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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.

This article aims to provide information concerning the origin and realisation of
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before (gleaned from unpublished Ottoman material and modern Turkish novels).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.



290 Helga Anetshofer

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’



304 Helga Anetshofer

(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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