization, which are distributed according to their
function.

The Turkic type represents the restrictive RC. It is strongly grammati-
calized and shows a closer affinity to its head on a semantic level, too.

The Indo-European type, which represents the appositive type of RC,
shows less grammaticalization. The relation to its head is less explicitly
marked on the sentence surface, the semantic relation vague.

Characteristic features of the two competing relativization patterns
can almost be described as antonyms. The following table presents the
main oppositions in syntactic structure and the applied strategy of clause
combining in a simplified and generalized way.

Table 5. Some characteristics of the competing strategies of relativization
Turkic type Indo-European type

Syntactic structure:
Position of relative clause prepositive, left-branch- postpositive, right-branching

in relation to head ing (rectum — regens) (regens — rectum)

Verb form within the subjunctor: non-finite / finite verb forms

relative clause nominalized verb forms

Word order rigid word order variable word order (focusing is

possible in subtypes without
pronoun retention)

Pronoun retention 1) possible with certain subtypes
Strategy of embedding into main  co-ordination by polyfunctional
clause combining: clause / subordination conjunctor kim
Grammaticalization high low

Markedness / explicitness explicit vague

of syntactic function

Function on the restrictive / defining ~ appositive / commenting
semantic level “Begriffsbildung”

State of definiteness indefinite (1) inherently definite ~

of the head (2) indefinite and specific
Frequency of the 2/3 1/3

respective pattern

Frequency of the subtypes cf. Table 4



Relativization in Middle Ottoman Turkish 195

7. Conclusions

The analysis of our rather limited data base shows that genuine Turkic
strategies within some syntactic areas compete with patterns which ob-
viously developed under the influence of non-Turkic—maybe Iranian—
languages:'> Turkic non-finite clauses with subordinators—nominalized
deverbal forms—may occur alongside clauses containing a finite verb
form and an introducing conjunctor. To exemplify the employment of
these “Indo-European” strategies in clause combining, we chose relativi-
zation. Yet, relativization is by no means the only area where structurally
different patterns fulfil a similar syntactic function. In our material, we
found similar phenomena in the field of causal and final clauses, as
well.”

The initial question was, why—at a given stage in language—these
different strategies of clause combining are used parallel to one another.
We can conclude now that they were employed as a means of functional
differentiation: Turkic non-finite relative clauses are used to render re-
strictive relative clauses, whereas constructions with a finite verb form
introduced by the polyfunctional conjunctor kim are confined to the ap-
positive type of relative clauses. The only exceptions to this rule are the
rare examples where a cataphoric pronoun precedes the head of a re-
strictive—postpositive—relative clause.

Which conclusions do constellations—as reflected in the area of rela-
tivization—allow? Let us presuppose that relative clauses introduced by
the polyfunctional conjunctor kim are—in one way or another—copies
of Indo-European patterns. In Indo-European languages, as for example
contemporary Iranian languages, similar constructions with ke / ku are
the only pattern in forming both restrictive and appositive relative
clauses. Yet, their function within Ottoman Turkish (as the presumably
copying language) is restricted to the appositive type of relative clauses,
whereas the genuine Turkic strategy of relativization is confined to re-
strictive relative clauses. This situation mirrors one of the characteristic
developments of copying processes: The copy never shows all the traces
"2 The Indo-European origin of the relative constructions connected by kim is
generally accepted in Turcology. Yet, these structures must have been copied at
quite an early stage of Turkic language history, as their appearance in AET and
Middle Turkic texts demonstrates.

" See Bulut (1997).



196 Christiane Bulut

of the original, but rather deviates in regard to form, function or combi-
national properties.

In code copying, strategies of clause combining are relatively easily
copied: Clause combining takes place on a high level of syntactic or-
ganization, whereas the deeper layers of sentence structure and the level
of morphology may remain unaffected. When we try to elaborate on the
implications of copying strategies in clause combining, we should there-
fore keep in mind that a more thorough study would have to include all
levels of copied elements in Ottoman Turkish.

Is Ottoman Turkish then a high copying variety? Compared to Turkic
languages which are heavily influenced by Iranian languages, e.g.
Southern Azerbaijanian and Khalaj, there are less fundamental changes
in the sentence structure represented in our material. In the two lan-
guages mentioned above, important changes took place on the syntactic
level, leading to heavy restrictions or even the abandonment of Turkic
strategies of clause combining, for instance in the area of relativization."
A second characteristic development in Turkic languages of Iran (cf.
Soper 1987) is the replacement of another subordinative pattern—the
gerund constructions. Verb concatenation and adverbial subordination
by the Turkic device of gerundialization are given up in favour of—
again—Indo-European constructions with sentence initial conjunctions
and finite verb forms. Thus, the most important change on the syntactic
level of high copying varieties seems to be the substitution of Turkic
subordinative structures by Indo-European strategies of clause combin-
ing.

'*" In certain high copying varieties such as Southern Azerbaijanian and Khalaj, the
Turkic pattern is, for the most, replaced by the Iranian type of relative clauses.
Similar conditions of language contact prevail in Gagauz spoken in Moldavia;
especially in certain constellations in spoken Gagauz, the Indo-European relative
constructions with the relator ani outnumber the genuine Turkic constructions
with nominalized element, cf. the materials of Astrid Menz (forthcoming) for
Gagauz. Iraqi Turkmen varieties, which have developed both under the influence
of Iranian languages and Ottoman Turkish, display a mixed system: While in
some constellations prepositive RCs with infinite subjunctors appear, the Iranian
construction with a cataphoric pronoun introducing the postpositive restrictive
RC is represented as well.
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Yet, Ottoman Turkish—at least as represented in our limited choice
of data—employs the copied structures only as an additional means of
functional differentiation, while the genuine Turkic patterns of relativi-
zation and gerund constructions remain intact.
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The stressing of Russian loanwords in
Asmarin’s Materialy (1898)
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An examination of the words borrowed from Russian into Chuvash found in
ASmarin’s 1898 Materialy shows that some borrowings are insensitive to the
phonetics of the Russian source words and show only the alleged “default” mar-
gin stress typical of Chuvash reduced vowel words, while other forms show a
greater sensitivity to Russian phonetics in that they treat Russian reduced un-
stressed vowels as analogous to the reduced vowels of Chuvash. It is proposed
that these borrowings with their diverse stress patterns do not necessarily reflect a
chronological order of entry into Chuvash but at least reflect diverse sources of
borrowing.

Michael Dobrovaolsky, Linguistics Department, University of Calgary, Calgary,
Alberta, Canada, T2N IN4.

Introduction

This paper presents an analysis of the stressing of certain Russian loan-
words in Chuvash.” Unless otherwise indicated, the data are from the list
of Russian loanwords into Chuvash found in ASmarin (1898: v-vi).
Further loanwords have been gathered from examples illustrating other
phenomena throughout the first section of the same work, and from sev-

* Research leading to this paper was made possible by a Senior Fellowship at the
Calgary Institute for the Humanities during 1996 and 1997. I would like to
acknowledge the Institute’s generosity and support here. This paper has also
benefited from input received at oral presentations, as well as from the helpful
observations and corrections by an anonymous reviewer for this journal. All
opinions and remaining errors of fact are my own.
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eral other sources, in particular Fedotov (1990). When drawing exam-
ples from the latter source, I have avoided loanwords that are obviously
of a more recent provenance, such as contemporary technological terms.

ASmarin’s main list of borrowings is organized by subject—gov-
ernment, religion, farming, etc.—so any generalization about stress pat-
terning is initially obscured. Even when organized by location of stress
placement, the stressing of these borrowings does not at first appear to
be consistent. A number of forms match the stress of the Russian source
words as expected, e.g., Russ. obéd > Chuv. gpdr ‘dinner’.’ However,
some forms show final stress in Chuvash despite the fact that they are
non-finally stressed in Russian, e.g., Russ. cérkov’ > Chuv. Cirkii, Ciirkii
‘church,’ Russ. stardsta > Chuv. starastd ‘elder,” etc. A number of other
forms show sensitivity to vowel reduction in Russian; in these forms,
unstressed and reduced Russian vowels are treated as if they were Chu-
vash reduced vowels and so excluded from stress, e.g., Russ. vobla >
Chuvash 6bal (fish species). Finally, there is at least one disyllabic form
in Chuvash with initial stress where the Russian loan source shows final
stress, e.g., Russ. ovin > Chuvash dvdn ‘barn.’

In this paper, I will suggest that the Chuvash metrical adaptation of
the Russian loanwords shows different degrees of sensitivity to Russian
phonetics on the part of the borrowers. This diversity of adaption is con-
sistent with the words’ entry into Chuvash at different time periods,
from different Chuvash dialects, and from different social sources. The
paper focuses strictly on stress patterns in the loanwords. It does not
deal with such complex and controversial issues as the shift of Russian
vowels to their Chuvash counterparts, although understanding such
processes contributes to the loanword dating process. The paper is also
emphatically not an etymological study, though some etymologies are
discussed insofar as they help sort out the appearance of certain stresses
on loanwords. The paper is organized as follows. In section 1., I present
the two major stress rules of Chuvash; in section 2., the loanwords by

Note also the partial phonetic adaption of the Russian form: The unstressed
reduced Russian /o/ is assimilated as [a], which is its pronunciation in Russian,
and the final devoiced /d/ is pronounced [t] as in Russian. In standard Chuvash
pronunciation, non-geminate obstruents are lax and frequently voiced inter-
vocalically. Thus the phonetic adaption of Russian obéd in Chuvash is [abét] or
[abat].
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stress grouping, and in section 3., I offer some further observations and
conclusions.

1. The Chuvash stress rules

The description of Chuvash stress presented in ASmarin is consistent
with the stress pattern of Anatri or Lower Chuvash speech:

“Stress in Cuvas ... is usually on the final syllable when it is long, or when
the entire word consists of short syllables: taman — snowstorm, kaban —
rick, tivlet — abundance, $iiremellé — one must go, kémel — silver, tatamar
— we stood, &aparkka (B.) — whip.2

Stress falls on the penultimate syllable of a word when it is long and the final
syllable is short: karak — grouse, N. tura — bay (color of horse), terém —
said, samrak — young.

Stress is usually on the third syllable from the end when it is long and the
following syllables are short: §apramar — we hit, §irékén, alder (Gen. case).
In this way, stress falls on the fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh syllable from
the end if these syllables are long (full) and the following short: iléttémér —
we would take, kalattamar — we would say, paratamar¢éeé — we would give,
savanatamarécée — we would be happy, Savaranatamar¢ée — we would turn.”
(p- 19)

In other words: Stress falls on the last full (i.e., unreduced, short) vowel
of a word; if a word does not contain any full vowels (i.e., contains only
the “reduced” vowels é and / or d), stress falls on the last vowel of the
word.? The phonological status of the “full” and “reduced” vowels ap-
pears to parallel long and short vowels in other languages. In current
mora theory (e.g. Reynolds 1994) it is possible to view the full vowels

ASmarin provides more examples, as well as further details on the stressing of
certain affixes as well; this has been omitted here. He abbreviates dialect names
with capital letters; here and elsewhere in this paper, B. = Bujinskij (dialect), K.
= Kormysskij.

As has been pointed out to me by an anonymous reviewer, ASmarin’s description
of Chuvash stress is consistent with the middle or transitional Chuvash dialect as
well, as evidenced in the recently published material of Joseph Pdpay, which was
also collected in 1898 (see bibliography).
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as bimoraic and the short vowels as monomoraic. However, Jakovlev
(1987: 50) observes that the qualitative differences between the two sets
of vowels could just as well serve as a stress cue.

When literary Chuvash was established, the stress pattern of the
Viryal or Upper Chuvash dialect was selected as the standard. Current
normative Chuvash stress is therefore as follows: Stress falls on the last
full (i.e., unreduced, short) vowel of a word; if a word does not contain
any full vowels (i.e., contains only the “reduced” vowels ¢ and / or d),
the first vowel of the word is stressed. In some contemporary metrical
analyses, e.g. Hayes (1995), this type of stress pattern, which is alleg-
edly found in other, unrelated languages, is labeled a “default left” pat-
tern; this implies that the stressing of final full vowels is a special case
and initial stress is the other or “elsewhere” option.* Of course, as was
shown above, in the Anatri dialects of Chuvash described by ASmarin,
the “elsewhere” option is final stress—a “default right” stress pattern.
This paper assumes that the Anatri “default right” stress described by
Asmarin forms the basis for stressing the majority of the loanwords he
cites. However, only the “default” or right-edge stressing portion of the
rule was initially employed by speakers to all loanwords. Viryal “default
left” will be seen to play a role in some loanwords. Since stress place-
ment in Chuvash is predictable in either dialect, I will not indicate it in
the transcriptions which follow. Stress marks have been added to Rus-
sian words to facilitate comparison.

2. Stress groupings in the loanwords

This section breaks down ASmarin’s presentation of loanwords by
stress type. I have omitted monosyllables from the list; in many cases,
Russian monosyllabic words appear as disyllabic in Chuvash due to
epenthesis (e. g. mixé < mex (Russ. dial.) ‘bag’ = Standard Russian
(SR) mesok , but cf. Chuv. mdjdx in 2.3.); other signs of phonological
adaption are also found, e.g., Russ. krest > Chuvash xéres ‘cross,’
Russ. vsex > Chuvash vossax ‘entirely.’

* 1 think this stress rule for Viryal Chuvash should be revised in certain critical

details; it is my view that Chuvash is a mixed pitch-accent / stress system, and
the reduced vowel “stress” at the beginning of Viryal forms is a high-low pitch
accent that can be found on all forms irrespective of their vowel content (Dob-
rovolsky, forthcoming). At this time, I have no opinion on Anatri stress.
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As I shall show, one set of forms, probably early borrowings into
Anatri dialects, shows consistent application of Chuvash final vowel
stressing irrespective of vowel type in the source words; a second set of
forms shows sensitivity to the phonetics of the Russian source words;
and a third consists of words that in all likelihood entered Chuvash

through the Viryal dialect.

Michael Dobrovolsky

2.1. Final stress in Russian = final stress in Chuvash

In this subset, final unreduced vowels in Russian are stressed finally in

Chuvash.

Chuvash
apat

karap
karttus
kolacd, kulas
korsak (K)
képérne
kosar
lupas
misavaj
musik
pila
Pukrav
putret
saltak
sappan
sassom
saxxot
suxa, soxa
Sonat
truba
tijeCuk
vitre
Xxéresnatte
xupax, xobax

Russian
obéd
korabl’
kartiiz
kalac
gorsok
gubérnija
kosyr’
labaz
meZevoj
muZik
pila
Pokrév
podr’ad
soldat
zapoén
sovsém
zaxod
suxd
sendt
trubd
d'jacok
vedroé
krestnyj otéc
kabdk

‘dinner’

‘ship’

‘powder bag’

‘white bread’

‘pot’ (ASmarin 1898: 29)
‘province’ (cf. 2.4., 2.6.)
‘planing knife’

‘shed’

‘land surveyor’

‘muzhik’

‘saw’ (tool)

Feast of the Protection
‘contract’

soldier

. ’

apron
‘entirely’

‘latrine’ {‘stop-over’}
‘wooden plow’
‘senate’

“pipe’

‘sacristan, sexton’
‘bucket’

‘godfather’

‘tavern’ (obs.)
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2.1.1. Observations

Though the stress correspondence is straightforward in these forms, it
must be emphasized that the Russian stressed vowels are exactly the
ones which would be stressed according to the Chuvash stress rule cited
by ASmarin: “stress the last full vowel of a word”. In other words, these
words are in all probability stressed as a matter of rule and not in mere
imitation of Russian stress.

Russian kosyr’ ‘planing knife’ can also be stressed on the first sylla-
ble, but the Slovar’ russkix narodnyx govorov (SRNG) (15: 94) cites
the form with final stress as the one used in the (former) Simbirsk
province, which encompassed Chuvashia in Tsarist times.

2.1.2. Additions
The following words can be added to this set.

Jantar Jjantar’ ‘amber’  ‘glass’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)

matrus ~ matrés ‘seaman’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
patak batog ‘walking-stick’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
pérene brevno ‘log” (Fedotov 1990: 210)

2.2. Non-final stress in Russian = final stress in Chuvash

In the next set of forms, unstressed final vowels in the Russian source
words are finally stressed in Chuvash, irrespective of Russian phonetics.

By “irrespective of Russian phonetics,” I mean: Russian unstressed
fe/ and /o/ are neutralized thus: /e/ — /i/ and o/ — /a/. Unstressed /a/
(including those /a/’s that evolved from unstressed /o/) is phonetically
[a] when immediately preceding a stressed vowel, and is reduced to []
two or more positions before a stressed vowel or following it (Russ.
akan’e). Thus, Russian /moloko/ ‘milk’ is phonetically [malakd],
/knjiga/ ‘book’ is [kn'i‘ga]. It should be noted, though, that /o/ — /a/
neutralization is not found consistently in the Russian dialects of the
Central Volga region, where Russian and Chuvash speakers interacted.
The area is a transitional zone between Russian dialects that show this
phonological development and those that do not (Matthews 1967
(1960), Vlasto 1986). It is therefore possible that some borrowings may
have entered Chuvash from neutralizing dialects, and others from dia-
lects without this neutralization. We should thus not necessarily expect
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all Russian /o/’s to neutralize to /a/ and its respective allophones in bor-
rowings.

Given words that do show (standard) Russian akan’e, we might well
expect Chuvash speakers to interpret final unstressed and reduced vow-
els in Russian as being analogous to Chuvash reduced vowels, and thus
exempt them from stress. However, in the following borrowings, Chu-
vash final stress is applied to the unstressed and sometimes even re-
duced final vowel of the Russian sources. Chuvash speakers at the time
of these borrowings, in other words, were insensitive to the phonetic
characteristics of Russian, and applied the “default” final stress of Anatri
Chuvash to all loanwords.

Chuvash Russian

cirkii, Crirkii cérkov’ ‘church’

citnaj sitnyj xleb ‘loaf from sifted flour’
Juka v'jiga ‘blizzard’

kénege kniga ‘book’

kéreple grabli ‘rake’

lasa 163ad’ ‘horse’ (ASmarin 1898: 23)
matka matka ‘woman’ ( Ceboksary uezd)
papas (K) (povival’ naja) babka ‘midwife’

pdrasnik prdzdnik ‘day off” (cf. 2.4.)

pervej, pervaj pérvyj ‘at first’

piceéke, picke bécka ‘barrel’

pul’a pula ‘bullet’

salat solod ‘malt’

sappon zdpon ‘apron’ (but cf. 2.2.1.)
Sapa Zdba [toad] ‘frog’

Sélep, sélepke, 8! dpa ‘hat’

tol'a dola ‘portion’

upli (but cf. obdl) vébla (fish species)

xitre xitryj ‘beautiful’ {< cunning, subtle}

Polysyllabic Russian forms:

Penultimately stressed in Russian

Chuvash Russian
Karkofi (K) Grigorij Gregory (ASmarin 1898: 44)
Kasal'n'i Krescénie ‘baptism’
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kupdsta, kopsta  kapiista ‘cabbage’

muncala mocdlo ‘bast’

osmuxxa vos’miuska 1/8 of a pound

pdtavkka pudovka one-pood (measure of weight)
starasta starosta ‘elder’

varinkke voronka ‘funnel’ (ASmarin 1898: 29)
xasat gazéta ‘newspaper’ {loss of final V}

Antepenultimately stressed in Russian.

Chuvash Russian
képérne, kupir  gubérnija  ‘province’

Initially stressed in Russian.
Chuvash Russian
macca mdtica “joist” ‘ceiling’
mittarn’ak mytar’(nik)?  ‘horse dealer’ (from Russian collo-
quial speech. ASmarin 1898: v)

kerepenkke  grivenka monetary unit (ten-kopek piece)
kérenkke grivenka monetary unit (ten-kopek piece)
Saluna, Salu  Zdlovan'e ‘salary’

As the subsections of this class show, the Chuvash borrowings are fi-
nally stressed even when the Russian polysyllabic words have antepen-
ultimate or initial stress.

2.2.1. Observations

Chuvash ¢irkii, ciirkii < Russ. cérkov’ ‘church’ can be explained as the
Chuvash alternation -év ~ -ii / -dv ~ -u found in the short list of com-
monplace words like fu ~ tdv ‘mountain’, where the full-vowel word is
the citation form and the longer stem the oblique form. This is a produc-
tive alternation in Chuvash and probably influenced the borrowed form
in that Russian cérkov’ was interpreted as an oblique stem. ASmarin
notes:

“Nouns ending in “u, i” in the singular Gen. and Dat./Acc. cases change these
sounds to “av, év”: (iv, &v) Su — fat, Cirkii — church, Gen. §avan, Cirkévén,
{Dat.} $ava, Cirkéve. The same phenomenon occurs when these nouns bear the
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possessive pronoun suffixes: §$avam — my fat, $ava — your fat, §avé — his fat,
Cirkévém— my church, irkévé— your church, Cirkévé — his church, and so on.
But in the Dat./Acc. singular, the same nouns revert to the sounds “u, ii” with
the 2nd and 3rd person singular suffixes: Cirkiine — your, his church {Acc.}, to
your, to his church; Suna — your fat {Acc.}; to your fat Sune — to his fat, his
fat {Acc.}.” (p. 30)

Chuvash mittarn’ak < Russ. mytar’ ‘horse dealer’, or probably Russ.
mytar’ nik. Stress has shifted to the final vowel of the source word root.

Russian zapon ~ zdpon is listed with both final and non-final stress in
SRNG. Whichever the source form was, the word has come into Chu-
vash with final stress.

Russian grivenka ‘ten-kopek piece’ appears to have entered Chuvash
as kérepenkke via Tatar grdbdnkd. 1 claim this on the basis of the Chu-
vash medial /p/, which directly corresponds to the Tatar phoneme, as
well as on the vowel correspondence and the final stress, which is found
in Tatar. ASmarin provides the Tatar form (as well as forms in several
Ugric languages, which do not match up well with the Chuvash form)
without comment

Chuvash kérenkke ‘ten-kopek piece’ is kérepenkke with partial sylla-
ble loss due, I suggest, to the little discussed presence of rhythmic stress
in Chuvash, leading to a pre-loss pronunciation kérépenkké. 1 have ob-
served such rhythmic stress in Chuvash speech; from the perspective of
foot-based metrical theory (Hayes 1995), forms like kérépenkké and
rhythmic alterations such as Supaskdr ~ Supaskartd ‘Ceboksary ~ in
Ceboksary’ suggest that Chuvash builds right-headed rhythmic feet that
apply (in the formal sense) from right to left.

2.2.2. Additions
To this list we may add:

Chuvash Russian

kasni kdzZny ‘every’

(dial. = ka@zdyj)
kélence  skl’dnka ‘bottle’ (Fedotov 1990: 139 [sic = 193]
papka badbka ‘mandrel’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
taram ddrom ‘free, in vain’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
Cilaj célyj ‘a lot’ (Fedotov 1990: 275)

sdpka zybka ‘cradle’ (Fedotov 1990: 222)
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Surka Skiirka ‘hide, skin’ (Fedotov 1990: 281 provides this
form but questions its being a loanword.)

The form sdpka exhibits a characteristic of the next class as well, in that
the (Chuvash) unstressed vowel is reduced.

2.3. Russian final stress = Chuvash final stress; Russian vowel
reduction appears in some positions in Chuvash

In these borrowings, final unreduced vowels in Russian are stressed, as
expected, but the reduced or weakly stressed non-final vowels of Rus-
sian are reduced in Chuvash. In other words, these forms indicate a
phonetic sensitivity to the Russian reduced or weakly stressed vowels
and so may reflect a later, more sophisticated stage in the assimilation of
loans.

Chuvash Russian

Calva culok ‘stocking’

kérpe krupd ‘groats’

késle gusli ‘psaltery’

malatuk moloték [malatok] ‘hammer’ [Note the fine-tuned replica-

tion of standard Russian pronunciation;
the substitution of /u/ for Russ. /o/ is
also consistent.]

parsovoj (K.) birZevdj (izvoscik) ‘carrier; cabman’ (SRNG 2: 293)

pasal piscal’ ‘(hand)gun’

savak sovok ‘shovel, scoop’ (ASmarin 1898:29)°

talap tuliip ‘sheepskin coat’ (ASmarin 1898: 32)
2.3.1. Observations

The initial back reduced vowel of the K. form mdjax = Russ. mesék
‘bag’ may well have developed through phonetic assimilation to the final
(here, stressed) vowel. Note that this word appears twice in the list, and
that its other form is non-assimilated (section 2.).

5 ASmarin (1898: 29) has savdk, but this appears to be a misprint, as that word

means ‘joy’.
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2.3.2. Additions
The following may be added to this set.

Chuvash Russian
keésel kisél’ ‘blancmange, kissel’ (Fedotov 1990: 194)
calan Culdn ‘storeroom’ (Fedotov 1990: 272)

2.4. Non-final stress in Russian = non-final stress in Chuvash

These forms accurately reflect the Russian source word stress, in con-
trast with those cited in section 2.2. Recall that forms like Russ. v’jiiga >
Chuvash juka ‘blizzard’ showed an insensitivity to the reduced final
vowel of the Russian source word: Chuvash stress applied to the right-
most vowel. The following forms are different from the ones in section
2.2: The final reduced or unstressed vowel of Russian is treated like a
Chuvash reduced vowel and taken into account, i.e., exempted, when
Chuvash stress is applied. In other words, the entire stress rule of Chu-
vash is consistently applied here, not merely the default portion. Thus,
these forms, like those in section 2.3., show a sensitivity to Russian
phonetics that is analogized in Chuvash stress.

Chuvash Russian

Caska Cdska ‘cup’

jascak, jescek  jascik “box”  ‘wicker vehicle’ (box wickers)
kuperca gubérnija ‘province’ (cf. 2.1., 2.6.)
leSnitsd lesniCij “forestry officer’

pdrasn’ak (K)  prdzdnik ‘day off” (cf 2.2.)

péremék pr’anik ‘spice cake’

sastap zastup ‘spade’

saxxdr sdxar ‘sugar’

smild (K) smélyj ‘bold’

sapassipd (K)  spasibo ‘thanks’ (ASmarin 1898: 44)
tijakkdn d’jakon ‘deacon’

tikét déger’ (dial.)® ‘tar’ (= Standard Russian dégot’)
obdl (cf. upliy vébla (fish species)

vulds, voldsta  vélost’ ‘provincial government’

¢ Thanks to an anonymous referee for providing this donor form.
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It could be argued that these forms reflect the full Viryal stress rule and
are borrowings from this dialect. But since all of these forms show only
one or two reduced vowels following the single full vowel in the word,
the stress placement would be the same in either dialect. The important
point is that no matter what the borrowing dialect, the Russian reduced
vowels are treated like Chuvash reduced vowels when stress is applied.

2.5. Russian final stress = Chuvash non-final stress

ASmarin’s list provides one initially puzzling instance of a word in
whose stress in Chuvash flatly contradicts the stress of the Russian
source word. In this form, the final Russian stressed vowel is trans-
ferred to Chuvash as a reduced vowel, and the first vowel of the word is
stressed.

Chuvash Russian
avan ovin ‘barn’

2.5.1. Observations

Chuvash avdn ‘barn’ is an interesting case. Though ASmarin includes it
in the list of words borrowed from Russian, Gordeev (1979) (cited in
Fedotov 1990: 167) claims that Russian ovin is a borrowing from Bol-
gar, i.e., Ancient Chuvash. In this view, Chuv. avdn = Tatar dvan ulti-
mately derives from Ancient Turkic dv ‘house’. So the problem may not
be that the Chuvash stress is anomalous, but rather that the Russian
stress requires an explanation.

2.5.2. Additions
To this set the following may be added.

Chuvash Russian
daval d’ avol ‘devil’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)
Jjamsak jamscik  ‘coachman’ (Fedotov 1990: 151)

suntdx | sontdx  sundiik ‘trunk, chest’ (Fedotov 1990: 227)

Russ. d’dvol > Chuv. davdl is only anomalous if it is assumed to be a
borrowing into the right-stressing Anatri dialect. If it is a borrowing into
Viryal, then its initial stress is normal.
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The simplest explanation for these forms is the assumption that they
entered the language through Viryal speakers, who simply applied the
default (left) stress rule in all cases irrespective of vowel quantity or
quality—just as the forms in section 2.2. show that Anatri speakers at
one time applied the default (right) stressing rule across the board.

Further speculation is always possible. For example, note that all of
these forms have the typical Viryal initial stress and that in some cases,
their first vowels are relatively sonorous in comparison with the Russian
stressed vowels: @ versus i in Russ. avin and jamscik, and a versus u in
Russ. zastip. It is possible that Viryal speakers interpreted these vowels
as stressed because of their high sonority thus reinforcing the application
of the Viryal default left-stress pattern.

The Russian form sundiik enters Chuvash as suntdx / sontdx (the u /
o variation is dialectal). ASmarin notes (1898: 29):

“The change from “u (0)” to “a” in the words kasal, mantaran arises from the
fact that Cuvas in general does not tolerate the appearance of two “u”s or “0”’s
in a root ending in a consonant. This is noticeable in a number of borrowings

from Russian:

Russ. gorsok voronka sovok
Cuv. korSak (K.) varinkke savak” (see footnote 5)

In this case, Chuvash (Viryal) speakers may have reacted to the rounded
vowel constraint by applying the default left-edge stressing and conse-
quently reducing the following vowel.

2.6. Forms showing loss or addition of final vowel or syllable

2.6.1. Loss
Chuvash Russian
kanvit konfékty [stress?] ‘bakery sweets’
kupir gubérnija ‘province’
kdran granica “boundary, edge” ‘boundary’
kurpun  gorbdtyj ‘hunchback(ed)’
savaj svdja ‘pile’
Selle Zaléj < zhaléjka (folk music instrument)

xalar xoléra ‘cholera’
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All but one of the forms above appear to have resulted from morpho-
logical analysis of the Russian forms by Chuvash borrowers in that the
lost syllables are all inflectional endings (usually nominative singular,
but nominative plural in the case of Russ. konfekty). It is significant,
though, that these endings are all weak and occur immediately following
a stressed syllable. As is clear from the preceding sections, in most in-
stances this position does not result in the deletion of the Russian vowel
or syllable. In the case of Russ. Zaléj < Zaléjka > Chuv. Selle, a final
weak diminutive suffix has been dropped (or perhaps was absent on the
original borrowed form).

3. Discussion

Before drawing any conclusions, we must consider the possibility that
these loanwords were simply stressed as in Russian, but that ASmarin
did not record this detail. This is unlikely for two reasons. First,
ASmarin is very careful with his transcription. For example, he makes a
point of noting that while double letters in Chuvash orthography reflect
geminate consonants in native words, they do not do so in the Chuvash
pronunciation of Russian loanwords (in his phonetic transcription,
ASmarin uses the superscribed breve to indicate a short vowel):

“In words borrowed into Cuvag from Russian, doubled consonants are written

only to indicate voiceless pronunciation: Jakku (pron. Jaku) — Jakov,
patavkka (pron. pidavka) — pudovka; Kurm. saxxar (pron. saxir) — sugar.”
(p-44)

ASmarin does not make a parallel observation about stress on loan-
words.

Second, there is evidence that transcribers who recorded Chuvash
speech in a standard orthography (or, the competing orthographies of the
time) deliberately spelled borrowed words in a way that indicates their
stress as pronounced by Chuvash speakers. In some instances,
ASmarin’s own phonetic transcriptions support this view, as in the ex-
ample above, where he transcribes Russian sdxar ‘sugar’ > Chuv. K.
saxxdr phonetically according to Chuvash pronunciation as [saxir], the
shortened second vowel clearly paralleling the reduced vowel
transcription. (On the same page, ASmarin also provides Chuvash
patavkka [pidavka] < Russian pudovka ‘unit of weight’).
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The application of stress to the loanwords in ASmarin’s list is con-
sistent when viewed as primarily reflecting Anatri stress patterns, but in
one layer of the borrowings it shows a general insensitivity to Russian
phonetics. This suggests that in an initial period of loanword adaptation
an Anatri type of Chuvash stress was applied across the board, irrespec-
tive of Russian vowel quality. This process of loanword adaption is
typical of early stages in the assimilation of a second-language phonol-
ogy. In a second stage, greater sensitivity is shown to Russian vowel
quality—which apparently parallels Chuvash bimoraic vowel quantity.
Such sensitivity does not directly reflect acquisition of the Russian stress
pattern—it is after all the Chuvash stress pattern that emerges. But it can
be argued that the emergence of the more fine-tuned application of Chu-
vash stress occurred when speakers of Chuvash became more sensitive
to the phonetic details of Russian stress and its segmental phonetic fall-
out. The stress pattern of another set of loanwords indicates that they
were borrowed via the Viryal dialect.

A striking feature of these adaptions is their insensitivity to syllable
weight. Stress placement in both the “earlier” and “later” borrowings is
unaffected by the structure of word-internal Russian syllables; the pres-
ence of codas that make for heavy syllables does not effect stress place-
ment, for example. What the Chuvash stress rules are in fact sensitive to
is vowel quantity. When Russian final reduced vowels are interpreted as
Chuvash “short / weak / reduced” vowels (i.e., monomoraic vowels in
some views, as noted) they are excluded from the first part of the Chu-
vash stress rule. I have argued elsewhere (Dobrovolsky 1998) that Chu-
vash phonology in general does not reflect a sensitivity to syllable
structure; these borrowed forms are in line with that claim.

A second noteworthy characteristic of this data is the way in which it
reflects the two parts of the Chuvash stress rule—or perhaps the two
stress rules of Chuvash. Dobrovolsky (1990) speculates that the Chu-
vash stress rule is not a single rule with a special portion (“stress the last
full vowel of a word”) and a default / elsewhere portion (“stress the last
(Anatri) / first (Viryal) vowel of a word with only reduced vowels”).
Rather, it was proposed that these two patterns are two separate entities.
As remarked in footnote 4, I believe that the “default” rule of Chuvash
stress is more akin to a pitch accent, while the last full vowel of a word
is made prominent by extending its length. If edge “stress” in Chuvash
is a pitch accent that extends across two syllables, there are two phonetic
results we might expect. First, this accent may not be as salient as stress-
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through-length on full vowels. This appears to be the case. ASmarin
writes that “in words consisting exclusively of short vowels, stress is
scarcely noticeable.” (p. 19, footnote 1). Jakovlev (1987: 51) confirms
this fact, and adds that the first vowel’s loudness and length are quite
variable. Secondly, we might well expect the left-edge or right-edge
accent to occur in all forms, irrespective of whether they contain full
vowels or not. This means that the either / or formulation of Chuvash
stress is incorrect, and that in finally stressing borrowed forms such as
those in section 2.1., Chuvash speakers were not so much applying a
default stress but rather producing the expected pitch accent on the right
edge of the word.

Finally, we may well ask if the generalizations made in this paper
about relative times of borrowing find any support in other analyses. Of
course, linguistic idealizations capture overall patterns without necessar-
ily reflecting the complex borrowing process. It may well be that many
of these words entered Chuvash at nearly the same time, but through
different intermediaries, such as popular speech, school teachers, jour-
nalists, missionaries, and thus in different forms; the idea of an easily
identifiable progression from one stage of borrowing to the next may be
illusory. However, the patterned groupings of borrowing types are
not—they reflect various kinds of adaption of loanword stress.

Further questions arise. Does this greater sensitivity to phonetics in-
dicate more sophisticated, or bilingual speakers? An increasing influx of
Russian loans? Only a detailed study of the times of entry of each word
into Chuvash speech—a difficult task in light of the paucity of written
sources for early Chuvash—will enable us to state with certainty the
origins of each item’s stress. Nonetheless, we are still very fortunate to
have available the sophisticated transcriptions of linguistic pioneers like
Papy and ASmarin.
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erature, 31905 Mount Carmel, Haifa, Israel.

Introduction

The present article aims at giving two of the prevalent opinions in Soviet
linguistics on the history of literary Qazaq. For this we use two recent
Qazaq publications, i.e. Seyilbek Isayev’s Qazaq ddebiy tiliniy tarixi (“A
history of literary Qazaq”), 1996, on the one hand, and Rébiya
Sizdiqova’s Qazagq ddebiy tiliniy tarixi (XV-XIX yasirlar) (“A history of
literary Qazaq (XVth-XIXth centuries)”), 1993, on the other.'

Soviet Turcologists usually divide the recent history of Qazaq into

four main periods: (a) The period from the sixteenth until the eighteenth

In Kazakstan both Isayev and Sizdiqova are considered distinguished scholars of
the history of Qazaq. Their various publications on the subject include Sizdiqova
(1964, 1968a, 1968b, 1970, 1979, 1981, 1984, 1989, 1991), isayev (1970, 1973,
1976, 1983).
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century; (b) the eighteenth century until the first half of the nineteenth;
(c) the second half of the nineteenth century until 1917 and, finally, (d)
the Soviet period after 1917. In this article we shall discuss the first three
periods, and touch briefly upon the fourth, considering both authors’
views on these issues.

The use of the term “Soviet Turcologists” here should perhaps be ex-
plained. After all, the Soviet Union does not exist anymore, and there-
fore, strictly speaking, the label “Soviet” has become an anachronism.
Until recently, Soviet historians had peculiar views on the history and
development of the Central Asian Turkic peoples, which drastically
changed with a turn in Communist Party policy (see, for example, Tillet
1969). The same can be said of Soviet Turcologists. In their scholarly
writings they had to follow certain paths indicated by Soviet authorities,
which dictated certain linguistic and ethnic divisions between peoples.
The scholars’ approach to and concepts of the human sciences have not
basically changed since the Central Asian republics gained independ-
ence. Indeed, many of the publications that appeared after 1991 are only
slightly, sometimes even posthumously altered versions of earlier
works. The label “Soviet”, thus, is to be understood as a general indica-
tion for those whose scholarly concepts were formed during the Soviet
era.

1.1. Accessibility of Soviet linguistics

Several reasons can be mentioned for the lack of familiarity with books
and articles published in the former Soviet Union. In the first place, few
of their publications ever reached Western libraries; second, there was
the language problem. Soviet publications were typically written in Rus-
sian, which many Western Turcologists have a poor command of. Thus,
only the most prominent Turcological studies, dictionaries, and works
by the few scholars who had them translated made it to the West. Hence
hardly any Western scholar was able to gain an overview of the quality
of Soviet research in Turcology. Of course, there were also many publi-
cations in local Turkic languages, but hardly any was seriously studied
in the West.

After the collapse of the Soviet Union, both Russian and Central
Asian libraries, institutes and, last but not least, the colleagues them-
selves have become more accessible to foreign researchers. The lan-
guage problem, however, has not been solved, mainly because many
Central Asian scholars are updating their publications in their native
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languages first. This holds especially for Qazaq, in which since 1991 a
considerable number of publications on ancient and recent history, Is-
lam, ethnography and linguistics have seen the light.

The history of literary Qazaq is not very well documented for obvi-
ous reasons: Although the Qazaq people possessed a rich oral literature
which was being preserved and transmitted by poets (agins) and singers
(jiraws), like most other nomadic peoples, they did not use their lan-
guage as a written medium. The Qazaqs were barely literate until the
middle of the nineteenth century, and Qazaq was rarely written until
about fifty years later. A common Turkic language in Arabic script,
mostly Chaghatay or Tatar, served as the medium of written communi-
cation for the Qazags until the 1920s. As of the second half of the nine-
teenth century, scholars in the Russian Empire (among whom a Qazaq
officer in the Russian military, Sogan Wilixanov (1835-1865), deserves
special mention) who had followed the Russian settlers to Central Asia
became interested in the cultures and languages of its indigenous peo-
ples. At their initiative, the first linguistic samples of Qazaq (and Qiryiz)
were collected and some of the century-old epics and tales were finally
put down in writing.

1.2. Definition of “literary language”

The points of view as to where and when the history of literary Qazaq
begins very heavily depend on the respective definitions of what a
“literary language” is. If one accepts only written corpora whose lin-
guistic features can be analysed and studied, the history of literary Qazaq
would begin at the end of the nineteenth century. Amanjolov, Sawran-
baiev, Qurisjanov and Balagayev, for example, relegate the development
of literary Qazaq to the time when it became a written medium at the end
of the nineteenth or the beginning of the twentieth century (cf. Isayev
1996: 53; Sizdiqova 1993: 19). On the other hand, if one assumes that
oral literature is equal to written literature, it is legitimate to include the
period in which only an oral literature existed. In the latter case, obvi-
ously, the problem remains that the language of the undocumented peri-
ods cannot be studied, even though ancient literary themes and styles
may be still be reconstructed from relatively recent material.

It is with this point that Isayev’s (1996: 6-36, 37-108) and Sizdig-
ova’s (1993: 5-17) argumentation starts. Both go to some pains to define
the term “literary language” (ddebiy til) in the second sense. In their
opinion, “literary language” is not identical with “written language”
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(jazba til), for it may be based on an oral literature as well (Isayev 1996:
8-9). They contend that the spoken variety (awizSa ddebiy til, Sizdiqova
1993: 14) should be considered a literary medium, too. Whether written
or not, a literary language underlies certain norms and rules; it must be
understood by all speakers of a given community, although dialects may
exist and other languages may serve as media of written communication
(Isayev 1996: 14, 25, 39). Moreover, in their opinion, the correlation
between “literary language” and “written language” in Soviet linguistics
was largely based on the concept of literary language within the urban
Russian culture and the socio-linguistic situation of the Russian lan-
guage. Since Russian had undergone a long development as a written
literary medium, this correlation could easily be upheld, to the extent that
literary language became almost synonymous with written language.

Thus, according to Isayev (1996: 9) we should not assume that, just
because there was only a small written Qazaq literature before 1917, the
language of the Qazaq epics had no literary value at all. It was not likely,
Isayev writes, that a ruler like Abilay Xan, who in the eighteenth century
had united the three confederations of Qazaq tribes, did not have any
kind of literary language. Based on these assumptions rather than, in our
opinion, real arguments, both Sizdiqova and Isayev posit the beginnings
of modern literary Qazaq in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries
(Sizdigova 1993: 51). In this period the tribes that were to form the
Qazaq people joined under the leadership of the xans and, Sizdiqova
argues, thus a common language for poetry developed. Names of epics,
poets and singers begin to be transmitted from this era on. Even though
it appears quite legitimate to posit the origin of literary Qazaq in the fif-
teenth century, sketching its linguistic development is not easy: There is
virtually no original Qazaq material.

2. Opinions on the earliest stages of literary Qz;zaq

A typical feature in many Turkish and Soviet Turcological publications,
especially those of scholars who themselves are of Turkic descent, is
that the history of the respective modern Turkic languages is claimed to
begin with the eighth-century runic inscriptions of the Orxon. Via the
language of the Uygur manuscripts, that of Mahmid al-Kasyari in the
eleventh century, and other sources, most scholars argue, the languages
in those sources have finally developed into modern Turkish, Qazagq,
Uygur or Uzbek—depending on the origin of the scholar in question.
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Isayev and Sizdiqova form no exception. Sizdiqova (1993: 27-64),
for instance, lists four types of historical sources of literary Qazaq,
which in her opinion were important for both the oral and the written
Qazagq literary languages: 1. xaligtin awizeki soyleu tili (the spoken lan-
guage), the Codex Comanicus (13th century) and the Mamlitk grammars
(14th century) (but with the exclusion of at-Tuhfa az-zakiyya); 2. Qazaq
awiz ddebiyetinip tili (the oral literary language), the Qazaq—and
Nogay—epics and folktales; 3. ortayasirlig tiirki yeskertkisteri (the an-
cient—lit. “medieval”—Turkic manuscripts), among which Oyuznama
(9th century), Qutadyu bilig, Diwan luyat at-turk (11th century), Hibat
al-haga’iq (12th-13th century), at-Tuhfa az-zakiyya (14th century), the
Muhabbatnama (1353); and 4. the language of the eighth-century Orxon
inscriptions. In spite of her detailed listing, Sizdiqova does not convinc-
ingly describe how these sources relate to modemn (literary) Qazaq.

The oldest ones are posited as documents of the various written liter-
ary languages of the respective time periods. Here Isayev and Sizdiqova
apply the definition of “literary language” discussed above. In their opin-
ion, the written languages Turkic peoples used in the past were hardly
ever identical with the ones they actually spoke. In this way, both Siz-
digova and Isayev argue, the ancestors of the Qazags used various lan-
guages as written media: In an early period this was the language of the
runic inscriptions, later that of the Diwan and the other sources, while
another variety—or even another language—served as a means of oral
communication. The language(s) in the Mamluk grammars, varieties of
Qipcaq, are regarded as reflections of a previous stage of colloquial
Qazaq. An exception is Tuhfa, whose Turkic language material is sup-
posedly very close to Qazaq (edited by Halasi Kun 1942; discussions in
Fazylov 1976 and Ermers 1995). Based on this material not only
Sizdigova and Isayev but also a large number of other authorities on
Qazaq linguistics to whom they refer—i.e. Maryulan, Zubanov, Aman-
jolov and Musabayev (Isayev 1996: 43-46; a summary of all views on
pp. 52-53; Sizdiqova 1993: 17-19)—attempt to detect traces of Qazaq in
these ancient sources.

3.1. The 16th to 17th century, and the 18th century to the first half
of the 19th century

As noted above, the main problem in the study of the ancient epics and
other linguistic documents, for example tales (cf. the bibliography in
Alpisbaiev 1986-1988), is that they were first recorded as recently as the
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eighteenth century and that their texts were printed and published in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The ancient epics that most likely
originate from the seventeenth century or earlier are those of Bugqar,
Aqtamberdi and Umbetey; of a slightly later date are Kotes, Sal and
Janaq (Isayev 1996: 109-110; Sizdiqova 1993: 123-124; also Kiimis-
bayev 1994). Most of the early epics cannot be precisely dated, for they
were put down in several variants a long time after their conception.
Even in their extant written form, these linguistic documents have not yet
been sufficiently analysed. As a result, they can hardly serve as a basis
for a diachronic analysis of seventeenth-century Qazaq. Sizdigova’s
(1993: 123-131) and Isayev’s (1996: 165-169) discussions of pre-sev-
enteenth century Qazaq are therefore typically limited to presentations of
isolated words, morphemes and suffixes, and illustrations of their re-
spective use. They offer lengthy examples from the epics as they were
recorded in the eighteenth century, without giving any bibliographical
references. Both Isayev and Sizdiqova touch upon issues such as theme,
form, type of rhyme and reading variants of the early epics, which in-
deed can be reconstructed from the material, but which would befit liter-
ary criticism rather than linguistic analysis.

In addition to the literary works, there is the official correspondence
the Qazaq xans maintained with one another and with foreign (Russian)
rulers, in addition to a number of simple bilingual word lists. The lin-
guistic material in many of these word lists and official documents (from
1785 until 1828), does not in practice reflect eighteenth century Qazaq
(cf. Isayev 1996: 163-164; Sizdiqova 1993: 167-173). Apart from a few
clear instances of registered spoken Qazaq (goy yeti ‘mutton’, betene
qaradim ‘1 looked him in the face’, dugan bayasi ‘shop / market price’),
here, too, we encounter much influence from the written literary lan-
guages of that time: Chaghatay and Tatar (the latter seems to Isayev un-
likely in view of the distance). Examples include bilen ‘with’ for Qazaq
men, yerdi ‘he was’ for yedi, and gonaqlay bardim ‘1 went on a visit’ for
qonagqtap bardim.

There are a number of historical works written by Qazags, such as
Qadiryali Qosimuli’s seventeenth-century Jami< at-tarix | Jama‘a at-
tawarix (on which Sizdiqova has published, cf. note 1 above) and the
genealogical work Sajira-i turk (about 1640 AD), which were written
down in the literary language of the time, i.e. Chaghatay (characterised
as orta asiyalig tiirki edebiy til, isayev 1996: 108). isayev (1996: 125-
148) and Sizdiqova (1993: 114-122), like most of their colleagues,



Soviet opinions on the history of literary Qazaq 221

search for traces of typical features of Qazaq in these works, but they
have to admit that, apart from some forms that are typically Qip¢aq, there
are few convincing leads that specifically point to Qazagq.

The later period, which in Isayev’s study comprises the eighteenth
and the first half of the nineteenth century, is far better documented. The
reason for this lies in intensifying contacts with the Russians who at that
time were colonising Central Asia. They set up markets, founded cities,
built churches and established schools which also admitted non-Russian
pupils (from 1822).> The first practical needs for translating word lists
arose. Later on the Russians settlers and merchants were joined by
scholars who had become interested in the languages and cultures of the
Central Asian peoples. At the initiative of scholars such as Adelung,
Divaev, Igelstrgm, Klaproth, Pantusov, Shegrin and others, tales, epics,
poems, songs and other specimens of the rich oral literature were finally
written down. The manuscripts were collected and transferred to ar-
chives in the Russian Empire (at first especially in St. Petersburg, later
also Almati), where many of them remain. They are reliable records of
the ancient Qazaq epics as they were recited in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries, and provide much valuable linguistic and literary mate-
rial on the Qazaq language of that era.

To mention a few grammatical features that became standardised for
Qazaq during this period: The infinitive ending -mAQ was replaced by
-U, the typically Qipcaq infinitive ending still current in modern Qazagq,
Viz., ... bil-mek kerek-diir ‘it is necessary to know...’ and tumagtiy ol-
megi bar ‘after birth follows death’ (Sortanbay) vs. dlgenipse toyu joq
‘one cannot become satisfied until one dies’ (cf. Sizdiqova 1993: 202-
211). Also, the ending -Ar-GA (AOR-DAT), e.g. bar-ar-ya ‘in order to
go’, kor-er-ge ‘in order to see’, was replaced by forms with -U, i.e. -U-
GA, viz., bar-u-ya, kor-ii-ge and, occasionally, -mAK-Ka [ -mA-GA
(INF-DAT), e.g. al-maq-qa, ber-me-ge.

3.2. The second half of the nineteenth century to 1917

The second half of the nineteenth century witnessed the birth of the po-
ets Ibrahim (Abay) Qunanbay (1845-1904), Sikarim Qudayberdi

2 Itis an interesting fact that from 1783 the Russian tsarist government supported

the endeavours of Qazan Tatars to spread Islam among the Qazags; to this end, it
even sponsored the foundation of mosques and Islamic schools.
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(1858-1931), the teacher / writer Ibiray Altinsarin (1841-1889), and the
poet / singer Jambil Jabay (1846-1945), > whose works were to be of de-
finitive importance for the development of the Qazaq literary language.
In view of the importance attributed to these two in Soviet studies of
Qazagq, it is useful to briefly describe their position in the development of
literary Qazaq.*

Through the Russian school system, Abay and his contemporaries
(except Jambil) had received a solid education; indeed they had become
well acquainted with Russian and Western classical literature. It was not
long before they started writing and publishing in Qazaq, their native
language. Their generation witnessed and contributed to the transitional
period in which Qazag—and other Turkic languages—developed from,
in Isayev’s and Sizdigova’s terms, a non-written literary language into a
written medium, i.e. a “written literary language”. It is this transition
which marks the development of modern literary Qazaq.

Altinsarin is credited with being the first to write prose in Qazaq and
to teach Qazaq based on the language spoken by the people. In some of
his publications and letters Altinsarin expressed his concerns about
common Qazags not being able to understand the written language of the
press, which contained too many Arabic and Persian loanwords, and
Tatar and Chaghatay forms. Especially the available religious literature
was difficult to comprehend, Altinsarin argued. With this in mind, he
wrote an interpretation of the Sari‘a (Sari‘at ul-isiam, Qazan, 1884)
employing as few Arabic loanwords as possible and a variety of written
Qazaq that was much closer to spoken Qazaq than Chaghatay. In this

3 Jambil was much praised by the Soviet government, since he incorporated ele-

ments of Soviet life and its ideals in his traditional songs and poems. It is likely
that this traditional folk singer was impressed by the benefits of the system and
was unable to criticise it.

Altinsarin was also convinced, no doubt inspired by his mentor, the missionary
and linguist Nikolaj Ilmin’ski (1822-1891), that the Cyrillic script was much
more suitable for Qazaq than the Arabic one. Nevertheless, for his Sari‘a Altin-
sarin used the Arabic alphabet, for he reckoned that a book with a religious con-
tent would be unacceptable to the Qazaq readership if written in the Cyrillic script
(cf. Baldauf 1993). In order to get his book published, he applied to his mentor
Ilmin’ski for help, but the latter was not very eager to see to the publication of a
religious manuscript; for this reason publication of the Sari ‘a was much delayed.
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work Altinsarin created a number of neologisms for abstract notions
(such as, reportedly, talaptilig ‘initiative’, uqiptiliq ‘accuracy’) that re-
placed the Arabic and Persian words.

According to Sizdiqova, Altinsarin—Ilike Abay—based his style on
the supra-dialectal spoken language (jalpixaligtiq soyleu tili, Sizdiqova
1993: 253) which was being used by the poets and reciters. Thus Altin-
sarin contributed to the foundation of the national written literary Qazaq
language (ulttiq jazba ddebiy tili). Furthermore, no doubt inspired by his
mentor Ilmin’skiy, he compiled a didactic grammar of Russian for
Qazaq pupils in primary schools (Nacal’noe rukovodstvo k obuceniju
kirgizov russkomu jazyku, 1879), and he also experimented with a new
alphabet for Qazaq based on the Cyrillic script instead of the Arabic,
which does not very well suit Turkic languages. Especially for these
latter activities his works were much praised by later Soviet politicians,
who liked to portray Altinsarin as a proponent of close relationships
between the Qazaq and Russian peoples.

Abay’s contributions to modern Qazaq were complementary to those
of Altinsarin in the sense that he developed a Qazaq vocabulary and
prose style, although it seems that he, too, could not always escape
Chaghatay and Tatar forms. For example, he used the verbal ending
-MI5 rather than Qazaq -yAn, and expressions such as kibik ‘like’, ol-
‘to be’ and osbu ‘this’, for siyagti, bol- and bul, respectively (cf.
Sizdiqova 1993: 230-235, Nuryaliev, Xasenov et al. 1995: 298; Abay
1993). In addition to his articles, essays and translations of Russian
classics, Abay wrote a large number of highly valued poems, many of
which were, and still are, used as song texts. Through his poems Abay
was able to preserve the essence of Qazaq traditional poetry and carry it
into the twentieth century, despite the continuing and increasing influ-
ence of Russian culture, which had had its impact on Abay himself as
well. His interest in his native cultural heritage did not prevent him from
seeing the benefits of studying Russian and maintaining contacts with
Russians in general, as this would open the Qazaqs’ eyes to progress
and innovation: OrisSa oqu kerek, xiykmet te, mal da, oner de, yilim da
— bdiri orista tur... (“It is necessary to learn Russian; wisdom, money,
art, science—the Russians have it all...” Abay 1993: 51). Notwith-
standing this, he was also aware of the cultural problems a general ori-
entation towards Russian culture could bring about, and he warned
Qazaq parents not to expose their children to too much Russian influ-
ence. Due to his importance, not only as a poet, but also as an intermedi-
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ate between the old and the modern cultural worlds of the Qazaqs, Abay
is still regarded as a philosophical and poetical genius comparable to
writers of international acclaim.’

The importance of Abay and Altinsarin for the development of Qazaq
is very much stressed in all Soviet studies on the history of Qazaq. In-
deed, their interest in writing in Qazaq seems to have developed against
all odds. Both had received a Russian education, and both acknowledged
that everything one could possibly associate with progress and devel-
opment was in Russian hands. In that respect nearly all matters relating
to the Qazaq culture seemed of little practical value. Nevertheless, Abay
and Altinsarin clearly understood that the Qazaq people was about to
lose its identity in the new circumstances, without having been able to
properly define it. It is probably not exaggerated to assume that they
realised that they belonged to the last generation still having direct roots
in the ancient (literary) traditions, while at the same time well enough
acquainted with the new media in order to be able to preserve their heri-
tage. Some other Soviet sources (e.g. Jarmuxamedov 1995) assert that

> Abay’s writings and his significance for Qazaq culture were brought to the atten-

tion of the general public in the 1920s and 1930s by the Qazaq writer and play-
wright Muxtar Awezov (1897-1961). Awezov, who originated from the same
tribe (Tobiqti) and geographical region (Semey-Semipalatinsk) as Abay, centred
his magnum opus, the trilogy Abay joli (‘Abay’s way’), around the person of the
latter. The underlying aim in Awezov’s work was to picture the life of Qazaq
nomadic society in the recent past as he himself had known it during his youth.
With his regard for the works of Abay, Awezov paved the way for the intensive
study of Abay’s works and philosophy, known as Abaytanu “Abay studies”.
Moreover, in his numerous scholarly publications Awezov greatly contributed to
the study of literary Qazaq and the historiography of the Qazaq people (see, for
example, Awezov 1995). Furthermore, he was one of the first scholars to point
out the importance of the Qiryiz Manas epic and initiated its recording in writing.
In the 1930s Awezov was persecuted on charges of “nationalism”, like many of
his contemporaries but, unlike them, only briefly imprisoned. By -carefully
choosing the style of his works, he was able to avoid serious sanctions. In the
late fifties, however, he narrowly escaped local adversaries by fleeing to Moscow
on the eve of his impending arrest. After two years in Moscow, where he enjoyed
high esteem as a writer and philosopher, he was rehabilitated—and even awarded
the prestigious Lenin Award—after which he was able to return to Almati.
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Abay knew Altinsarin, or at least was familiar with his works, and took
them as a source of inspiration.

Still, the language in the printed media, such as newspapers (e.g.
Tiirkistan walayatinin gazeti 1870-1883, Dala walayatinin gazeti 1888-
1902) and books which were being published in this period, remained
preponderantly a “general Turkic language”. Their readership was lim-
ited to the Turkic intelligentsia in Turkistan, and most publications were
printed in Tashkent, Qazan and Orenburg. Therefore—apart from occa-
sional articles and poems in Qazaq (and even Qaraqalpaq) and other
Turkic “dialects” appearing towards the end of the century—the lan-
guage shows predominantly features of either Chaghatay or Tatar. In the
columns of the newspapers and journals socio-political and scientific
vocabularies could develop along with the appropriate styles (Sizdiqova
1993: 227-237). Only in the first two decades of the twentieth century
did a number of purely Qazaq journals emerge (e.g. Serke 1907, Qazaq
1907, 1913-1914, Qazagstan 1911-1913, Aygap 1911-1915). Abay’s
language, the history of the editions of his writings, and the journals and
newspapers show features that indicate that the formalisation process
had not been completed. This process received new impulses by the
transitions from the Arabic script to other alphabets (see the brief dis-
cussion below).

During Abay’s and Altinsarin’s lifetimes a new generation of very
gifted and productive writers, poets and playwrights was born, of whom
we shall mention a few: Axmet Baytursinov (1873-1938), Mayjan
jumabayev (1893-1938), Iliyas Jansiigirov (1894-1938), Séken Seiful-
lin (1894-1938) and Muxtar Awezov (1897-1961). This generation, in
their enthusiastic contributions to the journals listed above as well as
others, built upon the linguistic foundations laid by Abay and Altinsarin.
Almost inevitably, many were also engaged in political activities, and a
large number of them fell victim to Stalin’s rigorous and merciless re-
pression of nationalism and its representatives during the 1930s (com-
pare, for example, Nurpeisov 1995).

In the period following the 1917 October Revolution, the Turkic lan-
guages of Central Asia underwent important reforms. Until 1924, for all
Turkic languages in Turkistan—if written at all —the unsuitable Arabic
script had been in use. As pointed out above, the Arabic script usually
does not indicate the vowels. When applied to Turkic languages, many
spelling conventions fix the shape of words, thus creating a strong am-
biguity as to their pronunciation. However, precisely because of this
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ambiguity and the spelling conventions which everybody could interpret
in their own way, the texts remained perfectly intelligible for the general
readership among the various Turkic peoples. Arabic consonants were
interpreted in various ways, as obvious in Arabic loanwords, e.g. hdja
‘need’ from which developed the Qazaq words gajet ‘need’— in official
language use, a counterpart of the more common kerek—and djet ‘prac-
tical need, custom’ (with a derivative djetxana ‘toilet’). In some instances
even the important distinction between front and back words was not ev-
ident from the orthography, and a number of Arabic loanwords actually
developed two variants, e.g. yumir ‘lifetime’ < Arabic ‘wumr, maylum
‘known’ < Arabic ma ‘liim, qazir ‘presently’ < Arabic hadir, vs. omir,
mdlim, dzir, respectively. (In modern Qazaq, domir [Omiir], mdlim and
qazir have become the canonised forms.)

There is some evidence that a similar case holds for genuine Qazaq
words, e.g. sin ‘you’, bisken ‘ripened’ vs. sen and pisken, respectively.
The readings of these words and others depended, of course, on the ex-
tended laws of vowel and consonant harmony. Some further examples
are the postpositions sekildi ‘like’ and yana ‘just, mere’, whose forms
change according to the parameters of [voiced / voiceless] and [back /
front], e.g. tiiye sekildi (front) ‘like a camel’ vs. bul sigildi’ (back) ‘like
this’, and atag gana (voiceless-back) ‘just a reputation’ vs. adam yana
(voiced-back) ‘only mankind’, and bir gdne (voiced-front) ‘only one’;
modern Qazaq has reduced this range to sekildi and yana, respectively.
In his poems Abay creatively applied different variants of the same word
for sake of rhythm or rhyme (cf. Biyzaqov 1995).

In the first decade of Soviet rule, a much debated alphabet reform was
accepted and different Latin scripts were developed and accepted for
Qazaq, Uzbek and Qiryiz (cf. Baldauf 1993; for Uzbek cf. Fierman
1991). Still later, in 1940, the Soviet government imposed virtually with-
out any formal discussion adapted versions of the Cyrillic alphabet on all
Turkic languages in the union.

3.3. The base of modern literary Qazaq: Dialect or koine

The recent history of literary Qazaq has been puzzling scholars for a
long time. One of the most intriguing questions is which language or va-
riety Abay (and his contemporaries) used for his writings in Qazaq. In
the discussion among Soviet scholars two opinions are prevalent. The
first is that Abay used the more or less artificial supra-tribal literary vari-
ety which poets of all Qazagq tribes had used until his time—a koine in a
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sense similar in its application to Classical Arabic as a literary supra-
tribal language.® The second opinion is that Abay wrote in his own dia-
lect, more specifically, the north-eastern variety of Qazaq. Thus that
particular dialect became the basis of modern Qazaq. For this second
hypothesis (which is supported by yet another eminent Qazaq scholar,
Amanjolov) Isayev (1996: 44) presents the following two arguments: (i)
The north-eastern area was closest to the more developed Russian civili-
sation; (ii) it was the language of the influential Qazaq writers and intel-
lectuals Abay and Ibiray Altinsarin. Accordingly, the emergence of
modern literary Qazaq is posited after the second half of the nineteenth
century, when Abay started writing.”

Isayev’s (1996: 57) and Sizdiqova’s point of departure, though, is the
hypothesis of the supra-tribal variety. In their view Abay and Altinsarin
(see discussion in 3.1.) used a supra-dialectal variety of Qazaq that
Qazags of all tribes understood, in particular the one that had been used
for the epics. At the same time, however, Isayev (1996: 57) recognises
that there were only minor differences between the Qazaq dialects.®

®  After the emergence of Islam, during the Arab conquests, Classical Arabic was

used as a koine for military communication. In regard to modern Arabic dialects,
the term koine is also applied when speakers from different linguistic regions use
features that are commonly understood.

In a famous article on literary Qazaq, Brill Olcott (1985) argues that politically
active Qazaq poets (e.g. Babatay-uli (1802-1871) and Otemis-uli (1804-1846))
who had been educated in Tatar religious schools, wrote in Qazaq as early as the
first half of the nineteenth century. Brill Olcott further argues that the Soviet
authorities much exaggerated Abay’s role, because he had received a Russian edu-
cation, and thus matched the image of the Russified Qazaq intellectual they in-
tended to promote. In the framework of the present article we cannot elaborate on
this issue. Interestingly, although Isayev and Sizdiqova do mention the names of
these poets, they do not state their importance for the history of Qazaq as a writ-
ten language.

The phonological differences between the modern Qazaq dialects are of the type
[301 ~ dgol] ‘road’, [$5p ~ &Sp] ‘grass’, [bas ~ bas] ‘head’ and [3el ~ yel] ‘wind’
(cf. Omarbekov 1992), which are either difficult to convey in Arabic script or ob-
scured by the writing conventions. In neither of these cases can the ancient mate-
rial serve as a reliable basis for far-reaching conclusions. Nor are the dialectal dif-
ferences in vocabulary much help, since apart from being scarce, they can often be
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Neither Isayev nor Sizdiqova sustain their premise of a supra-tribal lan-
guage with further argumentation, although it conjures up the question to
what extent this literary variety may have differed from the Qazaq dia-
lects (and, for that matter, from closely related languages such as Qara-
qalpaq and Nogay).

4. Evaluation

Sizdiqova’s and Isayev’s works do not meet the expectations of their
Western colleagues. For example, in works dealing with the history of
literary Qazaq, a Western scholar would expect to read about the histori-
cal linguistic connections between Qazaq, on the one hand, and the
closely related Qipcaq languages, on the other. Sizdiqova and Isayev,
however, concentrate on Qazaq only. They even do so for stages where
one could raise the question whether a Qazaq language as such already
existed separately from Noghay, Qaraqalpaq and, perhaps, Qiryiz and
Tatar. In regard to the material in the ancient Qipcaq sources, for exam-
ple, they fail to give their own opinions on the development of Qazaq
from a common Qip¢aq ancestor, merely repeating some isolated lin-
guistic features, reportedly Qazaq, from studies carried out by scholars
specialised in those particular branches of Turcology.

Until the second decade of the twentieth century, these and other
Turkic peoples were hardly identified as separate—except, perhaps, to
some minor extent by themselves—since until less than a century ago
they had been governed and colonised as one single administrative area:
Turkistan. It is a historical fact that the division of Central Asia into
separate republics and autonomous areas as it was initiated by the Rus-
sian and Soviet authorities was largely artificial, and must to some extent
have been perceived as such by the peoples themselves at the time. This
artificial division was in the interest of the same authorities who had
nothing to gain from an awakening unifying nationalism among the
Turkic peoples of Central Asia.

A sign of the influence Soviet policy with regard to Central Asian
peoples had on the development of Turkic studies in the former Soviet
Union is that—at least in the major libraries in Qazaqstan—there is a
disappointingly small number of publications on the related languages

accounted for as loans from neighbouring Turkic languages, such as Uzbek or
Tatar.
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and few comparative studies of Qazaq and neighbouring Turkic lan-
guages. At the same time, the libraries in the adjacent republics are
equally poorly equipped with material on Qazaq. It appears that the
scholars and research institutes in the republics were allowed and en-
couraged to conduct research in their own standard languages, while
others more or less independently specialised in general Turcology. Ex-
cept for the relatively small number of great Soviet Turcologists who are
known and esteemed in the West, most Soviet scholars apparently did
not pay much attention to fundamental issues, such as how the modern
Turkic languages are related to one another, and which position the an-
cient sources occupy in their common history.

The consequences of this approach have been the development of
very narrow specialisations in Soviet Turcology, and the seemingly
anachronic claims of today’s scholars of Turkic origin that the ancient
sources reflect earlier stages of their respective languages. For Isayev
and Sizdiqova this results in a picture of Qazagq as if it had evolved inde-
pendently and inevitably down from the language of the runic inscrip-
tions. They hardly, if ever, refer to structural similarities of Qazaq with
Qaraqalpaq, Noghay, Bashkir, Qiryiz, or more remotely related Qipchaq
languages, such as Qarachay-Balkar. If properly taken into considera-
tion, studies of that type could, no doubt, shed an interesting light on
earlier stages of Qazaq and its alleged relation to the language in the an-
cient sources. The manifold points of resemblance of Isyev’s and
Sizdiqova’s studies in structure, style and contents, is probably also in-
herent to this tradition.

Another issue is Isayev’s and Sizdigova’s assumption that Abay’s
and Altinsarin’s language was based on a supra-tribal variety of Qazaq,
a poetical koine. Although in itself quite interesting, this assumption is
not sustained by any argumentation as to how and when this koine came
into existence, and in what sense it would differ from Qazaq dialects (i.e.
despite careful reading nothing to this effect was found in either
scholar’s works). This is the more surprising considering their position
on this issue differs from that of some other leading scholars in the field
such as Amanjolov.

A minor point of criticism is that the samples of the ancient poems
are, as a rule, not properly dated; thus the reader in many instances does
not know from which periods the samples that are being compared to
one another date, nor is there any clue as to which editions were used.



230 Robert J. Ermers

These and other differences in approach make it difficult to find one’s
way through Sizdiqova’s and Isayev’s studies.

It is certainly no coincidence that both Sizdigova’s and Isayev’s
works appeared after 1991, while preliminary studies were published
during the late eighties, the years of perestroika. Until the recent past,
scholarly manuscripts were subjected to strong censorship regarding
apparent signs of “exaggerated nationalism” before they were released
for publication. As a result, it must have been very difficult indeed to
produce original research. When attempting to understand and interpret
these difficulties, one cannot but feel enormous respect for the achieve-
ments of Sizdiqova, Isayev and other Soviet scholars. They have laid the
foundations for the study of the history of Qazaq without having had
any possibilities for inspirational exchanges of opinion with colleagues
from outside. At the same time their scholarly work was severely ham-
pered by political restrictions and prescriptions. Even if it is not possible
always to agree with their methodological principles, we are grateful to
Isayev and Sizdiqova for bringing to light their opinions on the history
of literary Qazagq. Their studies form real stepping stones for a new gen-
eration of scholars, both in Kazakstan and abroad, who will be able to
benefit from their work and freely apply new methods to the material.’
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reform, the Cyrillic script was confirmed as Mongolia’s official script. Currently,
both scripts are used, resulting in concurrent digraphia. The study of the Mongo-
lian attempt of script change and of the public debate surrounding this proposed
reform could shed some light on similar processes, notably in former Soviet re-
publics.
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In recent years, a number of attempts and projects aimed at script reform
and script change have appeared in countries which were formerly part
of the USSR, notably in the Turkic-speaking republics (Comrie 1996:
783-784). Most of these events took place after the collapse of the
USSR, although some occurred a few years before, such as the reintro-
duction of the Latin script in Moldavia (Rogers 1990). Outside the
USSR, a similar phenomenon could be observed in a former satellite
country, Mongolia. Being, since 1924 a socialist country, Mongolia was
closely linked to and strongly influenced by the USSR for nearly seven
decades.

This influence was also reflected by Mongolian language policies,
especially in the 1930-1950 period, when Latinization and Cyrillicization
attempts were conducted which almost ended centuries of use of the
traditional Mongolian script.

The attempt to change the official script in Mongolia from the Cyrillic
to the formerly banned Mongolian script during the years immediately
following the peaceful democratization of the country in 1990 is an in-
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teresting example of new-found linguistic independence. Although this
script reform was overturned in 1994, with Cyrillic keeping its role as
the official Mongolian script, during the first years of the reform the
coexistence of the Cyrillic and Mongolian scripts created a situation of
concurrent digraphia (Grivelet 1994, 1995).

The study of this ongoing situation could shed some light on similar
processes in former Soviet republics which are also trying to achieve
script change. In this context, it seems important to examine the reform
itself, in terms of legislation and implementation, and also to consider the
main groups and the arguments which shaped the debate concerning the
place and status of the different scripts in Mongolia.

Historical background

Mongolia has known a rather chaotic history of script, during which the
classical Mongolian script (also called Uighur script or Uighur-Mongo-
lian script) has been the only one in continuous use since its introduction
in the 13th century, when the Mongolian Empire was created (Pelliot
1925: 288-289). A close relationship exists between the political situa-
tion in Mongolia and the development and disappearance of writing
systems. The creation of a new regime could lead to the implementation
of a new form of script. For example, the ‘Phags-pa script (or square
script) was introduced in 1269, during the reign of the emperor Qubilai,
as the writing system for the new Yuan dynasty, but it did not survive
the fall of this dynasty in the second half of the 14th century.

In the 20th century, the time of Mongolian autonomy and, later, inde-
pendence, the script situation was also somewhat complex. Even if the
statistics presented by the socialist regime probably did underestimate
the literacy level in order to make the achievements of its alphabetization
policy appear greater, it should be assumed that literacy in the Mongo-
lian script was quite low in the first decades of the 20th century.

Another script, the Tibetan one, which was taught in the numerous
Mongolian Buddhist monasteries, was also used by monks individually
for writing Mongolian (Grgnbech 1953, Bawden 1960).

In the 1930s, in a move similar to the linguistic policies enforced in
the USSR, the Mongolian People’s Republic began a Latinization cam-
paign which lasted for a few years (particularly 1930-1932) but achieved
little result. However some sections of newspapers were published in
Latin script, and this script appeared on stamps, book covers, etc. This
script reform attempt was ended by the “New Turn Policy”, which op-
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posed the previous initiatives as being a leftist deviation (Bawden 1989°:
344). A second Latinization attempt, in 1940-1941, was also short-lived.

Furthermore, at that time in the USSR, the policy of Cyrillicization of
minority languages was already in full swing. In 1941, the decision to
change from the Mongolian to the Cyrillic script was made in Mongolia,
though it was implemented with some delay. The earlier stage of this
reform witnessed some confusion brought on by proposals of different
versions of the new orthography (Damdinsiiren 1942, 1946). From
1946 onwards, the Cyrillic script became the official script in Mongolia.
At the same time, the relationship with the USSR was fostered. The new
script itself was often called “Russified script” (orosjin bicig), and it
tried to stay close to the form of Cyrillic script used for Russian. The
new Mongolian alphabet, for example, used all the signs found in Rus-
sian Cyrillic, even if that resulted in inconsistencies for Mongolian or-
thography.

After this script change, general literacy in the Cyrillic script was
achieved in Mongolia within a relatively short time span. The Mongolian
script itself did not totally disappear, but its presence in Mongolia was
extremely limited: It was not taught in schools but was retained in the
philological department of the university. A few other uses remained:
Older people still used this script, one reason being that it is faster to
write than Cyrillic and is thus particularly useful for personal notes. The
Mongolian script was also used for decorative purposes, e.g. on book
covers. One could find self-teaching manuals on the script in Mongolia,
published in Ulaanbaatar in rather large numbers by Mongolian stand-
ards. The Mongolian script was also kept in use among the Mongols
living in Inner Mongolia, an autonomous region in China.

In the 1980s, during the last years of the socialist regime and at a time
of political changes very similar to those taking place in the USSR, the
Mongolian script underwent a sort of revival. It was reintroduced, from
1986 onwards, in secondary schools as a compulsory course in the 7th
and 8th grades. Teaching materials for pupils and teachers were pub-
lished in 1986 and 1987. In the academic year 1989-1990 an experiment
was also conducted in one school in Ulaanbaatar with a first-grade class
which was taught exclusively in the Mongolian script.
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Democratization, and the choice of the Mongolian script as the
future official script

During 1989-1990 winter, peaceful demonstrations in Ulaanbaatar cre-
ated a change toward a more democratic regime in Mongolia. A return to
traditional Mongolian values was one of the demonstrators’ demands,
and the Mongolian script was stressed as a symbol of Mongolian iden-
tity.

In 1990, after the demonstrations and with beginning democratiza-
tion, demands for a comprehensive reintroduction of the Mongolian
script, and for a change of official script were cemented by legislative
efforts.

Although various decrees supported official script change and were
intended to prepare the country for it, the Mongolian script was never
granted the status of official script. Foreign analyses have often missed
this point. For example, observers such as Kin Bing Wu state that “the
classical Mongolian script has been reintroduced as the national script to
replace the Cyrillic script adopted from Russian” (Kin Bing Wu 1994:
3).

During the months after the demonstrations, the first step of the re-
form was largely to promote a reintroduction of the Mongolian script,
thus paving the way for script change, as apparent in decree no. 285,
passed on 1 June 1990.

This decision concerning the general teaching of the Mongolian
script, gave some guidelines for the 1990-1995 period. It was aimed at
three main areas: The school system, adult education, and the creation of
modern resources for the printing of materials in the classical script.
These steps were intended to prepare for script change in official docu-
ments and, according to the text of the decision, to “restore the national
cultural heritage”. Thus a renewal of the teaching of Mongolian script
was targeted at all school levels for the 1990-1995 period. The decree
called for the training of school teachers in the Mongolian script, and for
the production of textbooks and dictionaries.

At the level of adult education, courses were to be set up by the min-
istries, state organizations, municipalities and firms for employees at
their workplaces. Also, basic and higher educational institutions were
authorized to conduct courses at the request of organizations and indi-
viduals.
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Finally, the creation in 1991-1992 of a foundation for the acquisition
of computers and printing materials was intended to introduce new tech-
nologies for publishing in the Mongolian script.

On 30 May 1991, one year after decree no. 285, the upper house of
parliament, the Baga Xural (which disappeared after the new constitution
of 1992), passed decree no. 36 aimed at preparing to change official
documents from the Cyrillic to the Mongolian script. In a very short text
(one sentence, with a one-sentence preamble) the Baga Xural asked the
government to provide for adequate preparation to facilitate this change,
which was to take place throughout Mongolia in 1994. The preface of
this decree states that the Mongolian script expresses the cultural and
moral traditions of the Mongols and that it is a precious Mongolian con-
tribution to human heritage.

This decision (the only one taken by the parliament until decree no. 66
of 8 July 1994) was completed by governmental decree no. 186 of 21
June 1991, which presented the concrete steps for the implementation of
decree no. 36. It reinforced the aim to achieve full Mongolian script liter-
acy among the Mongolian population during the 1991-1993 period. It
placed responsibility for this campaign mainly with the Ministry of Edu-
cation, which was to reintroduce the script in schools and create the ap-
propriate manuals. Local institutions such as municipalities and aimag
‘regions’ were asked to take measures to involve the general public in
the alphabetization process. The press also were to support the reform
by publishing information about it and by using the Mongolian script
itself in certain newspaper sections.

The main goals of decrees no. 285 and 36 were the extension of in-
struction and the preparation for use as official script. However it is in-
teresting to note that from an individual point of view double profi-
ciencys, i.e. literacy in both scripts was sought (xos bicigten).

Mongolian script was first reintroduced in the educational system.
During the 1990-1991 academic year, 300 schools introduced the classi-
cal script in the first grade. In 1991-1992, the Mongolian alphabet was
used as the teaching script for all first graders. Courses in the script were
also started for older pupils.

Evening classes for adults were created as well, but do not seem to
have had much success. Although participation in these classes was
substantial, the participants often did not achieve a good command of the
Mongolian script. A Ministry of Education official reported that 50% to
60% of 16-49 year-olds were involved in the study of the Mongolian
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script, “yet the quality leaves much to be desired. According to the rough
data, 22% of the adult population have basic elementary reading skills,
and 30% quite moderate reading skills” (Batmagnai 1993: 25).

In 1994, the year the official script of Mongolia was scheduled to
change, preparations did not seem to have been successful. The Mongo-
lian script had been reintroduced into the school system and was being
studied in the primary grades, but heavy criticism was voiced regarding
the pupils’ lack of proficiency. Among adults, full literacy in the Mon-
golian script—the goal of legislative acts taken since 1990—had obvi-
ously not been attained. In an opinion poll conducted in May 1994,
6.5% surveyed said that they could read and write the Mongolian script
fluently and 16.57% that they could read it fluently and write it fairly
well. 30.57% could not write it but were able to read it a little, 21.37%
could only sound it out with difficulty, and 23.93% could neither read
nor write the Mongolian script (Ardyn erx “People’s Right”, 13 May
1994).

The main failure of the reform was probably the absence of the Mon-
golian script in everyday life, even after the efforts of those few years.
The script was still confined to symbolic and ornamental uses. It could
be found on door plates, one side of banknotes and on stamps. It did
appear in the streets in a more spontaneous manner—however only in
the graffiti made by school children.

All major newspapers were still published in the Cyrillic script. They
did not heed government decree no. 286 of 1991 calling for the use of
the Mongolian script in a section of every newspaper: None of them had
begun to employ the Mongolian script, except once again for ornamental
purposes such as the newspaper’s title, which might be written in both
scripts; or company names in advertisements. The only publications in
Mongolian script were either magazines devoted to the promotion of the
script, mainly informing on the state of the reform, and even these were
sometimes published in both scripts, e.g. Mongol bicig soyol
“Mongolian script and culture”; or magazines for children (e.g. Dino,
Unaga ‘colt’). In bookstores, teaching materials were nearly the only
books in Mongolian script to be found.

The general mood toward the reform also seemed to have changed
between 1990 and 1994. After years of economic hardship, the prospec-
tive efforts and costs associated with a change of writing system had
diminished the reform’s appeal. Thus the process seemed stalled the
very year when the official script change was to be implemented.
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Notwithstanding the mixed results of the first years of the script re-
form, the government passed a new decree (no. 64, 16 March 1994),
which sought to intensify the preparatory work necessary for the transi-
tion to the Mongolian alphabet as the script of official affairs. In one of
this decree’s seven points, the various ministries and state organizations
were asked to take appropriate steps to ensure that employees at every
level were trained in the Mongolian script before the end of 1994, in
such a way that they would be able to conduct official business in that
script by 1995. The decree also required all Mongols between 16 and 49
years old to be taught to read and write in the script by 1995-1996 at the
latest.

The Ministry of Justice was in charge of drafting and publishing
standard forms and documents in the Mongolian script by the end of
1994. In the school system, this script would have to be used as the
teaching medium from first to fourth grade, and afterwards for the hu-
manities, while the Cyrillic script was to be used in science classes from
grade five through ten.

This decision stoked the debate around script change, which was very
intense and emotional and raged on until the main legislative debate and
decision in the Mongolian parliament, scheduled for the summer of
1994. The parliamentary debate was heated as well. The absence of sat-
isfactory results from the preparatory stage was put forward, and the
government proposed to postpone the reform until 2001. The parlia-
mentary commission in charge of education, science and culture, on the
other hand, supported a decree project aimed at resuming teaching in the
Cyrillic script and confirming it as the official script of Mongolia. The
decree project was adopted by the parliament on 8 July 1996.

It was thus decided by parliament, in decree no. 66, that official af-
fairs should still be conducted in the Cyrillic script (called the Cyrillic-
Mongolian script in the decree) and that this script was to be taught in
schools from 1994-1995 onward. On the other hand, the government
remained in charge of developing a national program to promote basic
instruction and use of the Uighur-Mongolian script by continuing the
work of the previous three years. Furthermore Mongolian script was to
be one of the principal subjects taught in school. This decision consti-
tuted a complete change of direction in Mongolian language policy since
the Mongolian script now came to be considered a secondary script.

Still, efforts to reintroduce the classical script were not abandoned. A
new policy was cemented in 1995 with the vote in parliament for a na-
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tional program for the Mongolian script (decree no. 43) and a govern-
mental decree (no. 223 of December 1995) which laid out the
corresponding guidelines. This decree did not aim to change the official
script, but rather to promote the use of the Mongolian script in newspa-
pers and other publications. It also called for teaching it in schools, how-
ever as a separate subject and not as the main script of instruction.
Moreover, in the last article of the decree, the government clearly speci-
fied that this new decree superseded the decrees made in the 1990-1994
period, thus confirming the abandonment of the project to change the
official script.

The election in June 1996 of a new majority in the Mongolian parlia-
ment and the creation of a new Mongolian government made up of the
Social Democratic and National Democratic parties will only reinforce
this tendency, as both coalition partners are largely opposed to a script
change.

The debate over official script change

The reintroduction of the Mongolian script and the drive to have it rec-
ognized as the official state script aroused different opinions and created
a heated debate in Mongolia which, in 1997, is far from being con-
cluded.

It was quite usual for foreign analysts to place supporters and oppo-
nents of the reform along broader political lines, with the democrats al-
legedly more inclined towards the change, and the former socialists, with
more conservative views, favoring the Cyrillic script. This sketchy view
does not do justice to Mongolian reality, where we may observe that the
government in place until 1996—still headed then by the Mongolian
People’s Revolutionary Party, which won the first free elections—actu-
ally promoted the Mongolian script through official decrees, whilst the
opposition parties, such as the Social Democrats or the National Demo-
crats, showed much less enthusiasm for this reform.

Within the script reform debate itself, we can distinguish between the
general opinions of the Mongolian population, which can be discerned
through various opinion polls, and specific currents of opinion, repre-
sented by organized groups and associations lobbying for one type of
script.

Some opinion polls addressed the issue of official script. One of
these studies, presented in May 1994 by the studies center of the Mon-
golian parliament, showed that 11.25% of the sample supported the
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Mongolian script as state script, while 87.32% were in favor of the Cy-
rillic script (Ardyn erx, 13 May 1994). On a much smaller scale, our
own inquiry in 1994 based on a sample of one hundred students at the
Mongolian State University showed that 67% of the students supported
the use of Cyrillic as the official script, 23% were in favor of the
Mongolian script, and 10% had other opinions (either the use of both
scripts or changing to the Latin alphabet). Another sociological study,
carried out in June 1994 by the Mongolian Academy of Science with the
support of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation, recorded divergent
opinions with 6.1% favoring a change the Mongolian script, 19.6%
opposing such a change, and 71.7% supporting the use of both writing
systems as official scripts.

A large part of the script debate was conducted by a few individuals
and associations supporting a specific script and expressed mainly in
newspaper articles. These groups may be divided into four main move-
ments: The promoters of the Latin script, the Cyrillic script, the Mongo-
lian script, and of two scripts.

The smallest group by far favored a change from the Cyrillic to the
Latin alphabet. Created in February 1993, the Latin Alphabet Society
had gained a membership of around thirty by 1994. This association
succeeded in publishing a few pages of Mongolian written in Latin
script in the newspaper Ulaanbaatar, through the help of one of its mem-
bers, a journalist working for that newspaper (Ulaanbaatar, 12 March
1994). The orthography of these pages was inspired by Cyrillic orthog-
raphy and was quite different from the Latin type used in the 1930s. The
supporters of the Latin script rejected the choice of Mongolian script as
being a return to the past. The Cyrillic script was also criticized, not only
for its orthographic shortcomings, but also for its connection with the
socialist era. As one of the association’s leading members, Monxbayar,
has stressed: “... no one can deny that Ciyrillic is an alphabet which was
introduced in Mongolia in haste under the pressure of Stalin’s support-
ers” (Mongol Messenger, 18 January 1994: 3). Nevertheless, as a trans-
ition to Latin script appears impossible, its advocates provisionally lend
their support mainly to the Cyrillic alphabet, which is seen to be more
modern than the Mongolian script.

The supporters of the Cyrillic script, numerous in Mongolian society,
were not particularly organized, so that much opposition to the script
reform was made on an individual basis. An association named Sine
bicig “New Script” was created on 25 March 1994, the anniversary of
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the adoption of the Cyrillic script in 1941. Its inception followed the new
governmental decree at the beginning of March 1994, which tried to give
fresh impetus to the script reform. Between March and July 1994, the
supporters of the Cyrillic script published numerous articles against the
reform, especially in the leading Mongolian newspaper, Ardyn erx.
Their position was based on the following points: The main argument
against the Mongolian script was related to its introduction as the
teaching medium in schools. The promoters of the Cyrillic script con-
tended that the proficiency of first grade students in reading and writing
was much lower after the introduction of the Mongolian script than it
had been when Cyrillic was the script of instruction. Also it was said
that these school children were cut off from the rest of society, where the
Cyrillic script was still in use. Furthermore they had limited access to
books, magazines, etc.

In addition to the above, a historical argument was put forward, em-
phasizing the great progress made in raising the general level of literacy
in Mongolia after the introduction of the Cyrillic script. The importance
of the Cyrillic script in contemporary history and culture was also
stressed, as this script had been in use for nearly half a century and the
efforts to transcribe the material written since 1950 would be enormous.
The script reform was further criticized for lack of feasibility. The situa-
tion of post-socialist Mongolia, especially the economic situation, was
not considered robust enough for such an important change. It was also
argued that a change from the Cyrillic to the Mongolian script would
transform a fully literate population into a largely illiterate one.

Finally, the Mongolian script was opposed for reasons of modernity.
Its orthography was said to represent a former state of Mongolian, dif-
ferent from the contemporary language, and thus not suited to everyday
demands of a modern country. It was also stressed that international
contact, especially with Western countries and with Japan, could be im-
paired by the use of the Mongolian script instead of the more interna-
tionally known Cyrillic.

The proponents of the Mongolian script were the most active and
well organized. A few associations existed, some connected to private
institutions of higher education devoted mainly to the teaching of the
script. They played an active part in lobbying for the Mongolian script as
the official script, and for the diffusion of the script, occasionally pub-
lishing magazines and manuals on this subject.
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The Mongolian Script Association (mongol bicig xorsoolol) was cre-
ated in 1989, before democratization. Its first members were mostly
older people with a good knowledge of Mongolian script. The main aim
of this association was to extend the teaching of the script, especially by
organizing classes for adults. The association subsequently grew, with
the creation of an institute of higher education and an adult school
mainly geared towards secretaries. The institute offered a curriculum
including foreign language courses and classes on the Mongolian script.
After intensive preparation, students were supposed to use the script,
and have lessons about its orthography, history, etc.

The Association for the Mongolian Script (mongol bicig t6loo),
founded in January 1994, was a more recent creation, and its aims were
more political. Its creation provided the opportunity for organizing a
large meeting at the government palace in Ulaanbaatar with hundreds of
participants, including the prime minister, several members of govern-
ment and various political leaders, among them the last head of state of
the socialist era, Mr. Batmonx.

The Academy of the Language and Civilization of the Mongolian
Nationality, created in 1993 by the Mongolian linguist Luwsanjaw, does
not really qualify as an association for promoting the Mongolian script,
but still has some features in common with those mentioned above. The
academy offered a mixed curriculum with foreign language classes and
courses on the Mongolian script and traditional Mongolian culture.
Here, too, after a semester of intensive Mongolian script instruction, the
students were supposed to be able to use the classical script. The acad-
emy also participated in the publishing of a magazine called Mongol
bicig soyol (“Mongolian Script and Culture”), which was devoted to the
Mongolian script. On a more general level, the academy lobbied mem-
bers of parliament through activities such as presenting modern teaching
methods and printing materials related to the classical script.

The supporters of the Mongolian script shared a number of argu-
ments, the main one being cultural and historical. The Mongolian script
was considered an essential legacy of the Mongolian past, being at once
a symbol of traditional Mongolian culture and a means of access to it
(through the texts written in the classical script). The script was seen as
one of the main features of traditional Mongolian society. Another as-
pect of this argument was the criticism of the Cyrillic script, which was
seen as a foreign import and a symbol of Mongolia’s socialist past.
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A conceivable pan-Mongolist argument was surprisingly rare in
Mongolia. Only a few people underlined that one of the greatest advan-
tages of the script was that it would enable communication between all
groups of Mongolian-speaking people, even if the spoken dialects dif-
fered somewhat. The possible expansion of relations with the Chinese
region of Inner Mongolia, where the Mongolian script is still in use, was
hardly emphasized.

Also rarely voiced, the argument of usability was mainly based on the
fact that the Mongolian script is faster to write than its Cyrillic counter-
part. According to some of its supporters, its orthography is also more
adapted to writing Mongolian.

Supporters of the Mongolian script also developed what could be
called a legal argument. Considering the different decrees related to the
reintroduction of the Mongolian script, they asked the government to
take measures for the application of these decrees, trying to place the
debate not so much at the level of choice but rather around the question
of when this change should occur.

A fourth tendency favored the option of simultaneously having the
Mongolian and the Cyrillic script. This proposal was not supported by
any organized group, but by individual proponents, especially politi-
cians. The former candidate of the Mongolian People’s Revolutionary
Party, Mr. Tiidew, was an advocate of this idea, saying that it would be
good for the Mongols to have “two horses” (Ardyn erx, 7 June 1994).
The Mongolian President, Mr. O¢irbat, also declared that he supported
the idea of utilizing the two scripts concurrently. There were no specific
arguments reserved to this position, but more a combination of many
different arguments linked to other groups. For example, the Mongolian
president, in a letter to parliament before the July 1994 script debate,
stated that there was no doubt that the Mongolian people should learn
and use the Mongolian script, since it was the cultural legacy of the
Mongols. However, he also contended that the Cyrillic script should not
be discarded, because it too formed a part of Mongolian culture and,
furthermore, represented the script of a generation (Ardyn erx, 29 June
1994). This position mostly tended to maintain the established use of
scripts in Mongolia.

Conclusions

In the Mongolian case, it is possible to observe some of the difficulties
and contradictions that can appear in the attempts to reverse the script
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reforms made from the 1920s to the 1940s. The move to reinstate the
Mongolian script as the official script of Mongolia may have gamnered
some support during the immediate aftermath of the democratization
process, but soon faced opposition. The main shortcomings of the re-
form were related to its problematic diffusion among an adult population
already fully literate in the Cyrillic script.

At the time of the scheduled official script change, a contradiction
existed between the desire to revive the Mongolian script and the wish
expressed by most Mongols to retain the Cyrillic script as the official
script. Although the reintroduction of the Mongolian script and its in-
struction in schools were desired by most Mongols, who acknowledged
its cultural importance, the central question regarding the status of each
script remained an unresolved issue. The new policy elaborated in 1994
endorsed the rare situation of concurrent digraphia created by the first
years of the reform; the Cyrillic script continued to be used extensively,
and the Mongolian script was reintroduced without managing to pene-
trate everyday life, being used essentially for symbolic purposes.

The future of this concurrent digraphia is unclear. One might wonder
whether the current situation is just a stage of a long-term script reform
in Mongolia—which may eventually see the disappearance of one of the
scripts—or whether the two scripts currently in use will continue to co-
exist, each having its own functional areas.
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In “India” and “Mineralogy”, two works by al-Birini, Choresmian scholar (11th
century), there are fragments of an Old Turkic genealogical legend. Both frag-
ments have been adopted into the history of the Kabul-Shahs’ dynasty and show
their Turkic origin. More importantly, correlations between al-Biriini’s fragments
and the Chinese fixation of an Old Turkic genealogical legend (7th century) may
be identified. In al-Birtini’s text, the relation between the “origin of the cave”, the
“wolf” genealogy and the king’s right to power in Turkic mythology is ex-
pressed.
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ies, 18, Dvorcovaja nab., 191065 St.-Petersburg, Russia.

Old Turkic genealogical legends are related to those few folklore-eth-
nological relics that can be traced back to the time when a Proto-Turkic
ethnic community was being formed. Two such legends recounting the
derivation of Ashina—the ruling clan of the Turkic empire (6th-8th
centuries)—were written down earlier than others. In the middle of the
6th century, both legends were briefly fixed by Chinese historiographers
from the sayings of the Turks themselves. As our analysis has proved,
they are two variants of the same narration (see Kljastornyj 1965, cf.
Sinor 1982: 223-257). According to the main story, the ancestors of
Ashina were exterminated by their enemies. Only a ten-year-old boy
with severed arms and legs remained alive. He was saved from death by
a she-wolf which later became his wife. The young man was finally
killed by his enemies while the she-wolf hid from their pursuers in a
mountain cave situated to the north of the Turfan oasis (Eastern Tien-
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Shan). There she gave birth to ten sons who on growing up married
Turfan girls and created kins of their own. The most dexterous one of
the she-wolf’s sons named Ashina became the chief of the new tribe.'
His descendants led the tribe out of the cave and resettled in the Altay
region.

The cult of the ancestors’ cave existed in the ancient Turkic state
along with the cult of the qaghan kin (see Pelliot 1929). Special honour
was paid to the wolf, expressed in various (mostly military) symbols
(see Esin 1972). Remnants of the wolf cult have been repeatedly fixed
among Turkic peoples, though zoolatric motives prevailing in them do
not allow connecting them with the genetic myth (see Potapov 1958:
135-142).

The first iconographical proof that links the legendary genealogy of
the Turkic gaghans with the parent mother-she-wolf and parent father-
man is a recently discovered ancient Turkic historical monument. It is
the Soghdian-language Bugut stele (dated A.D. 582), at the top of which
a boy with stumped arms and legs is depicted at the moment a she-wolf
is saving him (see KljaStornyj & Livsic 1972). No verbal reflections of
the legend have remained in this written monument.

Another possibility for cross-checking the Chinese version of this
ancient Turkic legend is found in al-Birtini’s report on the Turkic origin
of the Kabul royal dynasty. The ethnicity of the early medieval dynasties
from Tokharistan, Kapisa, Zabulistan and adjacent regions still remains
a topic of debate. The supreme suzerainty of the Western Turkic
qaghans was established here during the reign of Ton-yabghuqaghan
(A.D. 6127-630) who passed the power over the newly conquered land
to his son Tardu-shad whose headquarters were in Qunduz (see
Chavannes 1903: 52, 130, 196). Nonetheless, according to Josef Mar-
quart’s opinion presently supported by Robert Go6bl, the local Yueh-chi
(Kushans) and Hephtalite (in Robert Gobl’s terminology “Hunno-Ira-
nian”) dynasties managed to preserve power in their former possessions
(Marquart 1901: 291 and Gobl 1967: 7-8, 256-258). However, along-
side this, the titles of these rulers and their favorites had undergone
noteworthy changes: By the 8th century one finds among them tegins,
eltebers, tarhans, shads and tuduns. GObl, arguing against Roman
Ghirshman, who had supposed the emergence of Turkic dynasties in

' On the etymologies of Ashina see Kljastornyj (1994: 445-447)
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Tokharistan and Képisa, suggests that the usage of Turkic titles itself
gives evidence not of the change of dynasties, but of a certain tribute to
the fashion that appeared under the influence of the supreme Turkic su-
zerains (see Gobl 1967: 256-258). However, the question is not all that
easy. First of all, the ethnic structure of the local population obviously
changed—the Turks had become its visible part not only in Tokharistan,
where mostly Qarlugs had settled, but in Zabulistan as well (see
Chavannes 1903: 160-161). The dynasty of the Tokharistan yabghu
from the Ashina family succeeded that of Tardu-shad (see Chavannes
1904: 20). It had been preserving Turkic names and titles for at least two
centuries, combining them with the titles of the former rulers. Thus, the
yabghu of Tokharistan Qutlugh (A.D. 728) was at the same time named
“king of the Hephtalites” (Chavannes 1904: 49). In this very period the
king of Képisa was named “tegin-shad” (Chavannes 1904: 59), which
seems to reflect his family relations with the Turkic dynasty (only peo-
ple from the royal family could have borne the title “tegin”). Kapisa was
the region located to the extreme south of the Western Turkic empire,
and Hsiian Tsang, who had visited it in A.D. 630 and 644 calls it
“boundary” and mentions together with this that ten smaller principalties
were subordinate to it (Chavannes 1903: 197). Kabul obviously was
also included in that number, as it was Kabul and Zabulistan which Ibn
Khurdadbih called the border regions of “great” Tokharistan (see
Barthold 1934: 874 and Stein 1973: 13-20).
Let us now look at what al-Birtini says:

“The Indians had in Kabul kings from the Turks who were said to derive from
Tibet. The first of them was Barahtakin. He entered a cave in Kabul which no
one could enter other than by moving sideways or crawling. There was some
water in there and he left some food there for several days. This cave is still
known, it is called Var. Those people who consider it a good omen, visit it
and take water from it, which is very difficult to do. Crowds of peasants were
working by the entrance to the cave... Several days after Barahtakin had en-
tered it, someone suddenly came out of it, and the people all together could
see that he emerged as though being born from his mother’s belly. He was
wearing Turkic garments consisting of a qaba‘, high headgear, boots and
weapons. People paid honours to him as to a miraculous creature designated
for kingdom. He ascended the throne there and his title was Shah of Kabul.
The kingdom remained with his sons for generations, the number of which is
about sixty.” (Sachau 1887: 257)
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A shorter variant of the same legend is found in al-Birtini’s
“Mineralogy’”:

“The inhabitants of Kabul in the days when they were illiterate [i.e. before
their conversion to Islam, S. K.] believed that Barahtakin, the first of the
Turkic kings, had been created in a local cave which is nowadays called
Bughra and had come out of it wearing a [king’s] headgear (kalansuva).”
(Belenitskij 1963:27)

Correlations between the ancient Turkic genealogical story and the leg-
end mentioned by al-Birtini are sufficiently evident. However, only al-
Birtini’s version clearly shows the connection of the “cave” birth with
the right to royal power, which is not so obvously reflected in the Chi-
nese fixation of the legend. Jean-Paul Roux (1966: 284-287) relates this
motif to the ancient cult of the cave-mother who bears the ancestor-beast
(the heavenly beast). However, the beast motif seems to be missing in
al-Biruini’s text. In this regard the name of the hero of this legend at-
tracts our attention. It is “(...) Barahtakin” and obviously corresponds to
the Turkic Barah-tegin.

Eduard Sachau in his edition of al-Birtini’s “India” reads barahtakin
as he seems not to have known that this name is also mentioned in al-
Birtini’s “Mineralogy”. Nevertheless, his explanation of the second part
of this name as the Turkic title “takin” (Sachau 1887: 360-361) is cor-
rect. Belenitskij, the translator and commentator of “Mineralogy”, identi-
fies both these forms of the word and suggests the correct reading of the
form fixed in “India”. However, he also says that “the exact meaning of
this word has not been established” (Belenickij 1963: 421). The word
barah / baraq has an unequivocal meaning in Turkic languages: ‘shaggy
dog’, ‘shaggy’, ‘dishevelled’ (Dankoff & Kelly 1982: 190, Clauson
1972: 360 and Doerfer 1965: 728). The alternation “wolf / dog” is fre-
quently recorded in genealogical stories of Turkic and Mongolian poe-
ples (see Roux 1966: 329-335), but in this case the synonymic denomi-
nation of the wolf as ‘shaggy’ can not be excluded, since taboo names
of ancestors are usual in Turkic onomastics (see Potapov 1958: 142).
The connection between beast-ancestor and “cave” birth, which by al-
Biriini’s time had already been comprehended and anthropomorphized,
is still rather clearly apparent in this story. Thus, in early medieval
Kabulistan there still remained some reminiscences of the ancient Turkic
qaghan cult of the ancestor’s cave inseparable from the genealogical
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dynastic (and respectively kin) cult of beast-foreparent. On the other
hand, a later fixation of the archaic Central Asian story by al-Biriini
bears witness (more evidently than the ancient Chinese narrations) to the
social reorientation of the kin-family mythology, which had absorbed
the idea of sacral legitimization of royal power (i.e. the power of military
leaders of a family) at the time when a state was beginning to form.
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This article is devoted to the present-day sociolinguistic situation in Mountain
Shoriya (Kemerovo Region, South Siberia, Russia). The Shors, who speak one
of the Siberian Turkic languages, are the indigenous population of Mountain
Shoriya. Their language has survived in spite of unfavourable circumstances such
as its literary tradition being interrupted for half a century. At present, the Shors
are trying to restore social functions to the language. The Turcological traditions
at the Novokuznetsk State Pedagogical Institute have facilitated (and even insti-
gated) the revival of the Shor literary language.

This article touches upon the history of literary Shor and of Shor language re-
search in Novokuznetsk, and analyses recent developments in Shoriya: The re-
vival of Shor as a language taught at school, and of written Shor. Special atten-
tion is paid to problems facing Shor Turcologists who have provided the revival
process with a scientific foundation.

Irina Nevskaja, Novokuznetsk State Pedagogical Institute, ul. Belana, 21-60,
654005 Novokuznetsk, Russia.

1. General information

The Shors are one of the minor indigenous Turkic peoples of Siberia. In
the former USSR there were slightly over 16,000 Shors. According to
the 1989 census, 12,585 of them lived in Kuzbass (Kemerovo Region),
in South-Western Siberia (ltogi 1989: 42). According to Johannes
Benzing’s classification, Shor belongs to the Aral-Sayan group of North
Turkic, alongside Khakas, Altay and Tuvan (Benzing 1959: 1-5). Karl
Heinrich Menges distinguishes the Central-South-Siberian group (also
called Abakan or Khakas), comprising Shor and Khakas with their
dialects (Menges 1959: 5-11). Both classifications agree that Shor is
close to Khakas, Altay and, to a lesser degree, Tuvan.

The Shors inhabit Mountain Shoriya, the northern part of the Sayan-
Altay mountain region. The ethnonym which was introduced by Wil-
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helm Radloff at the end of the nineteenth century and came to be used
officially, was originally the name of one of the Turkic family clans or
tribes (sddks) which spoke rather similar Turkic dialects. The Turks of
Altay also used the term “Shor” for the Turkic-speaking population of
the Kondoma (Shor Qondum), Mrassu (Shor Pras) and Tom (Shor
Tom) river basins.' At that time, this population did not have a collective
native name. The ethnonym spread as the official and native name of this
ethnos in the mid-1930’s, during the nascent national consolidation of
the Turkic Sayan-Altay ethnic groups. Earlier, in official documents, the
native population of Mountain Shoriya was referred to as “Smith Tatars”
(Russian kuzneckie inorodcy, kuzneckie tatary), since they were consid-
ered to be skilful smiths. They were also named after the place where
they lived (Tom, Kondoma, Mrassu Tatars: Russian cernevye tatary,
mrasscy, kondomcy, verxotomcy), or according to the name of their
sook (the Abas, the Shors, the Kalars, the Kargas, etc.: Russian abincy,
Sorcy, kalarcy, kargincy).

The ethnic group evolved from various Turkic and non-Turkic
sources. The ethnonym aba, the name of one of the Tolds séoks, is en-
countered in Chinese souices dating from 603 (Pritsak 1959: 630). The
Shors are considered to be Turkicised Ob-Ugrians: Linguistic, ethno-
graphic and anthropological research shows the presence of an Ob-
Ugric substratum in the ethnos. Shor toponymy contains many Ket
names (e.g. the river names ending in +zas / +sas), indicating that the
region was inhabited earlier by Kets.

Many questions of Shor ethnic history have not yet been solved. As a
separate nation with its own identity and national sentiment, it developed
within the Turkic-speaking population of this region during the last three
centuries. The Shor ethnologist Valerij Kimeev delineates three periods
of its ethnic history (Kimeev 1994: 4-6):

Shor language examples are presented in phonemic transcription based on the
Fundamenta system (Deny et al. 1959: xv). For the transliteration of publications
in Shor, we use the Cyrillic transliteration alphabet for non-Slavonic languages
used by German libraries. For the transliteration of Russian words and citations,
we use the international scholarly system employed by linguists specializing in
Russian and Slavonic studies (System III) (Shaw 1967).
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1. The formation of territorial ethnic groups of Shors within the administra-
tive ethnic territory (Russian Kuzneckij uezd), from the beginning of the
seventeenth until the beginning of the twentieth century.

2. National and cultural consolidation in the framework of an autonomous
national district (Gorno-Sorskij nacional’ nyj rajon), 1926-1939. At that
time, the processes of national development were very intensive. The most
important contributing factors were the development of the literary lan-
guage, school instruction in Shor and the spread of literacy among the
Shor population.

3. From the early 1940’s until very recently, the survival of the Shor nation
within the conditions of the active spreading of the dominant Russian cul-
ture. During these years the Shors lost their literary language and were at
the brink of total assimilation.

2. The sociolinguistic situation in Shoriya in the late 1980’s

The rapid industrial development of the area in the twentieth century
almost destroyed the traditional Shor way of life and had a profound
influence on the area. The massive influx of mainly Russian-speaking
migrants set assimilation processes into motion which threatened not
only the Shor language but also the very existence of the Shor nation.

Beginning in the 1950’s, the following new economic and social
factors emerged:

— Small farms were merged, and many Shor villages disappeared; people,
in search of work, had to move to cities (where the assimilation processes
moved even faster).

— The rural population was reduced, the urban population in Mountain
Shoriya grew.

— Schools in small Shor villages were closed.

— Shor boarding schools were opened (these were primary and secondary
educational institutions in big villages and industrial centres, where Shor
children lived apart from their families during the academic year and were
instructed in Russian).

As a result, by the end of the 1980’s, Shor came to have an inferior so-
cial status: It was not a written language, nor a language of school edu-
cation. Furthermore, its transmission to younger generations had almost
stopped, and the number of speakers had dramatically diminished. The
language competence of speakers had declined, especially that of urban
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Shors (only 3% could speak Shor fluently in 1986, versus 20.1% in
1976), while their competence in Russian increased.” In 1989 only
59.4% of the Shors considered Shor to be their mother tongue, versus
76.6% in 1970. The number of Shors who regarded Russian as their
mother tongue had increased from 24.4% to 39.1% ({togi 1989: 42).

We thus see that people preferred to give up their mother tongue. The
history of the Shor literary language is important for the analysis of the
factors leading to this situation.

3. The history of the Shor literary language in brief

Shor could be called one of the “oppressed languages” of the former
USSR. During the twentieth century alone, the Shor language lost its
literary tradition twice.

The first time was just after the October Revolution, when the church
schools founded by the Altay missionaries were closed. The Russian
Orthodox Church had begun Christianising the indigenous peoples as
soon as Siberia became part of the Russian Empire. The Altay Mission
founded in 1828 spread its influence throughout the territory of Moun-
tain Shoriya, Mountain Altay, and the Minusinsk Region, where Turkic-
speaking indigenous Siberian peoples (Altays, Shors, Teleuts, Kuman-
dus) lived. The founders of the Altay Mission, Father Makarij (Glu-
xarev) and Father Stefan (LandySev), established new methods of mis-
sionary work among aboriginal peoples, including the study of their lan-
guages, outlook, traditions and beliefs.

The Altay missionaries preached in the native languages of Siberia’s
native peoples. They devised methods for translating Christian literature
into Altay, Shor, Teleut, and Kumandu. These translations were made
with the help of priests who were themselves indigenous. They were
based on their deep knowledge of Siberia’s mythological traditions and
languages. The Altay missionaries published books in the native lan-
guages of the Siberian people, founded primary and secondary schools

2 The results of a recent sociolinguistic study appear in Patruseva (1994). They are

somewhat doubtful. According to our observations, the number of urban Shor
speakers is much larger. In our opinion, PatruSeva’s data reflect the attitude of ur-
ban Shors to their mother tongue: People did not want to acknowledge that they
spoke Shor.
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and religious tertiary schools, where they trained national priests and
teachers for Shor schools.

The first Shor alphabet was devised by the Altay missionaries in the
middle of the nineteenth century. It was based on the Cyrillic alphabet
(plus 6, @, g and i), and was very economical (only 26 characters) and
scientifically well grounded.’ Its creation was preceded by long scientific
research conducted by the linguists of the Altay Mission. Their results
were presented in Grammatika altajskogo jazyka (“Altay language
grammar”), published in Kazan’ in 1869. The Mission published the
first Shor alphabet book Sorskij bukvar’ dlja inorodcev vostoénoj
poloviny Kuzneckogo okruga. Sor kiZileri balalaryn micikke iirgetce
(“Shor alphabet book for the natives of the eastern half of the Kuznetsk
District. Teaching Shor people’s children to write”) in 1885, and two
religious books: Svjascennaja istorija na Sorskom narecii dlja inorodcev
vostocnoj poloviny Kuzneckogo okruga (“The holy history in the Shor
dialect for the natives of the eastern half of the Kuznetsk District”)
(Kazan’ 1883), and Ukazanie puti v carstvie nebesnoe na Sorskom
narecii. Tegridin Carygynga kircen coldy kodiis¢e (“Showing the way to
the Garden of Eden in the Shor dialect. Showing the way leading to
heaven’s light”) (Kazan’ 1884).

One of the first primary schools in Shoriya was opened in the village
of Kuzedeevo by the well-known missionary and linguist Vasilij
Verbickij, who taught at this school. By the time of the October
Revolution, there were schools in all the larger villages. In the northern
part of Shoriya, about 40% of the population was literate. Shor was the
language of school teaching, written communication, and literature. The
Shor literature of the time was sparse; there were only Shor translations
of religious literature, and original works. Most of the latter seem to
have been lost: We have only one poem in Shor. It was written by Ivan
Stygasev, the first Shor writer, who studied in the Kazan’ Theological
College and in 1885 published a book in Russian which contained this
one Shor poem. After 1917, with the outbreak of the revolution and civil
war, all schools were closed, and the literary tradition hence interrupted.

At the time of the Soviet cultural revolution of 1927, a new Cyrillic-
based Shor alphabet was created. Between 1929 and 1939, the pan-

3 An analysis of the Shor alphabets appears in Nevskaja (1990) and Nevskaja

(1993).
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Turkic alphabet janalif, based on Latin, was used. From 1939 on, the
Cyrillic script was once more promulgated.

In 1927, the Shor national district was formed. Though the district
was short-lived (it was annulled in 1939), this was an important period
for the development of the Shor literary language. It was taught at
schools, a considerable number of books in Shor were published (more
than 150 titles) and the language, folklore and ethnology of the Shors
were studied intensively.

However, the tragic events of 1937-1945 had a devastating effect on
the culture of the Shors. In 1942 the last issue of the Shor language
newspaper Kyzyl Sor (“Red Shoriya™) was published, and all the Shor
schools closed. For the next half century, the Shor language was no
longer written or taught at schools. Its functional sphere became mini-
mal: It was only used at home for everyday topics. All other cultural
needs were met by Russian, which was the language of education, liter-
ary works and the mass media, as well as administrative, political, and
economic relations. During this period, several generations of urban
Shors grew up with at best minimal competence in Shor.

At present, history is giving the Shor language a chance (probably its
last one) to become a literary language. The steady growth of Shor na-
tional sentiment and political activity, the Shors’ interest in their national
culture and language, and changes in the country as a whole can contrib-
ute to this. We hope that what we are now witnessing in Shoriya might
be the beginning of a fourth period in its history: A period of ethnic and
linguistic revival.

The revival of literary Shor began with the publishing of Shor text-
books, the training of Shor language teachers, and the teaching of Shor
at schools and in Shor language circles.

4. The revival of Shor at schools

In 1988, a Chair of Shor Language and Literature was created at the
Novokuznetsk State Pedagogical Institute (NGPI). The first head was
Andrej Cudojakov. The same year, a Shor department was established in
the Faculty of Philology and teacher training began in Shor language and
literature. A year later, teachers of different subjects, Shors themselves,
began to teach Shor in a number of schools. They were graduates of a
two-year course training leaders for Shor language circles. The course
was organised in Novokuznetsk by Alisa Esipova. The Shor alphabet
book and textbooks for the primary years were written by NadeZda
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Kurpesko (Kemerovo) and members of the department. In 1994 the first
graduates of the national department (five people) began to work at
schools in the Kemerovo Region. At present, about 20 teachers of Shor
work at schools in the Tashtagol and Mezhdurechensk districts of
Mountain Shoriya, in cities and villages alike. Some schools which were
closed 10-30 years ago resumed teaching; some schools were rebuilt.

4.1. Turcology in Novokuznetsk

During the 50 crucial years of Shor language history, the collecting,
compiling and describing of material still available has not stopped. Shor
language research has been carried out mainly by foreign-language lec-
turers at the Novokuznetsk State Pedagogical Institute under the guid-
ance first of Andrej Dul’zon (Tomsk), then of Elizaveta Ubrjatova
(Novosibirsk), and at present Maja Ceremisina and Natal’ja Sirobokova
(Institute of Philology, Siberian Division of the Russian Academy of
Sciences). The NGPI offered scientific seminars on Shor at the Chair of
Foreign Languages, headed first by Mixail Abdraxmanov, then by his
successor Elektron Cispijakov. He was the first Shor linguist, a doctor
of science and one of the founders of the Turcological school in No-
vokuznetsk. Shortly before perestroyka (1975-1985), he taught Shor at
the Shor language seminar organised for the members of the department.
His aim was to attract linguists (Germanicists by training) to Shor lan-
guage research, thus continuing the tradition founded in Siberia by
Radloff. In class, Cispijakov used the manuscript of his Shor language
textbook (which was not published until 1992, after the author’s death).
Almost all the participants in the seminar became Shor language re-
searchers.

When in the late eighties we witnessed the awakening of Shor na-
tional sentiment and the desire to restore social functions to the language,
there were already people (among them also Shors) qualified to cope
with this task. When the Shor Department was opened, the core research
group consisted of Favzija Cispijakova, Irina Sencova, and Nina
Savlova. Beside the Shor Department, there were two other groups of
Turcologists at the Chair of Foreign Languages: In Novokuznetsk
(Elektron Cispijakov, Alisa Esipova, Irina Nevskaja, Natal’ja Mix-
ailova), and in the regional centre of Kemerovo (NadeZda Kurpesko).
All three groups worked closely together.

The Shor Department was headed by Andrej Cudojakov, a well-
known Shor folklorist, who collected Shor folklore for more than 40
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years until his death in 1994. He prepared a volume of Shor heroic ep-
ics, which is to appear this year in the series Pamjatniki fol’klora
narodov Sibiri i Dal’nego Vostoka (“Folklore of the peoples of Siberia
and the Far East”), published by the Institute of Philology, Siberian
Division of the Russian Academy of Sciences (Novosibirsk).

The first years of the department’s existence were difficult yet pro-
ductive ones. The teaching of Shor and the training of language teachers
demanded academic plans and programmes, as well as the writing and
publication of elementary school and university textbooks in Shor. All
the linguists dealing with Shor took part in this work.

Initially, the most important task facing such linguists was to provide
the revival process with a scientific foundation: To create a modern Shor
orthography, choose a standard dialect, and establish literary norms.

4.2. The modern Shor alphabet

The revival of the Shor written language was based on an orthography
put forward by Elektron Cispijakov. It was discussed many times by
linguists both in Novokuznetsk and in the Academy of Sciences.

By 1988, the Shor language had had several writing systems, the best
of which was the one developed by the Altay missionaries. The Cyrillic
alphabet used before 1942 contained notorious characters rendering
combinations of the consonant [j] and a vowel. They were used not only
in Russian borrowings, but in native Shor words as well, which made
morpheme identification more difficult and broke down one-to-one pho-
neme-grapheme correlations. In addition, this alphabet did not have
characters for many specific Shor sounds. The Missionary alphabet, in
contrast, was logical and economical. It was based on the principle of
one grapheme for one phoneme. Consequently, not all allophones and
their phonetic realisations were rendered by separate characters. This
was fully justified in a period when the entire Shor population spoke
Shor and only a few people spoke Russian. At present, the situation has
reversed; many young Shors have to study Shor almost as a foreign
language. Therefore, it was necessary to make the new graphic system
as close to a phonetic transcription as possible, so that students of Shor
could easily identify the graphic and phonetic shapes of a word and
avoid mistakes in reading and writing.

The new Shor alphabet proposed by Cispijakov eliminated the j-char-
acters in native words and early Russian borrowings fully assimilated in
the language. Several new characters were introduced for specific Shor
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sounds, such as uvular allophones of the phoneme /k/. But neither pho-
netic nor phonemic principles were fully applied: Not all voiced allo-
phones have separate graphemes. E.g. v denotes both voiced and non-
voiced allophones of the corresponding phoneme, and 2 denotes both a
separate phoneme and one of the allophones of /k/. The grapheme d
proved to be unnecessary: Modern authors do not use it. It was meant to
render a front wide vowel whose phonemic status is unclear. It may be
an allophone of /a/ or /e/, a dialectal variant of one of them, or a separate
phoneme.* That means that an improvement of the Shor writing system
requires further phonological and phonetic research of the Shor language
system.

4.3. The standard dialect

The Shor language has always had a rich system of rather distant dia-
lects and subdialects. The main dialects are Mras and Qondum. The
names of the Shor dialects go back to the names of the rivers. Shors
speaking the Mras dialect live in the basin of the river Mrassu (Shor
Mras or Pras). The Russians apparently adopted the word combination
Mras su (or suy) ‘water, river’ > Mrassu, which literally means Mras-
river as the river’s name. The Russian name of the dialect is mrasskij
where the first s is a part of the root and the second s belongs to the
suffix +sk+ which forms adjectives from nouns, mainly from
geographical names, i.e. kemerovskij from Kemerovo, moskovskij from
Moskva. The traditionally used dialect name Mrass (Pritsak 1959: 630)
may have appeared due to back-formation since the suffix +&+ also ex-
ists in Russian: kuzneckij from kuznec ‘smith’. The name of the
Kondoma dialect also goes back to the Russian name of the river
Kondoma (Shor Qondum).

We prefer to use the Shor river names for the names of the dialects:
Mras and Qondum.

The Mras and Qondum dialects differ in a number of phonetical,
morphological, syntactic, and lexical features, e.g. the Old Turkic -d- is
reflected as -y- in Mras and as -z- ~ -s- in Qondum: Mras ayag > Qon-
dum azaq ‘leg’. The labial harmony is more consistent in Mras. The
present-tense marker which goes back to the analytical aspectual form

* A preliminary description of the Shor consonant and vowel phoneme systems is

found in Borodkina (1977) and Pospelova (1977).
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with the auxiliary verb cat- ‘lie, live’ is -¢a in Mras and -¢yr or -yt in
Qondum:

‘Igo’ ‘He / she / it goes’
Mras: men parcam ol parca
Qondum: men parcadym | parcarym ol parcyr
(from: (from:
par-yp  cad-yr-ym; par-yp  Cad-yr
go-gerund lie-aorist-1.p.sg) go-gerund lie-aorist)

In Mras, the construction with the gerund -ArdA expresses co-oc-
curence of two events which are not localized on the time axis: ol kel-
erde ... ‘each time when he came / comes / will come ..."; in Qondum,
this construction has the meaning of co-occurence of two events in the
future: ‘when he will come’.

The Mras em ‘house’ corresponds to the Qondum iig or iy ‘house’
(for more details see Cispijakova (1991)).

Certain factors resulted in a rapid divergence of dialects in the second
half of the twentieth century. They include: The absence of super-dia-
lectal literary norms in the unwritten period, the mobility of the language
system itself (especially the verb), and rapid processes of contraction at
morpheme junctions (different in the two dialects, see the above given
examples). The dialect distance complicated the choice of a standard
dialect.

In the 1930’s, the Mras dialect was chosen as the standard. It was
spoken by a large part of the population in northern Shoriya (which was
also more economically and culturally advanced), and by most of the
Shor intelligentsia. By the late eighties, the situation was different:
Northern Shoriya (the lower reaches of its major rivers, the Qondum
and the Mras rivers) had become a conglomeration of industrial centres,
a large industrial megalopolis, in which the Shors were a minority. The
compact Shor population which had preserved the language and the na-
tional culture lived in the south, in the upper reaches of these rivers.
They spoke the Qondum dialect and the upper-Mras subdialects of the
language. Nevertheless, the lower-Mras variety of the language was
again chosen as the basic one, the reasons being, first, because it contin-
ued a literary tradition (it was the literary language of the thirties), and
second, it preserved original, non-contracted, affix formatives of gram-
matical categories to a greater extent. But the sociolinguistic situation had
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to be taken into account, and the proposed literary norms were not very
strict: Some Qondum dialect forms were included alongside Mras ones.

4.4. Literary norms

Creating literary norms was an important task for Shor linguists. There
were many problematic questions concerning Shor orthography:

— How to represent long vowels and consonants: Long segments have a
tendency to be shortened in speech so that they sound like short ones. (It
was decided to render long vowels and consonants by reduplicating the
corresponding graphemes.)

— How to render complex verbs: whether to write them as one graphic word
or as a word combination. (It was decided to render them as a combina-
tion of two graphic words, as is traditional in Shor.)

— How to render combinations of nouns with postpositions and particles.
(It was decided they should be written separately unless the particle ap-
pears inside a word form, as in sarna-b-ok-¢a-m [sing-GER-PARTICLE -PRS-
1]‘but I am singing already’.’

In practice, all these rules are violated: Complex verbs are written as one
word, long vowels and especially long consonants are not reduplicated,
particles are written together with nouns, while case affixes are some-
times written separately.

Elektron Cispijakov’s work The graphics and orthography of the
Shor language became the basis for school and university textbooks, for
the revival of Shor literature. The book was published in 1992, after the
author’s death, but it was used by all Shor linguists long before.

4.5. A modern alphabet book

An important milestone in the history of the teaching of Shor was the
publication of the modern Shor alphabet book in 1990. It was written by
NadeZda Kurpesko, who at present holds the chair of the Association of
5 The Shor present-tense marker goes back to an analytical aspectual form consist-
ing of the p-gerund of the main verb and an auxiliary existential verb cat- ‘to live,
to lie’ (see also 4.3). Its formation is quite recent, taking place within the last
century. The fact that a particle can enter such a word form proves that it was
formerly a combination of two graphic and phonetic words.
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Shor People; she wrote several textbooks and teachers’ manuals for
Shor and Teleut primary schools. Shor language teachers began to use
this alphabet book as soon as it was published, without waiting for the
whole cycle of school textbooks to appear or for the first trained teachers
of Shor to graduate from the institute. The social demand was so great
that it was impossible to wait several years.

4.6. Shor teachers

Most of the first teachers of Shor were graduates of the two-year post-
graduate course in Shor language circle leader training. The course was
organised at the Novokuznetsk State Pedagogical Institute by Alisa
Esipova. The students, who were themselves Shors, were teachers of
different subjects and already spoke Shor. They completed four one-
month sessions in Novokuznetsk during the winter and summer holi-
days, and individual study the rest of the time. They were trained in
teaching methods, Shor grammar, Shor geography, history and ethnol-
ogy, psychology, music, and child psychology. They had ethnographic
field practice as well. When the need arose, they were prepared to teach
Shor. Many of them still work as Shor language teachers today.

Primary school teachers were (and still are) another source of Shor
teachers. They were well acquainted with the methods of early-stage
language teaching, since their first speciality was Russian-language
teaching.

Beginning in 1993, the graduates of the Shor Department of the
NGPI started teaching Shor at schools in Shoriya.

The systematic instruction of Shor at schools began in 1990. But we
must also mention some earlier attempts, such as Esipova’s. She taught
Shor at meetings of the Club of Shor Youth, which she organised in
1986 in Novokuznetsk. Irina Sencova also wrote lessons in Shor, which
were published in the newspaper Krasnaja Sorija in Tashtagol.

4.7. Textbook publishing

In response to the social demand, Shor linguists were writing and pub-
lishing Shor textbooks for schools and institutes.® The published litera-
ture falls into three groups: (1) school textbooks; (2) textbooks for uni-
® A list of published books is to be found in the section “Recent publications on
Shor”.
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versity students; (3) textbooks for adults studying the language on their
own.

Among the published school books, there are, beside the Shor alpha-
bet book, textbooks for the second and third grades, and The Russian-
Shor and Shor-Russian learners’ dictionary, A grammar of the Shor
language by Mixail Amzorov. Textbooks for the fourth and fifth grades
have been written but not yet published.

Generally speaking, these school textbooks are modelled on native-
language textbooks. Exercises and texts are meant for a person who al-
ready speaks the language. This is often not the case in Shoriya. There
are, of course, short dictionaries in each textbook. But learning a lan-
guage anew with the aid of such textbooks is not easy. It is also neces-
sary to create Shor textbooks for those who have to study it as a foreign
language.

Especially needed now are textbooks for university Shor courses.
Some Shor department students do not speak Shor well.” For them the
Shor academic course should be longer. However these students already
bear a double load at the institute: They are trained to become teachers of
both the Russian and Shor language and literature. Therefore, the num-
ber of academic hours devoted to studying Shor cannot be so great.
Consequently, good textbooks, intensive methods and technology
should be used.

In 1988, we had only Dyrenkova’s Shor grammar and Shor folklore
which were published in 1940-1941 and reflect the language of that
time. The Turcologists at Novokuznetsk had to carry out intensive sci-
entific research of all language levels and of the folklore, and then write
textbooks for students. Textbooks on phonetics, dialectology, folklore, a
learner’s dictionary, and a chrestomathy have already been published. In
addition, there is a textbook on the Shor verbal system (Nevskaja, forth-

7 The situation is different for students who speak Shor. They often have problems

with Russian and should have additional courses in Russian. As a rule, such stu-
dents come from far-away villages where they could not be well trained in all
subjects because of a lack of teachers. These students have many problems with
theoretical subjects and with foreign languages. Their family situation, too, is of-
ten problematic. Finally, the government stipend for students is not sufficient.
Many students cannot cope with all these difficulties and give up.
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coming), and a full bibliography of Shor literature (Esipova & Nevskaja,
forthcoming).

These textbooks can be used by people wishing to study Shor. But
there are also textbooks specially devised for adults: Cispijakov’s book
mentioned above, a Shor-Russian phrase book (Amzorov & Sencova
1992), and finally a textbook written by Sencova and Dmitrij M.
Nasilov (1994). All these textbooks received an eager welcome.

5. The revival of written Shor

The Shor people have preserved their rich folklore throughout the his-
tory of their nation. The revival of written Shor was supported by this
epic tradition, and by the joint efforts of outstanding representatives of
the Shor and Russian people, who believed in the future of the Shor
language and culture.

In the early 1990’s, short publications in Shor began to appear from
time to time in local newspapers, mainly in the newspaper Gornaja
Sorija (published in Tashtagol). The first booklet in Shor (with Russian
translations) was the youth (manuscript) magazine Elim, written and
published by students and teachers of the Shor Department of the NGPI.
Its first issue appeared in 1992, the second in 1993. Also in 1992, the
first collection of poems by a young Shor poet, Nikolaj BelcegeSev,
Tugan Cer — taglyg Sor, was published in Novokuznetsk. Two years
later, the collection of poems by Gennadij KostoCakov, Ala taglarym,
appeared. By this time, there were several people writing verse and short
stories in Shor, among them Andrej Cudojakov. In 1995, a Shor literary
reader was published. It was composed of major original works by Shor
authors, beginning with the first Shor poet’s, Ivan Stygasev’s, verse. In
1996, another collection of poetry written by a young Shor poet, Lubov’
Arbacakova, appeared in Mezhdurechensk. Finally, at the Gorno-Al-
taysk Conference of the Union’s Section of Turkic Peoples (1996),
Gennadij Kostocakov, Nikolaj BelcegeSev, and Lubov’ Arbacakova
were nominated for membership in the Union of Writers of Russia.
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imitate the foreign word and at last restructurings that only create an incomplete
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1. Einfithrung

Restrukturierung von Lexemen fremder Sprachen ist ein universelles
Phidnomen, und solche Bildungen sind als calques phonétiques auch aus
den europidischen Sprachen bekannt. Man kann von einem allgemeinen
Bediirfnis des Sprechers nach Motivation ausgehen, das vor allem bei
mehrsilbigen lautlichen Entlehnungen aus exotischen Sprachen erkenn-
bar wird. Dabei wird der fremde Lautkorper so umstrukturiert, dafl er
wie eine Ableitung von einem Erbwort oder wie ein Kompositum aus
zwei einheimischen Elementen aussieht.

Die aus den Elementen von restrukturierten Wortern erschlieBbare
Bedeutung, die sogenannte “Bildungssemantik”, ist meist weit weniger
aufschluBreich als die Bildungssemantik von komplexen Erbwortern.
Sie hat also weniger Bezug zum Denotat und scheint in manchen Fillen
geradezu in die Irre zu filhren. Dennoch werden auch solche Restruktu-
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rierungen von den Sprechern akzeptiert. Sie werden offenbar einem be-
deutungslosen mehrsilbigen Lautkorper vorgezogen. Vielleicht nur, um
das fremde Wort leichter im Gedéchtnis behalten zu konnen. Man denke
an die Beliebtheit von mnemotechnischen Versen im Lateinunterricht.
Solche Verse konnen ja ohne jeden Bezug zur Bedeutung der lateini-
schen Vokabeln sein, die man memorieren will.! Die “Hidngematte” kann
unter diesem Aspekt noch als eine gegliickte Restrukturierung gelten,
wenn auch eine “Matte” normalerweise auf dem FuBlboden liegt (vgl.
Wahrig 1972: Sp. 1652, 2382). Weniger hilfreich ist die Restrukturie-
rung “Meerkatze”, die ja eine Affenart bezeichnet, die liberdies keinerlei
Beziehung zum “Meer” hat (Wahrig 1972: Sp. 2392). Immerhin verrit
die Bildungssemantik, daf} es sich um ein vierfiiBiges Tier handelt. Ein
Grenzfall ist offenbar dann erreicht, wenn nur eine grammatische Be-
deutung in den fremden Lautkorper hineinprojiziert wird. Ein solches
restrukturiertes Lexem erinnert dann nur durch sein Affix an die Worter
der eigenen Sprache, wenn auch die Wortbasis im Erbwortschatz nicht
existiert.”

Restrukturierung ist im allgemeinen ein spontaner Prozef3. Der Spre-
cher handelt nicht bewufit, wenn er ein Fremdwort durch Restrukturie-
rung interpretiert (“Volksetymologie”). Es gibt aber bemerkenswerte
Ausnahmen, und der Begriff “Restrukturierung” ist weiter als der Be-
griff “Volksetymologie”. Wer sich zum erstenmal mit dem Chinesischen
befaBt, stellt mit Uberraschung fest, dal die Chinesen dem entlehnten
Eigennamen meist auch eine Bedeutung beilegen, die nicht aus der Ge-
bersprache stammt. So ist die Silbe dé (Giles 1912: 10845) fiir
‘deutsch® zweifellos eine lautliche Entlehnung aus dem Deutschen. Sie
vermittelt aber gleichzeitig die Bedeutung ‘Tugend’ o.4., so da also
chin. dégué (Giles 1912: 10845, 6609) ‘Deutschland’ wortlich bedeutet:
‘Tugend-Land’. Man hat hierfiir die Tatsache verantwortlich gemacht,
daB die Chinesen in ihrer traditionellen Art des Transkribierens fremde
Laute nicht mit Lauten, sondern nur mit Silben der eigenen Sprache wie-
dergeben konnen. Und diese Silben haben immer auch Bedeutung, ja in
der Regel hat jede Silbe sogar mehrere Bedeutungen, die dann durch
verschiedene Schriftzeichen disambiguiert werden. Eine “schone” Ent-

' Vgl. den Merksatz: “In die Semmel biB der Kater” zum Memorieren der latein-
ischen Multiplikativzahlen.
2 Vgl. die Beispiele unter 2.2.
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lehnung ist dann eine Bildung, die auch inhaltlich einen gewissen Bezug
zu dem Bezeichneten hat (Ladstitter 1967: 9-11). Zweifellos ist der
Schopfer einer solchen chinesischen Bildung sich dariiber im Klaren,
daB er eine Restrukturierung vornimmt, wenn er zwischen den verschie-
denen Schriftzeichen das passende auswiéhlt.

PlanmiBige Restrukturierung von fremden Lexemen begegnet uns
auch in der Zeit der tiirkischen Sprachreform. In Abschnitt 4 dieser Stu-
die wollen wir nach den Griinden fiir diese Erscheinung fragen. Zu-
néchst sollen die Bildungen im einzelnen vorgestellt werden. Wir unter-
scheiden zwischen “Totalrestrukturierung”, wenn das fremde Wort zur
Giinze lautlich imitiert wird, und “Teilrestrukturierung”, wenn das nur
teilweise der Fall ist. Die “Teilrestrukturierung” umfafit Bildungen, die
nur in der Wortbasis oder im ersten Kompositionsglied das fremde Le-
xem lautlich nachahmen, und Bildungen, die nur im Suffix das fremde
Lexem lautlich imitieren.

Gewisse Abweichungen von der traditionellen tiirkischen Wortbil-
dung sind fiir die Zeit der Sprachreform nicht ungewdhnlich, und sie
kommen auch bei restrukturierten Bildungen vor. Eine Besonderheit
gegeniiber dem Gros der Neologismen sind umfangreiche Bedeutungs-
inklusionen in den Basen von deverbalen Ableitungen, wie sie sonst nur
fiir stark idiomatisierte Worter typisch sind. Sie stellen willkiirliche se-
mantische Restriktionen dar, die keinerlei Regelmifigkeit erkennen las-
sen. Solche Inklusionen werden — durch eckige Klammern ausgezeich-
net — in unseren Paraphrasierungen erkennbar. Diese Paraphrasen sind
eine Umschreibung der Bildungssemantik mit Mitteln der Satzsyntax
und sollen — unter Wiederholung des Basisverbs — “semantisch dquiva-
lent” zu dem betreffenden restrukturierten Wort sein. Wenn wir von
“Motivierung” sprechen, so gehen wir vom idealen Sprecher aus, der die
Neologismen und die neologistischen Suffixe vollkommen beherrscht.
Die Angaben in runden Klammern sind Quellenhinweise. Wenn dort ein
Hinweis auf das Tiirkce Sozliik (TS) fehit, so handelt es sich um kurzle-
bige Neologismen, die nicht in das erste Tiirkge Sozliik von 1945 aufge-
nommen worden sind.



Restrukturierte Lexeme in der tiirkischen Sprachreform 273

2. Restrukturierung mit intakter Motivierung
2.1. Totalrestrukturierung

ayrit

‘Kante’ < Nomen subiecti von ayir- ‘trennen, scheiden’, *ayir-it (mit Syn-
kope) ‘etwas, das [zwei Flichen voneinander] trennt’ (Tiirk Dili 23-26
[Oktober 1937], 74; noch TS 1988), insinuiert durch frz. aréte.

belleten

‘wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift’ < Nomen subiecti vom Neologismus beller-
‘lernen lassen, lehren’, bellet-en ‘etwas, das [wissenschaftliche Erkenntnisse]
lehrt’ (Tiirk Dili 21-22 [Februar 1937], 5-9; noch TS 1988) insinuiert durch
frz. bulletin.

egemen

‘souverdn, mit Vorherrschaft’ < denominales Nomen vom Neologismus ege
‘Schutzpatron’, ege+men ‘mit der Eigenschaft eines Schutzpatrons’ (vgl.
kolemen ‘sklavisch’) (Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 41; noch TS 1988),
insinuiert durch frz. hégémone.

genel

‘allgemein’ < denominales Nomen vom Neologismus gen ‘weit, breit’ mit
dem neologistischen Suffix +Al, gen+el ‘auf das Weite beziiglich’ (Tiirk Dili
12 [Juni 1935], §; 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 27; noch TS 1988), insinuiert durch
frz. général.

kamun

‘offentlich, allgemein’ < denominales Nomen vom Neologismus kamu
‘Offentlichkeit, Allgemeinheit’ mit dem neologistischen Suffix +n (alter
Instrumental?), kamu+n ‘mit Offentlichkeit’ (Tirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni
1936], 137), insinuiert durch frz. commun.

komutan

‘Befehlshaber’ < Nomen subiecti zum neologistischen Verb komut-
‘anspornen, ermutigen’, komut-an ‘einer, der [die Soldaten usw.] anspornt’
(CK 1935; noch TS 1988), insinuiert durch frz. commandant.
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kural

‘Lehrsatz, Regel, Prinzip’ < Nomen instrumenti (?) von kur- ‘bauen, griinden’
mit dem neologistischen Suffix +Al, kur-al ‘etwas, mit dem man [eine Wis-
senschaft usw.] begriindet’ (?) (CK 1935; Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 30;
noch TS 1988), insinuiert durch frz. corollaire.

nomal

‘normal’ < denominales Nomen vom Neologismus nom ‘Gesetz’ mit dem
neologistischen Suffix +Al/, nom+al ‘dem Gesetz entsprechend’ (CK 1935;
Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 76,184), insinuiert durch frz. normal.

okul

‘Schule’ < Nomen loci von oku- ‘lernen’ mit dem neologistischen Suffix -X/,
oku-1, ‘Ort, wo man lernt” (CK 1935; Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 107;
noch TS 1988), insinuiert durch frz. école, gleichzeitig partielle Lehniiberset-
zung von osm. mektep.

orgen

‘Organ (des Korpers)’ < Nomen subiecti von ér- ‘flechten, bauen, organisieren
(?)’, or-gen ‘etwas, das intensiv baut / organisiert (?)’ (CK 1935; Tiirk Dili
17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 44; noch TS 1988), insinuiert durch frz. organe.

simey

‘Schema’ < denominales Nomen vom Neologismus sim ‘Zeichen’ mit dem
polysemen neologistischen Suffix +Ay, sim+ey (Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober
1937], 161), insinuiert durch frz. schéma.

somtoz

‘Verbindung von zwei gegensitzlichen Begriffen, Synthese’ < Determinativ-
kompositum aus dem neologistischen Adjektiv som ‘massiv, echt’ und tdz in
der neologistischen (?) Bedeutung ‘Substanz’ (CK 1935; Tiirk Dili 17-18
[Mai-Juni 1936], 129, 160), insinuiert durch frz. synthése.

soysal

‘gesellschaftlich, sozial’ < denominales Nomen von soy ‘Familie, Stamm’
mit dem neologistischen Suffix +sAl, soy+sal ‘auf den Stamm beziiglich’
(Tiirk Dili 12 [Juni 1935], 6; 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 39, 163; noch TS 1988,
allerdings mit Bedeutungsénderung), insinuiert durch frz. social.



Restrukturierte Lexeme in der tlirkischen Sprachreform 275

varsay-

‘annehmen, Hypothese aufstellen’ < “Zusammenbildung” aus say- ‘annehmen’
und var ‘vorhanden’, var plus say- ‘etw. als vorhanden annehmen’ (Tiirk Dili
23-26 [Oktober 1937], 35; noch TS 1988), planmaBige Restrukturierung /
spontane Volksetymologie von osm. farzet-.

yantitoz

‘Gegenbehauptung, Antithese’ < Prifixbildung mit dem Neoprifix yanti-
‘anti-” und dem Nomen #6z in der neologistischen (?) Bedeutung ‘Substanz’
(Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 98), insinuiert von frz. antithése.

2.2, Teilrestrukturierung

Eine partielle Restrukturierung liegt vor in Bildungen, die nur einen Teil
des fremden Lautkorpers lautlich imitieren. Der andere Teil wird iiber-
setzt. Es handelt sich also meist um eine Kreuzung zwischen Lehnpri-
gung und calque phonétique. Man konnte von “Stamm-Restrukturie-
rung” sprechen, wenn nur der Stamm des fremden Wortes — mehr oder
weniger vollstindig — imitiert wird, aber nicht das Affix. Zundchst Bei-
spiele, die das Suffix nicht in die Imitation einbeziehen:

arkasal

‘archaisch’ < denominales Nomen von arka ‘das Hinten-Befindliche’ mit dem
neologistischen Suffix +sAl, arka+sal ‘das [zeitlich] Hinten-Befindliche be-
treffend’ (Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 90), Stamm insinuiert von frz.
archaique.

dil atanlk

‘Dilettantismus’ < denominales Nomen von der “Zusammenbildung” *dil
atan ‘mit [laienhafter] Sprache herumwerfend, Dilettant’ und dem Suffix +/Xk
zur Bildung von Abstrakta, dil atan+hk (Tirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936],
106), Stamm insinuiert von frz. dilettantisme.

dural

‘dauerhaft’ < deverbales Nomen von dur- ‘stehenbleiben, fortdauern’ mit dem
neologistischen Suffix -Al, dur-al ‘auf das Fortdauern beziiglich’ (Tiirk Dili
17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 33; noch TS 1988), Stamm insinuiert durch frz.
durable.
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salay

‘Speichel, Spucke’ < Nomen obiecti von sal- ‘entlassen, hinwerfen’ mit dem
neologistischen denominalen / deverbalen Suffix +Ay/-Ay, sal-ay ‘etwas, das
man hinwirft’ (CK 1935; Tirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 240), insinuiert
durch frz, salive.

yantinomluk

‘Widerspruch innerhalb eines Satzes, Antinomie’ < denominales Nomen von
dem mit yanr- ‘anti-’ prifigierten neologistischen Nomen nom ‘Gesetz’ usw.
und dem Suffix +/Xk zur Bildung von Abstrakta, yantinom+Iluk (Tiirk Dili
17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 98), Stamm insinuiert durch frz. antinomie.

In den bisher zitierten Beispielen war das Suffix oder die Endung des
fremden Wortes nicht Teil der Restrukturierung. In dhnlicher Weise
kann auch das Prifix eines fremden Wortes ausgenommen werden:

astoz
‘Hypothese’ < Prifixbildung mit dem Neoprifix as- ‘unter-, hypo-’ und dem
Nomen 6z in der neologistischen (?) Bedeutung ‘Substanz’ (CK 1935; Tiirk
Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 113), Stamm lautlich beeinfluBt von frz. hypo-
thése.

Man konnte von “Suffix-Restrukturierung” sprechen, wenn nur das
Suffix des fremden Wortes nachgeahmt wird, nicht aber der Stamm:

dikit

‘Stalagmit’ < Nomen obiecti von dik- ‘etw. aufrichten’ mit dem Suffix -Xz
‘etwas, das [der herabtropfende Kalk] aufrichtet (mit semantischem Zusatz-
merkmal ANTERIORITAT)’, dik-it (Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 83; noch
TS 1988), Suffix insinuiert von frz. stalagmite.

sarkut

‘Stalaktit’ < Nomen subiecti von sark- ‘nach unten hingen’ mit dem Suffix -
Xt, sark-1t ‘etwas, das nach unten héangt’ (Tirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936]
83; noch TS 1988), Suffix insinuiert durch frz. stalactite.

Das Suffix -X¢ wird haufig zur Bildung von Nomina obiecti von transi-
tiven Verben, seltener zur Bildung von Nomina subiecti von intransiti-
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ven Verben verwendet,’ hat also eine “ergative Orientierung”, wie Erdal
(1991) es fiir das Alttiirkische formuliert hat.

SchlieBlich kann auch ein Glied eines fremden Kompositums lautlich
imitiert werden und die Bedeutung des ganzen Kompositums iiberneh-
men. Korun ‘Schutzhaut, Hornhaut’ ist ein Nomen subiecti von koru-
‘schiitzen’ mit dem polysemen neologistischen Suffix -Xn: koru-n
‘etwas, das [das darunterliegende Gewebe] schiitzt’ (TS 1945-1988),
zweifellos insinuiert von frz. couche cornée ‘Hornschicht’. Urspriinglich
sollte korun nur in der Verbindung korun tabakas: ‘Schutzschicht’ ge-
braucht werden* und wire dann eher als Nomen actionis ‘Schutz’ zu
analysieren.

3. Formale Restrukturierung mit gestorter oder fehlender
Motivierung

Die bisher erwihnten Bildungen waren oder sind morphologisch trans-
parent und semantisch motiviert. Das gilt uneingeschrankt allerdings nur
fiir Individuen, die die neologistischen Wortstimme internalisiert haben
und die auch mit dem freien Umgang mit Suffixen, wie ihn die Reformer
praktizierten, vertraut sind. In manchen Fillen aber scheint die formale
Restrukturierung fiir die Reformer wichtiger gewesen zu sein als die
Motivierung: Die Bildung konnte also ein tiirkisches Wort sein, aber die
Bildungssemantik gibt nur einen schwachen oder gar keinen Hinweis
auf das Denotat. Auch die Schopfer eines solchen Neologismus hitten
ihr Produkt nicht in der oben® beschriebenen Weise paraphrasieren kon-
nen:

diyelek

‘Dialekt’ (CK 1935; Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni 1936], 36; noch in TS 1945),
morphologisch interpretierbar als denominales Nomen von einem nicht-exi-
stenten Nomen *diye (Hypostasierung des Indeklinabile diye ‘sagend’) mit
dem Suffix +/Ak in unklarer Bedeutung, diye+lek; insinuiert von frz. dia-
lecte.

* Vgl. z.B. yakit ‘Brennstoff’.
4 Vgl. Tiirk Dili 23-26 (Oktober 1937), 364.
5 Vgl. das Ende von Abschnitt 1!
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toput
‘Bodensatz, Niederschlag’ (Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 199; noch in TS
1988), morphologisch interpretierbar als denominales Nomen von top ‘Ballen’
mit dem polysemen neologistischen Suffix +Xt, top+ut; insinuiert von frz.
dépot.

Die Neologismen tangan ‘Tangente’, kotangan ‘Kotangente’, kosakan
‘Kosekante’ und kafcitan ‘Koeffizient’ (Tiirk Dili 17-18 [Mai-Juni
1936], 32; 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 358, 361) imitieren lautlich ihre fran-
zosischen Aquivalente tangent, cotangent, cosécant und coefficient. Am
Wortende von fangan und kotangan ist das deverbale Suffix -gAn er-
kennbar, am Wortende von kosakan und kaf¢itan das deverbale Suffix
-An. Beide entsprechen nicht nur lautlich, sondern auch funktional unge-
fahr den Endungen der franzosischen Partizipien bzw. Verbalsubstantive
tangent, cotangent usw. Die Stimme *tan-, *kotan-, *kosak- und
*kafcit- sind im Tiirkischen freilich nicht vorhanden.

In den folgenden Beispielen sind semantisch passende Stimme vor-
handen, aber die Suffixe sind sonst nicht belegt. Sie sind also formal
unikal oder in der vorliegenden Bedeutung unikal:

cebrik

‘algebraisch’ ist eine denominale Bildung von cebir ‘Algebra’ mit dem mut-
maBlich unikalen Suffix +Xk, *cebir+ik (mit Synkope) (Tiirk Dili 23-26
[Oktober 1937], 24). Das Suffix wurde insinuiert vom Suffix des frz. algébri-
que. Ein denominales k-Suffix ist im Tiirkischen nur zur Bildung von Carita-
tiva 0.4. bekannt. Von Cevat Emre® wurde jedoch ein solches Suffix zur Bil-
dung von “Beziehungs-Adjektiven” vorgeschlagen, zweifellos unter Einfluf3
der europdischen Sprachen. Wenn noch mehr Bildungen mit diesem Suffix
bekannt werden, ist von einem Lehnsuffix auszugehen, und cebrik wire dann
auch #@quivalent paraphrasierbar.

cekiil

‘Senkblei’ wurde als deverbales Nomen von ¢ek- ‘anziehen (Erde)’ analysiert
(Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 79; noch TS 1988), mit dem unikalen Suf-
fix -Ul. Insinuiert von osm. sakul.

® Vgl. Tiirk Dili 5 (April 1934), 96.
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eksen

‘Achse’ wurde interpretiert als Weiterbildung von ek in der Bedeutung
‘Verbindungsglied’ (Danigsmend 1935; Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 81-
82; noch in TS 1988). Das Suffix ist unikal und nicht analysierbar. Eksen ist
wohl insinuiert von griech. axon ‘Achse’ oder von der Kompositionsform des
dt. Achse, seinerzeit von besonderer politischer Aktualitit (“Achsenmichte”).

Das soeben Gesagte gilt auch fiir Teilrestrukturierungen, wenn also an
tiirkische Stimme imitierende Suffixe (ikilem, onder) oder Suffixoide
(figgen usw.) angehingt werden, die sonst nicht oder nicht in einer pas-
senden Bedeutung belegt sind:

ikilem

‘Dilemma, schwierige Wahl zwischen zwei Moglichkeiten’ ist ein denomina-
les Nomen von iki ‘zwei’ mit dem seltenen neologistischen Suffix +/Am
(Ziilfikar 1991: 102), das hier in einer sonst nicht iiblichen Verwendung vor-
liegt, iki+lem (TS 1945; noch TS 1988). Die Bildung wurde durch das frz.
dilemme angeregt.

onder

‘(politischer) Fiihrer’ (CK 1935; Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 7; noch in
TS 1988) ist sicher eine lautliche Teilimitation von engl. leader ‘Fiihrer’,
denn wir wissen, dal} leader damals in der Tiirkei einen gewissen Bekannt-
heitsgrad hatte.” Onder ist heute noch in Gebrauch, die Wortendung aber nicht
analysierbar, weil das neologistische Suffix +dAr ‘einer, der an dem von der
Basis bezeichneten Ort sich befindet’ nur einmal in dieser Bedeutung® ver-
wendet wurde. Die Anregung zur Bildung des Wortes diirfte von dem bei
Kasgari belegten sondar ‘Verfolger’ gekommen sein.’

7 Vgl. Tiirk Dili 10 (Oktober 1934), 9.

Im Neologismus yonder (< yén+der), der in Danigsmend (1935) als Substitut fiir
osm. nuistesar ‘Unterstaatssekretdr’, in TS (1945) aber als Substitut fiir osm.
miirgit ‘religioser Fiihrer’ auftaucht, hat das Suffix nicht diese Bedeutung.

% Clauson (1972: 836b); vgl. auch Tiirk Dili 3 (Juli 1933), 41.
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ticgen

‘Dreieck’, dortgen ‘Viereck’ usw. (Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 35; noch
in TS 1988) sind Teilrestrukturierungen nach frz. trigone usw. Die Schopfer
dieser Bildungen haben offenbar an Determinativkomposita'® gedacht: Die
Satelliten sind Zahlworter, und als Nukleus dient der Neologismus gen
‘Weite, Breite’, der sich nicht durchsetzen konnte und hier auch in semanti-
scher Hinsicht nicht gut paft.

4. Restrukturierung im Kontext der sprachwissenschaftlichen
Theorien der 30erJahre

Jens Peter Laut hat in seiner profunden Studie iiber die sprachwissen-
schaftlichen Theorien zur Zeit des Kemalismus darauf hingewiesen, dafl
diese Theorien auch auf die tiirkische Sprachreform erheblichen Einflufl
hatten. Bereits auf dem 1. Tiirkischen Geschichtskongre3 wurde die
These von der indogermanisch-tiirkischen Sprachverwandtschaft gedu-
Bert, die dann bis zum Jahre 1935 im Zentrum der sprachwissenschaftli-
chen Diskussion stand.!" Es ldBt sich denken, daB eine solche These
dazu ermuntern konnte, den Fremdwortern aus den “verwandten” euro-
pdischen Sprachen eine tiirkische Deutung zu geben, denn gleichzeitig
galt ja in dieser zweiten Phase der Sprachreform, die von 1932 bis zum
Oktober 1935 dauerte, das Prinzip der “Assimilierung” (dzlestirme),
nach dem alle nicht-tiirkischen Worter durch genuin tiirkische ersetzt
werden sollten. Voraussetzung ist natiirlich eine gewisse sprachwissen-
schaftliche Naivitit, mit der man aber rechnen kann, zumindest bei den
zahlreichen Angehorigen der Tiirkischen Sprachgesellschaft, die sich
aus dem politischen und militdrischen Bereich rekrutierten.

Die grole Zeit des Restrukturierens war die 3. Phase der Sprachre-
form. Diese Phase beginnt im Oktober 1935 mit der Propagierung der
sogenannten “Sonnensprach-Theorie” (giines dil teorisi), die bis zum
Tode Atatiirks im November 1938 das sprachwissenschaftliche Denken
vollig beherrscht: Nach dieser Theorie gehort der Urmensch der tiirki-
schen Rasse an, “und seine Sprache entwickelt sich ... zu einem tiirki-
schen Idiom, das die Ursprache der Menschheit geworden ist. Alle Ras-

' Andreas Tietze (1995-1996: 7) spricht von einem Suffix +gen. Von einem Suffix
wiirde man jedoch erwarten, daB es der Palatal- und Konsonantenharmonie folgt.
" Laut (1993: Abschnitt I, 4.3.).



Restrukturierte Lexeme in der tiirkischen Sprachreform 281

sen und Sprachen der Welt gehen auf diesen Urmenschen und sein
Prototiirkisch zuriick.”"

Nach der Sonnensprach-Theorie waren also die Worter aller Spra-
chen von tiirkischem Ursprung. Man konnte sie deshalb ins Tiirkische
libernehmen und muBte sie nicht durch genuin tiirkische Worter erset-
zen. Der Beweis der Verwandtschaft wurde durch eine spezielle Form
der Restrukturierung gefiihrt, die man als “esoterische Restrukturierung”
bezeichnen konnte. Sie ist vom Sprecher nicht nachvollziehbar, auch
wenn er die Neologismen und Methoden der neologistischen Wortbil-
dung kennt.

Zwei Verfahren lassen sich unterscheiden. Im ersten Fall wird we-
nigstens versucht, eine Motivierung des Fremd- oder Lehnwortes zu
konstruieren. Die Interpretation stiitzt sich aber auf archaisches oder
nicht-tiirkeitiirkisches Wortmaterial, das dem Sprecher des Tiirkeitiirki-
schen unbekannt ist und deshalb nicht zur Motivierung taugt. Als Bei-
spiel sei der Neologismus ekzey ‘Ubung’ angefiihrt, eine Teilrestruktu-
rierung von frz. exercice. Ekzey wird als deverbales Nomen auf -(A)y
préasentiert (ekze-y), abgeleitet von einem dubiosen archaischen Verb
ekze- ‘sich iiben’ (Tiirk Dili 23-26 [Oktober 1937], 82). In der Regel
wurden Fremdworter aus dem Franzosischen, die nicht sehr verbreitet
waren, in dieser Weise restrukturiert. Kaum eines dieser Worter hat Ein-
gang in die Wortlisten und Worterbiicher gefunden.

Der zweite Typ der esoterischen Restrukturierung verzichtet vollig
auf eine Motivierung durch tiirkisches Wortmaterial. Vielmehr erklirt
man die “eigentliche” Bedeutung des fremden Lautkorpers durch Riick-
griff auf semantische Werte, die den Lauten oder Lautgruppen von Natur
aus inhérieren (“Lautsymbolismus”). Nach dieser Methode ist z. B. das
arabische Lehnwort aki! ‘Verstand’ in ak und i/ zu zerlegen. Das erste
Element ist eine Form der “Urwurzel” ag, hier in der Bedeutung ‘Macht,
Herrschaft’, und i/ ist ein Suffix mit der Bedeutung ‘alles, die gesamte
AuBen- und Innenwelt, Ausdehnung’, so daB aki/ “eigentlich” bedeutet:
‘das, was alles beherrscht’.”® Diese Art der esoterischen Restrukturie-
rung verdndert den Lautkorper des Fremd- oder Lehnwortes nicht, und
in dieser Weise wurden in der Regel die arabischen Lehnworter, die seit
langem eingebiirgert waren und auf die man nicht verzichten konnte,

12 Laut (1993: Abschnitt I, 3.2.3.6.).
" Laut (1993: Anhang, Dokument 7, S. 45 des Originaldokuments).
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analysiert. Sie konnten nun — mit tiirkischem PaB3 — unverdndert im
Worterbuch verbleiben.

Wenn es sich anbot, hat man natiirlich auch in der 3. Phase der
Sprachreform in herkommlicher Art restrukturiert. Beispiele dafiir
(belleten, cekiil, eksen usw.) hatten wir unter 2.1. und 3. bereits genannt.
Im iibrigen war die Phase des esoterischen Restrukturierens mit dem
Tode Atatiirks (November 1938) schlagartig zu Ende. Das erste umfas-
sende Worterbuch der Sprachgesellschaft von 1945 verzeichnet die fran-
zosischen Fremdworter nicht in esoterisch restrukturierter Form, son-
dern in phonetischer Originallautung. Auch bei arabischen Lehnwortern
findet sich dort wieder ein Hinweis auf ihre arabische Herkunft.

5. Index der restrukturierten Worter

akil 4. eksen 3 onder 3.
arkasal 22. ekzey 4, orgen 2.1.
astoz 22 genel 2.1.  salay 2.2
ayrit 2.1.  ikilem 3. sarkit 2.2,
belleten 2.1.  kafcitan 3. simey 2.1,
cebrik 3. kamun 2.1 somtéz 2.1.
cekiil 3. komutan 2.1 soysal 2.1.
dikit 2.1.  korun 2.2 tangan 3
dil atanlik 2.2.  kosakan 3. toput 3.
diyelek 5 kotangan 3. licgen 3.
dortgen 3 kural 2.1.  varsay- 2.1
dural 2.2. nomal 2.1.  yantinomluk  2.2.
egemen 2.1.  okul 2.1.  yantitéz 2.1.

6. Abkiirzungen und Literatur

CK = Osmalicadan Tiirkceye cep kilavuzu. Istanbul, 1935. Devlet
basimevi.

Clauson, Gerard Sir 1972. An etymological dictionary of pre-thirteenth
century Turkish. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Danigmend, Ismail Hami 1935. Tiirkce-osmanlica-fransizca sozliik.
Istanbul: Kanaat kiitiiphanesi.

Erdal, Marcel 1991. Old Turkic word formation. A functional approach
to the lexicon 1-2. (Turcologica 7.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Giles, Herbert 1912>. A Chinese-English dictionary 1-2. Shanghai,
London.



Restrukturierte Lexeme in der tiirkischen Sprachreform 283

Ladstitter, Otto 1967. Zur Integration abendléndischen Begriffs- und
Wortgutes ins Chinesische (Teil 1). Oriens Extremus 14 (1967), 1-
26.

Laut, Jens Peter 1993. Das Tiirkische als Ursprache? Sprachwissen-
schaftliche Theorien in der Zeit des erwachenden tiirkischen Nationa-
lismus. [Habilitationsschrift der Universitdt Gottingen, ungedruckt.]

Tietze, Andreas 1995-1996. Der tiirkeitiirkische Wortschatz. Archivum
Ottomanicum 14 (1995/1996), 5-37.

TS 1945 = Tiirk¢e sozliik. Istanbul, 1945. (Tiirk Dil Kurumu 3, 1.) [In
einigen Exemplaren mit Erscheinungsdatum 1944]. Ankara: Tiirk Dil
Kurumu.

TS 1988 = Tiirkce sozliik. Yeni baski. Bd. 1-2. Ankara, 1988. (Tiirk Dil
Kurumu yayinlar1 549.) Ankara: Tiirk Dil Kurumu.

Wahrig, Gerhard (Hrsg.) 1972. Deutsches Wérterbuch. Giitersloh, Ber-
lin, Miinchen, Wien: Bertelsmann Lexikon-Verlag.

Ziilfikar, Hamza 1991. Terim sorunlari ve terini yapma yollar:. (Tiirk Dil
Kurumu yayinlar1 569.) Ankara: Tiirk Dil Kurumu.



Some remarks on Andreas Tietze’s
forthcoming Turkish lexicon

Helga Anetshofer

Anetshofer, Helga 1998. Some remarks on Andreas Tietze’s forthcoming Turkish
lexicon. Turkic Languages 2, 284-307.
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Andreas Tietze’s lexical project and to give some statistical details of the recently
finished first volume, A-E. As the section on the monolinguality of the lexicon
and scientific objective demonstrates, the priority of the study lies in presenting
an abundant Turkish vocabulary by including some new lexemes never quoted
before (gleaned from unpublished Ottoman material and modern Turkish novels).
Extensive literary references serve as evidence for each lexeme and as a source of
stylistic, morphological and syntactical matters. A few sample pages are included
in order to give an idea of the arrangement of the lexicon. The last section pre-
sents newly suggested etymologies and describes the innovative system of sum-
mary paragraphs covering all aspects of linguistic research.

Helga Anetshofer, Institut fiir Turkologie, Freie Universitdt Berlin, Schwenden-
erstr. 33, 14195 Berlin, Germany, E-mail: anetshof@zedat fu-berlin.de

1. Introduction

The aim of this article is to give a brief account of Andreas Tietze’s
current lexicographical project in order to inform the scholarly com-
munity about the current stafus of the preparation of his new Turkish
lexicon, which will be entitled Tiirkiye Tiirkcesi s6z hazinesi. Etimoloji
— Dil tarihi — S6z yapiligi. The recently completed first volume (A-E)
is to be published this year.'

' 1 wish to express my thanks to my esteemed professor Andreas Tietze for giving

me the opportunity to write this article. Tietze already prepared an account of an
earlier stage of the project (Tietze 1995-1996).
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It was in the 1950s and 1960s especially that Tietze carried out in-
tensive research on Turkish lexicology, resulting in a series of articles
concerning matters like Greek, Slavonic, Arabic, Persian, etc. loan-
words in Turkish and Turkish word formation.? Also well known is his
participation in the new edition of Sir James Redhouse’s invaluable
Turkish-English Lexicon from 1890, the Redhouse Yeni Tiirkge-
Ingilizce Sozliik (Redhouse 1968), which is still considered to be “ein
besonderer Hohepunkt in der tiirkischen Lexikographie” (Stein 1990:
349). Over the years Tietze has continued his lexicological studies,
frequently publishing articles on this topic, and he has collected a
myriad of data, extracted from the Ottoman and Turkish literary mate-
rials he worked on and recorded on index cards comprising the par-
ticular lexeme with all references. Fortunately, about five years ago he
decided to publish his large collection. During the past three years in-
tensive work has been performed to bring this project to fruition. Some
students at Vienna University were offered the opportunity to assist in
organisational, technical and scientific matters, which they have done
and continue to do with great pleasure and commitment.’

Although the project was originally intended as an etymological
dictionary, the etymological priority was dismissed in favour of a de-
tailed definition of each lexeme in stylistic, morphological and syntac-
tical terms and the incorporation of summary paragraphs on various
topics (morphology, phonetics, handling of loan elements, toponyms,
special lexical units, etc.). These paragraphs, which I will return to in
more detail below, combine all the cited lexemes which display a spe-
cial feature. We consider this approach to be an innovation in Turkish
lexicography.*

2. Technical details

The corpus of the first volume of the lexicon comprising the letters A-
E has recently been finished. For the time being, roughly 13,900 lex-

2 See a complete list of Tietze's lexicological works in the forthcoming first vol-
ume of the lexicon in question.

3 These are my fellow students I. Feigl, D. Karabinova, K. Tomenendal, and my-
self.

4 A similar approach can be found e.g. in the French dictionary Le Robert mé-
thodique (Rey-Debove 1982).
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emes and 370 summary paragraphs are furnished on 1,360 pages, but
these numbers should not be regarded as final. Although no further
lexemes are to be included, the number of pages will probably increase
owing to the incorporation of some additional summary paragraphs.’
The lexicon contains a large bibliography of the literary sources from
which the references have been taken, and a smaller one of secondary
literature. Furthermore there will be an index of cross-references con-
cerning reading variants; a list of the summary paragraphs in themati-
cal order will also be added. The volume will be published in Istanbul.
No final decision has been made concerning the publisher.

2.1. Monolinguality and scientific objective

The lexicon is monolingual. Its language was designated to be exclu-
sively Turkish, above all to avoid having to translate the extensive lit-
erary references into any European language, which would simply
have doubled the size of the work. In any case, the carefully chosen
references give a clear account of the possible meanings of the lexemes
involved. Tietze rejected the idea of modernising some obsolete ex-
pressions in his Turkish explanations (e.g. bilhassa, mdmur etmek,
sahsin ehemmiyetini ifade eder, kelimenin mengei, o makamin sembolii
mdnasina gelir, etc.), as his younger assistants had suggested, arguing
that an educated young Turk—interested in language—should be fa-
miliar with these expressions. The scientific objective is to present an
abundant vocabulary of the Turkish language—Tietze calls it “Grund-
wortschatz”, which I consider an understatement—extractéd from liter-
ary sources ranging from the earliest Old Anatolian Turkish sources of
the 13th century to the contemporary Turkish novel. For this purpose,
texts from all social groups (urban / rural, educated / uneducated) have
been used, including genuine Turkic lexical material as well as bor-
rowings from other languages. Morphological, stylistic and (whenever
possible) etymological comments are provided for each lexeme. The
particular merit of this work lies in the combination of the explanations
with copious reference material. Even the very important Tarama Séz-
ligii (TS 1963-1977) does not provide such an abundance of refer-

> My contribution to this volume consists of approximately 60 summary para-
graphs. Some more paragraphs remain to be done. Meanwhile Tietze is working
on the letter H.
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ences, and moreover confines itself to Turkic words only. On the other
hand, an important part of lexicography, i.e. phraseology, which for
practical reasons is traditionally incorporated in dictionaries, had to be
minimised to keep the project within reasonable limits (consider
Tietze’s pioneering study on the phraseology of the word burun ‘nose’,
in which he cites 226 phraseological usages of burun, Tietze 1983).
Nevertheless, to a certain degree phraseological matters are implicit in
the literary references. Proverbs, which traditionally form a category of
their own (cf. Stein: 344-345), are completely excluded.

Tietze’s new lexicon is certainly geared toward advanced scholars
of Turkish studies who already have a sound knowledge of the basic
vocabulary. The definitions of the lexemes are kept as brief as possi-
ble—priority usually being given to their older meanings. Some natu-
ral and systemic derivations which are often of more recent or second-
ary meaning are not even mentioned, e.g. the lexeme agirlik is offered
only with the meanings ‘vakar, hiirmet’ and ‘ikram, atiyye’ (for both of
which references can be found in the earliest Ottoman sources), ignor-
ing the common present-day meaning ‘heaviness, importance’. Nor are
all possible derivations, e.g. those formed by the very common de-
nominal verbal formative +/A, cited if they are not of special semantic
interest. To give another example regarding the priority of special
meanings: The entry for the lexeme domuzluk does not refer to the
modern and obvious meaning ‘swinish behaviour’ (which can be
looked up in any other Turkish dictionary), but gives only the special
meaning ‘degirmende suyun ¢iktig1 ve carkin dondiigl yer’, stating
that the derivative’s connection with the nominal stem is opaque.
Moreover Tietze has consciously excluded some (more or less com-
mon) neologisms, especially those which are difficult to etymologise.
The criteria for the exclusion of certain neologisms in contrast to oth-
ers are not always easy to understand, e.g. it is not obvious at first sight
why bitki— the -KI derivative from bit- ‘grow’ and very common in
present-day Turkish as ‘plant’—only appears with the meaning ‘iiriin’
and a note to compare it with Az. ‘gdydrti, nibatat’ (besides the older
homonym bitki / bitgi ‘son, u¢’ from bit- ‘end’), while a derived verb
like duruzla- ‘kisaca durmak, duraksamak’ created and used by a sin-
gle author (Kagan 1990: 19) is introduced and even becomes the sub-
ject of a summary paragraph. But, taking into consideration that bitki is
a very common derivative (found in any dictionary) and that duruzla-
is an interesting form which seems to show a new deverbal verbal
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formative, which I will refer to later, the decision appears to be sound.
Tietze’s decision to exclude those neologisms which were invented
during the Kemalist era without any reference to philological or lin-
guistic facts and can only be explained in terms of the persons who
participated in their creation also seems reasonable: Consider the
emergence of the word bay (like ‘Bay Ozkan’), which was created as a
modification of the old title bey (like ‘Fuat bey’, originally denoting
aristocratic status).® Preceding the surname, which does not correspond
to Turkish syntax, it was obviously created analogously to the French
‘Monsieur ...” and was intended to divest the Turkish Republican citi-
zens of any social status reminiscent of the imperial Ottoman past.

Hence, it is not the aim of this lexicon to take the place of older
Turkish lexicons such as Redhouse, TS or TiiS (1988) by repeating
well-known lexemes for the sake of completeness, but rather to pro-
vide a few new or very rare lexemes never before quoted in any lexi-
con. For these reasons, the lexicon will not prove very useful to a be-
ginning Turkish reader or for reading modern Turkish newspapers, but
it will be a rich and indispensable source for any philologist or linguist
dealing with older Turkish (Ottoman) sources or the modern Turkish
novel.

2.2. Linguistic terminology

In the course of furnishing the lexemes with grammatical explanations
and writing summary paragraphs on matters such as morphology, pho-
netics, etc., we were confronted with the persistent problem of Turkish
linguistic terminology. Since the language of the lexicon is Turkish,
we tried to employ more or less all linguistic terms used in Turkish.
However, it is well known that there is still no standard terminology
applied by all linguists in Turkey. We tried to make use of Korkmaz’
Gramer terimleri sozIliigii (1992), but, as Tietze pointed out, a great
number of the terms given there can only be regarded as suggestions,
since they have yet to be accepted throughout Turkey. Thus priority
was given to comprehensibility for a large readership over consistency,
which means that older Arabic terms, Turkish neologisms as well as
Latin and French (e.g. “calque”), seldom German (e.g. “Volks-
etymologie”) and English (e.g. “backformation”), terms are used side

¢ In 1934 bay was officially announced as the replacement of bey (Steuerwald).
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by side in the following way: Arabic terms are restricted to those still
commonly used (e.g. “isim”, “sifat”, “fiil’, etc.),” Turkish neologisms
are employed if firmly established (otherwise terms from European
languages are used). Each linguistic term is followed by its Latin
equivalent in parentheses. As the sample pages below demonstrate, not
even this concept could be carried out consistently. Whenever there is
more than one possibility of expressing a linguistic term in Turkish
(which is not a rare phenomenon), the one which seemed to be more
common or logical (to us) was chosen; e.g. karsilikhilik ‘reciprocity’
(Ergin 1972, Uysal 1980, Banguoglu 1974, Ediskun 1985, Giilensoy
1994: 101) instead of isteglik (Uysal uses this term collectively for kar-
stlikhilik ‘reciprocity’ and birliktelik ‘co-operation’; Ediskun uses this
term as equivalent to ortaklaga and in the same collective way as Uy-
sal; in Korkmaz’ terminology this term is used as equivalent to ortak-
lagma without any differentiation between the meanings of ‘reciproci-
ty’ and ‘co-operation’). Analogously to karsiliklilik we created the
term ortaklilik ‘co-operation’ instead of ortaklaga (Banguoglu), ortak-
lagma (Ergin, Korkmaz, see above), ortaklik (Giilensoy) and birliktelik
(Uysal, Ediskun, see above). In the same way we introduced the term
doniigken ‘reflexive’ instead of doniislii (Ergin, Banguoglu, Korkmaz)
analogous to etken, edilgen, ettirgen. Resolving the problem of Turkish
technical terminology (which is an ongoing process) before the publi-
cation of the first volume does not seem very likely. A complete list of
all terms used in the lexicon will be provided.

2.3. Arrangement and description of the lexemes

The lexemes are arranged in alphabetical order and rendered consis-
tently in modern Turkish orthography. Verbal lexemes are quoted with
their stems only (e.g. dog-) following nonverbal lexemes. Phonetic
variants are listed side by side (ceyran / ceyldn ‘zarif bir gegit karaca’,
bargdh | baregdh | barigah ‘padisahin karargéhi, saray, taht salonu’),
with the variant reflecting modern standard pronunciation given first.

7 The word isim alone is used for ‘noun’, and isimden is employed for ‘denominal’.
To denote categories of nouns ad is also used, e.g. yer adt, topluluk adi, but somut
isim, soyut isim, kilig ismi, alet ismi, etc. Tietze also employs various obsolete
terms such as haber ‘predicate’ and miigareket ‘co-operative’. I prefer Turkish
neologisms in these cases.
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Etymologically different homonyms as well as words deriving from
one single stem but belonging to different grammatical units (e.g. us-
age of can as noun can 1, or adjective can II) or language units (e.g.
dayak 1 ‘destek’ in Anatolian dialects, and dayak 11 ‘doviilme, darb’ in
modern standard Turkish) have been divided into different paragraphs
marked by Roman numerals. If the given word does not belong to pres-
ent-day standard Turkish there is a note on the specific language
subunit to which it belongs preceding the particular lexeme (abbre-
viated or in parentheses). The most important subunits are: AD. ‘Ana-
dolu diyalektleri’, O. ‘Osmanlica’, EO. ‘Eski Osmanlica’, RD. ‘Rumeli
diyalektleri’, (Argo), (Cocuk dili), (Halk agzi1), (Konusma dili), (Néo-
logisme). In this terminology EO. refers to old Turkic words, some-
times with rather different phonetics, which already became obsolete
in the course of the 16th century (like asagarak / asagrak ‘daha asag1’,
demren ‘ok ucu’, etc.), and O. refers especially to Arabic and Persian
loanwords from the classical and late Ottoman period (now obsolete)
as well as some institutional terms belonging to Ottoman history (like
divan 1 ‘eski zamanda devlet idaresinin biiyiik meclisi’ or balyeme:z
‘eski zamanda kullanilan biiyiik top’ < It. ...). The particular lexeme is
succeeded by a short definition in single quotation marks, followed by
the etymology introduced by the symbol < (if the word a lexeme is
traced back to has the same meaning as the modern Turkish version,
the abbreviation a.m. ‘aynt manada’ is noted, b.m. refers to ‘bilinen
manada / bugiinkii manada’). Following the lexicographical sources
(DS, TS, Meninski, Redhouse, etc.) the literary references are cited
underlined. An effort has been made to consistently provide (whenever
possible) both an early and a modern reference for one particular
meaning, introduced by the symbol X. Ottoman Turkish references are
quoted in transcription according to IA, but with the use of g instead of
fi and the additional grapheme ¢ (sometimes also i) for the sound
“closed e”.

See the following examples, i.e. one page from the lexicon for each
letter:®

® Since my intention is only to give an impression of the structure of the lexicon,
abbreviations in this part of the article will not be cited completely in the list of
abbreviations.
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A

aldatmaca ‘aldatmak kasdiyle oynanan oyun’ (oyun isimlerinde gecen -maca
ek terkibi icin krs. kosekapmaca vs.). X Bilingsiz yiginlar, kar silikli oynanmig
oyunun i¢yiiziinii nerden bilsindi? Basin bu aldatmacanin baglica giinahkar-
larindand:. (B. Arpad 1976 s. 81).

EO. aldavu ‘hile’ < alda- fiilinden -vu/-vii isim eki ile, krs. Kazan, Kirim,
Kirgiz aldau a.m. Radloff WB 1, 413. x Agwbaglulikla ve agullikla bunca
vaktdur ki ol isi bitiirmez diyiib ta ‘n itdiikleri yegdiir aldavu-yila tiz bagardi
diyiib ogdiiklerinden. (Mercimek Ahmed 1944 s. 76).

aldir- b.m. (almaga emir veya sebebiyet vermek) < ET. altur- a.m. Clau-
son 8. 133. X Ondan bu ig igin hem ii¢ bin frank komisyon alnug, hem de dort
tablosunu aldirmis ona. (M. Balaban 1959 s. 68). EO. ‘savasta kaybetmek,
kaptirmak’: X Kocaligum vakti aldurdugum yahnuz ogul. (Dedem Korkut
1973 s. 68). (Gegissiz) -a/-e aldir- (ekseriya menfi) ‘dikkat etmek, ehemmiyet
vermek’: X Size ait bir sey yok, rahatimizi bozmayin, hi¢ aldirmayin! (S. M.
Alus 1944 s. 107). X O kadar ne aldiriyorsunuz? Kim gorecek? (a.e. s. 20). X
Aldirma be! Daha az ¢alig sen de, kaytar biraz. (Peride Celal 1991 s. 355).
Kelimenin semantik gelismesi heniiz kéfi derecede arastirilmamistir.

aldiris et- (ekseriya menfi) ‘dikkat etmek, ehemmiyet vermek’ < aldir-
(son gosterilen manada). Méanas1 aym oldugu i¢in fiilin dolambagli yoldan
ifadesi izaha muhtactir. X Geldigi masadan onu izleyen merakli bakiglara
aldirig etmiyor. (A. Yurdakul 1991 s. 167). X ... bana gelen mektuplarin sayis
dordii, begi buldu amma, benim hi¢ aldiris ettigim yok gibi idi. (0.C. Kaygili
1939 s. 156).

0. aleddevam ‘devam ederek’ < Ar. “alad/(iki iinsiizden evvel) ‘ala,
1/(d’den evvel) d harfi tarifi, ve dawam ‘devam’.

O. AD. alef/alaf ‘hayvan yemi, saman, kuru ot’ DS 183-184 < Ar. ‘alaf
a.m. x [Okiiz sikayet eder:] Citn namaz-1 sam eve geliirem bana olkadar “alef
virmezler ki nim-sir olam. (Ferec 855/1451 v. 192b).

AD. alefe ‘hayvan yemi’ Emiroglu 1989 s. 37 < Ar. ‘aliifa a.m. ‘imam,
coban gibi kimselere belli bir siire i¢in verilen iicret’ DS 210.

AD. alefi ‘deri cildlamakta kullanilan mermer tozu’ DS 210 < Gr. aloifé
‘madeni egyay1 temizlemege yarayan toz’ Tietze 1955 nr. 6.

alegori ‘sembollerle anlatilan soyut bir fikir’ < Fr. allégorie < Lat.
allegoria a.m. < EGr. aAAnyopetv (allegorein) ‘baska (yini mecazi) sdzlerle
ifade etmek’ (allos ‘baka’ ve agoreiiein ‘bir mecliste konusmak’ agord
‘meclis’).
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alegorik ‘alegori vasfinda’ < Fr. allégorique a.m. (bk. alegori). X O [yani
Halide Edib Adivar’in Tatarcik adli romani], bir ge¢is déneminin alaborasi
icinde, bu donem sosyetesinin gercekgi ve alegorik bir portresidir. (V. Giinyol
1992 s. 115).

B

AD. biirtle-/piirtle- ‘birdenbire ¢ikmak, firlamak, tagmak; toprak altindan yiize
¢ikmak (tahillar hakkinda)” DS 828, 3499 < ses taklidi ve ekspresif fiillerden.

AD. biirtlet-/piirtlet- ‘ortaya ¢ikarmak; kabartmak, sisirmek’ < biirtle-
Ipiirtle- fiilinin ettirgen (causativum) hali. X Esker nobetine dinelir gibi.
Madalyay: da yakasinda goriinecek gibi eyice biirtletmig. (F. Erding 1973 s.
86).

O. biiruc ‘burclar, Zodiyakdaki yildiz kiimeleri’ < Ar. buric a.m. [burc
kelimesinin ¢ogulu]. X Sohbet kamer Hameldeyiken, Cediydeyiken, Miyzan-
dayiken hiib olur ki bular negat biiriicidur. (Ferec 855/1451 v. 208a).

biirudet ‘soguk (isim); his soguklugu, resmiyet’ < Ar. burida a.m. X
Nezahet Hanum daha Sefik Celdlettin ile teehhiile razi oldugu zaman kizi
Handanin kalbindeki biirudet adeta husumet haline girmigti. (Fazli Necip
1930 s. 221).

O. biiruk ‘simsekler’ < Ar. buritg a.m. [ barg kelimesinin ¢ogulu]. x Ol
dem yél ¢ikdi, ra ‘d u biiriuk u baran geldi. (Ferec 855/1451 v. 179a).

O. biiruz ‘gosterme, teshir’ < Ar. buriz a.m. X Nagah du hter tacim
basindan gotiirdi, mikna ‘asini birakdr. Zuhir u biiruz temam oldi. (Ferec
855/1451 v. 200b-201a).

biirii- ‘sarmak, ortmek, her tarafin1 kaplamak’ DS 829, TS 743 < ET. biir-
a.m. Clauson 355. X Gordi bir agac bitmig ki hic daferiyde anug gibi yogun ve
uzun agac gordiigi yokdur. Soyleki golgesi ol dagt biiriimis. (Ferec 855/1451
v. 195b). Mecazi manada: x Pdadigaht gayret-i Islam biiriidi. (F. Giese 1929
[890/1485] s. 178). ‘(diisman1) kusatmak’: X Subhdem ol kal ‘aya yiiridiler /
Gaziler ¢evre yamn biiridiler. (Enveri 1928-29 [869/1464] s. 38).

AD. biiriik ‘biirgii, carsaf, kadinlarin sokak giysisi’ DS 828 < biirii- +
fiilden somut isimler yapan -k eki, krs. kagik. X Efendim, herifin biri biiriige
biirtiniip kar: kiliginda karilar hamamina girmig. (A. Nesin 1961z s. 136).

AD. biiriikle-/biirikle- ‘bas, yiiz 6rtmek (kadin hakkinda), carsaflamak’ DS
828 < biiriik + isimden fiil yapan -le- eki. X Oglan “Ana, hele bagini ért. O
gelin hasta, doktor getirdim baksin” diyor. Kadin bagsim értiiyor, yiiziini
biiriikliiyor. (U. Giinay 1975 s. 294). biiriklen-/biiriiklen- ‘Ortiinmek,
carsaflanmak’: x Giz biirihlenir, “Ben yenmem agagi” diyir. (B. Seyidoglu
1975 s. 234).
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biiriincek/biiriimcek ‘ham ipekten dokunmus bez’ DS 829, 743-744, R.
Dankoff 1991 s. 20 < biiriin- fiilinden yapilmig bir isim (krs. derincek). X
Gordi kim “avrat biiriinciigin ev divar lizerine konus. (A. Zajaczkowski 1934
[1405] s. 22).

biiriime ‘biitiin viicudu kapliyan’ TS 743 < biirii- + fiilden edilgen sifatfiil
(participium passivum) manasmda sifat yapan -me eki. X Biirime donlu yég
atlar biniirler [ Kilig elde vii kalkan yapinurlar. (Seyhoglu Mustafa 1979
[1540] no. 5602).

C

AD. canp ‘kola bitisik viicut par¢asi” THASDD 1041 I, 246, ‘kagmda kola
bitisik parca’ DS 857 < Ar. canb ‘viicudun yani, bogiir’ (Tietze 1958 nr. 44).

O. canperver ‘can besleyen, insanin kalbine iyi gelen’ < Fa. can-parvar
a.m. [can + -parvar ‘besleyen’]. x Miisafire ¢ikan ta‘amlari zikr olundugi
lizre leziz u can-perver aggilar bisiirdiigi ni ‘metden bile elezz u hogter olub ...
(“Ali 1982 11, 146).

O. canriiba ‘cazip, hos, latif’ < Fa. can-ruba ‘6ldiiriicii’; muhtemelen
dilriiba yerine yanls kullanilma. x Goniil ¢ekici, canriiba bir koruya
acuryordu kapi. (B. Uzuner 1994 s. 59).

cansiperane ‘canim verircesine, canini feda edercesine’ < Fa. can-siparana
[can + sipar(dan) ‘iistiinde tepinmek, tepmek’ + zarf eki olan -ana]. X Neden
sa¢ sakal, giyim kusam daha cansiperane savunuluyor da, i¢ diinyalar,
diigiinceler bukadar bir heyecanla degistirilip diga vurulmuyor? (A. Agaoglu
1993 s. 70).

O. cansitan ‘katledici, oldiiriicii’ < Fa. can-sitan a.m. [can + -sitdn ‘kapan,
alip gotiiren’]. X Giin olmazd: ki bir dfitab-i1 ‘alem-tab: dest-i tagalliib-ile
cekiib almaya ve viicudr gencini harab édiib kenz-i ‘iffetine efti denan u
su ‘ban-1 can-sitan salmaya. (‘Ali 19791, s. 181).

O. cansuz ‘cani yanan, iztirap ¢eken’ < Fa. cdn-siz a.m. [can + -suz
‘yanan’]. X ‘Agtka rahm eylemekde sem ‘diir riigen delil / Kim doker pervane-
i can-siz igiin kan yaglar. (‘Omer bin Mezid 1982 s. 176).

cant ‘motordeki eklem yerleri’ ?? < Fr. jointe 7?7 X Bin bey yiiz kilometrelik
yollar: done dine kavrulmus cantlara bakiyorum: piril piril o cantlar, kendimi
icinde goriiyorum. (M. Giiler 1990 s. 124).

cantiye/centiyane/kantiyane ‘bir ¢icek ismi, kizil kantaron’ TiiS < Lat.
gentiana a.m. (rivayete gore, bu cicegin koklerinin ilag olarak kullanmasini
icad eden Miladdan once 2. asirda yasayan llliriya krali Gentius’un adindan).
G. Meyer 1893 s. 29.
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capcanh ‘dipdiri, sapsaglam, taptaze, uyanik’ < canli + kuvvetlendirici
ontaki, réduplication ile tezat iinsiizii, krs. dipdiri, biisbiitiin. X Yagh olmasina
yaglyd: ya, gene de boz sayak urbalar: i¢inde dimdik, capcanh bir viicudu
vardi. (M. Basaran 1964 s. 74).

¢

cimnik I bk. cernik.

(Argo) cirnik II ‘degersiz, kiymetsiz; ¢irkin, sakil’ Devellioglu 1959 s. 77
< basgka kaynaklarda bulamadigimiz kelime goriiniise gére Ahmed Vefik
Pasa’nin piyeslerini yeni harflere ¢evirenler tarafindan bazan ¢irik (bk.
cerik/gerik) bazan da ¢urmik diye okunan kelimeye dayaniyor; kelimenin
kullanis1 ¢ok kiigiik bir para birimi (‘mangir’) fikrini veriyor. Acaba ash zirnik
midir? X Dokuz para, bir akca, bes pul, daha bir ¢irnik fazla yok. Geliyor mu
isinize? ... Haydi, iki ¢cirnik daha. - Etme be yahu, iki ¢cirnik dedigin birer
kadeh rak: parasi! (Ahmed Vefik Pasa 1933ka s. 53-54).

AD. ¢irona ‘baykus’/cirona ‘culluk’ DS 118, 1236 < Gr. (Karadeniz dial.)
tziréna ‘bir ¢egit kus’” A. A. Papadopoulos 1961 II, 387 (Gr. kelimenin ash
belli degildir).

EO. cirp- I ‘(kiligla) kesmek’ TS 908 < ¢arp- 1 fiilinin varyant.

cirp- I ‘(haliy1) silkelemek’ < ¢arp- 1 fiilinin varyanti. X Ellerindeki
ekmek kirintilarini, unlar: ¢irparak digariya ¢kt (Yasar Kemal 1976 s. 130).
‘yiyecek bir seyi gatalla hizli hizli vurarak kopiirtmek’: x ... ? ‘(ellerini)
birbirine vurmak, alkis tutmak’: Salondakiler ellerini hep birlikte agir, durgun
bir tempoyla ¢irptilar. (A. Ozakin 1982 s. 117).

(Argo) cirp- III ‘calmak, hirsizlik etmek’ < ¢arp- II fiilinin varyant.

AD. cirp- IV ‘boyal1 cirpr ipiyle ¢izgi gekmek’ Meninski 1680 I, 1597 <
¢arp- 1 fiilinin varyant1. ‘elden gecirmek, diizeltmek; (evi) silmek, siipiirmek,
badana yapmak; (¢amagir) yikamak; (¢abucak) bitirivermek, tiiketmek’: X Laf
degil, 27 beygir kuvvetinde; saatte 70 kilometreyi ¢irpiveriyor. (S.M. Alus.
Aksam gaz. mayis 1941).

AD. cirpak ‘cok ince degnek’ DS 1188 < ¢wp- II + fiilden nomen
instrumenti yapan -ak eki, krs. bicak, tutak. X Katira bir ¢irpak vuruyorlar.
Hala dagdan daga siiriiyiip durur katir Arap kizini. (M. Tugrul 1969 s. 329).

cirpala- ‘(suyu) piiskiirtmek’ < ¢irp- + fiilden kiigiiltme ve tekrarlama fiili
yapan -ala- geniglemesi, krs. diirtele-, ogala-. x Hemen irmakta avuglarina
doldurdugu su ile yiiziinii hizli hizli ¢irpalar ve kendini fabrikanin igine dar
atard:. (Kenan Huliisi 1938 s. 124).
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cirpr I ‘dal kirpintist’ (ekseriya ¢alr ¢irpr terkibinde) < ¢wp- II + fiilden
nomen instrumenti yapan -: eki, krs. i, yaki. AD. ‘yiin atmak i¢in kullanilan
ara¢’ DS 1189.

cirp1 11 yalniz bir ¢urpida ‘ara vermeden; bir lahzada’ terkibinde < ¢irp-
(hangi méanada?) + fiilden nomen actionis yapan -z eki, krs. kosu, yazi. X Salih
biitiin bu sozleri bir ¢irpida Ustaya soyledi. (Yasar Kemal 1976 s. 196). x
Bizim gozlerimizin bir ¢irpida gorecegi ¢irkinlikleri o hi¢ fark edemiyordu.
(A.T. Hisar 1944 s. 26). ‘gerilmis boyal1 iple diizgiin ¢izgi ¢ekme usulii’. O.
‘dokunmus bezleri beyazlatma ameliyesi’. ¢irpict ‘bez beyazlaticisi’ Meninski
16801, 1598, TS 907.

D

O. diirefsan ‘inci sagan’ < Fa. dur-afsan a.m. [dur ‘inci’ + afsan ‘sagan’]. X
Yiiz gordi; mah-i diir-efsan. (Ferec 855/1451 v. 151a).

diiret-/tiiret- ‘yaratmak, icat etmek’ TS 1328-30 < ET. tériit- a.m. Clauson
536. x Sanirsin bagbozumuna degil, bayrama gidiyoruz! Bu ossurugu cinlinin
diiretmesi bunlar! (F. Baykurt 1967 s. 202).

diirlii/tiirlii ‘cesit’ < ET. torliig a.m. Clauson 546-547. Clauson’a gore
etimolojisi belli degildir ve bugiin Tiirk dillerinin bazisinda bulunan #ir ‘sekil,
ornek vs.” (bk. M. Risidnen 1969 s. 506) kelimesiyle alakasi yoktur. Bugiin
TT.’de kullanilan #ir ‘nevi, cesit’ kelimesi tirli kelimesinden bir
backformation’dir. X Ddért diirlii saza ¢ar-pare uydurdi. (Ferec 855/1451 v.
203a). ‘gesitli, miitenevvi, ayn ayr1’: X Dért yapa baka dururken gordi ki
havadan bir ulu kug indi. Diirlii reng iizerinde mevcud, ‘aceb-suaret. (Ferec
855/1451 v. 233b). X Bu gez ugranusam diirlii kazaya. (Mehmed 1965 s. 90
nr. 1230). X Yaldizl1 dogegi bir kogeye taht gibi kurulmusdu. Her tarafi irili
ufakl tiirlii bicimde zarif piifler dolduruyordu. (H.R. Giirpmar 1341 s. 188). x
Her kasik mutlaka yumruk gibi firlamaz ya, onun da tiirliisii var. Bazi kastklar
catlar da iistiinden hi¢ belli olmaz. (S.M. Alus 1933p s. 122). tirlii bin ‘bin
tiirli’: X Deminden beri herifin tirlii bin edepsizligini anlatir, sonra da herife
eyvallah edersiniz. (A. Nesin 1961z s. 186). diirlii diirlii/tirlii tirlii ‘gok
cesitli’ Meninski 1680 II, 2061, 2163: X Zen-i bennd buyurd: diirlii diirlii
ta ‘amlar bigiirdiler. (Ferec 855/1451 v. 22a). x Diirlii diirlii tezvirdatile, ne
dédiyse déyiib Sultan Cemi geérii Ritm tarafina hareket étdiirdi. (F. Giese 1929
s. 185). X Kadinlar, Satilmigin evinde davulcunun bagwdiklarin tiirlii tiirlii
tefsir ederlerken, komgulardan birinin kiiciik oglu ¢ikageldi. “Anne!” dedi,
“Moskofla muharebe edecekmisiz.” (E.E. Talu 1937 s. 184). bir diirlii dal
(15. asir Osmanli fermanlarinda kullanilan formiil) ‘her hangi bir bagka
sekilde’: Her ne bulinursa bunlara teslim édesiz. Bir diirlii dahi étmeyesiz. (F.
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Kraelitz 1921 s. 63). bir tiirlii ... bir tirlii ‘ikisi de iyi olmayan iki 1k arasinda
bocalayanin kararsizligini ifade eder’: x Simdi, kalksam bir tiirlii, kalkmasam
bir tiirlii idi. Bereket versin, Emine, piskin davranarak, beni bu gii¢c mevkiden
kurtard: ... (O.C. Kaygil1 1939 s. 217).

AD. diirmeg/diiremeg ‘i¢ine katik konularak sarilmig yufka ekmegi’ DS
1634 < diirme ‘diiriilmiis’ ve as, krs. bulamag, siitlag. Ug heceli varyant, diir-
fiilinin *diire- diye bir varyantim icap ettirir. X Bu sogukta arpa ekmegi!
Caresiz, yiyecekti. Diirme¢ yapti. Kopardi. A¢ kurt gibi yemek istedi. Gitmiyor
asagr. (U. Kaftancioglu 1972 s. 12). x Yufkalar arasina sogam, patatesi
doldurup, tuzluyor, sonra diiremeg yapip isirtyordu. (F. Baykurt 19610 s. 27).

O. diirrda ‘bol kollu ceket’ < Ar. durra‘a a.m. x Imdi diirra‘a vu
taylasana kana ‘at ét! (Ferec 855/1451 v. 104b).

E

AD. evdin-/evtin- ‘didiklemek, kiimes hayvanlar1 ayaklariyle yeri esmek,
esinmek; hastaligin verdigi agri, si1z1 veya aci ile kivranmak, insan bir sikinti
etkisiyle hi¢ bir sey yapmadan oturmak’ DS 1817-18 < ET. evdin- [evdi-
‘toplamak’ fiilinin reflexivum hali]. Clauson 7. X Irazca evdinip duruyordu.
“Bir habar: bir habar!” deyip doniiyordu. (F. Baykurt 19611 s. 160).

evdir-/ivdir- ‘acele etmek; acele ettirmek’ DS 1802 < ev-/iv- fiilinin
causativum hali. X Yalan mi séyleyelim? Onbag: evdirdi, yemegi yemeden
ctktik. Yaminuza biraz ekmek aldik ama, o da tutmadi. (F. Baykurt 19610 s.
177).

EO. *eveden ‘tamamiyle, biisbiitiin, eyice’ TS 1568 < acaba eyiiden yerine
hata m1?

AD. evek/ivek ‘acele’ DS 1804, TS 2133-34 < ET. évek a.m. Clauson 8-9.
X Bir ivek igi var sanaydur temen ... (Mes‘ud bin Ahmed 1991 no. 479). x
Isiimiiz ivekdiir, iliimiiz irah. (a.e. no. 2089).

evele- eveleyip gevele- tabirin kisaltilmig varyanti. X Cok yadirgadigim bir
sey var, onu soyliiyecegim ... Farkindasin, evelemekle kalmiyorum, uzattim
bile ... (B. Karasu 1994nas. 118).

evele- gevele- ‘bir seyi agik sdylememek icin onu agzimnin i¢inde gevirerek
mirlldanmak’ < manasi ikinci kelimeden kaynaklanan kafiyeli terkip, evele-
‘ag1z iginde evirip gevirmek’. X Muharrir dua edecek amma aklina bir gey
gelmiyor, yarabbileri tekrarliyor. Diinya ahvalini diigiiniince eveleyip
gevelemekten bagka yapuacak bir sey olmadigini anlar, neticede kendilerine
hak veririm. (R.H. Karay 1940g s. 122).
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AD. evelik/evelek/efelik/efelek ‘yenebilen bir ot, labada’ DS 1667, 1804-
1805 < Erm. avel ‘caly, ¢irpy, siipiirge’ + -ik kiigiiltme eki (?) U. Blising s. 91
nr. 163, R. Dankoff 1995 no. 36.

ever- ‘(oglunu) evlendirmek, diigiinii yapmak’ DS 1805-1806, TS 1568-71
< ev + isimden fiil yapan genigleme ve causativum, krs. suvar-. X Bu ‘alemde
maksid obknan bir kag nesnediir: ogul evermek ve kiz gkarmak ve diinyadan
ahirete yiiz suyile nakl eylemek. Indi bu nesneler Sultan Murdda miiyesser
oldi. (F. Giese 1929 s. 128). x Sultan Murdd Han Edrenede ogli Sultan
Mehmedi everdi, Dulgadir ogh Siileyman beg kizi Sultan Zilvai diigiin eyleyiib
aldi. (Oruc b. “Adil 1343/1925 s. 64). Bazan ‘kz evlendirmek’ icin de
kullanilir: x Biziim gibi fakirleriin eviadim kim ister ve ister olsa dahi bir
entdriciik yapub ere vérmege kudretiimiiz yokdur ki evereliim. (‘Ali ‘Aziz
1268 s. 215).

AD. evet I ‘acele, ¢cabuk’ DS 1803-04 < ev- + ?? Krs. evet et- ‘acele et-’
DS 1806 ve evetle-/ivetie- DS 1806, 2571, TS 2134, Meninski 1680 I, 619.
Clauson 6’ya gore Kasgari’'nin bir yerde gosterdigi éver ‘acele’ kelimesi
muhtemelen évek yerine bir yazilig hatasidir. Fakat TT. deki durum bdyle bir
kelimenin miimkiin oldugunu ortaya koyar. x Oradan da savisip gédiy. Evet
évet gédiyken bi koviin urgundan gegiymis. (O.A. Aksoy 19451, 388).

3. Specifics

3.1. Etymology

Turkic words: Considering Doerfer’s high demands on an “ideales
tiirkisches Etymologisches Worterbuch” (taken from his comments on
Risidnen’s work from 1969, Doerfer 1971) we have to admit that the
etymologies in the new lexicon are rather limited. Since the aim of this
work is to provide abundant Turkish lexical material, the author has
completely refrained from reconstructing a hypothetical original
Turkic form (marked by *) for each lexeme based on Ancient Turkic,
Khalaj and Chuvash (as Doerfer had suggested). Nor are all the corre-
sponding words in other Turkic languages listed. Whenever possible,
the oldest Turkic form of a lexeme appearing in literary sources, intro-
duced by ET. ‘Eski Tiirk¢e’ (= Ancient Turkic), is provided. It is well
known that this vague term includes runic inscriptions and manuscripts
as well as Manichaean and Uyghur texts from the 8th to the middle of
the 14th century (the chronological or geographical delimitation is
rather difficult, cf. Erdal 1991: 4). The Ancient Turkic form is given in
accordance with recent sources (primarily Clauson 1972, secondarily
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Erdal 1991, Risénen 1969). Occasionally there is a note to compare a
lexeme with forms in other Turkic languages, if no Ancient Turkic
reference could be found, e.g.:

civi- ‘civiklagmak, 1slak ve yapigkan hale gelmek’ < birkag Tiirk dilinde yibi-
‘islanmak’ M. Résidnen 1969 s. 202. <...>

AD. cir-/gir- ‘yirtip pargalamak’ < krs. Cag. yir- ‘azicik yarmak’ M. Riséinen
1969 s. 201. <...>

Older and younger literary references attempt to reflect the historical
development or constancy of a particular lexeme within Ottoman /
Turkish boundaries (from the 13th century onward). The above-men-
tioned language subunits such as EO., O. give some additional infor-
mation about the historical delimitation. Moreover calques from other
languages are pointed out:

demiryolldemiryolu ... < Fr. chemin de fer’in terciimesi; zamanla bundan
demiryolu, yani bir izifet terkibi oluyor. Buna benzer bir gelisme i¢in krs.
pencsenbih giin — persembe giinii. <...>

In principle, divergent scholarly opinions on the etymology of certain
lexemes are quoted. If no etymology could be found at all or if the
etymology cited is uncertain, the entry is marked by < ??. One example
of an etymology newly suggested by Tietze: In the course of looking
for the origin of the obviously derived verbal form AD. ditsin-/titsin-
‘tiksinmek, igrenmek’, it is first of all identified as a variant of tiksin-,
with the assimilation /ks/ — /ts/. Although +sXn- (or even -sXn-) is a
probable verbal formative,’ no adequate nominal stem (or verb stem)

® According to Erdal (1991: 523-535) the +s/n- formative belongs to the category
of “types of inaction” and denotes ‘considering someone/something or one self to
be in a certain class’, e.g. dvsin- ‘to reckon (a house) as one self’s and stay in it’,
drsin- ‘to show manliness’; azsin- ‘az gormek’ (Tietze, Lexicon), giizelsin- ‘etwas
gut, angenehm finden’ (Schakir 1933: 40-41). Very rare and doubtful is -sin-, e.g.
ansin- ‘soz sdylemek isterken soyliyememek’ (Tietze, Lexicon), for different
meanings see: DS 279, TS 1407+erroneously has egsin-). Vésary claims that “the
suffix £sX»-, the reflexive form of +s/- forming intransitive simulative verbs can
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dik/tik can be traced. Since Chaghatay has tiskin-/tizgin- ‘s’éloigner,
s’écarter, se ranger’ (Pavet de Courteille 1972 [1870]: 258) and
Anatolian dialects show tiskin- ‘bikmak, usanmak, istememek’ (DS:
3940) and the meaning of the derived verb can be related to fez- ‘to run
away, fly’ (“[s]urvives as fez-/tes- only(?) in some NE dialects and SW
Tkm., elsewhere displaced by kag¢-” Clauson 1972: 572; DS: 3907),
Tietze considers it to derive from tez-/tes- and the very rare and poorly
attested intransitive verbal formative -KXn- (cf. dolgun- ‘6fkelenmek,
hiddetle kopiiriip tagmak’ Tietze, Lexicon; ¢izgin- ‘donmek, dolagsmak’
TS 915; tagkin-, ugckun-/uckun-, yutkun-),'” which through metathesis
later becomes tiksin-.

Loanwords: The language of origin is given as Ar., Fa., Fr., Erm.,
etc. Arabic and Persian words are quoted in their original form, but in
transcription; some Greek words are additionally cited in Greek letters.
For the sake of Turkish readers especially, etymologies of modern
educational terms are sometimes explained in detail according to the
relevant literature, e.g. akademi ‘yiiksek ilim miiessesi’ < Fr. académie
< EYun. oxadepio (akademia) ‘Platon’un ders verdigi okul’ (ismini
okulun sahibi olan Akadémos adli sahistan almist1). <..>. In addition
to references to his (and others’) earlier research, Tietze has added
some new unpublished material. '

3.2. The literary sources

Owing to the immense effort that would have been involved in using
manuscripts only for obtaining literary references, the great majority of
the Ottoman sources (in all about eighty) have not been consulted in
their original versions, but in the form of modern editions. Naturally
this procedure is accompanied by a slight factor of uncertainty. The

be attested «...» frequently”, without giving any example of a derivative of a ver-
bal stem (1993: 114).

This formative can be considered as producing medial verbs. Deny mentions
yutkun- ‘ravaler sa salive’, uckun- ‘s’effrayer, avoir subitement peur’, tagkin-
‘déborder’ and describes its origin as opaque (1921: 532, footnote 2). Banguoglu
suggests -KIn- as consisting of -(/)k- and -(I)n-, both having a medial-reflexive
meaning, which seems to be very likely (1974: 279). On the other hand, there
seems to be no basis for his contention that -K/n- produces intensive verbs (cf.
Erdal 1991: 650-651).
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(unpublished) manuscripts or facsimile editions of fewer than a dozen
works have been used. These are e.g. some works by Mustafa <Al
(late 16th century), the storybook Ferec ba‘de s-sidde from 1451
(Budapest, Academy of Sciences), Topcibas: < Abdiilkadir’s Ta'rih-i al-
i ‘Osman from 1644 (Vienna, National Library), the hagiographical
legend Saltuk-name (compiled in the 1480s), and Sehi Beg’s tezkire
Hest bihist (1538), the latter two being facsimile editions in the series
Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures (Turkic sources 4 and
5, Harvard University). Use has been made of all genres of traditional
Anatolian / Ottoman literature, prose as well as poetry: The poetic
works comprise about thirty divans, mesnevis and scattered poems
from the 13th to the beginning of the 19th century, i.e. ranging from
Mevlana’s Turkish verses to Seyrani’s mystical folk poetry (1807-
1866). The majority of these works certainly belong to the period be-
tween the 13th and 16th centuries. The prose works include epics and
hagiographic legends, chronicles (tevarih), descriptions of religious
and military campaigns (gazavat-name), travel accounts, biographies
of poets and saints (tezkiretii §-su‘ard, tezkiretii l-evliya) and others.
Moreover, documents and registers concerning trade, administration
and Islamic law, traditionally part of the miinge'at literature, have also
been examined. Special attention has been given to recently edited
works which had not yet been used as sources for lexicons.

Modern Turkish literature from the Tanzimat period onward is rep-
resented by the numerous works of more than 280 authors from
Abasiyanik, Sait Faik to Yiimer, Sacid. The first Turkish novel mod-
elled on a European literary pattern, Akabi Hikyayesi by the Armenian
Vartan Paga (1851, edited by Tietze 1991) was followed by numerous
modern novels as well as other literary genres, all of which have
served as reference material: Short stories (hikaye, dykii), comedies,
tales (masal), modern poetry, biographies (hatiralar, anilar), travel
accounts (gezi notlart), plays (oyun, piyes), and others. More than 35
novels from the 1990s alone were exploited. All references were ob-
tained directly from the original sources; quoting references from other
lexicons has generally been avoided. The Anatolian dialect material
recorded by Ahmet Caferoglu during the 1940s and 1950s contributes
a number of new lexemes not found in DS (edited by Tiirk Dil Kurumu
1963-1982).

Apart from a few exceptions, neither oral information from native
speakers nor newspaper texts were used as sources because of their
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high degree of incertitude and limited verifiability. The feuilletons by
the author Sermet Muhtar Alus, however, which appeared in the
Aksam gazetesi from 1940 to 1950 constitute one of the rare exceptions
to this principle.

3.3. The summary paragraphs

This innovative part of the lexicon systematically presents short de-
scriptions of various Turkish language phenomena. The explanation
(e.g. concerning meaning and usage of a certain suffix) is incorporated
in the text of the lexicon. To make the paragraph visible it is printed in
smaller types and indented. It follows the first lexeme displaying the
phenomenon under consideration, i.e. when we describe the causative
allomorph -(2)¢- in a summary paragraph we place it after the lexeme
acit- which is according to the alphabetical order the first one display-
ing -(1)t-. The summary paragraph (in our Turkish terminology: “Toplu
Bakis Maddesi”) contains general information on the particular phe-
nomenon, depending on the subject (morphology, syntax, functional
and diachronic matters, etc.). This information generally represents the
current state of linguistic research. The sources employed are quoted.
In some cases original research on as yet unattested or incompletely
described phenomena is provided in brief. As the lexicon aims to ad-
dress a broad range of scholars, advanced linguistic terminology and
the use of linguistic symbols have been kept to a minimum in the ex-
planations, e.g. ‘ek’ and ‘genisleme’ have been used to denote
‘formative’; the allomorphs of the causative formative (-(X)¢-, -DXr-,
-Xz-, etc.) are simply called ‘ettirgen ekinin gekilleri’; the allophones
of a formative are not marked by X (as in +/Xk) but by ‘-lik vs.’; as the
last example demonstrates, deverbal as well as denominal formatives
are marked by - (e.g. -ig- vs., and -siz vs.). The added explanation
‘fiilden’, ‘isimden’ is considered to be sufficient in these cases. Often
there is a reference to other summary paragraphs which discuss similar
topics (e.g. dansoz O). Explanations, cross-references and sources are
followed by the other lexemes in A-E exhibiting the same feature. See
the following examples on the causative allomorphs which are subject
to verbal morphology (not all lexemes involved are quoted here):

acit- ‘ac1 vermek, incitmek’ < aci- IV’iin gegigli hali. <...>
Ettirgenlik (causativum) ekinin birkag sekli vardir (agdur-/agdir- O, artur-/artir-
0, biikiit- O, ¢ikar- O, damzur-/damzir- O). ET.’de en yaygin olan -(1)- vs. sekli
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zamanla bir birlegsim olan -dw- vs. sekli yiiziinden kullanimdan diistii. -¢- sekli
yalmz ¢ok heceli fiillerde iinli ve /r/, /lI/, /y/ seslerinden sonra saklanmig
durumdadir. A-E cildindeki misaller sunlardir: acit-, aksat-, #apart-, ayilt-, azalt-,
<...>. Fakat -1t- vs. geklinin ozellikle /k/ ara sira da /y/ ve bagka kat1 seslerden
sonra da saklandig goriiliir: akit-, agit-, azit-lazid-, bakit-, bayit-, ¢carpit-, <...>. Iki
ettirgenlik ekinin, -dur-at- seklinde beraber kullanldig: tek bir 6rnekte goriildii:
##tbuldurat-. # igaretiyle belirtilen fiillerde ettirgenlik fonksiyonu yoktur, ##
isaretiyle belirtilen fiillerde iki ettirgenlik sekli katilmasina ragmen iki dereceli
ettirgenlik fonksiyonu yoktur. (B. Johanson 1976-1977: 110-116, 1977: 121-126).

AD. agdur-/agdir- ‘kaldirmak’ DS 88, TS 30-31 < ag- ‘yiikselmek’ fiilinin
ettirgen <...>

Ettirgenlik (causativum) ekinin, dagihmi kesin kurallara uymayan fakat genelde
fonetik sartlara bagli olan ve gorev ayrimm bulunmayan birkag sekli (ve birlesimi)
vardir (krs. acikdur- O, anigtir- O, artur-fartir- O, gtkar- O, damzur-/damzir- 0O).
Bugiin en yaygini, daha eski olan <(1)t- vs. eki (acit- O, biikiid-/biikiit- O) ile bagka
Sgelerin birlesigi olan -dir- vs. seklidir. Genelde yalniz tek heceli fiil koklerine
katilan dir- vs. sekli zamanla ET.’de en yaygin olan ettirgen sekli olan -1t- vs.
ekinin yerini almig (b. Johanson 1976-1977: 110-111, 1977: 121-126, Erdal 1991:
799): agdur-tagdir-, aydir-, azdir, #bandir-, #basdir-/bastir-, <...>. # isaretiyle
belirtilen fiillerde ettirgenlik fonksiyonu yoktur.

artur-/BSTT. artir- ‘cogaltmak, biiyiitmek’ < ET. artur- a.m. Clauson 210,
<>

Cesitli eftirgenlik (causativum) eki sekillerinin arasinda (agdur-/agdir- O, acut- O,
¢tkar- O, damzur-/damzir- O) ET.'de yaygin olan bugiin kullanimdan diigsmiis
yalniz tek heceli fiil koklerine gelen -giur-/-(1)r- vs. sekli de vardir (< ET. -gur-/-
(wr-). -(1)r- vs. sekli ozellikle /¢/, /s/, /t ~ d/ iinsiizlerinden sonra takilir (b. Erdal
1991: 733-734). A-E cildindeki misaller: artur-/artir-, agir-, #basir-, batir-, bigir-,
bitir-, <...> -gir- vs. sekli ise /r/, /z/, [t/ iinsiizlerinden sonra kullanilir: dirgiir-,
durgur-, ##durgut- (*dur-gur-t-), ergiir- (b. Erdal 1991: 756, Johanson 1976-77:
126-127; Banguoglu 1974: 286-287). # isaretiyle belirtilen fiillerde ettirgenlik
fonksiyonu yoktur, ## isaretiyle belirtilen fiillerde iki éttirgenlik sekli katilmasina
ragmen iki dereceli ettirgenlik fonksiyonu yoktur. Ettirgenlik ekinden farkli olan -
(1)r- eki igin krs. ayir- O.

¢ikar- ¢tk- I ve II fiilerinin biitiin méanalarinda ettirgen (causativum) hali: <...>

Ettirgenlik (causativum) ekinin birkag sekli vardir (acit- O, damzur-/damzir- O).
Nadir olan ve az sayida 6rnekleri saklanmig olan -ar- vs. sekli -(g)ir- vs. seklinin

(b. artur-/artr- O) eski bir degisigi gibi goriiniir. Ilgili misaller: ¢tkar-, ¢oker-
/##¢okert-. -dir- vs. seklinin (b. agdur-/agdir- O) olusuna paralel olarak -1t- vs. ile -
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ar- vs. eklerinin birlesmesinden nadir olan -der- vs. sekli ortaya ¢ikmistir: aktar-,
donder-. (B. Erdal 1991: 737-738, Banguoglu 1974: 278). ## isaretiyle belirtilen
fiillerde iki ettirgenlik sekli katilmasina ragmen iki dereceli ettirgenlik fonksiyonu
yoktur.

EO. damzur-/damzir- ‘damlatmak’ DS 1354-55, <...>
Ettirgenlik (causativum) ekinin birkag sekli vardir (acit- O, agdur-iagdir- Q, artur-
lartir- O, ¢tkar- O). ET.’de oldukga yaygin olan yalniz tek heceli (6zellikle /m/,/t/
iinsiizleriyle biten) fiil koklerine gelen -1z- vs. sekli tamamiyla kullanimdan
diismiis ve yalniz ¢cok az 6rnekte fark edilmeden kalmis durumdadir (b. Banguoglu
1974: 293): damzur-/damzir- (< ET. tamuz-/tamiz- ...), diitiiz-, emziir-lemzir- ile
emzik (< ET. emiiz-).

In addition there is a paragraph on the formative -(X)t-, not in causative
but in medial function, see below. (There are also additional
paragraphs concerning composite formatives which are combinations
of causative formatives with others, such as the iterative -(X)ktXr-
¢iziktir-, etc. and the iterative-intensive -(X)stXr- aragtir-, etc.).

AD. biikiid-/biikiit- ‘bir sikint1 ile biiziilmek’ DS 819 < ET. biikiit- (manasi
tam anlagilmiyor) <...>
Yalmz tek heceli fiil koklerine gelen ettirgenlik (causativum) sekline (krs. acuz- O)
benzeyen kullanimdan diismiis -(z)f- vs. eki ¢ok nadir fakat eski olan orta-
doniigken (medial-reflexivum) anlami tasiyor, yani viicudun veya aklin kendine
doniik olug veya kiliglarini belirtir (b. Erdal 1991: 642-643). A-E cildindeki
misaller sunlardir: biikiid-/biikiit-, biiziit-, diret-.

Aside from the description of very common verbal and nominal form-
atives, some very rare or new formatives are also introduced. The
combined deverbal verbal formative -(X)z/A- is one of these. Tietze
lists four words of this iterative / intensive formation, nearly all of
them used only by the author M. Kacan (1990). With the exception of
the last one, which is also more common, they all belong to the lan-
guage subunit argot: alizla- ‘emmek, i¢cine ¢ekmek’ (?) x Cigaraya
harman kalmis beyni, lezzeti alizlayinca, sekiz kar kopegi gibi
calismaya bagladi (113), duruzla- ‘kisaca durmak, duraksamak’ x
Soparlar Berber Ali’nin evinin éniinde duruzladilar (19) x, koguzla- x
Abe millet kosuzlayan Tina abulamiz bigcaklanmis. Er tarafi kan icinde
kalmig (100) and sivazla- ‘mit der Hand iiber etwas streichen’
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(Steuerwald 1972: 826), ‘bir seyin iistiinde yavas yavas, hafifce el
gezdirmek; oksamak’ (TiS 1988: 1303)." Morphologically -(X)zIA-
obviously consists of the ergative formative -(X)z, which denotes the
object of transitive stems and the subject of intransitive stems (cf. Er-
dal 1991: 323-327),"” and the most common denominal verbal forma-
tive +/A-. The resulting combined formative can be considered as a
specific type of action, i.e. it adds a notion of iterativity and intensifi-
cation to the action denoted by the verb stem. (Comparable to -(X)zIA-
is the combined formative -(X)sl/A- consisting of the ergative formative
-(X)s and +/A-, which also expresses intensity, e.g. diirtiisle- ‘diirtiip
durmak’ (Tietze); ‘iist iiste birka¢ kez diirtmek; birini uyarmak veya
kiskirtmak’ (TuS 420), sivasla- (= synonymous with sivazla-) x Irazca,
Ahmed’i dizine dogru ¢ekti, sirtini sivaglamaya basladi. (F. Baykurt
1959: 33).

The summary paragraphs deal not only with Turkish morphology,
many of them also take up features of Persian, Arabic and French (and,
more seldom, Italian, English, Latin and Slavonic) word formation in
Turkish loanwords. Sometimes the summary paragraphs provide in-
formation regarding the chronology of the adoption of a particular
feature, and its independent development within Ottoman / Turkish,
see the following example:

O. abesiyat ‘bos seyler’ < abes ve sifat eki -i(y) ile ¢ogul eki -at. X ...
Ar.’da -a/-at ile biten yini miiennes (disi) sayilan bir ¢ok isim, ¢ogulda bunlar
yerine -@t ekini alir (krs. O adalet). Bu -at (Tk.'de -at) ekini, -i ile biten (krs. O
adalf) sifatlarin sonunda da buluruz. Bu gibi Tk.’de -iyat ile biten isimler nomina
abstracta collectiva manasinda olur, méana itibariyle Lét. -ica ile nihayetlenen
kelimelere benzerler, ms. Turcica ‘Tiirkiyat’. Tk.’de kendi basina bir ek olmug

' Probably the derived argot verb cakozla- ‘beobachten, lauschen, zuhéren;

merken, begreifen, hinter etw. kommen’ (Steuerwald 1972: 165), ‘anlamak,
kavramak, sezmek’ (Aktung 1990: 69) also belongs to this formative. ¢akoz could
be a phonetic variant of the Turkish synonymous derivative ¢akiz ‘bir durumu
anlama, bilme’ (Aktung: 69) constructed on the analogy of the ending of Greek
masculine nouns -os.

-(X)z is no longer productive in modern standard Turkish. It only remains in some
petrified adjectival nouns such as diniz ‘sakin, durgun, sessiz’, frtkiz ‘gok
sikistirilmid, bastirilmis, ¢ok dolu’, etc. (cf. Banguoglu 1974: 263).
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olan -iyat eki, sonunda -i’si olmiyan sifatlarda da bulunabilir, ms. abesiyat. A-E
cildinde gegen -iyat ile teskil edilmis kelimeler asagida siralanmustir: abesiyat,
akliyat, ameliyat, ayniyat, ciddiyat, dirdiriyat (Tirkge kokten), edebiyat, evveliyat.

Furthermore, there are numerous summary paragraphs on phonetics,
especially describing phonetic changes which loanwords undergo in
Turkish, as well as others which concern purely internal Turkic matters
only (e.g. Turkish words not subject to vowel harmony, such as
akgalakce, alev, anne, atik, etc.). A few more paragraphs concern
idiomatic matters and language varieties (e.g. a short history of argot in
Turkey and its lexicographical registration follow the first argot
lexeme) and various matters of cultural history. Thus the summary
paragraphs cover a wide range of aspects connected with language
study, of which this brief account can only give an idea.

List of abbreviations

AD. Anadolu Diyalektleri (= Anatolian dialects)
a.m. ayni manada (= in the same meaning)
Ar.  Arabic
Az.  Azern
b.m. bilinen manada/bugiinkii manada

(= in the familiar/present meaning)
Cag. Chaghatay
Fa. Persian
Fr. French
EO. Eski Osmanlica (= Ancient Ottoman)
Erm. Armenian
ET.  Eski Tiirkge (= Ancient Turkic)
EYun. Eski Grekce/Eski Yunanca

(= Ancient Greek)
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0. Ottoman
Tkm. Tiirkmen
TT. Tiirkiye Tiirkgesi (= Turkish)
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Journal of Turkology (henceforth JT) was a journal publishing articles on all aspects
of Turkic linguistics. Due to a variety of circumstances, publication was terminated
in 1994 after only four issues had appeared, leaving the four issues concerned—the
subject of this review—something of a sbornik. Given the breadth and the standard
of scholarship already evident in the first four issues, anyone interested in Turkish
linguistics will feel a keen sense of loss that the enterprise was so short-lived.

The articles in the four issues published cover a broad spectrum of Turkological
topics, ranging from the Old Turkic runic script to the functions of the post-predicate
slot in modern standard Turkish. The emphasis is on the traditional linguistic disci-
plines: Comparative / historical phonology, dialect studies, etymology, and philo-
logical investigations of older texts, but there are also studies from pragmatic and
from typological perspectives. Notably lacking are contributions within more formal
grammar models. Each volume is rounded off with book reviews and a summary in
Turkish (Tiirkge ozetler) of the articles in the volume.

Given the range of topics covered, the present reviewer is not qualified to give
equal treatment to all the contributions. My intention is to give a brief summary of
the contents, reserving more detailed discussion to those articles which touch my
own areas of interest.

Volume 1, Number 1 (Summer 1993)

In Gerhard Doerfer’s article Bemerkungen zur Transkription des Runentiirkischen
(“Remarks on the transcription of runic Turkic”) (7-22), the author presents his own
views on this complex issue. Among his suggestions are that both vowel quality
and vowel quantity need to be unequivocally indicated in the transcription. The
reconstruction of Old Turkic vowel quantity can, according to Doerfer, be undertaken
on the basis of internal reconstruction and comparison with developments in other
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Turkic languages, particularly Khalaj. The article closes with a short text sample
from kiil tegin illustrating the principles which Doerfer presents.

In Lars Johanson’s article Rimi and the birth of Turkish poetry (23-37), the
question of Rimi’s contribution to the development of the Turkish literary language
is discussed. Rimi’s main works were written in Persian, the normal vehicle of
literary and poetic expression of the time. The question of Réimi’s competence in
Anatolian Turkish has never been satisfactorily resolved (although he was certainly
fluent in Khorasan Turkish). But the fact that he did not write in Turkish was not
necessarily due to a lack of competence in that language, nor to a negative attitude
towards it. As Johanson notes, “Rfimi had, from the beginning, a highly developed,
functioning literary instrument at his disposal”, the Persian literary language (25).
As to the question of why Riimi nevertheless used Turkish elements in some of his
poetry, Johanson notes that the kind of bilingual poems found in Rlimi’s Diwan are
“a common phenomenon in multilingual, especially diglossic situations.” (31). They
need not therefore be interpreted as a deliberate attempt to spread mystical beliefs
among the common people, as some scholars have suggested. The use of Turkish
elements is quite probably simply a fairly faithful reflection of the prevailing lin-
guistic situation. In fact, it seems quite plausible that one language could come to
supersede another as the literary standard by being inserted in an initially fragmen-
tary fashion into the structural framework already established by the original literary
language. If that is the case, then Rimi’s bilingual poetry was certainly instrumental
in the development of the Turkish literary language. But, as Johanson points out,
that is not to claim that it was ever Rimi’s intention to initiate such a development.

In his article Das Tiirkeitiirkische — eine zentrale Randsprache (“Republican Turk-
ish—a central peripheral language”) (39-58) Claus Schonig discusses the position of
Republican Turkish within the Turkic languages, basing his claims on a synchronic
comparison of a large number of criteria, including phonetic, morphosyntactic and
lexical ones. The title refers to the fact that Republican Turkish displays characteris-
tics of both the central as well as the peripheral Turkic languages. It is reassuring to
find that Schonig goes beyond the comparative method as it was developed on Indo-
European and gives due consideration to areal and geopolitical factors. This study
may be considered a preliminary stage in Schonig’s more ambitious project on clas-
sifying the Turkic languages, which has already appeared as Schonig (1997a-b) and
Schonig (1998).

Edward Tryjarski’s scholarly contribution Religious terminology in Armeno-
Kipchak (59-111) includes a list of some 600 religious terms introduced into Kip-
chak by Armenian scholars who settled in Polish-Ukrainian territories in the 16th
and 17th centuries. The terms are arranged in thematic groupings and presented with
abundant information on sources, etymologies, etc. The translators succeeded in
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finding—or coining—Kipchak terms for most of the concepts concerned, but the list
also contains about 15% of terms based on Armenian lexical material. Quite apart
from the broader historical importance, the material presented also offers potential for
comparison with similar materials in the Codex Cumanicus and in Karaim, although
Tryjarski is cautious regarding a possible link with the Codex Cumanicus (62-63).
The introductory discussion provides fascinating background for the non-specialist
and one cannot help but share Tryjarski’s admiration for the translators, who
“succeeded in creating an efficient tool to transpose the Christian religious terminol-
ogy into the Kipchak dialect which was in no way prepared to perform its new role.”
(69).

Istvdn Vaséary discusses in his article £sXn and its related suffixes. Studies in
Turkic word formation and etymology (113-153) the origin of the suffix £sXn. He
refutes the theory of Mongolian origin, claiming instead that #£sX»n is a “composite
formative consisting of #s/ and -Xn” (114). Vdsary presents a list of 44 words along
with detailed etymologies and sources illustrating his claims. This volume is
rounded off by Eva Agnes Csaté’s detailed review of Turkish linguistics today
(edited by Hendrik Boeschoten and Ludo Verhoeven. Leiden: Brill. 1991).

Volume 1, Number 2 (Winter 1993)

This issue begins with Hendrik Boeschoten’s article Das Chwarezmtiirkische als z-
Tiirkisch (“Khwarezmian Turkic as a z-Turkic language”) (183-193) on the § ~y ~ z
alternation in Khwarezmian. He concludes that the available texts represent a written
variety not necessarily directly reflecting the speech of the scribes, who may have
been speakers of both a y-variety and a z-variety, whereby the z-variety disappeared
in the transition to Chagatay.

Christiane Bulut’s article Eviiya Celebi und die Inschrift von Adana (“Evliya
Celebi and the inscription of Adana”) (195-201) reopens the issue of the authorship
of a short inscription in the Hasan Aga Mosque in Adana. A number of arguments
are presented which cast doubt on the accepted view, put forward by Kreutel (1972),
that the inscription is by Evliya Celebi. According to Bulut, Kreutel’s description of
the location of the inscription is incorrect, and she refutes Kreutel’s claims regarding
the presence of mistakes in the inscription (which Kreutel had taken as further evi-
dence of Celebi’s supposed absent-mindedness and lack of care). She concludes that
it is unlikely that the inscription is by Celebi.

In his contribution Angaben zum Prdsens im Derleme sézliigii (“Information on
the present tense forms in the Derleme So6zliigii”) (203-212), Nurettin Demir takes a
critical look at the presentation of present tense forms in the Derleme sozliigu. He
criticises (i) that suffixes and finite present forms are treated as independent lemmata;
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and (ii) that complex verb forms (verb plus modifying auxiliary with present / dura-
tive meaning) are treated as infinitives.

The longest article in this issue is Lars Johanson’s Typen kausaler Satzverbin-
dungen im Tiirkischen (“Types of causal clause linkage in Turkic) (213-282). Jo-
hanson examines complex expressions involving two propositions, a cause (C)—
which includes both direct cause and reason—and an effect (E). He establishes a
broad typology based on the following three parameters: First, degree of syntactic
integration of the C-proposition in E (reminiscent of Lehmann’s (1988) cline of
“hierarchical downgrading”). There are three values on this parameter: (1) Embedding
(Einverleibung), by which is meant that the C-clause loses its illocutive force and is
coded as a more or less nominalized constituent of the main clause, i.e. C and E
constitute a single clause. For example, Turkish [[is bulamadig: i¢in] orada kalmad:]
‘she didn’t stay there because she was unable to find a job’; (2) Linkage (Kopplung),
by which C and E are finite clauses but clearly linked by a conjunction: [orada kal-
madt] [ ¢iinkii is bulamadi | is bulamad: ¢iinkii]; (3) Juxtaposition, which involves the
contiguous ordering of two independent clauses: /s bulamadi. Kalmad: orada. The
second parameter is the degree of precision with which the causal relation is ex-
pressed. Here again three values are distinguished: (1) Openness, i.e. the causal rela-
tion is not expressed by segmental means: Ali gelmiyor. Calisiyor. ‘Ali’s not com-
ing. He’s working’; (2) Vagueness (Unschdrfe), in which a causal relation is implied
either by a “relatively simple signal” such as a simple linker (Adjunktor) or by linear
order; (3) Precision (Schdrfe), where the causal relationship is made quite explicit:
Ali ¢aligiyor. Onun i¢in gelmiyor. The third parameter is the relative formal com-
plexity of the means used to signal the causal relationship. It is a binary distinction
between simple and complex.

Of the 18 logically possible combinations of these three parameters, 13 are dis-
cussed in detail with extensive examples from Turkic languages (five combinations
are considered not possible, for example Embedding cannot combine with Openness,
as Embedding always involves some formal signal of the relationship between C and
E). It should be noted that some of the distinctions made are difficult to apply in
practice, particularly the distinction between simple and complex, and between
Vagueness and Precision, but the three parameters identified can nevertheless be
fruitfully considered as continua.

What is important is that this framework allows one to empirically test some
claims which have recently been made in typological circles. First, there is the oft-
quoted iconic correlation between morphosyntactic integration of one clause into
another and semantic and pragmatic closeness: The more intimately bound two
events are, the closer the syntactic ties that link their linguistic expressions. Interest-
ingly, Johanson finds little support for this claim in Turkic. The second issue con-
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cerns the proposal that there is a universal diachronic pathway from juxtaposition to
increasing subordination, ultimately down to nominalization (Lehmann (1988) refers
to a process of ‘“desententialization”). Again, Johanson demonstrates that there is
little evidence of such a development in Turkic; it is not possible to trace the origins
of Turkic embedded nominalizations in some paratactic Vorstufe. On the contrary,
the non-embedded structures in Turkic are often innovations triggered by language
contact. One could perhaps mention one minor piece of evidence in favour of assum-
ing a shift towards increasing nominalization of subordinate clauses: Older stages of
Turkic appeared to tolerate nominative subjects of embedded clauses, at least to a
greater extent than modern Turkish does. But in modern Turkish, the subjects of a
large number of such clauses are required to be in genitive (but not all—the rules
concerned are, as Johanson notes (245), quite complex). I have tentatively discussed
such a development in Haig (1998: 63-70).

Apart from being a pioneering study in comparative Turkic syntax, Johanson’s
article is also a much-needed reminder that many of the generalizations found in
typological literature are far from empirically sound. They are at best hypotheses
which require careful evaluation in empirical studies of single languages and lan-
guage families.

Claus Schonig’s article Anlautvarianten von Plural- und Kasussuffixen im Tiirki-
schen (“Initial segment variants of plural and case suffixes in Turkic languages”)
(269-282) offers another contribution to studies on classifying Turkic languages. He
examines the process of phonetic assimilation and dissimilation in its effects on the
initial dental plosive segments of case suffixes, and on the initial segment of the
plural morpheme. Schonig plots a tendency evident in a large area of Turkic by
which the phonetically conditioned variants of the suffixes under consideration share
an initial segment, [t] (cf. the tables on p. 281). The process does not affect—at least
to the same extent—suffixes outside the classic inflectional categories of case and
number, and cannot therefore be considered to be a purely phonetic process. Schonig
speculates that it may have originated in the other cases with dental plosive initial
segments (ablative and locative) and spread from there.

This issue contains a lengthy review section: Four issues of Dilbilim aragtirma-
lar1 (1990-1993) are reviewed by Eva Agnes Csat6, and Marcel Erdal’s Old Turkic
word formation (1991) is reviewed in some detail by Andrds Réna-Tas. There is also
an obituary of the recently deceased Hungarian Turkologist Istvin Mandoky Kongur.

Volume 2, Number 1 (Summer 1994)

In the article Die Konverbendungen im Mittelkiptschakischen, (“The converb end-
ings in Middle Kipchak”) Arpad Berta presents some results of his ongoing research
on deverbal word formation in Middle Kipchak. As this work is now available in
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book form (Berta 1996), I will not deal with it further here. The bulk of this volume
is taken up by an extraordinary article by Ingeborg Hauenschild, Botanica im Divan
lugat at-turk (“Botanical terms in the Divan lugat at-turk™) (25-100), a synthesis of
philology, botany, history and geography. The author examines the lemmata refer-
ring to plants in Mahmud al-KaSgari, giving a botanical definition along with in-
formation on historical and geographical aspects, supplemented with information
from Arabic, Turkic and other sources. This study will surely be an invaluable
source for scholars of cultural history and philology alike.

Andrés Rona-Tas examines the reflexes of some Turkic voice suffixes in Hungar-
ian (Turkic verb-formative suffixes in Hungarian, 101-118), noting that distinguish-
ing suffixes of Turkic origin from those of Hungarian origin is in many cases ex-
tremely difficult. A further fascinating study combining philology with cultural
history is Peter Zieme’s Samboqdu et alii. Einige alttiirkische Personennamen im
Wandel der Zeiten (“Samboqdu et alii. Some Old Turkic proper names through the
ages”) (119-133). That proper names are often based on the form “slave / servant of
X”, where X designates some deity or person of religious significance, is well
known in the Islamic Kulturkreis. But names of this pattern were also common in
the Chinese Buddhist tradition. In Old Turkic texts a number of names ending in -fu
/ du are attested, whose origin had been a source of puzzlement. Zieme notes that
many of them may be reliably traced back to names of the form “slave / servant of
X”, whereby -tu [ du corresponds to Chinese nu “slave”.

Volume 2, number 2 (Winter 1994)

In his article Zum Wandel des auslautenden -G im Kiptschakischen (“On the evolu-
tion of final -G in Kipchak™) (163-195) Arpéd Berta examines the various reflexes of
the Old Turkic derivational suffix -(X)g in Kipchak. Two previous proposals, from
Benzing (1958) and from Doerfer (1981-1982), are tested against a systematic analy-
sis of an extensive corpus. Berta is unable to confirm either of these hypotheses.

V. G. Guzev examines Some puzzling aspects of the Turkic runiform script (197-
204). Most scholars apparently assume that the Old Turkic Runiform Script (OTRS)
was adapted from an existent writing system, although there is some disagreement
on the exact source. Guzev, however, suggests that an indigenous origin may be
more likely. His argumentation runs, very briefly, as follows: The richness of con-
sonant signs, the so-called consonantal dualism, is unusual because the pairs of
consonants in question are not phonemic contrasts in Turkic. On the other hand, it is
unusual for phonemic writing systems to reflect sub-phonemic contrasts (this argu-
ment is based on Trubetzkoy 1939: 251). A solution to this paradox is to assume
that the signs in question do not represent consonants but syllables of the form VC.
The writing system is therefore not phonemic but syllabic. As further evidence for
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the syllabic nature of the OTRS, Guzev notes the “extraordinarily large number of
signs (thirty-eight)” (200).

Although Guzev’s arguments are clearly put, it is unfortunate that he does not go
into more detail on just what is meant by “syllabic script”. Precisely this term has
been the subject of great controversy in recent research on the typology of writing
systems (for example Gelb's (1961: 147-153) controversial classification of Semitic
writing systems as “‘syllabic”, see discussion and references in Haig 1992: 64-65). It
is evident from Guzev’s discussion that he has been influenced by Gelb’s book (first
published in 1952), though it is not mentioned in the references. But more recent
work in the theory of writing systems has made many of Gelb’s claims appear less
plausible—see for example Sampson (1985), De Francis (1989) or Coulmas (1990).
Furthermore, the number of signs in the OTRS, 38, does not seem that extraordinary
to me. The Devanagari script has 48 signs, but is not generally considered syllabic.
A fairly uncontroversial syllabic writing system, Japanese Hiragana, on the other
hand, has over 70 signs (including signs for palatalized syllables). Note further that
Japanese syllable structure is very similar to Turkic. Thus, although it is certainly
worth considering the possibility that the OTRS is not strictly phonemic, this does
not necessarily imply that it is syllabic.

Post-predicate elements in modern Turkish are the subject of Siikriye Ruhi’s arti-
cle Observations on the function of post-predicate elements in written text processing
(205-223). Her main point is that the post-predicate slot (PPS) should not be inter-
preted solely in structural / pragmatic terms (topic, focus, etc.), but rather in terms of
“interpersonal theme”. I have several criticisms to make: First, the examples at the
beginning are hardly promising introductory exemplification. In the second example
Eminim ki Ali sunifimi gececektir ‘1 am sure that Ali will fulfil his course require-
ments’, the clause after i is identified as post-predicate material (here actually re-
ferred to as “post-frame position”, but the author does not seem to make a differ-
ence). Yet there is no other possible location for the second clause in the construc-
tion chosen. It can scarcely be profitably compared with the usual examples of post-
predicate elements, which are elements which could, in a pragmatically unmarked
construction, also occur pre-predicatively. Second, although the author goes to some
lengths to disentangle the notoriously vague usages of terms such as “topic”,
“theme” and “focus”, her suggestions do little to clarify the issue. Her own notion of
“interpersonal theme” also remains too vague to be operationalized. Finally, the title
of the article refers to “processing written texts”. Apart from being an odd translation
of the title of the original Turkish article on which this one is based (... yazili metin
olusturma...), this article contains very little specific reference to processing written
texts at all. Most of the paper is based on examples taken from other articles, and the
author’s own data are not presented in a fashion which enables the reader to know
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under what conditions the data were gathered (how many informants, for example),
nor with any clear quantitative analysis. Thus, although one might share her conclu-
sion that the PPS creates “emotive and dramatic effects” (222), the evidence she
presents in support of that conclusion is not convincing. Two recent articles on the
same subject can profitably be consulted for more detailed treatment, Auer (1990)
and Schroeder (1995).

Claus Schonig’s article Prddikatslose Sdtze und postprddikatische Segmente im
Babur-name (Haidarabad-Kodex) (“Predicate-less sentences and post-predicate seg-
ments in the Babur-name (Haidarabad Codex)”) (225-243) deals with two marked
types of syntactic structure in the Babur-name: Sentences without a predicate marker,
and post-predicate elements. The material is presented with extensive examples and
discussion and should serve as a useful source for comparative and diachronic syn-
fax.

Marek Stachowski looks at Der Instrumental im Jakutischen und Dolganischen
(“The instrumental in Yakut and Dolgan™) (246-258). The instrumental is remarkable
in these two Siberian languages because it is expressed by a bound case marker rather
than a postposition, the pattern found in the majority of Turkic languages.
Stachowski lists a large number of different functions fulfilled by the instrumental,
discusses the possibility of foreign influence (particularly Russian), and goes into
some detail concerning the origin of the instrumental suffix. We still await a com-
prehensive treatment of case in Turkish, but Stachowski’s article is certainly an im-
portant step in that direction.

In their article Alttiirkische Reimspriiche: Ein neuer Text (“Old Turkic rhymes: A
new text”) (259-271), Peter Zieme and Semih Tezcan present a preliminary analysis
of an Old Turkic text consisting of rhyming couplets. Of particular interest is a
reference in the text to “three suns”, a motive well attested in the Shamanic tradition.
Should the authors’ interpretation of the text prove to be correct, this would be the
first indication that Turks of the Turfan area were well acquainted with Shamanism
(267).

Istvdn Vasdry deals with Cdp and its derivatives: A Turkic family of words and
their reflections in Hungarian (273-292). He examines a number of putative Turkic
derivatives of the word ¢dp ‘rubbish’ in Turkic and some possible correspondences
in Hungarian. His results lead him to the conclusion that there must have existed a
period of full Turkish-Hungarian bilingualism among the Hungarians between the
seventh and tenth centuries.

Deniz Zeyrek examines The function of -mlg in Turkish folktales (293-303). She
identifies three main functions: (a) in formulaic expressions such as bir varnus bir
yokmug ‘once upon a time’, which act as a signal to the listener that what follows is
not necessarily factual; (b) for conveying background information, i.e. that which is
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existent at the time the main narration occurs, the backdrop, as it were, to the story;
and (c) especially in shifts from -yor, where the -mls form suspends the immediacy
of the narrative, thus heightening the tension. She provides useful material for fur-
ther studies, and is careful to note that -DI past forms are also sometimes used in
folktales in similar functions.

In sum, anyone interested in Turkology is likely to find much of interest in the
four issues of JT reviewed here. The standard of scholarship is high, as are the pro-
duction standards—I came across scarcely any printing errors, and the layout is clear
and consistent. Copies of the journal are still available from the publishers at H-
6701 Szeged, P.O. Box 1195, Hungary.
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This work by Talat Tekin and Mehmet Olmez will be welcome to anyone interested
in Turkic languages, specialists and non-professionals alike. It offers a quick and
reliable introduction to the topic. All the Turkic languages, both ancient and mod-
ern, are described in 31 chapters. The following features are brought together in this
book: For virtually every Turkic language there is a sketch of its phonological pecu-
liarities, including the development of characteristic sounds in comparison with Old
Turkic; there are original text samples with transcription and (both Turkish and
French) translations; and finally, one finds information on the history, geographic
location and number of these peoples. At the end of the volume, there is a list of
some of the most important alphabets that Turkic peoples have used throughout their
history. Finally, the authors provide a bibliography with a small number of titles on
each language mentioned, plus a map showing the distribution of the Turkic lan-
guages. The book is written in Turkish with a French translation which is most of
the time excellent—albeit in some paragraphs of the foreword (by D. Fikri Saglar,
then Minister of Education of the Turkish Republic) it seems to go a bit too far. For
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example, on p. 6 “la langue turque” is declared “une des plus anciennes du monde”
(“one of the most ancient [languages] of the world”). Not only is this a gratuitous
addition to Minister Saglar’s original Turkish text, but also a debatable assertion,
considering the existence of such languages as Ancient Egyptian, the recorded his-
tory of which stretches much farther back than the period where even the keenest
Turcologists seek the first traces of unrecorded, prehistoric Turkic.

Tekin and Olmez present a very interesting hypothesis about the origins of the
Turkic peoples. They declare it highly probable that the Turkic peoples are descen-
dants of the Hsiung-nu, that perennial nomad plague of ancient China. They quote
an Old Chinese distich from the Jin-shu (the annals of the Jin dynasty, written about
the 4th century AD). Using E. G. Pulleyblank’s reconstruction of Old Chinese pho-
netics, they argue, quite convincingly, that this verse which the Jin-shu ascribes to
the Hsiung-nu could be interpreted as some form of Old Turkic. For instance, the
first two words sounded siu-keh (diacritics are left out in my quotation) in Pulley-
blank’s transcription strikingly resemble the Old Turkic dative form sii-kd ‘to the
army’, as Tekin and Olmez point out. And there are other resemblances between the
distich and Old Turkic. In the context of their book, one cannot expect Tekin and
Olmez to give a full account of the Hsiung-nu-Turkic question, which already has
filled numerous volumes. But there are nevertheless some small questions which
could cast a shadow on their hypothesis (even if it should be confirmed some time
in the future). For instance, the authors relate that the cited verses were uttered in
Hunnic in the 4th century. But the entire text of the Jin-shu was written down no
earlier than the 7th century, on the order of the famous emperor Taizeng of the Tang
dynasty, who ruled AD 627-650. As is well known, the Tang dynasty had intense
contacts (both hostile and friendly) with the people calling themselves Tiirk. And
this people constitute the speakers of the Old Turkic language to which Tekin and
Olmez’s reconstruction of the couplet belongs. One could easily imagine that the
verses represent the Old Turkic of Taizong’s time and not some earlier form of (Old)
Turkic, e.g. from the 4th century. For one might deduce that perhaps the Jin-shu,
which served as an official chronicle, wanted to do the Sino-Turkic relations of the
time some good by citing the quotation in a 7th century Turkic shape. Such a possi-
bility must first definitely be ruled out by careful examination of the Chinese source
material in its context before one can become too optimistic about the Hsiung-nu
being Turkic. On the other hand, the verses really could stem from the Jin period
and not be a product of Tang era historians. But would it not then be problematic to
use for the reconstruction of such a presumably 4th century text a form of Old Turkic
attested only from the 7th century onward—without taking into account a possible
and even probable internal sound change of Turkic during the three intervening cen-
turies? Summa summarum, to the reviewer’s mind there is still nothing too certain
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about identifying the Hsiung-nu as a Turkic people. Neither is there, incidentally,
any positive proof that Attila’s Huns may be identified with the Hsiung-nu, as Tekin
and Olmez’s constant use of “Hun” for Hsiung-nu (p. 12 etc.) suggests.

While Tekin and Olmez thus favour considering the very little known language
of the Huns as belonging to the Turkic language family, they surprisingly speak out
against regarding Chuvash as a Turkic language—or at least it sounds so on p. 8
where we read: “Ancak, Tiirk dili terimi Cuvasgayi da icine alacak bicimde kullanila-
cak olursa bu pek dogru olmaz.” (“But if the term Turkic language is to be used in
such a way as also to comprise Chuvash, this is not correct.”). Tekin and Olmez are
the only Turcologists of the last forty years or so who do not want to regard Chu-
vash as a member of the Turkic language family. As a reason for their standpoint,
they argue that Chuvash, being an r and / language, derives from “Mother-Chuvash”
(Ana Cuvasca, p. 8), whereas the other Turkic languages go back to a “Mother-
Turkic” (Ana Tiirkge, p. 8) with z and s in the place of Chuvash » and /. But Tekin
and Olmez’s line of reasoning does not really preclude Chuvash from being a
“Turkic” language, since the r, [ / z, § sound changes occur in line with phonetic
law. And languages that differ in essential parts of their grammar and lexicon only in
terms of changes based on phonetic laws are considered, according to linguistic
communis opinio, as related. Tekin and Olmez nowhere give an explanation why an
exception to this common rule should be made in the case of Chuvash. On the con-
trary, they continue on p. 14, in spite of their above-mentioned argumentation, to
use the term “First Turkic” (ilk Tiirkge) for a period of language history when the
Bulgar branch (to which Chuvash belongs) had not yet been separated from the other
languages of the Turkic languages family. Also, the term “Bulgar Turks” (Bulgar
Tiirkleri) is used on the same page. Both of these terminological practices must,
however, be incorrect if one follows the assumption that Chuvash is not “Turkic”.
While it is true that mutual understandability between speakers of Chuvash and other
Turkic peoples is very low (due to the phonetic changes mentioned), this can hardly
serve as an argument against the Turkic character of Chuvash either. This can, among
other things, be concluded from p. 52, where Tekin and Olmez state that there is
“zero understandability between Yakut and Tuvan” (“Yakutca ile Tuvaca arasinda
anlagabilirlik orani yiizde sifirdir.””) without suggesting anywhere that one of these
languages might not belong to the Turkic language family.

There also a few minor errors in the book. For instance, the first mention of the
ethnic name “Bashkir” is not in Kashgari’s famous Turkic lexicon, as claimed on p.
78, but in Ibn Fadlan’s travel account of roughly 200 years before. Also the locative
case of nouns ending in a vowel is not -na (p. 82-83) in contemporary Bashkir, but
-la. Finally, the authors’ usage of the past tense when speaking about Karaite Turkic
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(p. 98-99) might be premature considering the fact that there are still some native
Karaite speakers today (cf. Csaté & Johanson 1996).

Such small corrections are negligible against the indisputable value of this book
as a guide to the fascinating world of Turkic languages. The authors’ profound
knowledge and rigorous scientific standards have not prevented them from writing a
readable, for the aficionado even gripping, account of the linguistic interrelationship
within the Turkic language family.
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In her “proefschrift”, which came into being while she was a research assistant at the
Department of Hebrew, Aramaic and Ugaritic Languages and Cultures at Leiden
University, Neudecker presents the oldest Turkish Bible translation still in exist-
ence. The Ottoman manuscripts have been kept in Leiden (Leiden University Library
Cod. Or. 386 and 391a) since the end of the seventeenth century. Nothing is known
about the translator except for his name. However, Neudecker has successfully recon-
structed the strange history of this early translation (365-382), a story featuring such
distinguished dramatis personae as, for example, Levinus Warner (1619-1665), pro-
fessor of Oriental languages at Leiden and resident of the States General at the Sub-
lime Porte in Constantinople. Apparently, translating the Bible from Hebrew into
Turkish proved too difficult an undertaking for Warner. He therefore passed the task
on to a Jewish dragoman named Haki but succeeded in suppressing the true author-
ship of the translation. Other characters in this play are the great humanist scholar
Comenius, who encouraged Warner to undertake the project and, among others, Ali
Bey Bobowski, first dragoman at the Porte, who disliked Haki’s Turkish (“obscure
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et intricate”) and was finally commissioned by Warner to make a new attempt at
translating the Bible into Turkish. Ali Bey Bobowski is not alone in his disapproval
of Haki’s Turkish. The editor of the book under review, H. Neudecker, also com-
plains of the shortcomings of Haki’s translation. Neudecker notices inconsistencies
in the translation (1): “Haki translates difficult constructions correctly one moment,
but incorrectly the next, literally one moment, and with a translation related to a
Jewish commentary the next”. However, it should be mentioned that this kind of
inconsistency is a general tendency of pre-modern translations into Ottoman-Turkish.
The same goes for the editor’s criticism of Haki’s “wording”; using different transla-
tions for the same Hebrew words is by no means a sign of “inconsistency” but rather
proper Ottoman style, which avoids the repetition of lexical elements. Neudecker’s
introduction also contains some general observations on Haki’s ‘“clause syntax”,
which she describes as “Semitic instead of Turkish”. Regardless of the question
which kind of syntax is used in our text, it should be noted that what is usually
meant by “Turkish syntax” is the prototypical system of Modern Turkish. Ottoman
Turkish “clause syntax”, on the other hand, shows influence from Persian and other
Oriental languages. This means that Standard Ottoman Turkish, and not “Turkish”,
would have been a more appropriate guideline for evaluating of Haki’s translation.
From that perspective, Haki’s language might deviate less from the norm than
Neudecker supposes.

The main part of Neudecker’s book is an excellent edition of Haki’s Bible trans-
lation (1 and 2 Samuel, 11-212) including his draft version (Cod. Or. 391a) and the
variant readings from the fair copy (Cod. Or. 386). The “elaborate transcription sys-
tem” employed by the editor combines the accuracy of a transliteration with the
convenience of a broad transcription—beyond any doubt an improvement for Otto-
man philology. (Nevertheless, I will quote the text without Neudecker’s diacritics
wherever they are not needed to illustrate the problems under discussion.)

The edition is followed by detailed “Notes on interpretation problems” and
“Notes on textual problems”. I would like to offer the following remarks:

The editor supposes that with kirak, as the counterpart of mkh “plague, blow” (1
Sam 4:8), Haki has formed a new deverbal noun by means of the morpheme -(A)K.
In my opinion it is, more probably, a miswriting of kiran ‘id.” (214).

Neudecker remarks that 1 Sam. 1:2 wiw $ty nsym “lit. ‘for him two wives’” has
been translated into Turkish using a predicate in the past tense: var idi. That is to be
expected, since temporal reference, generally not expressed in Hebrew nominal sen-
tences, is obligatory in their Turkish counterparts (238).

Neudecker treats 1 Sam 2:6 6ldiirici, a correspondence of the Hebrew active parti-
ciple mmyt, as a substantive in opposition to the participle -(y)An. Thus she be-
lieves Haki’s translation to be “inconsistent”. In fact -(y)Icl is attested for participles
not only in Old Ottoman Turkish but also in later periods (239).

lebbeyke (1 Sam 3:4) “here I am for you, i.e. waiting for your commands” is re-
corded in the Redhouse dictionary as lebbeyk. Neudecker wonders about the function

9
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of the third fatha, not considering that -ka is simply the second person singular
personal suffix, which is -k in pausa and in spoken Arabic (240).

The editor remarks that Haki erroneously translated 1 Sam 10:3 gdyym ‘kids’ as
oglan ‘boy’. Actually, oglan is simply a misreading; the manuscript in the appendix
clearly has oglak ‘kid’ (244).

Haki’s translation of 1 Sam 17:51 mt‘rh ‘out of its sheath’ as kininden is com-
pared to keyn ‘clitoris’, but it is more probably a miswriting of Turkish kin ‘sheath’
(250).

diritmezdi for Hebrew wl”’ yhyh ‘and did not leave alive’ in 1 Sam 27:11 is ob-
scure to the editor. Even if there are some doubts regarding its lexical content, this
form should be connected to dirilt- ‘to give life to’; a simplification of clusters such
as /ltm/ is not unlikely in Turkic languages. Besides, there is a general tendency to
drop / before the initial dental of causative suffixes (256).

Haki rendered 1 Sam 31:10 tk ‘w ‘they fastened’ as muhaldilar, a form unclear to
the editor. In my opinion it might be a misspelling of mihla-, mihla- ‘to nail’ (259).

Neudecker analyzes 2 Sam 6:5 defleler, the translation of Hebrew btpym ‘with
tambourines’, as def “tambourine with cymbals™ with the postposition -le errone-
ously preceding the plural ending. Instead of turning Turkish grammar upside down,
I propose Persian dafla ‘a small tambourine’ to be the word in question (261).

Chapter 4 (275-308) deals with the issue of which Bible text Haki used for his
translation. There is actually every internal (e.g. rendering of proper names and He-
brew idiomatic constructions) and external (subdivisions according to Jewish tradi-
tion into weekly sections) evidence that the original Hebrew Bible and not an extant
translation was used. This chapter also presents interesting comments on “the sen-
tence structure” (295-304), which are based on a synopsis of the Hebrew text, Haki’s
and Ali Bey’s translations (the latter also preserved in Leiden University Library)
and a modern Turkish Bible (Kitab: mukaddes). It becomes clear that Haki’s syntax
is very close to that of the Hebrew text on the clause level but different on the phrase
level.

Chapter 5 (309-364) discusses “the Turkish of Haki’s Bible translation”. It con-
tains remarks on orthographic interchanges and, among other things, a list of spell-
ings which differ from those in Redhouse’s (old) dictionary. Since Redhouse is not
even a very reliable source for Ottoman spelling of the 19th century, this reference
work is of doubtful value for earlier periods of the language. Two further remarks:

Neudecker notes the absence of the letter ta in 2 Sam 19:26 aldad: ‘he cheated’
instead of aldatd: (1 Sam 19:17), but she does not note that there are also instances
of alda- in Ottoman Turkish (319).

On p. 321 the author includes ¢agid ‘scout, spy’ (2 Sam 15:10) in a list of words
or spellings which Redhouse terms “vulgar” (instead of casus). Actually ¢asid is a
different etymon, which is semantically merged in casus (< Arabic).

Chapter 5 also contains valuable remarks on morphonology (326-357), especially
concerning the vowels of suffixes. Neudecker compares the data of her text with
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Doerfer’s findings (“Zum Vokalismus nichterster Silben in altosmanischen Original-
texten”, Stuttgart 1985) and those of Hazai (“Das Osmanisch-Tiirkische im XVII.
Jahrhundert”, Budapest 1973). Haki’s creative approach to the Ottoman language is
well illustrated by the interesting list of “denominal verbs not found in Redhouse’s
dictionary” (360-361).

Chapter 6 “The historical background of the translation” (see above) is followed
by a good “description of the manuscripts of Haki’s Bible translation” (383-397) and
a reproduction of the relevant section of Cod. Or. 391a.

Neudecker’s neat edition and comprehensive study represent an extremely valu-
able contribution to the history of the Ottoman language and culture. More mile-
stones like this one are needed to advance the exploration of the earlier stages of
Turkish.
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