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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 3, 1999, Number 2

This issue of TURKIC LANGUAGES completes the third volume of the jour-
nal and concludes a “period of probation” agreed upon with the pub-
lishing-house three years ago. The enterprise has enjoyed great success
during this exciting test period, rapidly finding its place among the inter-
national periodicals devoted to issues of the Turkic world. Needless to
say, the work will be continued.

The first paper of the first issue of our journal was an introductory
article written by Karl Heinrich Menges, “Der neuen Zeitschrift Turkic
Languages zum Geleit”. The author, widely known as one of the most
prominent Turcologists of the 20th century, was planning further contri-
butions to the journal. Now it is a sad duty to report that Karl Heinrich
Menges died in Vienna on the 20th of September 1999 at the age of 91.
His death is a substantial loss to scholarship in Turkic linguistics. Forth-
coming issues of TURKIC LANGUAGES will contain contributions com-
memorating and appraising the life work of this remarkable scholar.

The present issue includes the already announced research review by
Aylin Kiintay and Dan I. Slobin on issues in Turkish developmental
psycholinguistics, “The acquisition of Turkish as a native language”,
containing a complete bibliography of research in the field. An article by
the Moscow-based Turcologist Jurij V. S¢eka deals with synchronic and
diachronic aspects of spoken Turkish.

From the southwestern part of the Turkic world we take a huge step
to the southeastern regions. Marti Roos, Hans Nugteren and Zhong
Jinwén deal with proverbs of the Yugur—*“Yellow Uyghur”—groups in
China, both the Turkic-speaking Western Yugur and the Mongolic-
speaking Eastern Yugur. An older stage of Turkic is the subject of Mef-
kiire Mollova’s study on a hymn in the important 13th-14th century
Kipchak source known as Codex Cumanicus.

Furthermore, Gerjan van Schaaik reports on the Ninth International
Conference on Turkish Linguistics held in 1998 in Oxford.
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The review section contains contributions by Mark Kirchner, Ahmet
Kocaman, Klaus Rohrborn, Robert Ermers and Mariya Yakovleva con-
cerning books published by Christiane Bulut, Dogan Aksan, Masahiro
Shdgaito and others.

Lars Johanson



The acquisition of Turkish as a native
language. A research review

Aylin Kiintay & Dan 1. Slobin

Kiintay, Aylin & Slobin, Dan I. 1999. The acquisition of Turkish as a native
language. A research review. Turkic Languages 3, 151-188.

The following research review summarizes materials that deal with linguistically
relevant observations of first-language acquisition of Turkish by monolingual
children. It is organized under the main headings morphology, grammar and dis-
course, and phonology.

Aylin Kiintay, Department of Psychology, Kog¢ University, Cayir cad., istinye
80860, Istanbul, Turkey.

Dan 1. Slobin, Department of Psychology, 3210 Tolman #1650, University of
California, Berkeley, CA 94720-1650, U.S A.

Introduction

The study of Turkish child language acquisition is relatively recent. The
first review and theoretical discussion of this area was that of Aksu-Kog¢
& Slobin (1985), summarizing and evaluating all material available at
that time. Apart from several parental diary studies of the seventies, the
review was based on experimental studies carried out by Slobin and his
students, supplemented by tape-recorded naturalistic data, covering the
range of 2 to 5 years of age.' Verhoeven (1991) provided a more recent

' The following studies were cited in Aksu-Kog & Slobin (1985); we include them
here for the sake of completeness: Aksu (1973, 1978a, 1978b), Ammon & Slobin
(1979), Clancy & Jacobsen & Silva (1976), Ekmekgi (1979, 1986a), Johnston &
Slobin (1979), Ozbaydar (1970), Savasir (1982, 1983), Slobin (1977, 1981,
1982, 1985, 1986), Slobin & Aksu (1982), Slobin & Bever (1982), Slobin &
Talay (1986). The data gathered in Istanbul by Slobin in 1972-1973 are now
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review of selected research. In the current review, we carry on through
the end of 1998, summarizing all material known to us that deals with
(a) linguistically relevant observations of first-language acquisition of
Turkish by (b) monolingual children. For this purpose, we set aside the
large literature on the language development of bilingual Turkish chil-
dren in Europe (especially France, Germany, the Netherlands, Denmark,
and Sweden) and Australia. We also do not review the small number of
studies on development of Turkish reading and writing skills in school-
age children. Our focus is thus on preschool acquisition of spoken Turk-
ish in Turkey, from a linguistic point of view.?

The majority of the studies discussed here are based on the language
development of urban children growing up in professional and educated
families. A Dutch research team headed by Ludo Verhoeven (Aarssen
1996; Akinct 1999; Akinci & Jisa (forthcoming); Boeschoten 1987,
1990; Boeschoten & Verhoeven 1986; Verhoeven 1987, 1989, 1990,
1991, 1993) has carried out comparable research with children of
working-class families in small cities and rural areas (mainly in the Ada-
na region) as well as village children in Central Anatolia (Polath region).
The language development of these children does not differ in any
significant ways from that of the several urban samples in this age range.
The review is organized under the headings: Morphology, grammar and
discourse, and phonology.

Morphology

As already noted by Aksu-Kog and Slobin, the morphological system of
Turkish is acquired with remarkable ease and rapidity by children before
their second birthday. The authors made the following observation in
comparison with acquisition of grammatical morphology in other lan-
guages (Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin 1985: 847):

available to public access in the CHILDES archive (http://childes/psy/cmu/edu).
There are 54 corpora of child speech in the age range 2;0-4;8.

Much of the research in developmental psycholinguistics poses questions that do
not concern the linguistic structure of the language being acquired, such as mem-
ory and cognitive capacities, speech perception, narrative skills, interpersonal in-
teraction, and biological maturation. We have decided that such issues lie outside
of the range of interests of readers of this journal.
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“The discussion of typical morphological errors is briefer than comparable
chapter sections on the development of other languages, since the remarkable
regularity and transparency of Turkish morphology precludes a high rate of er-
ror in the early phases of development. Where errors typically occur is in later
phases, when the Turkish-speaking child encounter problems of complex syn-
tax, as discussed in relation to nominalization errors and errors in deverbal
and denominal derivation, and late acquisition of relative clauses.”

This summary holds up in the light of recent research.

Aksu-Kog¢ and Slobin had reported full mastery of the nominal in-
flection system, and much of the verbal paradigm, by the age of 24
months or earlier, noting productivity as early as 15 months (Ekmekgi’s
1979 report of her child’s production of bebeki for bebegin baby+GEN).
This finding has now been confirmed by large-scale studies of early
language conducted at Anadolu University in Eskisehir (Ozcan 1996,
Topbag & Mavis & Basal 1997). These investigators have made longi-
tudinal observations of more than 100 children between the ages of 15
and 72 months, confirming that all forms of nominal casemarking are
present by 23 months, and that multiple suffixes appear on nouns as ear-
ly as 15 months: possessive + dative, possessive + accusative, posses-
sive + locative. Several precocious examples follow:

(1) Age 16 months:

Ellerime (bak).
hand:PL:POSS.ISG:DAT® look
‘(Look) at my hands.’

? The following abbreviations are used in glosses: ABL [= ablative]; ACC [= accu-
sative]; AGENT [= agentive]; AOR [= aorist]; CAUS [= causative]; DAT [= dative];
DIM [= diminutive]; EREK [= converb erek]; ERKEN [= converb erken]; EVID
[= evidential]; FUT [= future]; GEN [= genitive]; INCE [= converb ince]; IP [=
converb ip]; INST [= instrumental]; LOC [= locative]; MOD [= modality]; NEG
[= negative]; NOM [= nominalizer], OPT [= optative]; PA [= direct past];
PAST.NOM [= past nominalizer]; PL [= plural]; POSS [= possessive]; PRO [=
pronoun]; PROG [= present progressive]; PV [= passive]; REL [= relativizer]; TOP
[= topical marker da]; YN [= yes-no question marker]; 1SG [= first-person
singular]; 2SG [= second-person singular]; 3PL [= third-person plural].
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(2) Age 18 months:
Ayagina koy bebegi.
foot:POSS.2SG:DAT put baby:ACC
‘Put the doll on your legs.’

Kazaginu attim.
sweater:POSS.1SG:ACC throw.away:PA.1SG
‘I threw away my sweater.’

(3) Age 23 months:
Senin arkanda degilim.
PRO.2SG:GEN  back:POSS.2SG:LOC NEG:1SG
‘I’'m not in back of you.’

Sucuklarin arasina zeytin koy.
Sausage:PL:GEN between:DAT olive put
‘Put (some) olives between the sausages.’

Productions such as emzikimi ([= emzigimi] ‘my pacifier’) at 19
months, like the earlier reported bebeki ([= bebegin] ‘baby’s’) at 15
months, are clear indications of productive control rather than rote imita-
tion. Overregularizations are rampant in the acquisition of all Indo-Euro-
pean languages; in the case of ¢ — & overregularization (i.e., ignoring
the obligatory elision of intervocalic k) we have a rare example of a par-
allel phenomenon in child Turkish. The Eskisehir researchers also pres-
ent data on multiple affixing to verbs, such as:

(4) Age 23 months:
Gdtiirstinler  beni.
take:OPT:3PL.  PRO.1SG:ACC
‘Let them take me (there).’

Several studies by Ozden Ekmekgi (1987), of Cukurova University in
Adana, give ample evidence of the early creative use of grammatical
morphology. The observations come from diary studies and recordings
of at least 25 children, covering the age range of 15 months to 7 years.
We reproduce here only a small number of the imaginative and compe-
tent linguistic formations of these young children. All of them demon-
strate the productivity and flexibility of Turkish morphology. The data
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show at least two types of verb derivation from adjectives and from
nouns. (Ages are given in the format {years;months}.)

Adjective — verb:

(5) Sagimu giizelt. (wanting mother to tidy her hair) [age 3;7]
hair:POSS.1SG:ACC make.nice
‘Make-nice my hair.’

(6) Ben simdi gerceklesmigim. (after pretending to be drunk) [age 4;0].
I now come.to.self:EVID:1SG
‘Now I’ve come to myself.’

(7) Siz de teyzem gibi emeklendiniz. [age 5;3].
you also aunt:POSS.1SG like retire:PV:PA:2PL
“You also became retired like my aunt.’

Noun — verb:

(8) Dondurma dilliyorum. (licking ice-cream) [age 3;6].
ice.cream  tongue:PROG:1SG
‘I’'m tongue-ing ice-cream.’

(9) Annecigim, seni opiiciikleyebilirmiyim? [age 4;9]
mommy:DIM:POSS.1SG  you:ACC kiss:MOD:YN:1SG
‘Mommy, can I kiss you?’

There are also examples of noun derivations, chiefly with the agentive
suffix:

Noun — noun:

(10) bakkalc, berberci [age 3;2]
grocer:AGENT  barber:AGENT

And there are complex derivations using two or more grammatical ele-
ments, such as:
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Verb — noun:

(11) Buradaki herkes kiistiriicii. [age 5;3].
here everybody offend:CAUS:AGENT
‘Everybody here is (an) offender / causing offense.’

The degree of morphological productivity exhibited by Turkish pre-
schoolers goes far beyond what has been reported for child speech in
Indo-European languages, even those with the morphological complex-
ity of the Slavic languages. Most of these forms cannot be labeled as
“errors”’; rather, they reveal the Turkish child’s subtle grasp of the word-
formational opportunities inherent in the language.

Parental speech to preschool children presents the child with rich op-
portunities for segmenting and combining grammatical morphemes and
learning their meanings. Kiintay & Slobin (1995, 1996) studied the
speech of one Turkish mother to a child during the age period of 1;8 to
2;3. Consider, for example, two high-frequency words—the verb koy-
‘put’ and the noun e/ ‘hand’. The lists in 12 and 13 present the forms of
these two words in the mother’s speech, in order of descending fre-
quency of occurrence.

(12) 18 forms of koy:
koy, koyma, koyalim, koyacagim, koyacagiz, koyacaksin, koyucan,
koymani, koymak, koymadan, koydum, koydun, koyduk, koyarmisin,
koyuyoruz, koymuglar, koyayim, koyalimmi.

(13) 17 forms of el:
ellerini, elini, elinle, elleri, elin, ellerin, ellerinle, eline, elinde, elimizi,
ellerimi, eller, elinin, elindeyken, elindekini, elimden, el.

The child is thus presented with rich data for acquisition of the inflec-
tional systems. Kiintay and Slobin note that overall, verbs present the
learner with a greater degree of complexity than nouns: Verbs tend to
have more suffixes than nouns, and the suffixes occur in a greater num-
ber of combinations. On average, verbs directed to the child have 2.18
morphemes while nouns have 1.96 morphemes. Furthermore, the aver-
age verb occurs with 16.95 different combinations of suffixes, while the
average noun occurs with 7.65 combinations. Essentially, this pattern is
due to the fact that many different types of notions are marked on verbs,
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while nouns are only marked for number, case, and possession. The rel-
ative difference between verb and noun complexity is reflected in pre-
school speech. A study of 39 children between the ages of 2;0 and 4;8
(Slobin 1982) found mean morpheme lengths of 2.60 for verbs versus
1.67 for nouns. More extensive studies of the distribution of forms in
corpora of parental and child speech would be valuable. To our knowl-
edge, such frequency data are not yet available for Turkish.

Kiintay and Slobin discuss the changing forms that a lexical item can
undergo in successive adult utterances to a child. They propose the term
variation set to characterize a sequence of utterances with a constant in-
tention but varying form. Variation sets are characterized by three types
of phenomena: (1) Lexical substitution and rephrasing, (2) addition and
deletion of specific reference, and (3) reordering. Consider, for example,
the following series of adult remarks, uttered while removing pits from
fruit; note the changing positions and forms of the verb ¢ikart- ‘remove’:

(14) Cikarttim benimkinin ¢ekirdegini. ‘Lremoved the pit from mine.’
Sen de mi ¢ikartican? [child nods] ‘Will.you.remove too?’

Cikart bakim. ‘Remove (it), let’s see.’

Immh! Aferin yavrum! Sen de ‘Mm-hm. Good for you!
cekirdegini ¢ikarttin. You.removed your pit too.’
Ikimiz de ¢ekirdegini cikarttik. ‘Both of us we.removed the pit.’

Kiintay & Slobin point out the potential importance of variation sets for
the learner (1996: 276):

“Several important features can be noted in this variation set. If you listen to
it, even without knowing Turkish, the verb stands out as an acoustic unit. It
is a sort of acoustic gestalt which achieves saliency as it stands out against a
shifting background. The root, too, begins to stand out, against an array of
different suffixes. This seems to be a figure-ground phenomenon in auditory
speech perception.”

It is possible that discourse and perceptual factors such as these have
served to maintain the morphological and word-order patterns of the
Turkic languages over millennia.
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Grammar and discourse

Most early research on Turkish child language development was devot-
ed to the learning of features that are prominent from an Indo-European
point of view. Recourse to a discourse-level of analysis was not seen as
immediately crucial for the study of the acquisition of agglutinative mor-
phology, nominalized subordinate clauses, or evidential modality. The
scarcity of acquisition research in the discourse area led Aksu-Kog¢ and
Slobin to call for future studies exploring “relations between grammar
and discourse in various genres” (1985: 876). Much recent research in
Turkish child language has undertaken the study of grammatical pro-
cesses in discourse. Studies are based on two major types of data (occa-
sionally supplemented by laboratory experiments): Spontaneous and
prompted conversation between adults and children, and narratives elicit-
ed by picture storybooks. Data are available from the earliest produc-
tions of two-word utterances through to late childhood (about age 12),
often with comparable adult samples. We review research on grammar
and discourse under six headings: (1) Information structure: Word order
and reference, (2) voice and valence, (3) tense, aspect, modality, (4) rel-
ative clauses, (5) converbs and conjunctions, (6) verbs of motion.

Word order and reference

Research reported in Aksu-Kog & Slobin (1985: 856-858) demonstrated
that Turkish children by the age of 2;0 appropriately use a wide variety
of pragmatic word orders in their spontaneous speech, and comprehend
all six orders of subject-object-verb in controlled psycholinguistic ex-
periments (Slobin & Bever 1982). More recent research confirms these
findings for preschool-age speech and extends them to narrative dis-
course in preschool and school-age children (Aksu-Ko¢ 1994). Aksu-
Kog analyzed stories produced in response to a picture-book that tells a
story without words (the “frog story” studied by Berman and Slobin
1994).* She found that young children commanded the principles of
pragmatic word order presented by Erguvanli (1984): Sentence-initial
position for topic, immediate preverbal position for focus, and postpre-

* The frog-story texts are available to public access, in several computer formats, in
the CHILDES archive (http://childes/psy/cmu/edu). There are ten narratives from
each of the following age groups: 3, 5, 9, adult.
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dicate position for background information. She found, however, a
much higher percentage of verb-final orders in narrative (about 90%)
than in conversation (about 50% for both preschoolers and parents, as
reported in Slobin 1982). The two genres do not differ with regard to
verb-medial orders, leading Aksu-Kog to suggest that (1994: 366):

“... both in conversational and in narrative discourse the nonstandard orders
preferred for perspective shifting are the same, though the frequencies of their
use are different. This difference probably has to do with the different de-
mands of dialogic versus monologic discourse for organizing information in
terms of emphasis, focus, and topic maintenance.”

Both genres have a high proportion of subjectless constructions, espe-
cially verb and object-verb sentences, with a lower rate of verb-object
sentences. Thus preschool children deal adequately both with argument
ellipsis and postposing of subject or object.’

It is important to consider the role of the adult model in established
word-order patterns for the child’s acquisition. Early research (Slobin
1975, 1982; Aksu-Ko¢ & Slobin 1985) had already characterized the
child-directed discourse of adults by variable word order, pragmatically
employed to facilitate comprehension and compliance on the part of a
child. In their case study of Turkish child-directed speech, Kiintay &
Slobin (1996) systematically studied patterns of reordering of nouns and
verbs. They found that 25% of the variation sets that maintain the same
set of lexical items feature a change in word order. For sets that preserve
an explicit verb across successive utterances, the verb changes position
from one utterance to the next 37% of the time. The following variation
set is typical:

(15) Ver ellerini.
give hand:PL:POSS.2SG:ACC
‘Give (me) your hands.’

> We are aware of a study of the acquisition of word order in the framework of
Chomsky’s Principles and Parameters approach (Ekmekgi & Cam, forthcoming),
but we have not had the opportunity to access this report. There is also a paper on
acquisition of negation in the GB framework (Koskinen forthcoming) that we
have not obtained for this review.
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Ellerini verirmisin?
hand:PL:POS:ACC give:AOR:YN:2SG
‘Will you give (me) your hands?’.

Ellerini ver.
hand:PL:POSS.2SG:ACC give
‘Give (me) your hands.’

Studying the behavior of lexical items in successive rephrasals in dis-
course demonstrated that verbs are more prone to repositioning and
morphological form alternations than nouns in Turkish child-directed
speech. Kiintay & Slobin pointed out that the Turkish language learner
needs to pay attention to variation across utterances in discourse in order
to learn to differentiate lexical categories: “In Turkish, the child must
learn to track lexical items across varying utterance positions, with dif-
ferent associated collections of agglutinated morphemes, moving in and
out of patterns of ellipsis” (1996: 284).

The ways Turkish children mark information structure (Lambrecht
1994) in their own discourse have recently been the subject of several
studies. In her analysis of conversational data, Ekmek¢i (1986b) had
illustrated early use of word order in encoding discourse status (given-
ness vs. newness) of nominal elements. The Turkish child studied by
Ekmekci (age 1;7-2;4) always placed indefinite noun phrases in the im-
mediately preverbal focus position, reserving the postverbal position for
backgrounded constituents. Several recent studies have systematically
investigated how Turkish children of different ages manage referential
continuity in extended discourse, especially in comparison to speakers of
languages with an obligatory article system. The definiteness interpre-
tation of a referent in Turkish is determined by a conglomeration of de-
vices: Case, word order, optional article-like elements, and contextual
cues. Accordingly, the system for expressing the discourse status of
nominals is more diffuse than in languages with articles like English or
French. Dasinger & Kiintay (1998; also Kiintay 1995) analyzed the
nominal devices used for introducing referents into picture-book narra-
tives elicited from Turkish and Finnish speakers of different ages. The
comparative study aimed to contribute to the emerging area of interest
regarding relations of language typology and the development of gram-
matical markers (Slobin 1997b). The analyses indicated that in both
Turkish and Finnish, the rate of use of indefinite forms for introducing
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characters into discourse increases with age. However, the Turkish chil-
dren were observed to rely on the numeral bir ‘one’ as an indefinite
marker from earlier ages compared to the Finnish children, who have ac-
cess to a similar indefinite article-like element, yks(/) ‘one’. Dasinger &
Kiintay speculated about a “higher degree of grammaticization of the
numeral one as an indefinite article” (1998: 272) in Turkish. They con-
cluded with a caution for typological studies built upon simple a priori
dualisms (1998: 273):

“Global typological distinctions between article and non-article-bearing lan-
guages are inadequate to account for the differences between Turkish and Finn-
ish. Although both languages are considered article-less languages, [other]
language-specific pressures favor certain devices over others for expressing de-
finiteness.”

Ozcan (1997) focused on a different subpart of the nominal system—
third-person pronouns—in her analyses of referential continuity in chil-
dren’s connected discourse. In a study of video-elicited narratives of
children of ages 3, 5, and 7, she laid out the factors that govern third-
person pronominalization (o, onlar ‘he / she / it, they’) and null subjects
(third-person marking on the verb). She reported that the rate of usage of
overt pronominal subjects is rare in the narratives of children of all age
groups. As in the speech of adults, explicit pronouns were used in only
5% of the clauses, with clear preference given to null subjects for con-
tinued reference to discourse entities. In addition, Ozcan noted that, from
early ages on, pragmatically motivated use of pronouns for contrast and
switch-reference mirrors the usage of adults. In similar fashion, Kiintay
(1995), studying picture-elicited narratives, found that 3-year-old chil-
dren appropriately use null subjects for maintaining reference to charac-
ters, making only infrequent use of overt pronouns. Children do not ap-
pear to have any difficulty in applying the unmarked strategy for contin-
uing reference to narrative participants in Turkish through an unambi-
guous person marking on the verb. Despite early usage of anaphoric null
forms, both Ozcan (1993, forthcoming) and Kiintay (1995) observed
gradual development with respect to adult-like usage of referential intro-
ductory devices. In both studies, prefacing of nominal expressions with
an indefinite form did not appear frequently in the speech of narrators
younger than 7, and developed further thereafter.
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Kiintay (1997), in a dissertation study, further explored strategies em-
ployed by Turkish preschool children to introduce referents into differ-
ent types of extended discourse. The guiding question was how children
deploy their first-mention strategies in different kinds of discourse con-
texts, i.e., different kinds of picture-based storytelling, conversational
narratives, and conversational lists. In addition to eliciting two types of
picture-based narratives, she conducted naturalistic studies of various or-
ganized and free-time activities at two preschools in Istanbul. About 90
hours of extended discourse from 3- to 5-year-olds were collected over a
course of three months. In the picture-elicited data, Kiintay found an ef-
fect of the selected construction type for framing character-introductory
referential expressions: For both of the picture-series tasks used, use of
the var ‘exists’ construction included character references with bir ‘one’
plus a referential term. In general, static predicates such as presentatives
tended to co-occur with indefinite forms in first-mention devices. How-
ever, in corroboration of many other studies of preschool children’s re-
ferential strategies in picture-prompted connected discourse, Kiintay’s
picturebook data showed that explicit indefinite noun phrases were not
frequently used for first mentions.

Different strategies for introducing referents emerged in analyses of
conversational lists and narratives collected from the same set of chil-
dren. In producing lists, children focused on successive character intro-
ductions with simple predication frames, prefaced by indefinite forms. It
is plausible that the predictable structure of lists, which allows ellipsis of
non-nominal information, has a facilitative effect on children’s abilities
to incorporate many new entities while moving through extended dis-
course. In personal narratives, as well as in lists, children commonly
used presentational constructions for referring to characters for the first
time. In introducing third-person participants, they used a special pre-
sentational construction featuring the existential predicate var ‘exists’ to-
gether with possessive pronouns, linguistically establishing the relation
of the referent to themselves (e.g., Benim bir kameram vard: ‘1 had a
camera’). Such constructions allow children to postpone further descrip-
tion or elaboration about the referents until the following utterance(s).
Kiintay also found that some children used unexplained proper names in
some of their stories, while providing detailed description accompanying
the mention of proper names in other stories. It is clear that preschool
children have fragile referential skills for the use of proper names; but
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further studies are needed to tease apart the factors that lead to “appro-
priate” or “felicitous” use of proper nouns.

Another line of research that pertains to pragmatic issues of informa-
tion structure has focused on the conversational pragmatics of subject
pronouns. Slobin & Talay (1986) examined hour-long speech transcripts
from nine children aged 2;4-8, analyzing all utterances containing sub-
jects expressed by first-person pronoun or verb inflection alone. They
found that young children overuse pronouns in comparison to adults,
mainly in postposed positions to express assertive statements or to
counter an adult’s stance; for example:

(16) Adult:
Sen hi¢ masal bilmiyormusun? Bir tane anlat bize.
‘Don’t you know any story? Tell us one.’

Child:

Anlatmiyorum ben masal. [age 2;0]
tel:NEG:PROG:1SG I  story

‘I won’t tell (a) story.’

Topbag & Ozcan (1997) also set out to determine the pragmatic force of
pronominals in Turkish child conversation, but mainly in discourse or-
ganizing rather than in interactional functions. Their data included natu-
ralistic speech from 66 children, aged 15-72 months, recorded in differ-
ent settings, such as conversations and elicited storytelling. They re-
ported that even 15-month-old children have full control of null subjects
for continued reference and full noun phrases for switched reference in
third-person. Mastery of the functions of overt pronouns is also ob-
served as early as 15 months of age. Below are some early examples
provided by Topbas & Ozcan for different pragmatic functions of the
first-person pronoun:

(17) Establishing a new topic:
Ben topla oynuyom. [age 1;3].
I ball:INST play:PROG:1SG
‘I’ll play with (the) ball.’
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Expressing contrast between referents:

Ben sayicam. Sen soyleme. [age 1;3].
| count:FUT:1SG you say:NEG

‘I’'ll count. You don’t say.’

Switching referents:

Bak bu salincak. Ben oturucam. [age 1;3].
look this swing I  sitFUT:1SG

‘Look this (is a) swing. I'll sit.

Emphasizing referent:

Bak bu:da ben soéyliiyorum. [age 1;6]
look this 1  tell:PROG:1SG

‘Look I'm saying this.’

Another example from Topbas & Ozcan, given below, is similar in
function and form to example 16 above from Slobin & Talay:

(18) Adult:
Hadi pamuk prensesi anlat.
‘OK, tell “Snow White”.

Child:

Anlatmiycam ben pamuk prensesi. [age 2;4]
tel:NEG:FUT:1SG 1  “Snow White”

‘I won’t tell “Snow White™.’

Voice and valence

The narrative studies (Aksu-Kog¢ 1994; Berman & Slobin 1994: 515-
538; Slobin 1994, 1995) show uses of causative, passive, and reflexive
at age 3, with the addition of reciprocal at age 5. Whereas causative mor-
phology serves to mark clauses of high transitivity, the latter three va-
lence modifications have the effect of reducing transitivity. These forms
increase in relative frequency with age, indicating narrative abilities for
backgrounding, perspective shifting, and topic maintenance. The mor-
phological patterns of all four forms, however, pose no problems for
acquisition. Slobin (1994) reports early use of agentless passives (ages
2;0-2;6) in spontaneous speech, used to express two types of non-agen-
tive perspective: (1) Resultant states in the past tense (e.g., kirild
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break:PV :PAST ‘(it) got broken’, yirtilmig tear:PV:EVID ‘(it) must have
gotten torn’) and (2) potential state changes in the present (e.g., fakil-
miyor attach:PV:NEG:PROG ‘(it) doesn’t get attached’) and aorist (e.g.,
ac¢ilir open:PV:AOR °‘(it) opens’). He suggests “that these types of non-
agentive perspective are cognitively available to children before they are
used in narrative” (1994: 357). Ketrez (forthcoming) characterizes such
constructions as “middle structures” (e.g., acidi open:PV:PAST ‘(it)
opened’) and “passive verbs” that have non-specific agents (e.g., yen-
meyecek eat:NEG:FUT ‘(it) won’t be eaten’). Using longitudinal data
from three children between the ages of 1;3 and 3;3, she reports early ac-
quisition of such structures. However, the children have difficulty with
passives that include specific agents, resulting in errors such as:

(19a) Onu ellenmiyecem. [age 1;11]
that:ACC touch:PV:FUT:1SG
‘T won’t be-touch it.” [=I won’t touch it.]

(19b) Ben kapandim. [age 1;11]
I close:PV:PAST:1SG
‘I was.closed.’ [=I closed (it).]

Ketrez suggests that the acquisition of passive morphology precedes the
acquisition of its syntactic requirements. (She cites a report of similar
findings by van der Heijden (1997), but we have not had access to that

paper.)

Tense, aspect, modality

The acquisition of the tense-aspect-modality system in Turkish has been
researched in detail in various studies by Aksu-Kog (1978a, 1998, forth-
coming). She used three sets of data in her various analyses: (1) A
longitudinal corpus of three children beginning at age 1;9, (2) an experi-
mental study of 60 children from ages 3 to 6, and (3) longitudinally
recorded mother-child conversations of four children, all between 1;1
and 3;3. In her studies of tense-aspect marking, Aksu-Kog¢ focused on
four verbal inflections: -DI, -Iyor, -Ir, and -mls. The longitudinal obser-
vations allowed her to determine the developmental sequence of the use
of these verbal suffixes in children’s speech and in maternal input. The
aggregated results indicate that the first inflection to emerge is the direct
past (-DI), observed at 1;5 (forthcoming). Aksu-Ko¢ & Slobin (1985)
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had noted, reviewing tense-aspect markers in a less comprehensive
dataset, that initial uses of the -DI suffix, “encoded punctual changes of
state resulting in immediately observable end states at the time of
speech” and only later “evolved into a general past tense, as the child be-
came cognizant of the fact that a current state is the result of a past pro-
cess” (p. 863). In a more recent study, Aksu-Kog¢ (1998) examined the
inherent aspect (Aktionsart) of verbs inflected for tense-aspect in both
children’s and mothers’ speech in mother-child interaction data. During
the initial period of use, all of the child utterances with -DI involved
achievement verbs, such as bul- ‘find’, a¢- ‘open’, tak- ‘insert, attach’,
and otur- ‘sit.down’. Early divergences from this exclusive cooccurrence
of direct past marking with achievement verbs were rather limited—
primarily restricted to accomplishment verbs such as boya- ‘paint’, kaka
vap- ‘defecate’, bitir- ‘finish (transitive)’. Aksu-Kog reports that al-
though the mother’s past utterances refer to routine activities of non-
present people and past activities, early child past utterances are used as
a marker of actions completed in the immediate context.

The second tense-aspect marker to emerge is -I/yor at age 1;7, at first
restricted to state and activity verbs. Two weeks later, achievement and
accomplishment verbs appear with -Iyor as well. Using these data, Ak-
su-Kog¢ (1998) makes a persuasive case against the innateness of the
state-process distinction proposed by Bickerton (1981). The children,
she suggests, follow the pattern presented by the input language in using
the -Iyor marker for both processes and states.

The acquisitional precedence of -DI, the marker of direct past, to
-Iyor, the present / imperfective, raises a question, since the latter is more
frequent in child-directed speech. Aksu-Ko¢ provides a plausible expla-
nation for the observed frequency mismatch between the speech of
mothers and children. She notes that -/yor exhibits multifunctional uses
in the mothers’ speech.®

¢ Aksu-Kog notes the following functions: Reference to ongoing activity (Bana m:
el sallryorsun? ‘Are you waving at me?’), questioning of intentions and desires
regarding subsequent activity (Nasil istiyorsun? ‘How do you want (it)?’), refer-
ence to norms of behavior (Onlar elleniyor mu? ‘Are they to be touched?’), habit-
ual activity Nasil ¢cagriyorsun kediyi? ‘How do you call for the cat?’), and exist-
ing states (Burada ne yaziyor? ‘What is (he) writing here?’). By contrast, -DI is
used mainly in reference to actions carried out and completed in the immediate
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The third tense-aspect-modality inflection, -Ir, is first used for mark-
ing deontic modality, indicating positive or negative intention for action.
Early examples cited by Aksu-Kog (1998) are:

(20) Deontic modal uses of -Ir:
Bir daha yapmam.
again do:NEG:AOR.1SG
‘I won’t do (it) again.’

Yok ellemem yok.
no touch:NEG:AOR.1SG no
‘No, I won’t touch (it), no.’

Yerim.
eat:AOR.1SG
‘T'll eat (it).’

At this first stage, the only types of verbs marked with -Ir are activity
and state verbs in child speech, although the inflection is used most fre-
quently with activity and achievement verbs in child-directed speech.
From the second stage on, the most frequent category marked by -/r in
child speech consists of achievement verbs, such as sikig- “get.stuck’,
vur- ‘hit’, and ver- ‘give’. Also, in this second period of acquisition,
there is a differentiation within the modal function: 41% of the utterances
with -Ir express epistemic modality, that is, possible consequences of
action independently of the self. Some examples are given below:

(21) Epistemic modal uses of -Ir:
Elin digidry [= sikigsir].
hand:POSS get.stuck:AOR
*Your hand will get stuck.’

context. Given the multiple functions of -Iyor in child-directed speech, Aksu-Kog
suggests that the abstraction of a core meaning for -/yor may not be as simple a
process as it is for -DI.
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Gavani vuyasin [= kafani vurursun].
head:POSS.2SG:ACC hit:AOR.2SG
‘You’ll hit your head.’

In the final period observed, -Ir is used to refer to norms of action rele-
vant to both epistemic modality and habitual aspect, such as:

(22) Epistemic / habitual uses of -Ir:
Bebek geyekiymi [= gerekirmi]?
baby required:AOR:YN
‘Is a doll required?’

O olmaz:.
that be:NEG:AOR
“That won’t work. / That can’t be.’

The perfect / inferential -mlg is first observed in the child’s speech at
1;7, used at first only with nonverbal, inherently stative predicates (e.g.,
burdaynusy ‘it is (evidently) here’). In the next stage the usage extends to
all kinds of verbs, but is only observed in the context of picture descrip-
tions and story-telling.” In all other contexts the use of -mlg is limited to
stative verbs and achievement verbs that comment on existing or newly
achieved states. As we know from previous psycholinguistic research
(Slobin & Aksu 1982; Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin 1986), -mly is also a marker
of nonwitnessed modality in adult speech. Furthermore, it is “a defining
feature of baby talk, used by adults to direct the child’s attention to what
is worth noticing in the world and to what constitutes reliable evidence”
(Aksu-Kog 1998: 275).

Interpreting the above findings, Aksu-Kog¢ emphasizes the role of in-
put in the emergence of tense-aspect morphology. She finds evidence for
a “distributional bias hypothesis” in child-directed speech (Shirai & An-
dersen 1995), observing a tendency to use certain inflections with certain
types of verbs. This bias is also reflected in the child’s own speech,
showing a strong correspondence to the distribution in the mother’s
speech. Aksu-Kog suggests that “input, by displaying the specific lin-
guistic structures and the distributional properties of the language, plays

7 Aksu-Kog speculates that such use in the narrative genre leads to the discovery of
the reportative function, which is a much later development.
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a significant role in determining the course of language” (1998: 276).
The data have also shown, however, that in the early period of acquisi-
tion the child has stronger preferences for using inflections with certain
types of verbs than suggested by the input patterns. As established in
her earlier studies of tense-aspect morphology (1978a, 1988), Aksu-Kog¢
(1998) reports an early limitation of -D/ to achievement verbs and -I/yor
to activities and statives. Like Behrens (1993, 1996, in press), who
found similar patterns in acquisition of tense-aspect marking in German,
Aksu-Kog suggests that such a “predisposition involves cognitive-proc-
essing strategies which, guided by the dominant patterns of the input,
become functional in delineating the semantics of tense-aspect marking”
(1998: 277).

Aksu-Kog (forthcoming) also studied the modal system that is sub-
sumed under tense-aspect distinctions in Turkish. With respect to acqui-
sition of epistemic modality in Turkish, Aksu-Koc¢ has focused on two
verbal suffixes: -mlg and -DIr. In addition to indicating perfect and im-
perfect aspect respectively, -mls and -DIr are used in evidential modal
functions to indicate a speaker’s level of commitment to the factivity or
the certainty of the asserted statement: -mls, an evidential marker, allows
speakers to modify their commitment to the factivity of what is being
stated in terms of available evidence, while -DIr provides information on
the degree of confidence in the asserted proposition, thus serving as a
judgment marker. The Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin (1985) review covers the ac-
quisition of -mly in its aspectual and modal functions. The initial uses of
-mls do not carry any inferential connotations; only later does the form
evolve into a past tense marker of indirect experience. The hearsay func-
tion of -mly is the latest to emerge, indicating that marking information
for its source is a cognitively complex function.

In her most recent work on epistemic modality, Aksu-Ko¢ (forth-
coming) focuses on -DIr, the development of which starts later and takes
longer than -mlg. As suggested by Aksu-Kog, -DIr is used in adult lan-
guage to make certain, categorical assertions (e.g., Ucan ve yumurtlayan
bu hayvan bir kugtur ‘A bird is an animal that lays eggs and flies’, and
to make uncertain, hypothetical statements (e.g., Bayatlamigtir onlar,
yeme ‘They’re spoiled, don’t eat (them)’). That is, -DIr imparts two
opposite meanings to the predicate, that of factivity and nonfactivity. In
naturalistic studies of mother-child discourse, Aksu-Ko¢ observed that
the first uses of -DIr were nonfactive, mainly for questioning in search
for knowledge (e.g., Bunlar nedir anne? ‘What are these, mother?’) or in
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contexts where there is no available evidence for the proposition (e.g., in
response to mother asking location of a toy, Yatagindadir ‘(It’s) in
bed.”). In experimental production studies prompting for uncertainty in-
dications from children of ages 4, 5, and 6, she found that 4- and 5-year-
old children used adverbs (such as belki ‘maybe’, galiba ‘probably’, or
bence ‘according to me’) or negations in order to convey their degree of
uncertainty. Even the oldest age group, 6-year-olds, used the -DIr mark-
er sparingly, instead preferring adverbial strategies. These data suggest
that the acquisition of the full range of functions of -DIr spans a longer
period than examined by Aksu-Kog. Further studies with older children
and in different kinds of settings are needed.

Relative clauses

Relative clauses are a late acquisition in Turkish, in comparison with
Indo-European languages; they are also less frequently used in conver-
sation and narrative (Slobin 1986). This is no doubt due to factors of
morphological complexity and non-transparency (nonfinite verbs in
nominalized or participial forms), along with word order (prenominal
position). By contrast, Indo-European relative clauses retain most of the
morphology of finite clauses; are marked by relative pronouns of vari-
ous sorts; and are postnominal.

Dasinger & Toupin (1994) carried out a detailed analysis of relative
clauses in the frog-story, comparing Turkish with English, German,
Spanish, and Hebrew. Here we will briefly present their findings with
regard to Turkish. As shown in Slobin’s (1986) earlier studies of spon-
taneous speech, an early and frequent form is the locative form with -4i,
as in:

(23) Elindekini atiyor. [age 3;6]
hand:LOC.REL:ACC throw:PROG
‘He throws the one that’s in his hand.’

By contrast, relative clauses with the participial forms -An and -DIk are
a later development, serving a more restricted range of functions than
functionally comparable constructions in Indo-European and Semitic
languages. For example, the prenominal position of relative clauses
makes it unlikely that they will be used for the purpose of character in-
troduction, such as the English, “Once upon a time there was a boy
who...”. Relative clauses are also not available for narrative continuation,
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such as, “The bees start chasing the dog, who ran away” (that is, narra-
tive flow does not allow for Turkish relative clause order, such as ‘The
bees the running-away dog start to chase’). It is not until age 9 that
Turkish children occasionally begin to use relative clauses for adult-like
narrative functions, such as:

(24) Baktiklar: her yerden cegitli hayvanlar ¢ikiyor. [age 9]
‘Various animals emerge from every place that they look.’

The late development of relative clauses in the frog-story texts is appar-
ently due to narrative functions, rather than the grammatical morphology
of deverbal forms. For example, a check of the original data (CHILDES
archive) shows that -DIk is readily available to preschoolers for its tem-
poral function (25a, 25b), its complement function (26), and its subordi-
nate clause function (27).

(25a) Cocuk uyandiginda kurbaga yok. [age 5;4]
‘When the boy woke up there was no frog.’

(25b) Kurbagay: orada goremedikieri zaman her yere bakiyorlar. [age 5;3]
‘When they couldn’t see the frog there they looked everywhere.’

(26)  Annesinin yamna gittigini anliyorlar. [age 5;0]
“They understood that (he) had gone to his mother’s side.’

(27)  Onlar da giiliiyorilar, bakamadiklari igin. [age 5;0]
‘They’re smiling, because they couldn’t look.’

Ozcan (1997, forthcoming) has replicated and extended experimental
research on relative clause comprehension and production, reported ear-
lier by Slobin (1982, 1986). In comprehension tests, children (ages 5, 7,
9) are asked to act out complex sentences using toy animals; in produc-
tion tasks they are asked to describe pictures. At issue is the “parallel
function hypothesis” advanced by Sheldon (1974), which proposes that
it is easier to process relative clauses in which the embedded and matrix
nounphrase have the same grammatical function (subject or object). Slo-
bin (1982) had found that children younger than 5 could not perform
such tasks. Ozcan did not find strong support for the parallel function
hypothesis in older children who could perform the tasks. However, the
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sentences involved in such research are not typical of either spoken or
written discourse, thereby posing problems for generalized interpretation
of the findings.*

Converbs and conjunctions

Aksu-Kog¢ & Slobin (1985: 862) had noted the use of converbs in spon-
taneous speech in the third year of life. Narrative research on the frog-
story has enriched the developmental story, covering ages 3 to 9 (Aksu-
Kog 1994; Aksu-Kog & von Stutterheim 1994; Berman & Slobin 1994:
538-554; Slobin 1988, 1995). The preferred type of clause linking at all
ages is the use of converbs, with rare and late use of the non-Turkic con-
junction ve ‘and’. The uninflected nonfinite forms provided by converbs
are morphologically transparent and syntactically non-complex. How-
ever, they differ in terms of the conceptual integration of events into
sequences of linked clauses. Converbs marking simultaneity (-ken) and
temporal overlap (-/nce) are regularly used by 3-year-olds and are highly
frequent by age 5, as in the following examples:

(28) Verb-ken:
Burda kopek diigmiis agagiya camdan bakarken.
Here dog fal:EVID down window:ABL look:ERKEN
‘Here the dog fell down while looking out of the window.’

(29) Verb-Ince:
Kéopekde  sasirmug onu gortince. [age 5;0] .
dog TOP surprised:EVID PRO.ACC see:INCE
‘And the dog was surprised upon seeing him’

¥ The following are examples of the four sentence types employed in this sort of re-
search (to be acted out with sets of three toy animals): subject embedded, matrix
subject: Inegi diigiiren kugs zebrayi oksasin ‘The bird that knocks down the cow
should kiss the zebra’; subject embedded, matrix object: Lamamin elledigi kaz
kediyi isirsin ‘“The goose that the llama touches should bite the cat’; object em-
bedded, matrix object: Esek devenin sevdigi koyunu itsin ‘The donkey should
push the sheep that the camel pats’; object embedded, matrix subject: Lama ziira-
fayt iten kurdu 1sirsin “The 1lama should bite the cow that pushes the giraffe’.



The acquisition of Turkish as a native language. A research review 173

Sequenced clauses with -Ip develop slightly later, probably due to de-
mands of narrative continuity and coherence; for example:

(30) Verb-Ip:
Yavruyu alp  ona bakiyorlar. [age 6;0]
baby:ACC take:IP PRO:DAT look:PROG:3PL
‘Taking the baby (frog). they looked at it.’

By the end of the preschool period there are even chains of clauses with
several converbs:

(31) Sonra camdan bakarken, bir kavanozu
then window:ABL look:ERKEN a jar:ACC

alip da  kdpek bagina gecirmis. [age 5;2]
take:IP TOP dog head:POSS:DAT put.on:EVID

“Then while looking out of the window, and having taken a jar,
the dog put it over his head.’

The last example also contains the particle DA, which is used from a
very early age to join clauses with contrasting reference or topics, such
as:

(32) Cocuk uyuyor, kopek de uyuyor. [age 4;0]
child sleep:PROG dog TOP sleep:PROG
“The boy is sleeping, the dog is sleeping too.’

By contrast to -ken, -IncE, and -Ip, the converb -ErEk is a late develop-
ment, not appearing until age 7-9 in the frog-story data, and late to
emerge in spontaneous speech as well. Slobin (Berman & Slobin 1994:
547-551; Slobin 1988, 1995) attributes this delay to the conceptual com-
plexity involved, because this converb functions to treat two situations
as constituent parts of a single superordinate event. He likens -ErEk
linking to serial-verb constructions, following Li and Thompson’s anal-
ysis of Mandarin. In both instances, the related elements “refer to events
or states of affairs which are understood to be related as PARTS of
ONE overall event or state of affairs” (Li & Thompson 1981: 594).
Slobin proposes four types of event packaging with -ErEk. The only
type to emerge before age 7 is used to describe the manner of movement
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presented in the main clause. These uses are frequent in adult speech to
preschoolers (Kiintay & Slobin 1996: 228) and are found occasionally
in the speech of 3-year-olds. An example from the frog-story is given
below:

(33) Yiizerek geri gittiler. [age 7]
swim:EREK back go:PA.3PL
‘They went back swimming.’

The other uses of -ErEk occur only occasionally in the 7-9 age range. A
very general use of the converb might be called circumstance, presenting
component elements of an event as a kind of amalgam, such as:

(34) Cocuk bir kiitiige yaslanarak kopege  “sus” diyor. [age 9]
child a log:DAT lean:EREK dog:DAT “shh” say:PROG
‘The boy, leaning on a log, says “shh” to the dog.’

In purpose uses, an act is defined in the -ErEk clause with a goal fol-
lowing in the main clause:

(35) Kurbaga kavanozundan cikarak kagn. [age 9]
frog  jar:POSS:ABL leave:EREK escape:PA
‘The frog, leaving the jar, escaped.’

Consecutive linking presents a retrospective view of a preliminary event
phase that enables the subsequent phase. The preliminary phase can be a
preparatory act or movement (36a), a cause (36b), or a motivating state
(36¢):

(36a) Hemen gozlerini kapayarak uyudu. [age 9]
immediately eye:PL:POSS:ACC close:EREK sleep:PA
‘Immediately closing his eyes, he slept.’

(36b) Baykus gocugu kovalayarak onu korkuttu. [age 9]
owl child:ACC chase:EREK PRO:ACC scare:CAUS:PA
“The owl, chasing the boy, scared him.’
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(36c) Geyik ayagakalkn ve ¢ok sinirlenerek
deer  stand.up:PAST and very get-irritated:EREK

siddetle  kosmaga baglad:. [age 9]
force:INST run:NOM:DAT start:PA

*The deer stood up and, getting very irritated,
started to run with force.’

The last example (36¢) is a rare instance of the use of ve ‘and’ in chil-
dren’s narratives. Note that it is not used to simply join two clauses, as
English andj rather, it is part of a package that links several clauses in an
event complex. Berman & Slobin note that ve is a rare and mature form,
primarily used by adults “to build a special sort of event complex in
which converbs are used to set up preparatory phases which are then
linked to a consequence by means of ve” (1994: 552-553). They give the
following example, containing ve along with two converbs, -Ip and
-ErKen:

(37) Camun acik birakildigim farkedip
window:GEN open leave:PV:PAST.NOM:ACC notice:IP

camdan bakarlarken  kopek asagrya diigiiyor,
window:ABL look:PL:ERKEN dog down fall:PROG

kavanoz baginda ve kavanoz kiriliyor. [age adult]

jar head:POSS.3SG:LOC and jar break:PV:PROG

‘Noticing that the window had been left open, the dog—while they
were looking out of the window—fell down, with the jar on his head,
and the jar got broken.’

Aksu-Kog (1994: 433) suggests that children’s control of -ErEk at about
age 9 leads to a re-allocation of converb functions. She proposes that
-ErEk takes on functions of conveying simultaneity of events, thereby
restricting -Ip to the indication of sequence of events. Her comparison of
5-year-old and 9-year-old narrations of the same situation clearly shows
this change in pattern:
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(38a) Onlara giile giile deyip uzaklasms. [age 5]
PRO.3PL:DAT goodbye say:IP leave:EVID
‘(They) said goodbye to them and went away.’

(38b) E! sallayarak  gidiyor. [age 9]
hand wave:EREK go:PROG
‘Waving his hand, (he) goes.’

The patterns of development of clause combining in narrative are also
found in non-narrative speech. Ozcan and Topbas, at Anadolu Univer-
sity in Eskisehir, have been gathering spontaneous speech samples from
40 monolingual children in the age range from 2;6 to 5;6. As in the nar-
rative samples, -ken, -IncE, and -Ip are present early on, whereas -ErEk
is infrequent, cited only at age 4;0 (and missing in samples at 4;6, 50,
and 5;6). As in the narrative data, ve is absent at all ages. The following
connectives are used from 2:6 onwards: -DIgl zaman, -mEdEn once,
icin, -DIgI icin, -mEk icin, sonra, ¢iinkii, ama, ki. Verhoeven (1989), in
a sample of village children, finds the same patterns with regard to
clause combining, with the same three converbs present in his 5-year-old
sample, and the addition of -ErEk in his 7-year-old-sample.

Ozyiirek (1996) examined children’s use of temporal and evaluative
connectors in a study of how children (ages 5, 9, 13) talk about a con-
versation that they have witnessed. She found that the connective DA ‘in
turn’ was favored by 9- and 13-year-olds more than by 5-year-olds.
Ozyiirek suggests that, with age, children assume a narrator role and
tend to organize their reports as pairings of utterances for their listeners.

Verbs of motion

Slobin (1997a, in press; Berman & Slobin 1994: 620-639; Ozcaliskan &
Slobin, in press) has explored implications of lexicalization patterns for
discourse organization, with particular attention to the domain of motion
events. The work is crosslinguistic in plan, including Turkish among
others. He makes use of a typological distinction proposed by Talmy
(1985, 1991, in press) with regard to the preferred locus of expression
for the path component of motion events. Compare the set of path verbs
in Turkish (girmek ‘enter’, ctkmak ‘exit / ascend’, ge¢mek ‘cross / pass’,
etc.) with the set of path particles in English (in, out, up, across, past,
etc.). The English pattern leaves the main verb slot open for either a gen-
eral verb of motion (go, move, etc.) or a verb of manner of motion (e.g.,
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run, crawl, stroll, etc.). This lexicalization pattern allows for compact
expression of path and manner in a single verb-particle construction (run
in, crawl out, etc.). In Turkish, by contrast, when the main verb slot is
occupied by a path verb, manner can only be expressed by an associated
nonfinite verb (e.g., kogarak girmek ‘runningly enter’: cf. English run
in) or phrase (e.g., ayaklarimin ucunda inmek ‘on foot-tips descend’: cf.
English tiptoe down). The Turkish preference for expressing path in the
main verb is shared by the other Turkic languages, along with the Ro-
mance, Semitic, and Dravidian languages, Japanese, Korean, and others.
The English preference for expressing path in an element associated with
the main verb is shared by the other Germanic languages, Slavic, Finno-
Ugric, Chinese, and others.’

There are two major consequences of these lexicalization patterns for
child language: (1) Size and diversity of the lexicon of verbs expressing
manner of motion, and (2) narrative attention to the locations of physical
landmarks.

Lexical diversity

Slobin finds that languages like Turkish, that rely on path verbs, tend to
have a limited collection of manner verbs, in comparison with languages
of the opposite type, such as English. This is apparently due to the free
availability of the main verb slot for the encoding of manner in the latter
type, facilitating attention to this dimension of motion. Slobin (in press)
has documented the frequency and diversity of manner verbs in a num-
ber of languages of both types, across a number of genres (spontaneous
and elicited narratives, novels, conversations, newspaper reports). The
first group of languages includes Turkish, Spanish, French, and He-
brew; the second group includes English, German, Russian, and Manda-
rin Chinese. In all cases, languages of the second group have greater di-
versity (number of types) of manner verbs, and make more frequent use
of such verbs (number of tokens). These patterns have been documented

® Talmy refers to the Turkish type as “verb-framed”, because it is the verb that
“frames” the core element of a motion event; the English type is referred to as
“satellite-framed”, because this function is carried out by an associated element.
Talmy’s typology embraces not only motion, but also the encoding of a range of
temporal and causal relations. Slobin & Hoiting (1994) suggest some revisions
and extensions of the typology.
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in narratives elicited from children by means of a picture storybook, the
frog story (Aksu-Kog 1994; Berman & Slobin 1994; Ozgaliskan & Slo-
bin 1999). At all ages tested (3, 4, 5, 7, 9, adult), English narratives have
higher type and token frequencies of manner verbs than Turkish. For
example, in describing a picture in which an owl suddenly emerges from
a hole in a tree, 100% of Turkish narrators—at all ages—simply use the
verb ¢itkmak ‘exit’, whereas English speakers at all ages prefer manner
expressions such as fly out and pop out. Berman & Slobin (1994) sug-
gest that language plays a role in directing the child’s attention to partic-
ular dimensions of experience, with the consequence that the domain of
manner of motion becomes more elaborated for speakers of particular
languages.'’

Narrative attention to physical landmarks

Languages like English, that use path particles, allow for the compact
expression of several components of a trajectory using a single verb. For
example, in the “frog story”, the protagonist, a small boy, is caught in a
deer’s antlers and thrown down by the deer. The following are typical
patterns of “event conflation”, describing the actions of the deer:

(39a) He threw him over a cliff into a pond. [age 5]
(39b) He tips him off over a cliff into the water. [age 9]

It can be inferred from the English constructions that there is a cliff lo-
cated above a body of water. In a language like Turkish, narrators often
provide such information explicitly, as in the following examples:

' Slobin (1996) and Berman & Slobin (1994: 611-641) broaden this proposal to
embrace a range of notions of space, time, and causality, discussing the cognitive
consequences of becoming a native speaker of a particular language. With regard
to Turkish acquisition, they also note possible consequences of learning eviden-
tials and converbs for conceptions of evidence and event structure.
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(40a) Ancak onlerinde bir ugurum vardi. Altida goldii. Cocuk hiz yaptigi
i¢in, geyigin basindan kdpegiyle birlikte diistii. [age 9]
‘Just in front of them there was a cliff. Below there was a lake.
Because the boy was making speed, he fell from the deer’s head
together with his dog.’

(40b) Geyik tam ugurumun kenarina geliyor. Orada da bir gol var. Onlar:
oraya atiyor. [age 9]
‘The deer comes right to the edge of the cliff.
And there is a lake there. He throws them to there.’

Berman & Slobin (1994: 623) report that this sort of extended locative
description is typical of 9-year-old narrations in Turkish, as well as
Spanish and Hebrew. In all three of these languages, 42% of 9-year-olds
provide such descriptions of landmarks, such as the cliff and the water
in the above examples. By contrast, English and German 9-year-olds
rarely provide this sort of detail, preferring to package path information
in a series of directional verb particles. Berman and Slobin propose that
differences in lexicalization patterns demonstrate “an impact of gram-
matical typology on rhetorical style”.

In concluding this section on studies of grammar and discourse, we
underline the tight interrelations between lexicalization patterns, syntactic
constructions, and discourse functions—in acquisition as well as in ma-
ture language use. The few studies of Turkish child language that have
been conducted from this point of view are consistent with findings in
other languages, and point to a number of issues for future research.
Finally, we turn to a brief review of research on the acquisition of Turk-
ish phonology.

Phonology

The 1985 overview of Turkish child language research (Aksu-Ko¢ &
Slobin 1985) does not include any phonologically relevant work. Al-
though many (morpho)phonological properties of Turkish lie in the fore-
front of linguistics research, work on acquisition in this area is still quite
sparse.

Topbas (1996) studied the speech of 20 children between the ages of
1 and 3 from a phonological perspective. In addition, she observed the
acquisition process of two children in the same age range in a longitudi-
nal design. All the children were recorded during natural interaction with
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their caretakers, such as mealtime and play with toys. Topbas groups the
phonological processes she observes in the children’s speech into two
categories: Syntagmatic simplification and paradigmatic simplification.
The first category includes: Syllable elision (e.g., [pa] /para/), syllable
reduplication (e.g., [dode] /doktor/), consonant elision (e.g., [ku] /kus/),
vowel lengthening (e.g., [ba:mak] /parmak/), consonant cluster simplifi-
cation, (e.g., [tok] /tiirk/), consonant assimilation (e.g., [koamak] /par-
mak/). Among the paradigmatic phonological processes, Topbas lists
fronting, palatalization, plosivization, gliding, and voicing / devoicing. In
her conclusions, Topbag suggests that the speech of Turkish children is
phonologically transparent and comprehensible at early ages. She specu-
lates that Turkish phonotactic processes and syllable templates are per-
ceptually and productively simple, facilitating phonological acquisition.

In another paper, Topbas (1989) finds reliable correlations between
the frequencies of the phonemes /k/, /t/, and /¢/ in adult speech to chil-
dren and those in the speech of the children themselves. She finds that
/k/ is the most frequent phoneme in the children’s inventory, as in child
directed speech. She points out that “fronting”, which has been proposed
as a universal in child phonology, is not observed in Turkish. Velar con-
sonants are acquired from early on and, if anything, front consonants
tend to be substituted by back ones.

Phonological acquisition of Turkish is an obvious area calling for fur-
ther investigation. Some possible research directions could involve study
of the acquisition of vowel harmony and disharmonic exceptions, vowel
and consonant length, epenthesis, final consonant voicing and its excep-
tions—areas that have proven particularly interesting to theoretical pho-
nologists working on Turkish (Sharon Inkelas, personal communication,
1999).
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The Yugur are a people living in Gansu Province in northwest China. The ethnic
and linguistic diversity of this area is reflected in the Yugur proverbs.

Marti Roos & Hans Nugteren, Leiden University, Deptartment of Comparative
Linguistics, P.O. Box 9515, 2300 RA Leiden, The Netherlands.

Zhong Jinwén, Institute of Literature and Arts, Central University for Nationali-
ties, 27 Baishigido Road, 100081, Beijing, P.R. China.

The Yugur (“Yellow Uygur”) are one of China’s 56 officially recog-
nized nationalities, consisting of 12,297 persons according to the 1990
census. The Yugur live primarily in Sindn Yugur Autonomous County,
and in Hudngnibao Township of Jitiquan City, both in Gansu Province.
The total population of Sundn Yugur Autonomous County numbers
35,500 people, about half of whom are Chinese; the Yugur people num-
ber 8,820, and the Tibetans 8,390; a small number of Mongols, Mon-
guor and Hui reside in this area as well.!

The Yugur themselves consist in fact of four linguistically different
groups. The largest of these are the Turkic-speaking Western Yugur
(X1bu Yugu), comprising roughly 4,600 persons; they mainly live in the
western part of the county, in the Dahé and Minghua districts. The

* The authors would like to express their gratitude to Mark Kirchner for all his
efforts in preparing the manuscript for publication.
' Cf. Yéng (1993: 103).
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Mongolic-speaking Eastern Yugur (Dongbu Yuglu) number about
2,800; they mainly live in the county’s eastern part, in the districts of
Kanglé and Hudngchéng.”? The Western Yugur call themselves “sari'y
yoyir’ (sariy ‘yellow’, yoyir ‘Yugur’), the Eastern Yugur “Séra
yowor” (Séra ‘yellow’, yoror ‘Yugur’). A limited number of the Yugur
living in Dahé and Huangchéng are bilingual in Western and Eastern
Yugur. A very small number of the Yugur living in Hudngchéng Dis-
trict reportedly speak Tibetan. The remaining Yugur of the Autonomous
County and the Yugur of Hudngnibao Township speak Chinese. Chi-
nese is the language of contact between the different linguistic groups,
and functions as the written medium. Both Western and Eastern Yugur
are non-written languages.

The collection of Western Yugur proverbs presented below consists
of 32 items which were recorded in August 1994 and August 1995 with
Zhong Jinwén and in September 1995 with Xuélian, and of the materials
occurring in Malov (1967) and Léi (1992).° It appears that the collection
of proverbs excerpted from the dictionary by L£i is largely convergent
with the one in Malov. The Eastern Yugur proverbs presented here all
derive from Boltuluu and Jalcan (1988)‘. Beside the proverbs, eight
proverbial expressions dealing with folk wisdom, which were recorded
by Zhong Jinwén in 1992 in the Yugur area, are included.

2 Figures from Chén & Léi (1985: 1); Juunast (1981: 1) however estimates that the
number of Turkic-, Mongolic- and Chinese-speaking Yugur is more or less equal.

3 Of these older materials, nos. 2, 4, 15, 17, 19, 30, 31, 32, 43 and 51 were
known to Zhong Jinwén and Xuélidn. Mr. Zhong (¢copil yak”:’r), aged 32, and
Miss Xuélidn (kfuncis), aged 18, are both native speakers of the Western Yugur
language. Proverbs without source citation are known to both.

4 Nos. 2, 5, 6, 8, 11, 16, 18, 22, 25, 29, 31 and 33 were recorded from Si
Jiangu6 (Eastern Yugur surname sultés), a middle-aged man; all other proverbs
were recorded from An Yunxid (Eastern Yugur surname ancarj), a woman in the
prime of life.
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The resulting samples of 61 Western Yugur and 35 Eastern Yugur
proverbs are arranged in alphabetical order, using an IPA-based tran-
scription system.’

Parallels in other Turkic and Mongolic languages, as well as Chinese
and Tibetan have been indicated incidentally. A number of Yugur prov-
erbs are already attested in Mahmud al-Kasyari’s eleventh century dic-
tionary Diwan Luyat at-Turk. Apart from proverbs in their own lan-
guage, Western Yugur speakers also use proverbs in the Chinese lan-
guage, which are not translated.

The Western Yugur use the vernacular term £"ip soz (K"ip ‘custom,
tradition’, $5z ‘word’) to designate the proverb, next to the Chinese term
xiehouyn, a two-part proverb, of which the first part consists of a meta-
phor, while the second part cites the application. There are also many
Western and Eastern Yugur metaphorical proverbs that cite the applica-
tion first, and then the metaphor. Occasionally, the application may be
dropped. The Eastern Yugur use the term " ¢ep to denote the proverb.*

Western Yugur proverbs do not feature the syllabic verse, i.e. the tra-
ditional Turkic verse structure which most commonly consists of seven
syllables (4+3) or an augmentation of this number to eleven (4+4+3).
Many of the two-part proverbs, though, have lines with an equal num-
ber of syllables. Some proverbs feature 4-syllable lines, a form which
often occurs in Chinese idioms (chéngyir).

In Eastern Yugur proverbs, vertical alliteration, i.e. thyme of the ini-
tial consonant and vowel of the first words of the two propositions, is
frequent. This vertical alliteration is typical of Mongolic, and not original
to Turkic.” It only occurs in those Turkic languages which are or have
been in contact with Mongolic languages, but is less frequently used by
the more western Turkic peoples or by the modern Uygurs. Horizontal
alliteration, i.e. thyme of the initial consonant and vowel of words
within a verse, occurs only incidentally in the Western and Eastern
Yugur proverbs. Parallel grammatical structures are frequent for mne-

The single graphemes 3, 3, 3, 3, ¢, ¢, ¢, ¢ used here represent IPA double
graphemes [dz, d3, dz, dg, ts, tf, ts lc]; Z, §, s represent IPA [3, [, ¢], and &, &, 0, 3,
u, v represent IPA [a, 3, 6, G, &, &].

¢ Cf. Bol¢uluu (1984: 67).

7 Cf. Doerfer (1964: 867) and Hangin (1985 : 13).
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monic reasons, thus giving rise to end rhyme, especially in Eastern

Yugur.

Western Yugur proverbs

1

4a

afga yirlayantan son yayi tekkis,

aq tonni(y) yirlayantan son amir polyis (L 251a)

axqa yirlasandan son yasi tékkes,

aqtonni(y) yirlagandan soy dmir pSsis

(M 169:4: Sanyskap, December 1910)

‘Monks quarrel after singing, laymen are peaceful after singing.’

aPqalarta c’owek yoq,

paqalarta quzuruq yoq (L 50a)

axqalarda ¢iiwek yoq,

paqalarda quzruq yoq (M 170:12)

akalarta ¢"k yoq,

pagqalarta quziriq yoq

‘Monks do not have braids, frogs do not have tails.’

a’t nayo surniksi-ma, qaylasa ciyintin oyti
‘Even if a horse stumbles, if it runs, it is faster than a donkey.’

awananiy payri qiz-oyilta,
qiz-oyilninksgilqParliy thayta (L 50b)

“The liver of the parents is on the children,

the heart of the children is on the snowy mountain.’

ananiy k3pil qiz-oyilninpoztapar,

qiz-oyiInink3nil ta'sta par

‘A mother’s heart is on her children’s body, the children’s heart is on the
stone.’

o Parents feel concerned about their children, but children are concerned
with themselves.

A variant form featuring awa ‘father’ exists as well. This-proverb oc-
curs widely (cf. Blasing 74: 233). See also Eastern Yugur no. 9.
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Mgr awa a:mané skél k': siin tére i:, kPu: sctiné skél thag tére i: (Ceng
552: 82)
‘The heart of father and mother is on the son and daughter, the heart of
the son and daughter is on the rock.’” (The heart of man is directed
towards the younger generations.)

Dgx ana awaini cusa k"owon octin ciora, kawon oclinni cuka thag; cioro
wo (B 315:4)
‘The heart of father and mother is on the son and daughter, the heart of
the son and daughter is on the stone.’

Ord e i a:wiii? sana: a"¢-iredu; a"&P-uri: sana: yadandu
(Mos 1937 504: 88)
‘The concern of the parents is on their children, the concern of the chil-
dren is on the rocks.” (Mos 1947 531: 88)

Tib ma siiin bu dan bu siiin rdo (Gergan 221:542)
‘A mother’s heart on her child; a child’s heart on a stone’ (of a child
who is incapable of expressing his feelings).

Tuva ava kizi toliim deer, az1-t6lii $6liim deer (X S40)
‘A mother says “my child”, the child says “my steppe”.’

5 car poyan yoqq'ayan ¢t a"ttan pezik

‘A camel, having become meagre and died, is [still] bigger than a horse.’
Ch yiiside luotuo bi md da (Chén 56)

‘A camel having died of hunger and disease is [still] bigger than a horse.’

6  ciyinintaqgin tahst kiltip
“The outside of donkey dung is shiny.’

NM i fog™ t&* t&r pio” mi&* kui', pi’ tsP' 1P vér? sa* te’in?
k’ud™ (lii fen dandanr bidomian gudng, b zhi litou sha qingkudng)
(Lid 224: 4)
‘The exterior of a donkey’s dropping is shiny, but you do not know
what is inside.’

Tib bon-bu’i oii-ril (Gao 354)
‘A donkey dropping.’ (Shiny on the outside, worthless on the inside.)

7 ¢hinig mion nicor uzin pusa-ma, thaynin neraqintagi 5"ttt yio yatayaq
(Zhdng Jinwén, August 1994)
chinin moyni ninin vzin pusa-ma, t!aynin neraqintaqi o™ttt yio yatags
(Xuélidn, September 1995)
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‘However long the camel’s neck, it cannot eat the grass on the other
side of the mountain.’

¢ The power of man has its limits.

théme:né kucéné stura, ula kelace vesé ite atam (Ceng 538: 21)
‘However long the camel’s neck, it cannot eat the grass on the other
side of the mountain.’

rma-mori ske-rifi — la-kha rgyab-kyi rcwa mi-rag (Gao 354)
‘However long the neck of the camel, it cannot touch the grass behind
the mountain.’

enik yer lilasa, sitik k3"p,

aryaci kisti is tu'tsa, s5z k3"p

‘If a cow ploughs the earth—much urine,

if a lazy person takes up work—much talking.’

e A cow is not apt for ploughing since it has no strength, and urinates
a lot when doing heavy labour; bulls and oxen are used for ploughing.
1287 1i¥* s6* me* s iiio* tue® (Idn li shang mo shi niao duc) (Lit
224: 2)

‘A lazy donkey going to the mill excretes and urinates a lot.’

eren (~ erf) marya us,

ezer k3i tiort (L 30a, L 80b)

‘A man’s competition three, the corners of the saddle four.’

® The meaning of this proverb is obscure.

€r s3zi bir, eder k5ki ¢ (Brock 68: 213, DK II: 104)

‘A man’s word one, the saddle’s straps three.’ (It is appropriate to do as
one says.)

10 elsenkenisgt ta'rts tro (L 96a)
isenyenigttartu-dro (M 169: 5)

“The dog bites the one who trusts.’

o Rather: ‘A trustworthy dog bites.’

11

ey eyta oyurcitan fannayo,

yil yilta sutan go"rgqo (L 34b)

ey eyta opurc¢itan fannako,

yil yilta sutan qopqo (~ qorqqa) (M 169: 6)
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‘Each month one must beware of thieves, each year one must fear the
water (i.e. from the mountain rivers).’

NM yé yé fing zéi bu shi huo, yué yué fang han, bu rén é, nidn nidn fang

12

Kir

Ord

13

Ch

NM

14

han, bu shi gé (Oost 334: 955)

‘By guarding every night against thieves, one does not lose one’s
goods, by guarding every month against drought, one does not endure
starvation, by guarding every year against drought, one does not lose
one’s style.’

isttin ifciki®ti aq yay saliwalmas

‘One should not place white butter in a dog’s intestines.’

it i¢ine sari may jakpayt (Sam 163)

‘One does not keep yellow (i.e. melted) butter in a dog’s intestines.’
iyttin iSine sarimay Zagpas (Kirchner 32: 143)

‘Butter does not befit a dog’s stomach.’ (An evil person cannot appre-
ciate a good thing.)

nox5’.' gedusiundu Sara dusu 3oxkxirod-ugiii: (Mos 1937 605: 518)
‘Butter does not fit in a dog’us stomach.’ (You have no luck.)
(Mos1947 594: 518)

Isttigims1yi sti yayan ti's unmis

‘An elephant’s tooth does not come out in a dog’s mouth.’
gouzuili zhangbuchu xiangyad (HZ 65)

‘A dog cannot emit ivory from its mouth.” (A filthy mouth cannot
utter decent language.)

gouzuili tibucha xiangyd lai (Oost 96: 281)

‘Elephant’s teeth do not protrude in a dog’s mouth.’

kisi ¢logesa, lar unik kiyik,
ist chogesa, alrq unik kiyik
‘If man sits down, words come out, if a dog sits down, shit comes out.’

15 kist larlaso tanisqo,

15a

mal 5qaso tanisqo (Zhdng Jinwén, August 1995)

kisilir larlaso tanisqo,
mallir o"qaso tanisqo (Xuélidn, September 1995)
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‘People learn to know each other by talking to each other, livestock
learn to know each other by sniffing at each other.’

e This proverb is widely distributed (cf. Blédsing 642: 4308).

kisi s5zIe80, yilki yidlasu (Brock 65: 194, DKII:199)

‘Men talking to each other, livestock smelling each other.

mal kisteze taniscar, kizi Cooqtaza taniscan

(R HII: 828, RP II: 64: 704)

‘If horses neigh, they learn to know each other, if people talk, they
learn to know each other.’

at kistesse tamzar, kiZi ermektesse tanizar (RPI:2:23)

‘If horses neigh to each other they learn to know each other, if people
talk to each other, they learn to know each other.’

mal kisteZip tamiZar, kiZi Cugaalazip tamzZar (XS132)

‘Horses learn to know each other by neighing to each other, people
learn to know each other by talking to each other.’

‘Horses find each other by neighing to each other, people learn to
know each other by talking to each other.’

kMist pir wogin,

mal ke®p wuein (L 313b)

kise per wudin,

mal kep (~ k3p) wucin (M 170: 10: Sany3kap, 14 February 1911)
‘Man with one (i.e. woman), livestock with many (i.e. females).’

k"isi qharisa, ksnil qtariyimes,

terek q"arisa, yeltis, qariyimes (L 209b; Zhong 227)

kise qardsa, kipel qar(i)simes,

terik qardsa, yiltis qarsimes (M 170:8: Tonja Serin, March 1910)
kisi qlarisa, kagil qaryimis,

terik qParisa, kin qParyimis (Xuélidn, September 1995)

‘Man grows old but not his heart, the tree grows old but not its root.’
addm qerisa, kopli gerimaydu (SK132:1626), sogdt qgerisa, yiltizi
gerimas (SK132:1625)

‘Man grows old but not his heart; the willow grows old but not its
root.’

adem géri bolyan bilen, k3pli qérimas; derax géri bolyan bilen,
yiltiziquramas (Le Coq 40: 272)
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‘Man grows old but not his heart, the tree grows old but its root does

not wither.’

kfun sdo:liza sgir ir sdo:lim, bag sdo:liza s3uir i: sdodlim (S/M 338)

‘When man grows old, his heart does not ége, when the tree grows
old, its root does not age.’

rén ldo xin bu ldo (HZ 174)

‘Man grows old, his heart does not grow old.’

kist ydzki tirlip par,

terik tipki tirlip par (Zhong Jinwén, August 1994)

‘Man lives by “face” (i.e. self-respect), a tree lives by the root.’

¢ See also Eastern Yugur no. 10.

rén ydo lian, shu yao pi (HZ 180)

‘Man needs “face”, a tree needs bark.’

rén huo lidn, shut hué pi, qiangtéu huode yi tudn ni (Oost 70: 204)
‘Man lives by his face, the tree lives by its bark, and the top of the
wall lives by its lump (i.e. the quantity which fits onto a spade) of
mud.’

k"siye menek yoq polsa, taltagini sutayag tro,

semenke tuz yoq polsa, suni sutayaq tra (~ ustey tro)

(L 93a, L 116a, L 44a)

kiseye minik yoq posa, taltagini ustayaq-tro,

seminye tuz yoq pasa, suni ustayaq-tro (M 169:1)

kistyi mek yoq pusa, taltaqini istayaq (~ istidi),

semenki tuz yoq pusa, suni istayaq (~ istidi) (Xuélian, September
1995)

‘If man has no money, he is like the ghost (of a dead man), if food has

no salt, it is like water.’

cta ya tuz yoq pusa, suni istayaq,

kisiyi menik yoq pusa, uzitti istayaq (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)
‘If tea has no salt, it is like water, if man has no money, he is like a
devil.’

chd wii yé (~ ydn) ba rii shui, rén wii qidn ba ru gui (Oost 239: 687)

‘Tea without leaves (~ salt) is inferior to water, a man without money

is inferior to a devil.’
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Mgr charté tapsé kuisa scu théki, k'unté tau kuisa moté tleéki

20

21

22

23

24

25

(Ceng 553: 87)
‘If tea is without salt, it is like water, if a person is without a voice, he
is like a wooden stick.’

kisiningalyaniliy qisqa,

kisinigyiyintimsi'y imsaq (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)

‘The hand of somebody [you] took something from is short, the mouth
of somebody [you] ate something from is soft.’

® One feels obliged to a person one has benefited from.

kisinipkizki,

alttipezer

‘Man’s clothes, a horse’s saddle.’

e Man is dressed up by his clothes, a horse is dressed up by its saddle.

kisinigutirta timin koyog,

kisinigartinta permin koyoq (Zhong Jinwén, September 1994)

‘It is not done not to speak in front of a person, it is not done not to
give at a person’s back.’

e The meaning of this proverb is obscure.

kus kusti suzmisi, yal's kus emis
‘If a cow does not butt a cow, it is not a good cow.’
e It is good to work hard.

kfemzi 5""saqqa tozmas
‘One does not eat one’s fill by bread crumbs.’
e See also no. 38.

malni pozta a®ltim a"qip par,

kisiniy pozta ther alqip par (Zhong Jinwén, August 1994)

‘On the body of livestock flows gold, on the body of people flows
sweat.’

® Man works hard and earns his living by working and using livestock.
A variant using kumi's ‘silver’ exists as well.
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26

27

28

29

margan nigor ya®s pusa-ma, vlaya garasa, am ya®'s k3ztiyik (Zhong
Jinwén, August 1995)

‘However good coral may be, if one looks at it when it is strung, it
seems even better.’

ni ki'si'yi ni mal par (Xuélidn, September 1995)
‘As man, so his livestock.’

ni yoq pusa-ma, menik yoq puma,

ni parusa-ma, kim parvma

‘Whatever you may not have, do not have no money, whatever you may
have, do not have disease.’

osqa qlarisa, mula oyinciq (L 37a, L 209b)

qu'rtqa qfarisa, giz oyincig (L 201a)

o3qa qardsa (~ qarisa), mla oy(i)nciq,

qurtqa qardsa, qiz oyn¢iq

(M 169: 7: Kutucin-axka, 15th April 1910)

‘If an old man grows old—boy’s toy, if an old woman grows old—
girl’s toy.’

Nuyg geri addm — kicik bala (SK 132: 1628)

30

30a

‘An old man — a small child.’

pasta tegir pezik pe tro,

yernig alltirinta taqa pezik pe tro (L 94a)

pasta tepir pezik pi-tro,

yernin altirinda taqa pezik pi-tro,

eyenni yulurse posi§ mi-dro

(M 169: 3: Asyrma-wanda, December 1910)

‘Over the head, Heaven is big, under the earth, the maternal uncle is
big; if one kills a nephew, it is possible.’

pasta tegir pezik tro,

Yyerte taqa pezik tro (Zhong 227)

‘Over the head, Heaven is big, on the earth, the maternal uncle is big.’
¢ A reference to the important position of the maternal uncle within
Yugur society. Formerly, a Yugur marriage could consist of a
“Heavenly marriage”, in which a girl was married to Heaven, after
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which she could have relationships with men. The children born to her
were taken care of by her brother. The last sentence in Malov, for which
he in turn refers to Katanov 1907: 281-2, is enigmatic.

pay khisi wugin uruy-tari'y pol,

pathir kMisi wogin thaggaraq pol (L 119b)
pey kise wucin vrus-taris bol,

patir kise wucin tagsiraq pol (M 169: 2)
pay klisi ucin uruy-tari'y pol,

patlir kfisi ucin thanqaraq pol (Zhong 227)

pathir kisi ugin thangaraq pol (Xuélian, September 1995)
‘Be a relative to a rich person, be a sworn brother to a brave person.’

pezik tasqa pezik g"ar tusyo,

kMichiy tasqa kficPiy qhar tusyo (L 116a)

pezik tasqa pezik qar tusko,

kicik tasqa kicik qar tusko (M 171: 15: Sanyskap, 1913)

pezik tasqa pezik q'ar tusko,

ki'bciy tasqa ki'ciy gPar tusko (Xuélidn, September 1995)

‘On a big stone falls much snow, on a small stone falls little snow.’

piti saltap,
asi martam (L 299a)
‘His legs without trousers, his mouth boastful.’

qMitiya yay k3"kitmi,
yoyirya sey ks"%itmi (Zhdng Jinwén, August 1995)
‘Do not show butter to a Chinese, do not show vegetables to a Yugur.’

q"ti kisiyi yay salma,

yoyir kisi'yi cay salma (Xuélidn, September 1995)

‘Do not put butter in front of a Chinese, do not put vegetables in front
of a Yugur.’ :

e The Chinese are not accustomed to drinking butter tea, and instead of
stirring the butter into the tea, they will swallow the lump of butter at
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35

36

once. Yugur people are not accustomed to a choice of vegetable dishes
with their rice, and will eat the vegetables at once instead of eating
them together with the rice.

qiz wugin tisme,

q"sraq pucin theyisme (L 124b, L 66b)

giz wugin tisme,

gisraq wudin tekisme (M 170: 9: SanySkap, December 1910)

‘Do not argue with a girl, do not race with a young mare.’

qiz birle kireSme, qisraq birle yariSma (Brock 60:118, DK I: 353)
‘Do not wrestle with a virgin, do not race with a young mare.’

qoy car pusa,

pas ¢ar pumas (Zhong Jinwén, August 1994)

‘If a sheep grows thin, its head does not grow thin.’

e If a rich person becomes poor, his ambitions still remain.

Mgr ima: skala:sa ta su:l posci: (Ceng 546: 55)

37

38

‘Even if a goat grows thin, its tail remains stuck up.’ (If a man be-
comes poor, he does not lose his ambitions.)

goy q'rastiki ciyin intaq pezik ksztiyik

‘Donkey dung in a sheep’s pen seems big.’

e Donkey dung is not very big, but may seem so if compared to sheep
dung.

saqaltaqi semenki tozmas
‘One does not eat one’s fill by the food in one’s beard.’
e See also no. 24.

Nuyg burttiqi asta gorsaq toymayd> (Le Coq 30: 181)

NM

39

‘The stomach does not become full from the food in the beard.’ (Said
of useless activities.)

hiizii shang de fan chibubdo (Oost 34: 93)

‘One cannot eat one’s fill from the food in one’s beard.’

soyilyini®ttatiy,
sagiyan kisi ya®s (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)
‘Roasted meat is tasty, a person waited for is good.’
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simik yoq pusa, it gaytan kig-i,

klur i% yoq pusa, yay qaytan kis-i (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)

simik yoq pusa, it gantan kig-i,

k'ur i yoq pusa, yay qantan kis-i (Xuéli4n, September 1995)

‘If there is no bone, where would the meat come from? If there is no fat
meat, where would the grease come from?’

surnikmis a®t yoq,

emis yoq kisi yoq (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)

‘There is no horse that does not stumble, there is no man without fault.’

surnikmiyin a® yoq,

emis etmiyin kisi yoq (Xuélidn, September 1995)

‘There is no horse that does not stumble, there is no man who
does not err.’

e Said of people who pretend not to make mistakes.

tas niyor pezik pusa-ma, suni ayitiwalmas
(Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)
‘However big the stone, it cannot block up the water.’

tas pezik polsa, wanno manqi g tro

kPisi yus polsa, qiziylaw manqi s tro (L 196a, L 311a)

tas pezik wosa, wanlo mansis tir,

kse yus wosa, qiziglav mageis-tro (M 171:16: Sanyskap, 1913)

tas pezik pusa, wannaya manqi stt

ki'si yUs pusa, qiziylo magqi gti (Xuélidn, September 1995)

‘If a stone is big, one must walk past it, if a person is bad, one should
walk around him.’

tasti sartultsa-ma, ta"qi-la ga®tiy
‘Even if one breaks the stone into pieces, it is still hard.’

til aci'y, k3yil tati'y (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)
‘The tongue is bitter [but] the heart is sweet.’
e See also no. 46.

timsiyyusti,
kspil yalsti (Xuélidn, September 1995)
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47

48

49

‘The mouth is bad [but] the heart is good.’
e See also no. 45.

us (v)ellci yumutsa, cPucaya piz uryantay

(L 27b, L 45b, L 56a, L 298b)

vs a’qa yumutsa, thulumya yay salyantay (L 132a)

U¢ (~us) elci yvmutsa, cucaka piz ursandas,

U¢ axqa yvmutsa, tolumsa (~ marxqeq) yas salsandas (M 170: 13, No-
vember 1913)

‘If three shamans come together, it is as if they stab the bag with an awl
(i.e. disagreement), if three monks come together, it is as if they put
butter in the sheepskin bag (i.e. agreement).’

e Malov recorded this anti-shamanist proverb from the shaman
Smalaskap, in the village of Donghaizi (i.e. Minghai).

yellcinip timsiy lianzi yoq kPur (L 99a, L 142b)
‘The mouth of a shaman is a bracket without a crossbeam.’

yilannin ala ta®sinta par,

kisinin ala iinti par

‘The multi-colouredness of a snake is on its outside, the multi-col-
ouredness of man on his inside.’

e A variant of this proverb featuring ‘livestock’ is already recorded by
Kasyari, and widely distributed. Western Yugur seems to represent
the Mongolic form of the proverb featuring ‘snake’.

Mon  kiin-i eriyen dotura, moyai-yin eriyen yadana (Aalto 4: 3)

Ord

‘Man is mottled on the inside, a serpent is mottled on the outside.’
khuni eré: do"tParoni, mocsim eré: gadanani (Mos 1937 551: 310)
‘Man’s multi-colouredness is on his inside, a snake’s multi-coloured-
ness is on its outside.” (Mos 1947 561: 310)

kisi alasi icdin yilgi alasi tasdin (Brock 65: 193, DK 125)

‘The multi-colouredness of man is on the inside, the multi-coloured-
ness of cattle is on the outside.’®

Nuyg hayvannip alisi teSida, addmnip alisi icide (SK 51: 584)

® Kasyari translates ala as ‘leprous’.
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‘The multi-colouredness of an animal is on its outside, the multi-
colouredness (i.e. disguise) of man on his inside.’

adam alasi — i¢inde, mal alast — tiinda (Sam13)

‘Man’s multi-colouredness is on his inside, cattle’s multi-coloured-
ness is on the outside.’

stag-gi ri-mo phyi-nas, mi’i ri-mo nan-nas (Gergan 192: 299)

‘The pattern of the tiger is on the outside, and that of a man on the
inside.’

gcan-gzan ri-mo rgyab-la yod, mi-yi ri-mo khog-tu yod (Gao 156); cf.
Duncan 177: 107 [no Tibetan text]

‘The stripes of wild beast are on the outside, the stripes of man are on
the inside.’

yol magsa suannama (L 332a)
yol magsa soanlama (M 171: 14: Sanyskap, 1913)
‘Do not count (i.e. the days) when travelling.’

yol yaPqin sigasqo,

khisi yaqin qaqisqo (L 186b, L 322b)

yol yaqin — s(i)qasqo,

Kisi yaqgin — qagisys (M 170: 11: Tonja Serin)

yol yaqin pusa, sigasqo,

kisi ya®qin pusa, ga®qisqo

‘If the paths are [too] near, they will squeeze one another, if people are
[too] near, they will collide with each other.’

® One should keep distance when driving herds along the road, otherwise
the herds will become mixed up.

yoq kist par,

yoq thala yoq (Zhong Jinwén, August 1995)

“There are people who have nothing, there are no fields that have noth-
ing.’

¢ One does not need to be poor, one only has to work for one’s living.
rén qiong, di xian qiéng (Oost 73: 211)

‘[If] man is poor, [it is because] the earth is poor first.’

ydwas atti kPim-ma minin sagingaq
amir kisini k®m-ma imsin sagingaq
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‘Anyone likes to mount a calm horse, anyone likes to use a quiet man.’
rén shan shou rén qi, md shan shou rén gi (Oost 67: 194)

‘A friendly man allows himself to be bullied, a friendly horse allows
itself to be mounted.’

rta-Chunn  bZon bde, mi- Chuii bkol bde (Gao 216)

‘A small horse is a joy to ride, a small man is a joy to command.’

Yugur folk wisdom

ker yeryi q"alsa, gara tuskis
‘If a cup falls on the floor, bad luck will occur.” (To be prevented by
drawing a cross on the floor.)

ki'sinip k3zti malni sanama
‘Do not count livestock under the eye of a[nother] person.’
(Your livestock might decrease.)

kPwayzini tiwinti tu"tsa, yaqinga peris, pa"cinta ttsa, vzagqa peris
‘If [a woman] holds the chopsticks at the lower end, [her parents] will
marry her off nearby, if she holds them at the top, [they] will marry her
off far away.’

kPempig yi'pti haptamas: mila togqanta k"intik moynta horaq q"as
‘A woman should not step on a rope: [for] when her child is born, the
umbilical cord will coil around [his] neck.’

mila ayni ¢orsa, g'vlaq qPalxanis
‘If a child points to the moon, [his] ears will fall off.’

mila til yimis, yisi s3z k3"p
‘A child should not eat tongue, if he eats [it], [his] words [will be]
many.’

mis yiiz yisa, kectin kis

mig yuzun yusa mo la, yu¢in k"elyektro

(M 23: 32: SanySkap, 5th Decmber 1910)

‘If a cat washes its face, a guest will come.’

maor xi lidn jintian you kérén dao (Oost 155: 457)
‘If a cat washes its face, a guest will come today.’
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8 yus yeryi qPalsa, k"echin kis
‘If a towel falls on the floor, a guest will come.’

Eastern Yugur proverbs
1 artaq k"ii:n nere q"ét'anan,
axrtaq moiré k'lesén q"étfa:nan (Bj271:9)
“The pampered son makes people lose face, the pampered horse wastes
sweat.’

2 &arghi:n sein né kMuryen,
Calakin sein né xara mu:tén ne (BJ 276: 8)
“The best to order about is a son-in-law, the best to repair and maintain
is black wood.’

3 &eéké: mamn sa:lsath,
seémcek kMn ku:sethi (BJ 270: 4)
‘A goat with a spotted face gives much milk, a person with affected
[manners] uses many tricks.’

4  &um otor tok"oir neyetor k'erek (BJ 273: 18)
‘Plan for a hundred days! One day [it] is necessary.’

5 &haq Etawarr suitaq pur?
&asén &Pagainarr suttaq pu:? (BJ 275: 1)
‘Does time always remain time, does snow always remain white?’

6 &hemekehe noyqloi Sénsepa: gadar Bolonté yaPnéi (BJ 276: 6)
‘A stealing dog smells and runs everywhere.’

7 edené piyté tharthé, temet’é yafBsanté Ié metene,
kMimné piyté pii:sén yafBsa metene (BJ 273: 19)
‘If one walks with bags and camels on one’s own body, one does not
notice, but if a louse is walking on a[nother] person’s body, one notices.’

8 PBeséne ciir &hiisén,
gatéséné hrur thu:sén (BJ 277: 10)
“The tip of grass is blood, the root of a stake is oil.’
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9  hk"e &hyimn set"kel khiin hk"onte,
k"i:n hk"oné set®kél u:la gataté (BJ 272: 17)
‘The heart of father and mother is on the son and daughter, the heart of
the son and daughter is on the mountain and rock.’
e See also Western Yugur no. 4.

10 kMiné niirthe Ehiisén kherek,
thuraqthe qatar kPerek (BJ 272: 16)
‘Man’s face needs blood, a tree needs bark.’
e See also Western Yugur no. 18.

11 kMi:n péyan polso ta péyan pam kécétlthe poto!
kP Salt’an polso ta Saltban pan kécéththe poto! (BJ 275: 2)
‘Even if a person is rich, do not call him rich, even if a person is poor,
do not call him poor.’
e A rich person may become poor, a poor person may become rich.

12 luzsa, eléiyené &Penesenté a¢an acbe yitafa (BJ 269: 2)
‘Compared to the donkey, the mule cannot carry a burden.’

13 méla hteisa, noyq"i lunsasa (BJ 270: 7)
‘A child from youth, a dog from [untranslated].’

14 moyq'or qtutbara ga:ré tain,
mu: ptfuséyui alumn tain (B 271: 10)
‘A blunt knife is an enemy to the hand,
a bad woman is an enemy to the man.’

15 mu: perrété aman 6ione,
xara qulért’e qPusun $ik’e pamna: (BJ 271: 11)
‘In [the presence of] a bad daughter-in-law the mouth wears out,
black flour absorbs a lot of water.’

16 mu: phuséyui thuklasa neye ywe: xai Bai,
thara:lan mu: olso neye &él Pai (BJ 277: 11)
‘If one meets a bad woman, it is a misfortune for one generation,
if the year’s harvest is not good, one meets disaster for only one year.’
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NM giibudui ldopo yi béizi giong, dabudui hudji dang nidn qiong
(Oost 312: 890)
‘If one enters into bad marriage, one is poor for a life time, if one
forms a bad partnership, one is poor for [just] that year.’

17 mumn q"af3aq xara,
mogoin &iisén thepkerthe (BI 274: 23)
‘An evil person’s idea is bad, the snake’s blood is in Heaven.’
e The meaning of this proverb is obscure.

18 narané tawasa nii:;r xalu:n,
niyoné tasasa ketsén &fatnan (BJ 277: 9)

‘If one follows the sun, the face is warm, if one follows
a high official, one eats one’s fill.’
e See also no. 19.

Mon nara dayabal dayaraqu iigei, noyon dayabal oliiskii iigei (Aalto 6: 30)
‘Whoever travels with the sun does not freeze, whoever travels with a
prince does not starve.’

Mgr [no Monguor text] (Xi 52)

‘Follow the sun [you] won’t suffer cold, follow the Party [you] won’t
be depressed.’

19 narané tasasa piy tula:n,
niyoné tasasa q"aB3aq xara (BJ 273: 20)
‘If one follows the sun—warmth on the body,
if one follows a high official—bad idea.’
e See also no. 18.

20 olot"é thegkert®e poromkiii,
tu:the hkPonté xorémkui (BJ 270: 5)
‘In a rumbling sky, there is no rain, for a girl who loves to sing, there
is no wedding.’
Mon [No Mongolian text.] (Han 171)
‘A rumbling sky does not rain; a much-praised girl does not marry.’
[No Mongolian text.] (Krue 71)
‘A rumbling sky, no rain; a girl with a bad reputation, no wedding.
Ord du:thv thengerindu borom ugitiz, &'urPtPu kX kxendu yorim tgiii
(Mos 1937 563: 368)

’
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‘For the rumbling sky there is no rain; for a girl with a bad reputation
there is no wedding celebration.” (Mos 1947 568: 368)

[no Tibetan text] (Duncan 235: 637)

“The clouds that have many dragon-sounds (i.e. thunder) are without
rain; the maiden who talks too much will have no wedding feast.’

araq tharawé xoliné sein,

thele:n qlusuné oiri:né sein (BJ 272: 13)

‘It is good when family and relatives are far, it is good when firewood
and water are near.’

uruk t'5e51i yolo sem; usu thile:n 3o sem (Mos 1937 501: 73)

‘It is good when relatives related by marriage are far, it is good when
water and firewood are near.” (Mos1947 529:73)

gilen dan fi-ma rgyan-nas sro, me dan ma Jgram-du bsten (Gao 199)
‘Relatives and sun make warm from afar, keep fire and mother nearby.’

péyan péyanta:n p'uthe pok!

uyui uyuitem phuthé gomuta! (BJ 275: 3)

‘Rich man, do not be arrogant because of your wealth, poor man,
do not be sad because of your poverty.’

Tuva bay men dees bardamnava, yadu men dees mupgyarava (XS 28)

23

NM

24

‘Do not be arrogant because of your wealth, do not be sad because of
your poverty.’

phuséyui kMin &tei tharon,

hqanar k™in ail tPoron (BJ 273: 21)

‘Woman circles around the seat of honour, man centers around the
premises.’

haoshide niirén zhudn guotdi, xia shide ndnrén zou zhou fii, hdoshide
kémd bu shang zhéng (Oost 34: 93)

‘An officious woman [may] circle [only] around the kitchen range,
[while even] a foolish man [may] walk through the prefectures; a con-
venient mare cannot go to war.’

saryqPéyui mailamt®agai,

sanayui ni:mt?ki: (BJ 270: 6)

‘The one that will not be milked tends to bleat,
the naive one tends to smile.’
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sein aléri:n uyur 2lotnés,

mu: adérsa folso uyur paraq(é) Pai (BJ 276: 7)

‘The herd of a good stallion will increase; if the stallion is bad,
the herd will come to an end.’

seinla yafsa salfér,

mu:la yafisa mamqgds (B 271: 12)
‘Going with the good ones, a bird of prey,
going with the evil ones, a ghost.’

sein neret’é &un, seiralak&hé na:meér (BJ 272: 14)
‘Summer is the one with the good name,
autumn is the one that brings good [things].’

sein sanat®é ii:lu:lt"ala

mu: sanat®e pi:lyetele (BJ 270: 8)

‘A person with good intentions makes [people] cry,
a person with evil intentions makes [people] laugh.’

Nuyg dbs yiylittur, dii§men kiildiiiir (Le Coq 14: 55)

29

30

31

32

‘A friend makes one cry (i.e. by well-meant admonitions),
an enemy makes one laugh (i.e. by flattery).’

Sérwalaq pares u:la, nak thoroko: sumei,

aména:n altasa ta wlaya:n altag"s Bai (BJ 276: 5)

“The yellow tiger roams about the mountains and woods,
he would rather lose his life than his mountain.’

SikPe kPiun kPelesen qacart®e,
SikPe Sun qailsan qacart®é (BJ 269: 3)
‘A great man has room to talk, a big bird has room to fly.’

wlwa Polsoné seiné u:!
thamak®i:n seiné pMutte soro (BJ 277: 12)
‘Eat the best of every meal, do not smoke the best of tobacco.’

uyui, péyan né uye: Ié tii:lafa,
morthe, yaPran né mor Ié ti:lafa,
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gasagq, &lenwe en Ié tiilafa,

thororo, maglek kfor lé tizlaPa (BJ 269: 1)

“The words of the poor and the rich do not match; the paths of the man
on horseback and the man on foot do not match; the widths of the coarse
woollen cloth and the fine woollen fabric do not match; the patterns of
the silk and the satin do not match.’

xara hk"s kuku:k sein polso ta ya:qé Sum pai,

xara k"éréi mu: polso ta su:q"é Sumn pai (BJ 275: 4)

‘Although the deep blue cuckoo is beautiful, it is a bird that flies off;
although the black crow is ugly, it is a resident bird.’

xara piy hk"iye:, fa:n aman pMitPeye: (BJ 272: 15)
“The black body is dead, the red mouth is closed.’

xwaurt®e garsan &Péqlénse airsa qarsan efer ta:fa

(BJ 274: 22)

‘The horn that grows out later passes the ear that came out earlier’
(the pupil surpasses the master).

o A widely distributed proverb (Bladsing 298: 1758).

Tuva bastay iingen kulakti sognay iingen miyis erter (XS 36)

Tel

Tib

“The horn that came out last passes the ear that came out first.’

ozo ¢igqan qulaqtarn sop ¢iqqan miiiis ozind: (R 1: 1147)

“The horn that came out later passed the ear that came out earlier.’
burin Sigqan qulaqgtan keyin siqqgan miiyiz ozar (Kirchner 8: 35)
‘The horn that came out last passes the ear that came out first.” (The
next generation takes over from the former.)

murnun &ikkan kulaktan, kiyinki ¢ikkan miiyiiz ozgun (Sam 233)
“The horn that came out last passed the ear that came out first.” (The
next generation takes over from the former.)

siia-skyes ma-I¢og-las phyi-skyes rwa-Co rinn (Gao 151)

‘The horn that appeared later is longer than the ear that appeared ear-
lier.”
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List of abbreviations’

Alt Altay Mgr  Monguor

B Bokh Mon  Mongolian

BJ Boléuluu & Jalcan Mos  Mostaert

Brock  Brockelmann NM Northwest Mandarin
Ceng  Cenggeltei Nuyg New Uygur

Ch Chinese Ord Ordos

Dgx Dongxiang R Radloff 1893-1911

DK Dankoff & Kelly RP Radloff 1868

Han Hangin Sag Sagay dialect of Khakas
HZ Heng & Zhang Sam  Sambaev

Kas Kasyari SK Sadvakasov & Kibirov
Kir Kirgiz S/M  de Smedt & Mostaert
Kzk Kazak Tel Teleut

L Léi Tib Tibetan

M Malov XS Xadaxane & Sagan-ool
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Sur certains termes d’un hymne turk
du Codex Cumanicus
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Among the Latin Catholic texts translated into Turkic in the Codex Comanicus,
there is one hymn, “Ave Porta Paradisi”, which contains certain difficult Turkic
passages, terms and expressions that have been retranslated into Latin. These sup-
plementary interlinear Latin translations are very valuable, but need thorough ex-
planations in several cases, as they to some extent represent misunderstandings of
the Turkic text. In singular cases, amendments of the Turkic text should be
made. Alongside details in the existing interlinear translations and the possible
interpretations of several strophes, the existing translations of the hymn are
discussed.

Mefkiire Mollova, 3 rue du Beau Site, 94500 Champigny sur Marne, France.

Dans cet article, nous traiterons ’hymne “Ave Porta Paradisi”, traduit
du latin en turk oriental littéraire qui est la langue turke du Codex Cu-
manicus. Cet hymne, d’une valeur poétique, religieuse et spirituelle con-
sidérable, consiste en 77 quatrains de vers octosyllabiques.

Kuun (1880: 186-206), le premier, les a translittérés, arrangés métri-
quement et soigneusement annotés. Chez lui, la derniere strophe étant
associée a I’hymne suivant, c’est Bang qui ’a restituée, en partant de
I’original latin qui aurait servi de source a la traduction turke. De méme,
c’est a Bang que revient le grand mérite de la détermination de cette
source latine qui, a son tour, contribue a une traduction exacte de la ver-
sion turke en une langue européenne ou autre (Bang 1914: 241-276).

Bang a transcrit et traduit les strophes 3, 4, 7, 13, 18, 22, 28, 39, 40,
59,74 et 76. (Par la suite ces strophes ont ét€¢ soumises a des notes de
critique textuelle de la part de Andreas 1914, Zalemann 1910, Munkécsi
1915, Németh 1916, Asim 1916, Cagatay 1944, von Gabain 1954, Ke-
nesbaev & KuryS$Zanov 1964, des lexicographes Grgnbech 1942,
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Quryszanov et alii 1978 et Kowalski 1928, la strophe 5.) Seuls Radloff
(1887) (chez qui on trouve 76 strophes, car il a travaillé sur 1’édition de
Kuun) et Drimba (1973) (chez qui le nombre des strophes remonte a 77)
ont transcrit et traduit I’hymne enti¢rement.

Les spécialistes en traduction de textes religieux savent bien combien
leur tache est difficile, car une lourde responsabilité pése sur leurs é-
paules. Autant plus qu’ils appartiennent souvent a tel ou tel milieu social
et religieux. Tel serait le cas des traducteurs turks des textes chrétiens du
Codex Cumanicus. Nous sommes portés a croire que ces traducteurs
furent des intellectuels coumans, khazars, ouigours, versés en langue
turke écrite de 1’époque. Ils ne pouvaient pas ne pas se servir d’un ba-
gage terminologique religieux trés développé, mais tout autre, dont ils
disposeraient. Ainsi, les termes chrétiens latins furent traduits en turk
par des termes chamaniques, bouddhiques, manichéens, nestoriens et is-
lamiques trés divers quasi-correspondants.

Les termes les plus difficiles furent dotés de traductions latines in-
terlinéaires supplémentaires, écrites sur le Codex Cumanicus conservé.
Ces traductions interlinéaires sont trés précieuses, mais insuffisantes;
elles nécessitent des commentaires, des explications plus détaillées et
méme des études spéciales. Prises telles quelles, elles risquent de nous
détourner du vrai sens des termes. Les turkologues-traducteurs qui ont
accordé trop de confiance a ces traductions interlinéaires, en faisant
abstraction des données turkes, sont tombés dans 1’erreur (v. par exem-
ple les strophes 27, 35, 69, 71 analysées ici).

Aujourd’hui le lecteur de ces textes se heurte a une double difficulté:
D’une part les termes turks sont devenus archaiques et lui-méme, ap-
partenant a un autre milieu, a une autre croyance, n’arrive pas a les com-
prendre et d’autre part, les traducteurs modernes de ces textes turks en
une langue européenne, en se basant uniquement sur les traductions la-
tines interlinéaires, ont contribué a la complication de leur signification
textuelle.

Voila pourquoi ici nous voudrions attirer I’attention sur le fait, qu’a
coté (1) de la source latine et (2) des traductions latines interlinéaires
complémentaires des termes turks, il faut (3) considérer ces traductions
d’une maniere critique (comme une sorte de signal d’alerte — “Attention,
signification difficile!”) et les rattacher aux termes turks, en tirer les
significations désirées et (4) expliciter les termes et expressions turks ar-
chaiques qui ne furent pas traduits en latin.
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Pour notre part, nous allons essayer de chercher, et de discuter ces
problémes dans 25 strophes (les strophes 7, 12, 13, 14, 18, 19, 20, 21,
22,26, 27,28, 35,41,42, 53, 55, 59, 60, 65, 68, 69, 71, 76, 77), trans-
crites et traduites en francais avec des commentaires et comparées et, si
nécessaire, a celles de Radloff et de Drimba, en ajoutant quelques cor-
rections linguistiques, basées sur les données graphiques.'

Ainsi, “Ave Porta Paradisi”:

7 Awe Mariya! icrixini
Teriri tintti dsd ham boyin
barcalardan artuq are
seni tabubtur ham sili.
‘Ave, Marie! apres que Dieu a scrut€ ton intérieur (= ton ame) et ton
corps, il t’a trouvée supérieure a toutes (les femmes), sainte et chaste.’

Traduction de Radloff (1887: 92):
“Ave Maria, dein Inneres

Hat Gott aufgesucht, und dein Korper
Ist heiliger als Uebrige.

Dich hat der Fiirst rein erfunden.”

Celle de Drimba (1973: 276):

“Je te salue, Marie! apres que Dieu a scruté ton intérieur (= ton ame) et
ton corps, il t’a trouvée plus sainte et plus chaste que toutes (les autres
femmes).”

Pour nous, artug signifie ‘supérieur’, are ‘saint’, sili ‘chaste’. Dans la
traduction de Drimba artuq reste non traduit. “Plus sainte et plus chaste
que toutes (les autres femmes)” nous donne a penser que toutes les
femmes sont aussi saintes et chastes.

12 Awe qiz, kimnifi tuyani
iCkozimisnifi yariyl
' La fleche (=) indiquera que le mot qui le précéde a été corrigé sur le manuscrit
du Codex et remplacé par un autre mot ou un graphéme par un autre, ou tous les
deux sont justes et méritent d’étre respectés.
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erip azamni qurqardi,

olimindd uyutmadi.

‘Ave, Vierge, dont le proche parent (c.-a-d. Jésus envers sa mére), étant la
lumiere de notre ceil interne, a sauvé les hommes et ne les a pas laissé
dormir dans leur mort (éternelle).’

ICkozimisnin yariyi furent traduits en latin par genitus interioris oculis
nostri ens. L’ceil intérieur c’est ‘oudjat’ — terme égyptien désignant une
faculté attribuée a Horus, fils de dieu: celle de voir avec I'ceil de 1’esprit,
dessiné dans les représentations artistiques sur la poitrine, et qui voit
dans I’obscurité de la nuit; on a pour mode¢le le soleil nocturne, qui — dit-
on — est vu par des sages porteurs de flammes spirituelles.

/azani ... gl¥nda ujutmadi/: La traduction latine interlinéaire de cette
expression est: In morte sua non permisit obdormire. Selon la croyance
chrétienne, ’Homme depuis la chute du couple primordial — Adam et
Eve — jusqu’a I’arrivée du Jésus, était condamné & une obscurité éter-
nelle et c’est Jésus qui I’a sauvé.

Mais on peut tout aussi bien I’interpréter comme la trés ancienne re-
présentation de I’homme androgynal, qui dans la mythologie grecque se
présente comme la fable d’Ouranus (le Ciel, le Pere) et Gaia (la Terre, la
Meéere). Leurs enfants restaient enfermés dans le ventre de la terre et
étaient donc condamnés a la mort (“dormir dans leur mort”) et a une nuit
sans jour ils ont pu étre sauvés par leur plus petit frere Cronos, qui, sur
le conseil de leur mere Gaia, a mutilé leur pere et a ainsi permis a tous
d’atteindre la vie et le jour.

13 Awe Mariya kim bizgd
uruy tuuwrup-sen asiya;
barcamis d(a) andan basqa
teyisii edik tas bolmaya (— bolmagya)
‘Ave, Marie! Tu nous as accouché d’un rejeton; sans lui nous serions
tous condamnés a la pétification (— perdition).’

Notes: tas (variante de tas$) bolmaya est traduit supplémentairement en
latin par omnes nos quidem astricti ad perdicionem. Cette tradution fut
acceptée par Radloff (1887: 94): “Alle haetten wir ohne ihn / Ausge-
schlossen vom Heile sein muessen.” et Drimba (1973: 266, 277): “sans
lui nous serions tous destinés a la perdition”. Tas bolmaya se rapporte a
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une étape de I’histoire de I’humanité, ot I’accouchement difficile pouvait
aboutir a la pétrification de I’homme dans le ventre maternel.

14 Awe kimnini termdsindd
yalyiz qonuptur Misiya,
aypsiz anda kimni gildi,
meni tauwya ayindirdi.
“Ave, (celle,) dans le sanctuaire (= ventre maternel) de qui seul le Messie
a habité (et se trouvant la,) a rendu immaculée celle-ci et I’a élevée sur la
montagne éternelle.”

Notes: Nous nous arrétons sur cette strophe pour indiquer que les an-
ciens termes termd et mefii tauw et 1’expression mefi tauwya ayindir- se
sont adaptés aux exigences de la nouvelle religion.

Entre mef#ii tauw chamanique et la montagne sacrée chrétienne il y a
une différence. La montagne sacrée chrétienne est mythique, et aucun
mortel ne peut y aller. Tandis que meni taw chamanique est réelle. Elle
est vénérée comme le royaume des esprits et des ancétres. C’est 1a que
les chamanistes font leurs cérémonies religieuses et cultuelles. Mais cette
montagne sacrée est interdite aux femmes. Et si ’on constate qu’une
femme a transgressé cette interdiction, on change de mont. Mais ici la
Vierge Marie, femme exceptionnelle, selon la croyance chrétienne, a le
droit de monter sur la montagne éternelle. On voit que la strophe est le
produit des deux traditions — chamanique et chrétienne. C’est ainsi
qu’entendrait le traducteur turk et se ferait entendre a ses proches cla-
niques.

Ainsi, termd primitivement une cabane chamanique et un habitat hé-
misphérique, sur le modele du ciel, et en Inde Mandapa ‘tente’, initiale-
ment, simple abri, deviennent: termd le nom du sanctuaire et Mandapa
un élément du temple hindou.

18 Awe qiz, kimnifi kertegi
kundey yariytir ham isi;
Kristus kuyouwni qondurdifi ~ qondirdiri,
barcalarni sowundurdifi ~ sowundirdin.

Nous y cherchons deux variantes: kiyouw correspond une fois au latin
tabernaculum ‘sanctuaire’ et une autre fois le méme terme fut retraduit en
latin par sponsum ‘marié€’. Ainsi, variante 1 — notre traduction:
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‘Ave, Vierge, dont le kertek (lit nuptial au baldaquin primitif) est clair
comme le jour et chaud; tu y as hébergé Christ — lieu (ou maison)
d’adoration et (par 1a) tu (nous) as tous réjouis.’

Pour kertek v. Mollova (1987: 31, no. 20).
La strophe 18 de I’original latin:

Ave de cuius intimo
Christus processit thalamo,
in sole tabernaculum

fixit, qui regit saeculum.

Symboliquement on se trouve encore devant le ventre maternel, clair
comme le jour et chaud, et Jésus est comparé au sanctuaire-lieu d’ado-
ration ou de passion qui régit les générations.

En partant du lat. in sole tabernaculum fixit ‘il a fixé le tabernacle
dans le soleil’ nous estimons qu’il faut chercher dans kuyouw deux
mots: kuy et ouw ‘maison’. Que signifie kuy? ‘*adoration’ ou ‘*pas-
sion’: kiyouw ‘lieu d’adoration (ou de passion), sanctuaire’(?); tatar de
Kazan kiiydv biilmdsi ‘chambre nuptiale [litt. chambre / coin séparé pour
le mari€ (dans la yourte de la mariée)]’. La chambre nuptiale, lumineuse
et chaude, c’est le ventre maternel de Marie. Marie a hébergé dans ce
ventre Jésus qui est de Lui-méme un lieu d’adoration. Cf. (kirg.) kiiy ‘1)
komfort’, zazitocnost® — Komfort, Wohlhabenheit; 2) blagoprijatnyj
slu¢aj — eine giinstige Gelegenheit’; kiiy- (v) (Alt. Tel. Leb. Kir. Kkir.),
qui a coté de ‘goret’ sgoret’ — brennen, verbrennen’, signifie encore
‘vozgoret’ ljubov’ju — in Liebe entbrennen’; mal kiiydii (Kir.) ‘skot’
xoro$o udalsja — das Vieh ist gut gerathen’ (Radloff 1911: 2, 1418).

Variante 2: Cela étant ainsi, une deuxiéme main a ajouté au dessus de
kuyouwni qondurdii leur traduction latine sponsum hospitata es ‘tu as
hébergé le jeune marié’. Avec cela on obtient une nouvelle interprétation
de la strophe turke qui devient, selon Drimba (1973: 278):

“Je te salue, Vierge, dont la chambre nuptiale est lumineuse et chaude comme
le soleil: tu (y) as hébergé le fiancé Christ et (par 1a) tu (nous) as tous ré-

jouis.”

Nous y cherchons une comparaison analytique; notre traduction:
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‘Ave, Vierge, dont le kertek (lit nuptial au baldaquin primitif) est clair
comme le jour et chaud; tu y as hébergé Christ tout comme un mari€ et tu
(nous) as tous réjouis.’

La méme image, avec les mémes termes (kertek et kuyouw), se retrouve
dans un autre hymne du CC, appelé A solis ortus cardine (strophe 12):

Kertek acmey eSikini

kuyouw Cikti — soundli!

Bis barcalarni undetti

toyya yurup ury(u) urali!

‘Le marié est sorti (= Jésus est né) sans ouvrir kertek (baldaquin du lit nup-
tial), ni (méme) la porte (de la chambre nuptiale) — réjouissons-nous en! Il
nous a fait crier tous (de joie) — allons au festin! battons les gros tambours de
guerres!’

L’Homme venu de 1’Orient, aurait du mal a2 comprendre la conception de
Jésus par une simple Parole du Dieu (v. strophes 59, 60). Ici il cher-
cherait a I’expliquer en partant du modele de 1’autocréation du soleil.

Selon une trés ancienne croyance, le soleil est né sans étre mis au
monde par une mere et un pere. On dit qu’il s’autocrée tous les matins et
s’autodétruit tous les soirs. Et selon une variante de cette croyance, non
seulement le soleil, mais aussi la lune sont nées sans étre mis au monde
par une mere.

Puisque Jésus est mis au monde par une mere, 1’auteur de la traduc-
tion latine interlinéaire en question aurait cherché une troisiéme maniére
d’autocréation; une autocréation dans le ventre maternel!

La croyance en la naissance du soleil d’une mere serait connue des
anciens Turks également. De I’expression turke anasimifi koru / korii
“homme trés rusé (litt. I’aveugle de sa mere)” il suivrait de comprendre
que le soleil du soir, devenu amoureux de sa propre beauté, et puni par
I’aveuglement, tombe dans le ventre de sa mére qui est aussi un symbole
de I’océan primordial. Donc seul un soleil aveugle (ou borgne) est capa-
ble d’engendrer sa mére par son esprit qu’il porte en soi.

Avec le temps, cette expression cosmologique, fut rapportée a la vie
humaine et devenue vite tabou. Rappelons-nous la tragédie (Edipe roi de
Sophocle!

Ainsi, pour le traducteur de I’hymne kuyouw est un ‘lieu de passion;
sanctuaire’ et pour un lecteur de cet hymne le méme terme signifiant le
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jeune homme au lendemain de son mariage, comparé a un soleil, celui-ci
a traduit kuyouwni qondurdifi par lat. sponsum hospitata es. De sorte
que les deux variantes de notre hymne peuvent étre expliquées et la
strophe 12 de 1’autre hymne devient claire.

fur gurali/, translittéré bien par Kuun (1880: 217) qui y cherche ur,
variante de ir, il le traduit par ‘cantus’ et gurali, transcrit, guruli ‘cana-
mus’; cf. kaz. kiivldmdk ‘canere’, kiilmdk etc. (ibid., note 1), fut corrigé
par Radloff (1887:110) comme yiryayali: toyya yiiriip yiryayali “zur
Hochzeit wollen wir gehen und zechen.”; Drimba (1973: 323, 325):
toyya yiiriip yiigiirdli “(car) il nous a tous mandés de courir au festin™;
nous (Mollova 1987: 27, 29, 32 (no. 22)): toyya yurup aryuralil — “cou-
rons au festin et gagnons la grace de Dieu (litt. faisons-nous bénir par
Dieu)!”; Grgnbech (1942: 266) “urgur-” — non transcrit; il renvoit a
Jligiir- “laufen” QurySZanov et alii (1978: 135) wuryur- ‘courir’. Main-
tenant nous y cherchons uryu ur- ‘battre gros tambour’, de uryu ‘orudie,
kotorym b’jut (arme — tambour)’ (DTS — Mahmud al-KaSyar1) et ur-
‘battre’.

19 Awe kimnifi qurbanini
yauwli korup yarilyadi
tefiu kozkordi opkdsin
qoyup beriptir alyisin.
‘Ave, (celle,) a qui (Dieu), trouvant le sacrifice tres cher,
a eu pitié d’elle; (et) quittant sa colére tres ouvertement visible,
a donné sa bénédiction (?).’

Les deux derniers vers de cette strophe sont discutables. Ils furent tra-
duits différemment par les spécialistes.

Radloff (1887: 95):

tifi ks konii opkdsin

quyup, bdriptur alyisin.

“Seine ganz gerechten Zom
Aufgebend, giebt er seinen Segen.”

Drimba (1973: 278):
“Quittant sa colere entiérement justifiée, il nous a donné sa bénédiction.”
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Dans un autre article (Mollova 1992: 100) nous avions interprété la gra-
phie que nous avions lu /tegu-kozkordo/ comme tefiu-kozkor(r)dd et
nous 1’avions traduite par ‘trés visiblement; trés ouvertement’; cf. tat.
balk. koz korirde id. Mais maintenant nous la lisons tefiu-kozkordi ou,
comme les autres, tefiu-kozkonu au sens de ‘trés ouvertement et équita-
blement’, de tefiu ‘tres’ + koz ‘ceil; yeux’ + konu ‘juste, équitable’: tesiu
kozkordi ‘trés ouvertement visible’(?).

Ce que nous ne comprenons pas ici c’est la colére soi-disant trés visi-
ble et équitable de Jésus (Dieu)!

Dans la strophe latine (19) correspondante il n’est pas question de
colere:

Ave, cuiuc holocaustum
pingue fuit atque castum
soli Deo quae cantasti

et in corde iubilasti.

Alors il en suit de supposer que 1’expression discutable fut ajoutée par le
traducteur turk qui aurait du mal a comprendre la conception spirituelle
de Jésus, qui étant tombé au commencement en colére, par la suite a ac-
quitée et a béni sa mere.

20 Awe Mariya anamis!
Seni soup ¢in yanimis
barcadan usun (— ustun — usun) koturdi,
xanlik dacini keydirdi.
‘Ave, Marie, notre mére! En t’aimant, notre vrai Roi t’a élevée au-dessus
de tous et t’a posé sa couronne royale.’

Ce qui est a remarquer ici c’est la correction de /vsun/ en /v[tun/ et en
exponctuant le ¢ une troisi€me main a restitué le /vfun/. usun d’ustun est
connu, mais #Sun pour nous est nouveau, probablement un régionalis-
me; cf. (Schor.) #sti ‘ple€o — Schulter’ (Radloff 1911: 1907).

21 Awe qiz kimddn atasis
qurtley tuwip beymis Jesus
burulipturyan tlanni
basip sancti (dayi oltirdi —) erksis kildi.
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‘Ave, Vierge! C’est d’elle qui est né sans pere, comme un ver notre
Seigneur Jésus qui a écrasé de ses pieds et a piqué le serpent tortillé (et
I’a tué —) et I’a rendu impuissant.’

Notes: La premicre lettre de sancti est détériorée. Kuun (1880: 275) y
cherche un j: jancti ‘contrivit’; Radloff (1887:95): jancti le laisse non
traduit et ne I'introduit pas dans son Versuch (1911); Drimba (1973:
279): yancti: basip yancti ‘a écrasé€ de ses pieds (litt. en foulant)’; nous:
sancti ‘a piqué’.

La conception spirituelle de Jésus y est illustrée par deux cas d’auto-
création: Celui du ver et celui du serpent. La position de 1’auteur envers
le premier est neutre, alors qu’envers le deuxieéme cas elle est ouver-
tement négative. Son modele latin (strophe 21) dit:

Ave, de cuius germine

sine virili semine

sicut vermis concipitur

per quem serpens conteritur.

22 Awe Yessenifi ¢ibuyi!
Tayaq bizgd senddn bitti.
Egrimisni ol kondurir ~ kondirir,
kucsisimisni koturir ~ kotirir.
‘Ave, ramille de Jésus! C’est de toi qu’a poussé un baton pour nous. Il
redresse les improbes parmi nous et souléve les impuissants parmi nous.’

Dans la traduction des deux derniers vers nous suivons Radloff (1887:
95) qui dit: “Der die Krummen unter uns grade macht, Der die Schwa-
chen unter uns erhebt.” Alors que la traduction de Drimba (1973: 279)
est basée sur la traduction latine interlinéaire: “Il redresse ce qui est de
travers en nous et appuie ce qui est faible en nous.” = lat.: curvum no-
strum rectificat(,) infirmus nostrum sustentat. Par baton nous entendons
1’axe universel vertical.

26 Awe, kim atifid kord
bu jahannifi tefiizind
batmaz yulduzni tuurdin,
konulik yolin korguzdifi.
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‘Ave, (toi) qui, étant digne de ton nom, as donné naissance a 1’étoile qui
ne submerge pas dans la mer de ce monde, et (qui nous) as montré la
voie de la justice.’

Note: “L’étoile qui ne submerge pas dans la mer de ce monde” nécessite
une petite explication: Selon 1’ancienne croyance, les €toiles en se cou-
chant, tombent dans les flots de la mer qui encercle la Terre. De méme,
le soleil, en se couchant, se transforme en une étoile, mais cette étoile ne
tombe pas comme les autres, dans la mer. Donc on a en vue le Soleil qui
est considéré immortel et on veut dire par cette comparaison que Jésus
est immortel aussi, tout comme le Soleil.

27 Awe qiz, kimnifi qoati
erdi ari tin mihiri;
boyini anda ciceklenmi§
Tenri senddn gacan tuuwmis.
‘Ave, Vierge, dont la force a été le Saint-Esprit — son gage (mihir —
terme islamique, litt. “garantie en pi¢ces d’or qu’on enrégistre dans le
contrat de mariage que le mari s’oblige a payer a sa femme en cas de
divorce”); ton corps a fleuri lorsque Dieu est né de toi.’

Cf. turc anasimin nikdhint iste- ‘demander des prix excessifs’.
Les deux premiers vers furent traduits autrement par Radloff (1887:
96):

“Ave Jungfrau, deren Kraft
Der Wunsch des heiligen Geistes war,”

Et par Drimba (1973: 280):

“Je te salue, Vierge, dont la force a été I’affection du Saint-Esprit;”
Note: Le vers erd! ari tin mihir{ fut muni d’une traduction interlinéaire
latine: vigor erat spiritus sancti desiderium vel effectus (Kuun 1880:

192). C’est cette interprétation que traduisent Radloff et Drimba.

28 Awe, unifi oryanani,
korkifi yeniptir Libanni,
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kim bizim Yeun olniruldi

buzouwley anifi anasi.

‘Ave, toi, dont la voix a surpassé I’orgue et la beauté du Liban, tu es la
mere de celui qui a ét€ mis 2 mort comme un veau pour nous.’

Note: Ici on a une seule phrase complexe. Radloff et Drimba I’ont par-
tagée en trois propositions indépendantes. La traduction de Radloff
(1887: 96):

“Ave, deine Stimme hat ihn geschlagen,
Deine Schonheit hat iibertroffen den Libanon;
Der unseretwegen getddten wurde

Wie ein Kalb, dessen Mutter bist du.”

Dans la Bible (Ezéchiel 31: 2-3, 8-10) nous lisons: “Le Pharaon est
comparé a un cedre du Liban ... Parmi les nuages émerge sa cime ... au-
cun arbre au jardin de Dieu ne s’égalait en beauté ... Mais parce qu’il
s’est enorgueilli de sa hauteur, je I’ai livré aux mains du prince des na-
tions, pour qu’il le traite selon sa méchanceté; je I’ai détruit.” C’est de ce
cedre cosmique qu’il serait question dans le passage: “la voix a surpassé
la beauté du Liban.”, c.-a-d. “la voix qui monte plus haut que le cedre du
Liban et qui le surpasse par sa beauté”.

35 Awe qiz! elbekligividdn
kim tilesd alir rayyan
susun janni, kim esirtir
ham as tinni, kim toydirir.
‘Ave, Vierge! celui qui demande recoit gratuitement de ta miséricorde (ou
de ton abondance) de la boisson qui enivre 1’esprit (litt. 1’ame) et de la
nourriture qui rassasie 1’ame (litt. I’esprit).’

Notes: Elbekligifiddn. Elbeklik signifie ‘bonté; miséricorde’ (cf. kirg.
elpeklik ‘vivacité, agilité, serviabilité, bienveillance’). Mais ce terme fut
traduit en latin par: de tua abundantia. Dans I’original latin on a de
méme: Ave domus ubertatis (Drimba 1973: 292). Ainsi, ici elbeklik si-
gnifie ‘source d’abondance (de la boisson et de la nourriture)’. v. saryit
dans la strophe 69.
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Interprétation de Radloff (1887: 97):

Ave qiz, olbdkliginddn

kim tildsd alir raiyan,

susuz canni kim dzirtir

hdm ac tinni kim toidirir.

“Ave Jungfrau, von deinen Ueberflusse

Kann jeder Wunsch umsonst empfangen,
(Denn sie ist es) die die durstende Seele trankt
Und die hungrige Seele sittigt.”

Traduction de Drimba (1973: 281) :
“Je te salue, Vierge! celui qui veut, regoit gratuitement de ton abondance de la
boisson qui enivre 1’ame et de la nourriture qui rassasie 1’esprit.”

Vasary interpréte les deux derniers vers a sa maniere (1977: 53):
“A drink which intoxicates the soul, and satisfies the hungry soul.”

Ainsi, Radloff corrige susun en susuz ‘assoifé’, as en ac ‘affamé’; Va-
sary accepte susun pour ‘boisson’, mais corrige as en a¢ ‘affamé’; il tra-
duit janni et tinni par ‘soul’. Pour lui, susun est un substantif et ac un
adjectif; le pronom relatif kim s’associe une fois a susun et une autre
fois il ne joue aucun rdle; ainsi susun devient le sujet commun des deux
propositions coordonnées. Tout cela est fortuit, traduit a la hate.

Notes: 1) Pourquoi kim est placé apres janni et tinni’? Probablement
pour des raisons de la césure: 4/4 syllabes, quoique dans I’hymne la
place de la césure est respectée seulement lorsque les unités lexicales le
permettent. C’est cette place de kim sans doute qui a donné raison a
Radloff de prendre susun pour susuz et as pour ac ‘affamé’. 2) Au point
de vue de I’astrologie-théologie janni et tinni ont échangé leur place. On
aurait attendu:

susun, kim tinni esirtir,
ham as, kim janni toydirir.
‘de la boisson qui enivre 1’esprit et de la nourriture qui rassasie 1’ame.’

C’est la traduction que nous proposons.

Dans la traduction des textes religieux du CC les traducteurs font
bien distinction entre tin ‘esprit’ et jan ‘dme’. Les dieux, les esprits s’ali-
mentent du “breuvage d’immortalité”, qui est le soma pour les divinités
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de I’'Inde et nektar pour Jupiter, le lait etc. Tandis que la nourriture s’of-
fre aux dmes des mortels. Les Turcs, en mangeant un mets spécial, ex-
quis, disent: OlmiiSlerimizin janina deysin! et, en adressant leurs prieres
aux esprits, disent: Qlmiislerimizin ruhuna fatiha!

41 Awe Mariya, kim Tefirini
koruwsap sen susadin,
muradinia endi teydin,
yuzun kord oltrup-turdin.
‘Ave, Marie, qui, désirant voir ton Dieu, as été assoiffée (de lui): mainte-
nant tu as obtenu ce que tu désirais et voyant son visage, tu 1’as contem-
plé longuement.’

Notes: Cette strophe est construite sur deux types différents. Les deux
premiers vers — sur le type: 7 syllabes, avec la césure entre la quatriéme
et la troisiéme syllabes (type 7: 4/3) et les deux derniers vers — sur le
type 8: 4/4.

Dans le Codex 1’apostrophe est employée comme signe d’abréviation
pour: r, ar, er, ir, ur, ur, ru, rii, ri, re, ra. Ici elle est pour un r (et pour un
ur). Pour un r, exigé par 1'isosyllabisme. Radloff (1887: 99) a fait de
folt’upt’din/ olturdudi: yiiziin kord olturdufi “sein Antlitz schauend sitzest
du da”; Drimba (1973: 270, 282) a pris 1’apostrophe pour un ur, ce qui
déforme le vers: 9: 4/5. Chez lui: yiiziin kord olturup-turdifi “voyant sa
face, tu t’es assise”.

42 Awe yariyniii anasi,
kim tuurur ata Teriri;
yollarifini ol bawladi — basladi,
mefiuluk tauwya yetkirdi.
‘Ave, mere de la lumiere qu’engendre Dieu le peére; (les liens de ton 4dme-
destinée étant rompus) c’est Lui qui les a reliés (au ciel et t’as sauvée de
la mort éternelle) — c’est Lui qui a mené tes destinées et t’a fait parvenir
a la montagne éternelle.’

Notes: Radloff (1887: 99): yollarinini ol bauladi “Deine Wege hat er ge-

voies”. Mais 1a il y a deux verbes qui refletent deux croyances diffé-
rentes. Selon la croyance chamanique, chaque personne a trois dmes es-
sentielles: Une d&me-ombre, une ame corporelle et une troisi¢me, 1’ame-



Sur certains termes d’'un hymne turk du Codex Cumanicus 229

destinée. La premiere se trouve a I’intérieur de la personne vivante. Elle
peut quitter le corps de celle-ci et errer 1a ou elle désire. Par cette
séparation de I’ame du corps s’explique le fait que ’homme se voit dans
le songe, voyage dans les pays inconnus et qu’il converse avec des gens
qu’il n’a jamais connus.

L’ame corporelle ne quitte jamais le corps tant que 1’homme est vi-
vant.

L’ame-destinée se trouve hors du corps de I’homme. Des liens invisi-
bles la lient a la divinité des Cieux et la destinée de 1’homme se trouve
dans les mains de cette divinité. Si la divinité rompt le lien-destinée,
alors I’lhomme meurt. Parfois le chaman, avec la permission de cette di-
vinité, peut lier le lien rompu et sauver ainsi I’homme de la mort. Ani-
simov (1958: 61-63) rapporte ces informations en parlant des Evenques.
Elles seraient également valables pour les anciens Turks.

C’est cette croyance que nous cherchons dans 1’expression yollarifini
ol bawladi. Dans le chamanisme c’est le chaman-messager qui lie les
liens rompus, dans le texte chrétien du Codex c’est Jésus qui accomplit
ce role. Et en plus c’est Jésus qui y apparait comme la divinité méme des
liens. Car le verbe bawladi fut traduit en latin supplémentairement par
disposuit ‘il dispose de’. Cette divinité, selon la croyance des Turks,
serait ce qu’ils appelaient Yol Teriri ‘dieu de la route’ ou ‘Dieu de la
chance’; yol ‘route; chance’.

Mais, voila qu’une main a corrigé bawladi en basladi, de basla- ‘me-
ner; conduire’: yollarifini ol basladi ‘c’est Lui (Jésus) qui a mené tes
destinées’; cf. turk oriental but degen insa:nni yuda:din ajrip ebedi ottin
qutulmajduryan jollee baslap bare duryan ba:til bir neme dur ... “That
(thing) which is called but (idol) is a wrong thing which has separated
man from God and leads him onto a road from which he will not be
saved from the eternal fire.” (Jarring 1991: 11, 15).

53 Awe, kim enc konulinddn
Teririgd koturdini qurban
0z bauwursagqif Jesusni,
bizni tirgizmekgd oldi.
‘Ave, (toi,) qui de bon gré as offert a Dieu en sacrifice ton fils chéri (litt.
tes propres entrailles), Jésus, (qui) est mort pour nous rendre vivants (litt.
pour nous ressusciter).’
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Notes: Il nous semble qu’apres Yesusni il devait avoir un pronom relatif
(kim ‘qui’) ou un pronom personnel (o ‘il’) qui serait omis pour des
raisons métriques. Bizni tirgizmekgd est muni d’une traduction latine
interlinéaire: nos ad vivificandos. C’est cette traduction latine que tradui-
sent Radloff 1887: 101 (“um uns lebendig zu machen”) et Drimba 1973:
284) (“pour nous rendre vivants”). Mais le traducteur turk se serait servi
d’une expression basée sur 1’idée de la réincarnation, reconnue surtout
en Inde.

55 Awe konuluk auwali!
Konu egec oylufi oldi.
Souriyaysen sofiyu kundd
oylifi = oylusi 6¢in qacan alsa.
‘Ave, toi, principe de la justice! bien qu’étant juste, ton fils est mort;
(mais) te réjouirais-tu au dernier jour (de jugement) si ton fils tirait ven-
geance (de sa mort)?’

Notes: Le premier vers est composé sur le type: 7: 4/3, les autres sur le
type: 8: 4/4; cf. strophe 41.

Nous traduisons soufiyaysen et alsa par des verbes au conditionnel:
Le poete aurait souhaité que Jésus se venge du mal que les autres Lui
ont causé, mais il n’en est pas sir.

Radloff (1887: 101) traduit les deux derniers vers par:

“Erfreuen wierst du dich in spiteren Tagen,
Wenn dein Sohn seine Rache nehmen wird.”

Drimba (1973: 285):

“(mais) tu te réjouiras au dernier jour, quand ton fils tirera vengeance (de sa
mort).”

59 Awe, kim bolmissen aar
ana, kim Terigriddn tuwar
sozley: alay bizgd teydi
ten keyinip Tenri sozi.
‘Ave, (toi,) qui es devenue mere de celui qui est né (engendré) de Dieu
par le verbe: ainsi le Verbe de Dieu en s’incarnant (litt. en se revétant de
corps) nous a été donné comme présent.’
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Traduction de Radloff (1887:102):

“Ave, die du ihm eine Mutter

Gewesen, von der Gott geboren,

In der Rede ist so zu uns gekommen

Gottes Wort, indem es sich in einen Korper kleidete.”

Traduction de Drimba (1973: 285):

“Je te salue, (toi,) qui es devenue mere de (litt. a) celui qui est engendré
par Dieu comme un mot: ainsi est arrivé a nous, en s’incarnant (litt. en
se revétant de corps), le Verbe de Dieu.”

Note: L’expression Tefiri sozi ten keyin- ‘le verbe de Dieu se revétir du
corps’ est peut-€tre forgée par le traducteur; v. Mollova 1993: 137, ou
nous disons: “Avec ce terme (et'dz/etez) on exprime 1'unité de deux
corps, matériel et spirituel, ou I’ame et la matiere sont prises pour des
substances identiques.” V. encore la strophe 60.

M. E. Tryjarski, qui a eu I’amabilité de lire le manuscrit de cet article,
nous écrit: “‘le verbe de Dieu se revétir de corps’ — c’est une expression
incompréhensible et bizarre. Plut6t: ‘se revétir de corps (en parlant du
Verbe de Dieu, c.- a-d. de la deuxieéme personne de la Sainte-Trinité)’.
Cette expression est sirement “forgée par le traducteur”, comme vous le
dites, mais il I’a fait trés bien!”

60 Awe saa, kim Tenrigd
Janiii ham tenifi hamdsa — hdmdzd
susapturup iciptirsen,
etezgd sifiiriptirsen.
‘Ave, toi, qui as bu (I’amour) de Dieu, dont ton dme et ton corps ont

toujours été assoiffés, et 1’as absorbé dans le corps.’

Traduction de Drimba (1973: 286):
“Salut a toi, car ton ame et ton corps ayant toujours été assoiffés de
Dieu, tu 1’as absorbé dans le (= ton) corps.”

Note: L’expression etezgd sifiir- ‘absorber dans le corps’ serait, peut-
étre de nouveau, forgé par le traducteur, qui connaitrait bien etez — terme
bouddhique, brahmanique, manichéen, composé de: et ‘1) chair; 2)
corps; 3) essence, substance, nature’; anc. tk. dd ‘Materie, Wert, Giiter’
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+ 0z ‘selbst, eigen, Korper, Leben, Person, das Selbst’ (von Gabain
1950: 323, 353).

65 Awe sen! tauwlarnif tauwi!
senddn kisi kesmeyn — kesmey sindi.
Tauwya tas — Tas tauwya, kim bitip osti
kok yerni barca tolturdi — toltirdi.
‘Ave, toi qui es la montagne des montagnes! (Le rameau) s’est brisé de
toi sans que I’Homme 1’aie taillé. La pierre, qui a surgi de la montagne
et a grandi, a complétement rempli le ciel et la terre.’

Note: Tauwya tas fut corrigé en tas tauwya. Radloff (1887: 103): tauya
tas “die Steine, die zum Berge”; Drimba (1973: 273, 287): tawya tas ~
(tas tawya) kim bitip osti “la pierre qui a surgi et a grandi sur la mon-
tagne”.

Pourquoi cette correction? C’est parce que le correcteur reconnait la
priorité a la pierre. Car selon la trés ancienne tradition, lors de la création
Dieu jeta de son Trone une pierre précieuse dans I’abime; un bout s’en-
fonga dans I’abime, I’autre émergea du chaos. Ce bout forma un point,
qui commenga a s’étendre, créant ainsi 1’étendue, et le monde fut établi
dessus; ce fut la pierre fondamentale (de Champeaux 1976: 202). Selon
une croyance attestée chez les Grecs, aprés le déluge les hommes na-
quirent de pierres semées par un Dieu. I’'Homme naissant de la pierre se
trouve dans les traditions sémites et certaines légendes chrétiennes en
font méme naitre le Christ (Chevalier & Gheerbrant 1990: Pierre). D’ap-
res cette strophe la premiere variante exprime une étape plus avancée de
la création, car dans les premiers vers de la strophe Marie est comparée a
la montagne des montagnes. La version corrigée s’allie surtout au der-
nier vers de la strophe analysée ici: Jésus est la pierre fondamentale;
c’est de lui qu’ont pris naissance le ciel et la terre.

68 Awe, kimgd yas yaSindin
us ouwretmis Tenri tuuwryan — tuuwyan
s0z, kim anin kop tafilarin
ayte bilipsen, barcasin.
‘Ave, (toi,) a qui le Verbe géniteur de Dieu a enseigné, depuis son age
tendre, la sagesse, de sorte que tu as pu annoncer beaucoup de ses mira-
cles, (méme) tous.’
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Note: Par une exponctuation tuuwryan fut corrigé en tuuwyan (v. Drim-
ba 1973: 274). Cette correction peut étre expliquée de deux manieres: 1)
On a ici un phénomeéne phonétique — chute de r devant une consonne —
trait caractéristique au turk du CC (Mollova 1990: 157); 2) on peut y
chercher un phénomene lexico-sémantique: Le verbe tuw- signifiant a la
fois ‘naitre’ et ‘mettre au monde’; cf. tuymas ‘sterile Frau’ (Menges
1973: 12).

Radloff (1973: 103): tdnri taryan soz “das von Gott erzeugte Wort”;
Drimba (1973: 274, 287): teriri tuwyan soz “le Verbe géniteur de Dieu”.

69 Awe kimgd yamyurleyin
soyuryal yawdi Tefiridin
anca caqli, kim bu jahan
toldi barca saryitividdn.
‘Ave, (toi,) sur laquelle la grice est tombée en abondance comme une
pluie, a tel point que ce monde s’est rempli entierement de ta surabon-
dance (ou de tes saryit “nourriture et boisson restées d’une cérémonie or-
ganisée avec des morceaux de viande qui se jettent aux feux rituels et de
la boisson qui se verse sur ces feux”).’

Saryit fut traduit supplémentairement en latin par residuum ‘reste’, ce
qui est aussi juste. Saryit ‘abondance, surabondance’ et ‘reste(s), re-
lief(s)’. Originairement saryit est le repas (boisson et nourriture) offert
aux esprits, dieux, par le moyen du feu, dont la fumée sert de vehicule et
le transporte aux destinataires célestes. Le reste de saryit est consommé
par les mortels. Etant considéré comme béni des esprits, ce repas (ce
reste) devient le symbole d’abondance. V. encore la strophe 35.

Ligeti (1973: 154, 161), en étudiant mong. bilegiir, tibétain lhag-ma
“I’exédent, les restes de la viande de sacrifice”, cite ouig. galincu, mong.
sarqud ‘les restes de la boisson de sacrifice’; chez Pelliot ce dernier mot
signifie ‘boisson de sacrifice’. Ligeti cite encore tk. saryit du CC, sargit,
sarqut ‘restes de boisson (et de nourriture) des repas offerts a des invités
distingués’ et déclare: “Le mot turc devait appartenir a la terminologie de
sacrifice” (v. encore Mollova 1993: 126-129).

Chez les anciens Alévis, méme I’eau de 1’ablution d’un saint ne se
jette pas. Dans I’histoire de Haci1 Bektas Veli, Kadincik ana — la bonne
femme — , qui a hébergé ce chef alévi, ne jette pas cette eau et la boit. Le
nez du Saint pendant I’ablution ayant saigné et cette femme ayant de
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nouveau bu cette eau, elle tombe enceinte. Dans cette fable on peut cher-
cher la croyance en la conception par le sang viril.?

2

Traduction de Radloff (1887: 104):

“Ave dir, zu der wie ein Regen

Freude von Gott herabfloss,

So lange bis diese Welt

Erfiillt war von deinem Ueberflusse.”

Celle de Drimba (1973: 287):

“Je te salue, (toi,) sur laquelle la grice est descendue (litt. a plu) de Dieu,
comme une pluie, jusqu’a ce que ce monde se soit entierement rempli de tes
restes.”

71 Awe, saa, koknifi korki
dunyaniii sen tireki,
oktemnifi muzin sindiryan,
mizkin(n)i — miskin(n)i baytya teyiryan.
“Ave, toi, beauté du ciel, colonne du monde, qui as brisé les cornes de
I’orgueilleux et qui as fait toucher les misérables a la félicité (éternelle).”
(traduction de Drimba; chez lui: la corne).

En voila la fable:

“Hac1 Bektag Veli — Kadincik ana.

Kadincik’in ddetiydi, Hunkér, abdest alsa, yemekten sonra ellerini yikasa o
suyu, hemen igerdi. Bir giin Hunkar abdest alirken burnu kanadi. Kadincik, dedi,
bu suyu ayak degmiyecek bir yere dok. Kadincik legeni kaldirip gotiirdii. Sim-
diye kadar o tertemiz suyu icerdim, bunu ne diye dokeyim, hayirlis1 bu, tiksin-
meden bunu da igeyim dedi.

Hunkir Kadincik’in yiiziine bakti, bu hal, malim olmustu zaten kendisine,
Kadincik dedi, bu suyu da ictin mi? Kadincik, erenlere ne maltim degil, erenler-
den artanin bir yudumunu bile dokecek yer bulamadim, ancak karnimi buldum
dedi.

Hunkar, Kadincik dedi, bizden umdugun nasibi aldin; senden iki oglumuz
gelecek adimizla, onlar, yardumuzun oglu olacak, halkin 70 yasindakileri, onlar-
in 7 yasinda olaninin elini opsiinler ...” (Golpinarh 1958: 64-65)
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Note: Oktemnifi miizin sindiryan ‘(toi) qui as brisé les cornes de I’or-
gueilleux’. Cette expression est munie d’une traduction latine inter-
linéaire: superbi cornu quae confregisti.

Ici muzi fut traduit par Grgnbech et Drimba au singulier. En voila un
exemple typique pour le rdle négatif des traductions latines interlinéaires
dans le Codex Cumanicus! Car, selon une typicité des langues turkes,
dans un contexte un substantif peut €tre pris aussi bien au singulier
qu’au pluriel, et ici il fallait traduire muzi au pluriel. S’il était au singulier
on aurait indiqué laquelle des deux cornes se brise (la corne gauche —
cOté solaire)? Tryjarski nous a procuré une sentence biblique, ou
‘cornua’ est au pluriel: Et omnia cornua peccatorum confringam (Ps. 75:
10). Nous le remercions bien.

Ainsi, dans la Bible il est question de casser les cornes des pécheurs
et dans notre hymne — de 1’orgueilleux. C’est Jésus qui casse les cornes
de I’orgueilleux qui est le représentant du mal, le Diable. Dans I’icono-
graphie turke Erlik, dieu des enfers, a une téte de beeuf. Et a 1’origine,
I’animal aux cornes a casser fut précisément le beeuf, le taureau, ou le
buffle.

On dit que le Beeuf céleste est luni-solaire. Cela veut dire que le
Beeuf représente a la fois les deux principes: Solaire, masculin et lunaire,
féminin. La Lune, plan¢te froide et humide, symbolise les six mois de
I’hiver, et le Soleil, plan¢te chaude et seche, les six mois d’été. En hiver
c’est la Lune qui regne, en ét€ c’est le Soleil. L’équinoxe de printemps
marque la fin du regne lunaire et le commencement de celui du Soleil.
C’est le Beeuf (Taureau) zodiacal.

Casser les cornes du Taureau c’est déclarer 1’arrivée de la belle sai-
son, et reconnaitre la suprématie du Soleil par rapport a la Lune.

Or I'image de la Lune c’est le croissant, représenté par les cornes du
Taureau. Apis, la Vache céleste des Egyptiens, a une marque blanche en
forme de croissant de Lune sur I’épaule droite, c6té lunaire; il est con-
sacré a la Lune. Le scarabée a comes du Taureau est aussi consacré a la
Lune.

“Mais je crois” — dit Dupuis (1795, 2: 108b) — “que les cornes du
scarabée qui offrent dans cet insecte une image sur la terre des cornes,
que la lune dans son croissant présente a nos yeux dans le ciel, donnent
I’origine de cette consécration, comme les cornes de cette méme planete
ont donné lieu au choix du Taureau, pour signe de son exaltation. La
tradition sacrée, sur la génération d’Apis, confirme les rapports imaginés
par les prétres entre le beeuf sacré et la lune. Plutarque disoit qu’Apis
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naissoit d’une vache qui, au moment du coit, éprouvoit I’action de I'in-
fluence de la lune, lorsqu’elle répand une lumiere féconde sur la terre, et
que c’est a cause de cela, qu’on trouve sur Apis beaucoup de marques,
qui ont trait aux phases de la lune. Cette vache 1’a congu par ’action du
feu céleste, dont elle est frappée. SéEmél€, frappée de la foudre de Jupiter,
met au monde Bacchus.”

Le theme de casser les cornes du Taureau est assez bien étudié sur le
plan astronomique-calendrique et artistique. Ainsi, Eliade (1963: 316-
317) dit: “The origin common to both groups of ceremonies—the dis-
play of the Maypole (May ‘pouvoir’ [notre note]) and the beginning of a
new ‘time’—can be clearly seen in quite a number of traditions. In some
places for instance, the custom is to ‘kill’ the May King, who represents
vegetation and stimulates its growth.” VolCok (1982: 67-68), en étudiant
I’histoire du Roi aux cornes du Buffle dans I’iconographie protoin-
dienne, écrit: “Esli verxovnyj bog-bujvol iz pecati javljaetsja bogom-
pokrovitelem 12-letnego cikle Jupitera, to tak skazat’, po usloviju ritual
ZertvoprinoSenija bujvola (“ubijstvo bujvola”) dolZzen znamenovat’
nacalo goda, a takZe cikla let. U protoindijcev dva nacala goda: S osen-
nego ravnodenstvija (po bolee drevnemu, trexsezonnomu kalendarju) i s
letnego solncestojanija (po Sestisezonnomu kalendarju).”

Le Roi aux cornes de Buffle
(iconographie protoindienne)

Le Roi y est entouré de quatre Vivants: Le Tigre, I’Eléphant, le Rhino-
céros et le Buffle, représentants de quatre saisons.

Roux, en analysant les reliefs d’Aghthamar et la peinture de Samarra
sur le méme sujet, ol un personnage, le genou droit posé sur le sol, sai-
sit, un taureau par les deux cornes et le contraint a baisser la téte, y
cherche un rite chamanique de *“verser le sang qui contient 1’ame”. Roux
(1971: 194, 201) estime que ce rite est imposé a 1’iconographie abbaside
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et arménienne par les Turcs. L’immolation réelle du taureau, la tau-
romachie etc. sont des aspects différents de ce rite. V. encore buzouwley
dans la strophe 28.

76 Awe Yesusnifi anasnd,
awe ananif oylund!
Alyis bizgd ol kim bersin
ouwgdn anasi (— ouwdirgdn ana) yalbarsin!
Alay bolsun!
‘Ave, Mere de Jésus, ave Fils de la Mére! Que la chére maman bénie (—
Que la mere qui s’est faite bénir) (le) prie de nous donner sa bénédiction.
Ainsi soit-il!’

Notes: Nous traduisons anasi par ‘maman’, forme affective, spéciale; cf.
dans un autre hymne du Codex Cumanicus: Owluma bol dep — anasi!
“Sois maman de mon fils!”” (Mollova 1987: 26, 23).

Ouwgdin anasi, corrigé, devient ouwdirgdiin ana. Kuun (1880: 258):
ovga anasi; Radloff (1887: 105): dvgdn anasina yalbarsin “Moge flehen
zu seiner geliebten Mutter!””; Drimba (1973: 275, 289): owdiirgdn ana
yalbarsin “Que sa mere bénie prie”. Dans une note il reconnait seule-
ment qu’un &’ fut ajouté a owgdn. Chez lui ouwgdn anasi furent omis.

La derniere phrase de cette strophe nous parait renversée; le pronom
relatif kim est placé a I’intérieur de la proposition circonstancielle de but,
au lieu d’étre au commencement:

ouwgdn anasi (...) yalbarsin
kim ol bizga alyis bersin!

77 Awe oyul, awe ana,
awe sen ustungi ata!
kimni koktdagi hazizldar
ower ham barca fristdldr — ucmagli tinldr.
“Ave, Fils, ave, Mere, ave, toi, Pére supréme que louent les saints du
ciel et tous les anges — les esprits du paradis.” (Traduction de Drimba,
1973: 289.)

Note: Dans la mythologie chamanique turke, la notion d’ange faisant
défaut, le premier traducteur s’est servi d’un persisme: Fristd (avec un
s). Et un autre, le trouvant obscur, a ajouté un mot composé, forgé peut-
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étre par lui ucmagqli tin littéralement ‘esprit du paradis’. Dans la Premiere
partie du Codex Cumanicus le mot latin angelus fut traduit en turk (et en
persan) par frista et encore par un nom composé turk: elcinga ou elCifiya
‘messagere (litt. sceur-messagere)’ probablement d’une divinité mascu-
line. Car selon le systéme binaire, la divinité féminine a son messager et
la divinité masculine sa messagere (v. Mollova 1993: 133-135).

Conclusion

Ainsi, ayant poursuivi le but de chercher et d’essayer d’expliquer cer-
tains traits cultuels (astrologiques, chamaniques, bouddhiques, isla-
miques etc.), adaptés aux exigences chrétiennes dans certains strophes
de I’hymne “Ave Porta Paradisi”, il nous est arrivé de constater encore:

(1) Qu’il y aurait des termes et expressions, forgés par les traduc-
teurs: Teari sozi ten keyin- ‘le Verbe de Dieu se revétir du corps’
(strophe 59); etezgd sifiir- ‘absorber dans le corps’ (strophe 60); ucmagqli
tin ‘ange (litt. esprit du paradis)’ (strophe 77);

(2) et que certaines graphies devaient €tre lues et traduites autrement.
Ce sont: sanc- ‘piquer; aiguillonner’ (strophe 21); ury(u) ur- ‘battre gros
tambour de guerre’ et kuyouw °‘lieu (maison) d’adoration (ou de pas-
sion); sanctuaire’ (?) (variante 1 de la strophe 18).
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The study of spoken Turkish seems to be lagging behind the study of such spok-
en Indo-European languages as English, French, German and Russian. Spoken
language, being different in many basic features from the written form, should be
considered as a functional variety of standard (literary, normative) language.
Therefore, it is deeply incorrect to treat the peculiarities of spoken Turkish as de-
viations from certain rules observed in the written form and regarded as the only
correct ones. The subsystem of standard spoken Turkish comprises all levels:
phonetics, morphology, syntax, etc., and shows a great richness of forms and
shades of meaning. The study of spoken Turkish is important both synchronical-
ly and diachronically. The classes of spoken constructions and models represent
and illustrate basic features of the development of grammatical categories in Turk-
ic and Altaic languages. Spoken language is an important and indispensable basis
for the reconstruction of parent forms of protolanguages and of their semantics.

Jurij V. $¢eka, Institute for Afro-Asian Studies, Turcology, Moscow University,
11 Mokhovaya St., 103911 Moscow, Russia.

In spoken Turkish as it is reflected in modern fiction, one can find a
large number of whole passages where no grammatical affixes are used:

— Bilmem ama, korkuyorum. — ‘I don’t know, but I’'m afraid.

— I¢ip sarhog olmaktan mi? — Of drinking and being drunk?

— Evet. — Yes.

— Deli! Bu ne be? Bira. Buzlu su — You are mad! What is it? Beer. It’s
gibi bir sey! something like cold water!

— (Garson:) Buyrun? — (Waiter:) What will you have?

— Bana bir duble votka! — A double vodka for me!
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— Ne o? — What’s that?
— Sert bir igki. — A strong drink.” (OKD: 210)
— Genig genis pencereler, piril — ‘Large windows, shining taps.
pird musluklar.
— Ya yiiz numaralar? Nasil abla?  — And what about toilets? How are they?
— Bal dok yala! — You just pour honey and lick it!
— Vay anasini! — That is something!” (ODK: 115)

Allah! Yeyim! Isirayim! Ulan kitap gibi kari be! Bu kari var ya bu kari!
Simdi n’ olacak biliyor musun? Bol meze, bol sarap, yahut rak:, disarda lapa
lapa kar, icerde soba giir citir ... Ha? Bunu soyacaksin. Of Allah f!

‘My God! I want to eat, to bite (her)! What a peach of a woman! That woman
over there! You know how it should be? Plenty of food and wine or raki, a
heavy snowfall outside and an oven burning hot inside... You see? You make
her undress. Oh, God!’ (OKY: 24)

To evaluate this fact, we should remember some general principles. The
order of language categories appearing in a modern inflected word
shows which category developed first and which one developed later.
For instance, in a verbal inflected form such as séyletilmeyeceksiniz
‘you will not be made to speak (= they will not urge you to speak)’ the
order of categories is: (1) root (lexical categories; sdy ~ sz ‘word’), (2)
derivational categories (-/e), (3) inflectional affixes: (a) voice (-, -il), (b)
negation (-me), (c) mood and tense (-ecek), (d) person and number
(-siniz).

Accordingly, there was a stage of the language evolution when no
grammar (= no inflection) existed. Every major stage of language evolu-
tion finds its reflection in modern linguistic structure in the form of dif-
ferent functional varieties. The most important (functional and structural)
differentiation of modern standard (literary) language can be described
as its devision into written and spoken forms (Svedova 1960: 5). We
shall not dwell here in detail on the theory of spoken language, which
has been actively developed since the 1960s in Indo-European and Rus-
sian linguistics and considers spoken language as having its own struc-
ture and its own norms or “rules” (Lapteva 1976: 364; Martinet 1960: 6;
Aupecle 1973). Before spoken language had been thoroughly studied, it
was regarded as a kind of sum total of deviations from the literary
(standard) form. To our mind, it is a great shortcoming of many present-
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day grammars of Turkish that no special effort is made to describe spo-
ken Turkish as a separate structure having its own “rules” different from
those of written Turkish. Thus Mehmet Hengirmen classifies devrik
ciimle “‘the inverted phrase” as opposite to kuralli ciimle “a phrase built
according to the rules” (Hengirmen 1995: 365). Attempts to consider
typical spoken phenomena from the theoretical standpoint of one (=
written) grammatical principle inevitably lead to unsurmountable diffi-
culties. Just to give an example, we should note that a form of spoken
Turkish such as -d: + personal ending + nu (Odama geldim mi pencereyi
acarim ‘as soon as I come into my room, I open the window’) cannot (to
our mind) be classified as a verbal adverb (ulac), for it can have personal
endings (Gencan 1979: 404). We think that it is precisely because of the
inflexible approach to and the nondifferentiation of the principles of
grammar that “Mit reinen ‘Formenklassen’ ist eine funktionell relevante
Klassifikation kaum zu erreichen” (Johanson 1990: 202).

The examples of spoken dialogues presented above are none other
than living manifestations of those remote stages when human language
had no grammar. We proceed from the assumption that before a category
and its corresponding set of affixes had been created, its meaning, being
less regular and mixed with different emphatic and emotional shades,
was expressed through repetition or reduplication of already existing
speech patterns. Some basic principles of the evolution of phonological
units (phonemes) can be reconstructed using the example of the lan-
guage acquisition of children who repeat their first syllables (la la la ...)
because, before the existence of phonemes, a sound of any definite qual-
ity can be obtained only by way of its multiple repetition. Such a repeti-
tion of syllables marks the creation of the first rthythmic level, that of
syllables. Then follows the development of the rhythm of the word level,
at which stage a protoword could have a certain shape (certain linguistic
qualities) only through repetition (there existed no phonemes proper).
The third and fourth rhythmic levels are those of syntagm and phrase
(Sceka 1992). Here, it is important to emphasize that (1) prosody was
the basis of phonology and (2) the repetition of already existing intona-
tional (and protogrammatical) units was the basis of future grammatical
categories.

The synchronic reflection of diachrony occurs at different levels,
those of (a) text (the above examples), (b) phrases (see below), (c) syn-
tactic position inside a sentence (see below), (d) syllables inside a word
(besbelli ‘quite clear’, kipkirmizi ‘quite red’, etc.) and (e) phonemes in a
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succession of syllables (as specified above in connection with child lan-
guage acquisition).

The level of phrases can also reflect protogrammatical stages, at the
same time manifesting the process of the formation of syntactic positions
inside the sentence:

Kirmuzi yandi ... Bizimki bekliyor. Bir kocakari birden. Geldi geldi
arabamiza toslad.

‘The red light was burning ... The driver of ours is waiting. All of a sudden
an old woman. She came quickly and bumped into our car.” (OKY: 76)

Ne ne ne? Hakaret mi? Ben mi? Sana mi? Ben sana mu hakaret ediyorum?
‘What? Insulting? Me? Insulting you? Am I insulting you?’ (OKY: 128)

Banane?  ‘What do I care?’
Sana ne ha? ‘How is it that you don’t care?’ (OKY: 79)

Sen ha? Burada ha? Hayrola!
‘You? Here? Hello!’ (OKY: 96)

The sentences here can be rewritten in the standard form as

Birden bir kocakar: geldi.
‘All of a sudden an old woman came.’

Sen burada nmuisin?
‘Are you here?’

Therefore the phrase Bir kocakari birden can be considered as the sub-
ject and the phrase Geldi geldi as the predicate (as the subject-phrase and
as the predicate-phrase in the given context).

But most abundant in spoken Turkish are such cases of clustered
phrases which contain different grammatical affixes. That is why we can
consider this class of peculiarities of spoken Turkish as reflecting later
evolutional stages and showing that the formation of grammatical cate-
gories occurred simultaneously with the formation of the simple sen-
tence proper, i.e. with the formation of parts of the sentence (syntactic
positions). Although reduplication of one kind or another is also often
observed, these are not so much cases of reduplication, but of aggregates
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of two (or more) predicative centres on their way from coordination to
subordination. The clusters of phrases under discussion are connected
by means of intonation. They can be subject- and predicate-phrases:

Herifte bir boy var, iki metre serefsizim!
“The guy has such a height. Two metres upon my word!’ (OKO: 140)
(= Herifin boyu iki metredir ‘The guy is two metres tall’.)

Object- and predicate-phrases:

Ne gordiin de korktun? *What did you see and what were you afraid of?
Ne gorecegim? Anami! 'What should I see? Your mother!’ (RPO)
(= Anami gordiim ‘1 saw your mother’.)

The semantics of an indirect object-phrase can be expressed:

Gece yarisindan sonra aklinuz hiikmetti mi cek oglum sofor, artik Ankara mi
olur, Istanbul mu, Izmir mi?

‘If we just decide after midnight, then come, our dear driver, take us to
Ankara, Istanbul or Izmir.” (OKY: 89)

Due to the dialogical nature of spoken language, corresponding phrases
can be uttered by different speakers. Subject- and predicate-phrases:

— Ama benim dedem ... — ‘But my grandfather ...
— Canavar mt? — (Is he) a monster?
— Canavar ya! — Yes, he is!” (OKO: 169)

Object- and predicate-phrases:

— Size bir geyler birakti mi bari? — ‘Has he left you something at least?

— Ne gibi? — Like what?
— Kirik sarik, ev mev ... - Some old property, a house.’
(OKY: 127)

We should also note the emphatic reduplication of phrases as leading, at
further stages of evolution, to the creation of some spoken predicative
constructions (see below):
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Miisliimanlik bu degil! Hayir! Bu degil miisliimanlik!
“This is not Islam (piety)! No! There is no piety in it!’ (OKY: 79)

Hala konusuyor, hala konuguyor!
‘He is still talking, still talking!” (OKY: 80)

Soyle seviyor musun? Ha? Seviyor musun?
‘Are you in love? Say, are you in love?’ (OKY: 115)

Birakma beni, n’ olursun birakma!
‘Don’t leave me, please, don’t!” (OKY: 122)

One important feature of spoken language is that it is closely connected
to a given situation, which constitutes an integral extralinguistic com-
ponent of the texture of spoken speech. Therefore spoken Turkish
abounds in such patterns of utterances which contain no subject-, com-
plement- or predicate-phrases. We do not believe that these cases should
be considered a kind of ellipsis (the omission from a sentence of a word
or words that would complete or clarify the construction), because in the
given situation these utterances are complete and need no further clarifi-
cation. Here are examples of nominal or predicative phrases where there
is no explicitly expressed predicate or, accordingly, subject:

Namus mu? Seref mi? Ulan sende namus, seref ne gezer?
‘Honesty? Honour? What have you to do with honesty and honour?’
(OKY: 118)

(Az agagi al arabani kardegim) ... Al al al al, az daha al . Tamam.
‘(Move your car back a little bit, old man) ... Come, come. That’s all.’
(HTH: 227)

The stages of linguistic evolution when modern parts of the sentence
were represented by separate utterences are reflected in some peculiar
constructions of present-day Turkish. These are, for instance, the con-
structions with reduplicated forms of -d: and -rmug:
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Geberdikleri bir sey degil, ilacti, suydu buydu bosuna bir siirii masraf oluyor.
‘It is not important that they died, there are some unnecessary expenses like
medicine, one thing and another.” (OKY: 66)

Tiirkiiydii, gavuruydu,yiizlerce kizi ¢ikiyor istasyona.
‘Hundreds of girls come to the station, Turkish and foreign girls.” (HTH: 238)

Evden firlayisim var. Yagmurmusg, karnus, sogukmus.
‘I rush out from the house. No matter if it rains, snows or is cold.” (OKY: 93)

As can be seen from the examples given, the repeated forms of ilact,
suydu buydu and tiirkiiydii, gavuruydu have not developed into a certain
part of the sentence, since there is always another explicit expression of
the subject (in our examples these are bir siirii masraf ‘some expenses’
and yiizlerce kiz ‘hundreds of girls’). The last example represents the
form of a separate phrase with the general meaning of an adverbial mod-
ifier.

The further development of separate situationally oriented phrases
resulted at the stage of the creation of syntactic positions proper in such
peculiarities (a) of written language as nominal sentences proper and (b)
of spoken language as sentences with zero-expression of syntactic posi-
tions (S¢eka 1983a). There is an important difference between a written
language nominal sentence and a spoken sentence with zero-expression
of the predicate, because the latter implies a certain concrete speech situa-
tion, whereas the former has a descriptive value only:

Su! ... Azicik su!
‘Water! ... A little water!” (RPO)

Ah! Ilyas agabeyi, onun sesi.
‘Ah! Brother Ilyas, it is his voice!’ (RPO)

- Vay. Sen ha? — ‘Oh, you!
— Ben ya hemgerim. Nasilsin? — Yes, it’s me, my fellow. How are you?’
(OKY: 100)

A spoken phrase with zero-expression of the predicate can have an inter-
rogative and other forms, it is emotionally coloured, which is not the
case with the written nominal sentence. In spoken Turkish not only the
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predicate but also other parts of the sentence can have zero-expression,
representing a special class of spoken sentences.

The syntactic peculiarities of spoken Turkish can be very generally
described as (1) zero-expression of syntactic positions (see the examples
above) and (2) double or reduplicated expression of syntactic positions
(Séeka 1983b), which we shall dwell upon in more detail below.

The reduplicated expression of a sentence part peculiar to spoken
Turkish and often referred to by Turkish linguists as ikileme (Korkmaz
1992) should be strictly distinguished from homogeneous parts of the
sentence in written language. The latter represent two syntactic positions
having the same function and referring to the same word and are pro-
nounced with an enumerative intonation. The former constitutes one
syntactic position containing a reduplicated or a double element always
pronounced with a unifying intonational pattern.

A close study of spoken Turkish in general and of reduplicated parts
of the sentence in particular is very important from a synchronic point of
view. This class of syntactic models comprises the two following subdi-
visions.

(1) Models of the nominative structure of the sentence are such mod-
els where the double syntactic elements modify the propositional nomi-
nation (Svedova 1966: 131): Kapiyi ¢arpt ayrildi buradan ‘He slammed
the door and went away from here’ Here both verbs in the position of
the predicate take part in the nomination with their lexical meaning: ¢arpti
‘slammed’ and ayri/d: ‘went away’.

(2) Predicative constructions are structures where the reduplication or
the double element modifies the communicative and / or grammatical
(predicative) meaning of the sentence: Saatimi kaybettim gitti ‘1 just lost
my watch’ Here the double elements (kaybettim gitti) do not influence
the nominative aspect of the sentence (saatimi kaybetmem ‘my having
lost the watch’), but specify special shades of its predicative meaning.
The element gitti does not realize its lexical meaning. Predicative con-
structions of spoken Turkish represent a large variety of forms express-
ing different shades of meaning, in their richness by far surpassing the
comparatively well-known predicative categories of the written lan-
guage. Therefore, as indicated, they are of great interest from the point of
view of the synchronic description of modern Turkish.

No less important is their diachronic aspect, for reduplicated and
double elements reflect the evolution of grammatical categories (see
above). In order to understand the mechanism of the creation of gram-
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matical categories, we should bear in mind another important feature of
spoken Turkish involving its semantics. The development of any gram-
matical category and its corresponding set of affixes was preceded by
the existence of only the simplest form from this set covering the mean-
ing of all other future forms of a given paradigm. This principle is large-
ly reflected in modern spoken Turkish, where one form of a given gram-
matical or communicative paradigm is often used in the meaning of the
other. In such cases, the meaning expressed always contains some addi-
tional emphatic shades. These phenomena can be described as expres-
sive transformations of aspect (S¢eka 1982) and are referred to by Turk-
ish linguists as anlam kaymas: “the shift of meaning” (Gencan 1979:
373-377). Here are some examples.

(1) Interrogative — affirmative:

Beld misin sabah sabah? (= beldsin).
‘Are (aren’t) you being a nuisance? (= you are)’ (RIH: 55)

Carem kalmadi, kapip koyverdim kendimi bogsluga. Sen misin atlayan, bir
c1glik koparnusim (= atlayan benim).

‘There was nothing to do, I threw myself in the precipice. Was it really me
who threw himself? I gave a shout (= I threw myself).” (IHM: 68)

Ne korktum ben!
‘I was so scared!” (RPO)

(2) Interrogative-negative — affirmative:

Ne ki yedigimiz zaten? Bir kuru ekmek degil mi oglum? (= yedigimiz kuru
ekmektir).

‘And what do we eat? Isn’t it only dry bread? (= we eat only dry bread)’
(RPO)

Onlar girmiyorlar mi mutfaga hig? (= giriyorlar)
‘Don’t they enter the kitchen at all? (= they do enter the kitchen)’ (RPO)
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(3) Negative — affirmative:

— Dinleteceksen de! — ‘Say, if they listen to you!

— Dinletecegim elbet! Evde bir gey ~ — Certainly they will listen! There is
olacak da ben llyas’ a demeyecegim,  something happening in the house
Allah Allah! (= Ilias’ a diyecegim). and I shouldn’t speak to Ilyas about

it, my God! (= I shall speak to
Ilias’ (RPO)

— Dogru mu bu, baba? — ‘Is it so, father?
— Yoo, yoo, yalan! (= bu gercektir). — No, no, it is a lie! (= it is true)’
(RPO)

(4) Affirmative — negative:

Demek bizim de su¢umuz varnug aa! (= sugumuz yok).
‘So we are guilty too! (= we are not guilty)’ (RPO)

(5) Interrogative — negative:

Offf! Boyle bir evin icinde kiisliik olur mu be? (= olmaz).
‘Oh, is it possible to quarrel in such a house? (= it is not)’ (RPO)

Peki ama, hursizlik nu ediyoruz biz ha? (= etmiyoruz).
‘Well, are we stealing? (= we are not)’ (RPO)

The above brief observations already demonstrate that, for instance, neg-
ation (a grammatical category) has issued from the emphatic question (a
communicative category): Ne bileyim ben? “What do I know?’ — Bilmi-
yorum ‘I don’t know’.

In addition to the shift of communicative meaning, the shift of gram-
matical meaning is also largely typical of spoken Turkish. Most impor-
tant seems to be the shift of mood semantics, imperative — indicative:

Hepimizi bir giilme alsin, bir giilme alsin ... Eh kirlldik yani (= ¢ok giildiik).
‘All of us burst out laughing, I say we laughed until we cried.” (HTH: 302)

A structural classification of the predicative constructions of spoken
Turkish can be made according to their basic types described in Table 1.
The abbreviations and numbers indicate where the corresponding exam-
ples are discussed below. The blank spaces in the table imply the exist-
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ence of corresponding constructions, although they are not mentioned in
the present paper.

Table 1
reduplication syn. ant. asingle element

interj. full  partial +fix.1 +fix.2 +fix.] +fix.2
subj. S.1 S.2 S.5 S.8.
d.obj. DO.1 DO.2 DO.5 DO.8.
i.obj. 104 10.5 ‘
attrib. Attr.1 Attr.4 Attr.5 Attr.6 Attr.8
a.mo. Am.1 Am.2 Am.4 Am.5 Am.8
pr.n. Prn.1 Pm.2 Prn.4 Prn.5 Prm.7 Prn.8

prv. Pr0 Pr.l Pr2 Pr.3 Pr4 Pr.5 Pr6 Pr.7 Pr8

Abbreviations: interj. = interjections, fix. = fixed, syn. = synonyms, ant. =
antonyms, subj. = subject, d.obj. = direct object, i.obj. = indirect object,
attrib. = attribute, a.mo. = adverbial modifier, pr.n. = predicate nominal,
pr.v. = predicate verbal.

S.1. A full reduplication of the subject expresses its strong emphatic ac-
centuation. The repeated subject occupies the inverted position after the
predicate: Senin bu azginhgin tenegir paklar tenegir! ‘You will die in
debauchery, as you lived!” (OKY: 12). Diinya, ... degisiyor diinya! ‘The
world ... is changing, the world is!” (OKY: 71). The repeated subject
can be a noun with an attribute or a pronoun: Bu kar: var ya bu kari!
‘That woman over there!” (OKY: 24). O ne burun 0? ‘What a nose it is,
what a nose!” (OKY: 140). A still stronger emphasis is expressed by the
repetition of the whole construction: O ne hinoglu hindir o, o ne kahpe
dinli kizilbagr o! ‘What an old fox he is, what a faithless giaour!’
(HTH: 247). The following example shows the formation of this con-
struction from two separate phrases: Ama baban? Tag ¢atlasa raz olmaz
baban! ‘But your father? He won’t accept it, not for the world!” (HTH:
118).

S.2.1. A partial reduplication means that the repeated element differs
in some of its formal features from the first one. Nevertheless, we can
still consider it as a (partial) reduplication, bearing in mind that it reflects
very remote stages of evolution, when a repeated chain of syllables was
just one linguistic form in spite of different phonemes occuring in it (be-
cause these phonemes are different only in the present-day phonological
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system). The construction under consideration consists of two elements
in direct succession (there are no other words between them). First of
all, it concerns those cases when the reduplicated subject resembles ono-
matopoeic words and when the reduplicated subject is represented by
interjections: Ama gene de biitiin giiniinii doldurur bu wir zivirlar ha!
‘But all the same, this rubbish took him the whole day to do’ (OKY:
59). Sira tammayan ekselansa heeey de denir oha da! ‘One can say hey
and look here at an excellency who does not want to stand in the queue’
(OKY: 75).

There is a large number of reduplicated words in spoken Turkish, one
of which cannot be used separately and has no separate meaning. Such
double elements also belong to the construction under discussion, al-
though they are nearer to the case of synonym pairs: Konu komsu top-
lanmug, aglasiyordu ‘Neighbours and acquaintances came and wept to-
gether’ (OKY: 53).

S.2.2. Somewhat different from the above is the case of the redu-
plication with an initial m-: Vallahi benim acligim macligim gecti ‘Really,
I am not hungry any more’ (RPO). Okumak mokumak, Avrupaya mav-
rupaya gitmek filan fostu fos ‘It was all in vain to study, to go to Europe
and the like’ (OKY: 89).

S.5. The subject can be represented by a pair of synonyms or a pair
of words which can be considered as having a similar meaning in the
given context: Simdi genglerde adap, erkdn ne gezer desene! ‘Now
young people have no good breeding, no civility!” (OKY: 128). Evine
gelenlerin gozii gonlii acilacak ‘ All who came to see his house should be
fascinated and charmed’ (OKY: 52). Eli ayag: titriyordu ‘He trembled all
over’ (OKY: 81). Oylesine kolu kanadi kirilmigti ki ‘He was so crest-
fallen’ (OKY: 134). Oda, odadaki esyalar, su bu éyle manasizlagngts
ki! “The room, the things in the room, everything in it became so mean-
ingless!” (OKO: 153). Herhalde vardir bir elli bes, altmig ‘Certainly she
is fifty-five or sixty’ (OKY: 128). As can be seen from these examples,
the shades of meaning expressed by constructions of this type vary in
different cases and are not easy to describe. The example with adap
erkdn seems to involve an emphatic negation. In the examples with gozii
gonlii, eli ayagi, kolu kanadl, it is the intensity of the action that is em-
phasized. $u bu has a pluralistic shade of meaning (= all things) and bir
elli beg altmig conveys that the numbers are approximate.

In many cases it is not easy to draw a clear-cut line between a predi-
cative construction of the type under consideration and the nominational
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syntactic model: Nene lazim elin kegisiyle koyunu? ‘“What do you need
other people’s goats and sheep for?” (OKY: 57). If the speaker means
just goats and sheep, it is a nominational model. But if he means some-
thing like ‘the property of other peasants’, it is a predicative construction
with a shade of emphatic negation (= ‘you do not need other people’s
property’).

S.8. This type contains a single notional element (a verb) with the
following fixed elements: (a) Interrogative pronoun and (b) the marker
of the conditional mood: Ne (kim, nerede ... ) ... -sa + personal ending:
Ama ne yapsa nafile “Whatever he did was in vain’ (HTH: 316). Kime
sorsam bilmez ‘“Whomever I ask, they do not know’ (OKO: 55).

DO.1. A full reduplication of the object expresses its strong emphatic
accentuation. The repeated object occupies the inverted position after the
predicate: Degil boyle ¢ay, ... sampanya patlamaliyim sampanya! ‘Not
such tea, ... I should uncork a bottle of champagne’ (OKY: 93). Some
examples show the process of the formation of this construction from
two separate phrases: Furin — dedi —. Firin! Firint anlatsana! ‘“The bakery,
he said, the bakery! Tell us about the bakery!” (OKY: 84).

DO.2. A partial reduplication of the object can be based on the rule of
adding m- or exchanging the first consonant by m-: Ben amirimden emir
alrugim. Acamam kapt mapr ‘I’ve got an order from my chief. I can’t
open any doors!’ (OKY: 65). In the given example, the construction de-
scribes a stronger degree of refusal.

DO.5. The object can be represented by a pair of synonyms or by
such words which are similar in meaning in the given context: Bense lafi
sozii hi¢ sevmem ‘As for me, I don’t like idle talk’ (OKY: 55). Kafa-
larimi gozlerini kirdirmiglar ‘They perished’ (OKY: 141). Zeytin peynir
getir! ‘Bring something to eat like olives and cheese!” (RPO). Ellerini
kollarim sallayip geziyor ‘They walk freely’ (HTH: 333). Bir iki demem
dedim ya! ‘1 already said that I shall act at once!’ (OKO: 129). Suralari-
nt, buralarim diizelttiler ‘They set everything straight’ (OKY: 27). These
examples express an emphatically accentuated negation (lafi sozii), a
greater intensity of the action (kafalarim gozlerini), and an object de-
scribed approximately, which comes close to the meaning of the pro-
noun fildn (zeytin peynir = zeytin peynir fildn getir ‘bring something to
eat like olives and cheese’). In some cases the reduplicated object is very
close to a phraseological expression: Ellerini kollarim sallayip gezmek
‘to walk freely’, bir iki dememek ‘to act at once, not to hesitate to do
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something’. Often the construction expresses the semantic shade of plu-
rality (suralarim buralarim).

DO.8. This construction contains a single notional element (a verb)
with the following fixed elements (a) an interrogative pronoun and (b)
the marker of the conditional mood: Ne (kim, nerede ... ) ... -sa + per-
sonal ending: Git ne halin varsa gér, haydi! ‘Go and pull through all by
yourself!” (OKY: 113).

10.4. In this construction the indirect object contains a pair of words
expressing homogeneous notions plus fixed notional elements: Lamba-
min ne kirmizisina aldiriyor, ne yegiline ‘He pays attention neither to the
red nor to the green traffic light’ (OKY: 76). This example involves a
negation by means of ne ... ne ... .

10.5. This type of predicative construction contains an indirect object
represented by a pair of synonyms or a pair of words with similar mean-
ing in the given context: Devlete millete dua etmeliydim ‘I had to offer
praise to the state and the people’ (OKY: 58). Ese dosta, gelene gecene
raki, sarap ikram etmeliyim ‘1 should offer raki and wine to all my
friends, to everyone who comes’ (OKY: 93). Dereden tepeden konugstuk
‘We talked about one thing and another’ (OKY: 109). There is an em-
phatic affirmative meaning in the first example (deviete millete) and the
pluralistic shade of meaning in the example which follows it (ege dosta,
gelene gecene). The last example is a phraseological expression (dereden
tepeden konugmak ‘to speak about one thing and another’).

Attr.1. A full reduplication of the attribute often consists of inter-
jections or imitative words: bir poh poh ciimlesi ‘a phrase of irritation’
(HTH: 318), su lapa lapa karli havada ‘in this weather with heavy snow-
fall’ (OKY: 87), kiime kiime isciler ‘crowds of workers’ (OKY: 95).
Interjections (péh poh) make the phrase more expressive. Reduplicated
attributes also convey the idea of multitude or the intensity of the action
(kiime kiime, lapa lapa).

Attr.4. One frequently used predicative construction consists of the
reduplication of the attribute with the fixed particle m: (otherwise an in-
terrogative particle) between the elements: bacaginda bol mu bol, kirli mi
kirli, yamali my yamali gri bir pantolon ‘wearing very loose, very dirty
and all patched-up trousers’ (OKY: 68), kara, kuru, upuzun, beceriksiz
mi beceriksiz adam ‘a wizened, very tall and very clumsy person’
(OKY: 87), mert mi mert bir arkadasim ‘my friend who is very noble’
(OKY: 94). As can be seen from the above examples, this construction
expresses a higher degree of the quality and emphasizes it.
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Attr.5. In spoken Turkish, attributes can often be expressed by a du-
plicate: terbiyesiz, utanmaz adam ‘an ill-bred, shameless man’ (OKY:
80), yasl bagh kadin ‘a wise, honourable woman’ (OKY: 128), o halim
selim, namazinda niyazinda hatun kigi ‘that kind, pious woman’ (HTH:
129), gelmis gecmisg biitiin maliye nazirlari ‘all ministers of finance who
came and went’ (HTH: 295) iler tutar yerim kalmamisti ‘No intact place
was left on me’ (OKY: 126). The duplicate attributes can express an ac-
centuated, emphatic rendering of the quality described (terbiyesiz namus-
suz). Another subclass of these constructions comprises pairs of words
that have become lexical expressions (yaglt bagl ‘grown wise with expe-
rience’, halim selim ‘kind, soft-hearted’, namaz niyaz ‘prayer, praying’,
gelmis ge¢cmis ‘one who has come and gone’). Such duplicates also im-
part a certain stylistic value to spoken language. In some cases, one of
the elements cannot be used separately (iler in iler tutar ‘safe, intact’).

Attr.6. The reduplicated attributes can consist of antonyms: Beyazit’ta
kizli erkekli, irili ufakl 6grenciler ‘At Beyazid schoolboys and school-
girls, big and little’ (OKY: 71), Kadinh erkekli ¢ocuklu, bayli bayanh ya
da kiime kiime igciler ... irili ufakly igyerlerine giriyor ‘Workers as wom-
en, men and children, as gentlemen and ladies or crowds of workers ...
start their big and small jobs’ (OKY: 95). Is¢iler. Kadinl, erkekli, ¢o-
cuklu ‘Workers. Women, men and children’ (OKY: 120). The last ex-
ample illustrates separate phrases as the origin of these constructions.

Attr.8. This construction consists of a single attribute plus ne or ne
kadar and expresses a higher degree of the quality and emphasis: Ulan
ne matrak kizsin be! ‘Oh, what a funny girl you are!” (OKY: 103).

Am.1. As is well known from the grammar of standard Turkish, an
adjective which qualifies a verb becomes an adverb, for instance, bunu
giizel yaptin ‘you did it well’ (Hengirmen 1995: 164). The full redu-
plication of an adjective normally qualifies a verbal form and functions
as an adverbial modifier. Such constructions can be considered a kind of
borderzone between stylistically neutral and spoken Turkish: fhtiyarlig:
kolay kolay iistiimiize konduramayiz ‘We can’t easily let ourselves be-
come old’ (HTH: 214). Bagortiistinii sinirli sinirli ¢ézdii ‘She nervously
untied her kerchief’ (OKY: 25). Kurnamin yamina suglu suglu baktik
‘We looked guiltily towards the tap’ (OKY: 131). Aptal kizi gene yelli
yelli konusuyor ha! ‘His stupid daughter is talking nonsense again!’
(OKY: 114). Nereye bayle yelli yelli? “Where are you going so full-
sail?” (OKY: 113). The last example (Nereye boyle yelli yelli?) is al-



256 Jurij V. S&eka

ready a typical spoken syntactic model based on the zero-expression of
the predicate.

A reduplicated noun modifying a verbal form also functions as an ad-
verbial modifier, although a single noun (with the exception of a few
phraseological expressions) never modifies a verb—an important feature
of distinction between adjectives and nouns (Kononov 1956: 135).
Some of the constructions under consideration seem to belong to the
stylistically neutral form of the language: Soyduk kabuklarim, dilim
dilim yedik ‘We peeled and ate them slice by slice’ (OKY: 131). But
most often they should be considered as belonging to spoken Turkish,
since e.g. dilim dilim yedik conveys no emphasis. In most other cases
there is a certain amount of expressive value involved, turning the redu-
plicated noun in the function of an adverbial modifier into a spoken
predicative construction: Sagilacak sey, kuzu kuzu kalkt ‘It was aston-
ishing, but he rose like a lamb’ (OKY: 133). Siitii burnundan fitil fitil
getiririm sonra ‘1 shall make you repent this bitterly then’ (OKY: 114).
Yan yan bakti ‘She looked askance’ (OKY: 27). The last example is a
more expressive form of the spoken phraseological expression yan bak-
mak ‘to look askance, to look with an unfavourable eye’. Since the abil-
ity to modify a verb is a distinguishing feature of adjectives (as an im-
portant feature of neutral standard Turkish), the reduplication of nouns
in the function of adverbial modifier should be considered as a spoken
predicative construction reflecting those stages of the evolution when
there was no differentiation between nouns and adjectives. A full redu-
plication of the word zaman becomes an adverbial modifier of time:
zaman zaman ‘from time to time’.

Onomatopoeic elements can be used in repeated form only: Sabah-
leyin yiiziinii bir actim, ne agayim? Culdir ¢ildir bakiyor ‘In the morning I
opened his face and what do I see? He looks with glassy eyes’ (OKY:
53). Buram buram terler ‘He sweats heavily’ (OKY: 87).

Spoken Turkish furnishes examples showing successive stages of the
formation of the syntactic position of adverbial modifier through sepa-
rate phrases and a nominal phrase (see examples below) as well as the
formation of lexical stems of verbs (e.g., #iril tiril titremek ‘to shake all
over’): Cinko tas kayniyor. Fokur fokur ‘The zinc basin is boiling. With
all its might’ (OKY: 123). Boru étmiistii. Uzun uzun, kalin kalin ‘The
whistle blew. Very long and very deep’ (OKY: 120). Tipki tipki Alen
Delon ‘Just like Alain Delon’ (OKY: 27).
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The spoken form of the adverbial modifier can consist of the redu-
plication of pronouns: Nasil rasil alaya alirlard)! ‘How, just how, they
would make fun (of him)!’ (OKY: 32). Kim kim gidiyorsunuz? ‘“Whom
are you going with?’ (HTH: 299).

Am.2. This predicative construction is similar to the previous one, but
the repeated elements have formal variations of some kind or other: Yan-
aklarim sapur supur Operdim ‘1 gave her smacking kisses on both
cheeks’ (OKY: 97). A typical variation can be the substitution of the ini-
tial consonant by m-: Ben digari nugant ¢ikmam ‘1 shan’t go out at all’
(OKY: 115). This example shows in particular that the repeated element,
being an adverbial modifier, at the same time modifies the whole pred-
ication since it expresses a strong unwillingness of the speaker to per-
form the action described by the verb.

Another subclass of the construction under consideration is the redu-
plication of the element with different case endings: Cebimde tami tami-
na ii¢ tane ¢eyrek ‘There are three twenty-five banknotes in my pocket
only’ (OKY: 95). Onu alaya alirlardi inceden inceye ‘They would make
fun of him in a refined way’ (OKY: 32).

The elements of the construction can be represented by synonyms or
antonyms: Bu zamanda insan maliyla, parastyla élgiiyorlar ‘In our time,
they appraise a man by his property and his money’ (OKY: 128), asag:-
dan yukari, yukaridan agag siizdiikten sonra ‘after eyeing (him) from
head to foot and up and down’ (OKY: 27).

Am.4. This class of construction comprises reduplication together
with some fixed elements, such as ama, hi¢, da, etc: Herkesin ama her-
kesin icinde bir yerlere dokunur ‘She touched absolutely everybody to
the quick’ (OKY: 101). Garsonluk ile hi¢ mi hi¢ bagdasamad: ‘In no
way did it become him to be a waiter’ (HTH: 308). Bu kadinin yas: ol-
sun olsun da otuz ‘At the utmost, the age of this woman was thirty’
(OKY: 13).

Am.5. The elements of the construction can be synonyms: Odadan
dogru diiriist ¢iktigim nu var benim? ‘And properly speaking, do I go
out from the room at all?’ (RPO).

Am.8. The distinguishing feature of this construction is a certain
fixed element, for instance -dir: Kag¢ giindiir koltugunun altinda tagi-
yordun onlari? ‘For how many days have you been bringing those
things in your arms?’ (RPO). Being originally a copula, -dir shows here
(as in many other cases of the dir-modality) also the process of the form-
ation of a syntactic position from separate phrases.



258 Jurij V. Steka

Prn.1. This type of spoken predicative construction consists of the
(full) reduplication of an element: Yiiziiniin derisi ta ensesine kadar kirig
kirig ‘The skin of his face is wrinkled to the very back of his head’
(OKY: 41). This element can be onomatopoeic: Tramvaylar, ... dolmusg-
lar vizir vizirdr “The trams, ... cars were scurrying’ (OKY: 96).

A different variety of this construction is represented by repetitions of
a more loose character, being much closer to the case of separate
phrases: Yazik, ¢cok yazik! ‘It’s a pity, a great pity!” (HTH: 252). Kafa-
ma bir vurdum ki, aga hakli, yerden goge kadar hakl: ‘I thought better of
it, the gentleman is right, absolutely right’ (OKY: 114). Kiz vallaha degil
kiz, billaha degil ‘Really not, girl, upon my word not’ (OKY: 118).

Prn.2. The reduplication of an element with different endings: Kiz ali
al, moru mor ‘The girl’s face is very red, exceedingly purple’ (OKY:
72). As can be seen from the given example, such reduplications often
occur two times with different words (in this case al and mor).

Prn.4. This construction comprises the reduplication and a fixed ele-
ment (ru, iste): Dolmuglar nazli mi nazli ‘The minibuses are so capri-
cious’ (OKY: 74). Kizin zarif bacaklarina hayranlikla baktig: anlar
unutamuyordu. Bacakn igte bacak. Yer yiiziindeki milyonlarca giizel ba-
caktan biri ‘He could not forget those moments when he looked with
admiration at the slender legs of the girl. These were just legs. One (pair)
of millions of beautiful legs on earth’ (OKY: 103). The construction in
the first example (nazli mi nazl) expresses a higher degree of the quality
described. The construction in the second example (bacakni iste bacak)
has a different (inverted) structure and conveys some specific shades of
emphatic meaning (= ‘just legs and nothing more”’).

The repeated constructions with var and yok can be classified as a
different subdivision: — Ayak sesi var! — Varsa var! Sana ne ayak sesin-
den? — ‘I can hear footsteps! — Well, and what then? What do you care
about it?’ (RPO). Sende o gék géziin var mi yok mu? ‘Do you have that
blue amulet, or don’t you?’ (HTH: 316).

Prn.5. These are predicative constructions of the nominal predicate
consisting of synonyms, words with a certain semantic similarity or ele-
ments with some formal variations: fyi giizel, fakir fukaramn biraz yiizii
giilecek “Well done, fine, it will make the poor happy’ (HTH: 297). Her
yerler kir, pas iginde ‘Everywhere there is dirt and mud’ (OKY: 52).
The first example (iyi giizel) is a phrase with zero-expression of the sub-
ject, the predicate of the second example is kir, pas icinde(dir).
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A subclass of these constructions contains the repetition of the copula
as well: Hayir pabuglar: eskiydi, yamaliyd: ‘His charity-boots were old,
all patched’ (OKY: 120).

Prn.7. This construction of the nominal predicate contains a fixed
structural (not notional) element: Bu kadar giizel esyalara bir hanim
lazimdi da ‘Such fine things just need a lady to own them’ (OKO: 173).
Saraplar da tesirsiz be! ‘Even wine has no effect!” (OKO: 123). Para-
sizsin galiba! ‘It seems you have no money!’ (OKO: 162). Hig te degil!
‘Not at all!” (RPA). Ne bu halin ya? ‘What just happened to you?’
(RPO). These predicative constructions convey some additional expres-
sive shades of meaning, for instance astonishment (be), supposition
(galiba) and others.

The same fixed structural elements form the predicative constructions
with var, yok: Senin bu dostun var ya! ‘You have this friend of yours,
don’t you!” (RPA). Meteligim yok be! ‘I'm without even a penny!’
(OKO: 166). Sonunda oliim yok ya! ‘They won’t kill you!” (OKO:
122). Burada da su yok yahu! ‘There is no water here either!’.

Prn.8. This construction of the nominal predicate contains a fixed
notional element: Bekdrd: nasil olsa ‘He was unmarried in any case’
(OKO: 186). Bizim patron iyi insan nasil olsa! ‘Our boss is a good man
in any case!’ (OKO: 125). Dargin filan degiliz ‘I’'m not offended or any-
thing’ (OKY: 127). Kalender bugiin daha sabahtan bir yorgundu ‘Al-
ready today Kalender was so tired since morning’ (HTH: 235). Bir cam
sikkindi ‘He was so uneasy’ (HTH: 236). The construction with bir (bir
yorgundu, bir ... sikkindr) emphasizes a higher degree of what is de-
scribed in the nominal predicate.

The most important peculiarities of the predicative constructions in
spoken Turkish are connected with a largely diversified system of spe-
cial formal features of the verbal predicate.

Pr.0. The reduplication of onomatopoeia can be considered a separate
subclass. They certainly do not belong to the class of verbal predicates,
but reflect some very remote stages of the evolution when no verbs
proper existed: Futbol topu iigii arasinda tik tik tik ‘The ball was going
bang bang between the three of them’ (OKY: 47). Kar savruluyor.
Tagitlar tek tiik “There is a snow-storm. Traffic is sparse’ (OKY: 86).
There are examples of onomatopoeia pronounced as separate phrases:
Son gittigim yerde fevkdlade karsilandim tabii. Hog begs ‘Certainly they
received me very well where I went last time. We greeted each other’
(OKY: 109). Onomatopoeia can be used with an auxiliary verb: Bunu
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sevgilimde denemek arzusuyla i¢im simdi biisbiitiin vik vik eder ‘Now I
am burning with the desire to try it on my beloved’ (HTH: 167). Liseyi,
ortayi, hatta ilki olsun bitireme, sonra da ge¢ karsima bana cart curt et!
“You couldn’t learn at college, in secondary or even in primary school,
and now you come and snap at me!’ (OKY: 134).

Close to onomatopoeic elements is the reduplication of interjections.
Such constructions express an emotion connected with what is denoted
by the notional element: Hay bunak hay! ‘What a silly man!” (HTH:
244). Hey babam hey! ‘Well, well!” (OKY: 93).

Pr.1. These predicative constructions consist of a full reduplication of
the verb and can be divided into several different subtypes (Séeka 1979).
A multiple reduplication of the verb, especially in the imperative, has the
communicative meaning of an emphatic inducement to fulfill the action:
Bak bak bak! ... Ayak sesleri var! ‘Hush, just listen! ... I can hear
footsteps!” (RPO). (Suyu) al al al al! ‘Just drink, drink!” (RPO). A/
suyunu al! ‘Just drink your water!” (RPO). Birak calsin be kardesim
n’olursun galsin! ‘Let him play, old chap, please, let him play!” (HTH:
196). The repeated forms of the verb in the imperative mood show a
large variety of spoken peculiarities suggestive of the process of the
formation of grammatical forms. For instance, the following example
may illustrate a stage preceding the formation of the participle: Onbeg
kurug bu, boru mu? Harca harca bitmez! ‘It is fifteen kurush, it’s no
joke! Spend it as long as you like!” (OKY: 95).

The reduplication of the verb in the indicative mood conveys different
expressive shades of meaning peculiar to the spoken language: (Kocam-
in metresini) gordiim gordiim, benden giizel olsa vallahi gam yemezdim!
‘I really have seen (my husband’s mistress), if she was more beautiful
than me, upon my word, I wouldn’t be sad!” (OKY: 18). Anladik anla-
dik ama her geyin bir élgiisii olur ‘1 see, I see, but we should keep within
limits with everything’ (HTH: 283). Biliyorum biliyorum, aran iyi degil
‘I know, I know, you are on bad terms with him’ (OKY: 53). — Cekil
suradan! — Cekilmeyecegim, cekilmeyecegim! ‘Get away from here! — I
won’t, I won’t!” (RPO).

Another subclass of the constructions under consideration is connect-
ed with a pair of elements, intonationally more united and expressing du-
ration or intensity of the action: Bal rengi gozlerini acarak dikkatle bakti
bakn ‘He looked intently, opening his honey-coloured eyes’ (HTH:
264). Diisiindiim diigiindiim ¢ikaramadim ‘1 turned it over in my mind,
but I couldn’t understand’ (OKY: 27). Gézlerim kapam kapaniveriyor
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‘My eyes are just closing’ (HTH: 331). Durdu, salland: sallandi, sonra
vikilircasina ¢ekti gitti ‘He stopped, swayed for a while, and then went
away as if breaking down’ (OKY: 40). Soluk dudaklarim kizarmasi igin
disleriyle ezdi ezdi ‘She repeatedly bit her pale lips to make them red’
(OKY: 53). Cocugun ardina diistii diistii ‘She followed the lad readily’
(OKY: 28). As in the last example (diistii diistii, meaning in this context
the readiness of a young girl to follow at once her beloved one), there
can be a large variety of shades of meaning expressed, according to the
given context. A gradual development of the action can be expressed as
well as its intensity: O her yamindan saghk fiskiran geng irisi ufalmig
ufalmis ufalnugtt ‘This stalwart guy, showing healthiness in every
aspect, started getting smaller and smaller’ (OKY: 133). A higher inten-
sity of the action together with its being sudden can also be expressed:
Araba o hizla gitti gitti, kaldinma ¢ikti “The car went suddenly at the
same speed and got onto the sidewalk’ (HTH: 215).

An important subclass of constructions based on the full redu-
plication of the verbal element consists of the repetition of the verb in
any person, singular or plural, of the ir-tense conveying the modal-ex-
pressive meaning of disdain or irritation, caused by someone else’s
question. There are two submodifications of this construction, one being
the full reduplication of the affirmative or of the negative form and the
other consisting of the first element in the affirmative and of the second
element in the negative form: — Yine sinemaya mi gidiyorsun? — Giderim
giderim, sana ne? — ‘Are you going to the sinema again? — Whether I go
or not, what do you care?’ (RPA). — Ahmet Ingilizce bilmiyor. — Bilmez
bilmez, mecbur degil. — ‘Ahmet doesn’t speak English. — Well, he
doesn’t, he isn’t obliged to’ (RPA). — Sen hi¢ calismiyorsun. — Calisinm
calismam, dert mi sana? — ‘You don’t work at all. — Whether I work or
not, what do you care? (HTH: 155). — O kizi alrim almam , size ne? —
‘Shall I marry her or not, what do you care?’ (OKY: 116). It should be
noted that this construction can describe an action in the present, future
or past: — Ahmet diin sinemaya gitti. — Gider gider, yasak degil.—
‘Ahmet went to the cinema yesterday. — Let him go, it isn’t forbidden.’

Another subclass of the predicative construction under consideration
is the full reduplication of the verbal element expressing a limit of the
action. It is typical for this construction that the same verb is in the
predicate of the sentence: Bu iste ¢ok az iicretle ¢aligacagim. Fakat
kazamrim kazamirim bir gazoz parasim kazanirim hi¢ degilse ‘1 shall
work in this job for a very small salary. But I shall earn something, at
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least I shall have enough to buy some soda water’ (OKO: 155). Kazansa
kazansa ancak su kadar bir sey kazanabilir ‘He will earn practically
nothing at the utmost’ (OKO: 157). Kalsan kalsan yalniz iki giin kalabil-
irsin ‘At the utmost, you can remain for two days only’ (HTH: 76). Ola
ola bugiin Ankara barosunda kirtipil bir avukat olup ¢iktim ‘1 became an
unfinished lawyer at the Ankara bar, that’s all I could do’ (HTH: 224).
Kala kala dort lira kalmugt ‘Only four liras remained’ (OKY: 95).

A modification of this construction consists of the reduplication of a
verbal adverb instead of the finite verbal form: Ugrasa ugrasa bunu mu
yapabildin yalniz? ‘Is that all you could do after so much work?’ (RPO).

Pr.2. This type of predicative construction consists of a partial redu-
plication of the verbal form, i. e. the verbal form is repeated with some
variations.

Pr.2.1. The affirmative form plus the negative form (most often) of
the third-person singular or plural of the imperative mood can express
the meaning of the speaker’s indifference towards the action being or not
being performed: Evdoksiya duysun dusmasin, acisin acimasin, aglasin
aglamasin, patronu metresine ne derse desin yahut demesin, Kamran'a
viz geliyordu ‘Kamran didn’t care a straw about Evdoksiya’s knowing
it, whether she would pity him, cry for him, about what his boss would
or would not tell his mistress’ (OKO: 155).

Pr.2.2. Another construction of this type has the first element in the
conditional and the second in the imperative mood: Diskotege gidiyorsak
gidelim igte ‘If we are going to a discotheque, then let’s go’ (RPO).

Pr.2.3. A large subclass of the constructions under consideration is
formed according to the formulas: (a) -diysa + -di and (b) an in-
terrogative pronoun + -diysa + -di: Soylediyse soyledi, ne 6nemi var? ‘If
he said it, he said it, is it (so) important?’ (RPO). Kim aldiysa aldi ben
yapamayacagim bunu ‘Whoever took it, I won’t be able to do it’ (RPO).
Ne mi diigiindiim? Ne diisiindiimse diigiindiim ‘What was I thinking of?
It doesn’t matter’ (HTH: 225). Size kim séylemigse yalan soylemig
‘Whoever told you, told you a lie’ (HTH: 227). — Niye ederse etsin,
bana ne? — ‘With whatever purpose he does it, what do I care? — Hangi
rakuy: tercih edersin hemgerim? — Hangisi olursa olsun. — ‘Which raki do
you prefer, old fellow? — Any sort will do’ (OKY: 98). Some minor
variations of the construction are possible, for instance the verb can be
repeated for the third time with de / da, one of the elements can be in the
negative form of the conditional mood: Soylesin de ne séylerse soylesin!
‘Let him say whatever he says!” (HTH: 196). Diinyada ben olmasam da
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olur ‘Nothing will happen if I leave this world’” (OKY: 42). The last
example (olmasam da olur) illustrates the form of the predicate which is
largely used as a substitute for /../ -mayabilir (gelmiyebilirsin =
gelmesen de olur).

Pr.2.4. The second-person singular (or plural) of the imperative mood
+ -bilirsen (-bilirseniz), meaning ‘do something if you can, try and do
something’: Artik al goziinii camekandan alabilirsen! ‘Now just try and
not look at the shop window!” (HTH: 270). Tut giilmeni tutabilirsen
‘One can’t help laughing” (HTH: 308). Ondan sonra tut bizi tutabilirsen
‘You won’t be able to hold us after it” (HTH: 318). Dayanabilirsen
dayan! ‘Just try and bear it!” (OKY: 92).

Pr.2.5. A simple tense of the indicative mood + -masina (-mesine),
expressing a concessive shade of meaning: Bir seyler ¢izmege, sandigini
senlendirmege calisnmug. Sandik genlenmis senlenmesine ya, cigekler,
ciceklerin yapraklari olmamis ‘He tried to paint something, to beautify
the box. The box became more beautiful, but the flowers, their leaves
didn’t turn out well’ (OKY: 41). Dolmuglar gelmesine geliyorlar ya,
daha ¢ok Sirkeci duragina yanagiyorlar ‘ As for coming, minibuses came,
but they stopped more often at the Sirkeci stop’ (OKY: 74). Kim ldf
atar, kim konusmak isterse durur, konusurmus konusmasina, ama o
kadar ‘If someone wanted to address her and speak with her, she
stopped and spoke, but no more than that’ (OKY: 102).

Pr.3. These predicative constructions consist of the reduplication of
the verb and contain a fixed structural (non-notional) element: Bardag:
dibinden tutmug, parmaklar arasinda ¢eviriyor da ¢eviriyordu ‘He held
the glass at the bottom and kept turning it in his hand’ (HTH: 232).
Anasinin memesini emiyor da emiyor ‘He keeps sucking his mother’s
breast’” (HTH: 332). Teyze aglar da aglar ‘Auntie keeps crying’ (HTH:
332). Problemin igine dalnug, ¢ctkamaz da ¢itkamazmus ‘He plunged into
thought, solving the problem, but could not solve it in any way’ (HTH:
276). The above examples show that this construction expresses the
meaning of a greater duration of the action, or, as in the last example
(¢tkamaz da ¢ikamazmug), a greater extent, intensity of it.

A similar expressive value is conveyed by the constructions with nu
or ki as fixed elements: Insan bu kalin paltoyu giyerse terler mi terler ‘If
someone puts on this thick overcoat, he will perspire heavily’ (OKY:
87). — Ah, bu rekabet ah, gozii ¢iksin! — Ciksin ki ¢iksin! — ‘Ah, this
competition, damn it! — Yes, damn it!” (OKY: 34).
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There can be other fixed elements expressing specific emphatic
shades of meaning: Kag¢mugti, kagrugti ha! ‘Well, to be sure, she ran
away!’ (OKO: 182). Kapat, kapat da aramizda halledelim ‘Stop it, let us
settle it between us’ (OKY: 118). Bak hele bak! ‘Look, just look!’
(OKY: 92).

A subclass of the construction under consideration is represented by
elements repeated with some variations of their form (here the affirma-
tive and the negative forms): Yillik kazancimi giin hesabina vursam her
giin beg, alt: lira ya diiser ya da diigmez ‘If I divide my annual income by
days, it will be something like five, six liras a day’ (OKY: 91).

Pr.4. This construction is similar to the previous one, but its fixed
element is a notional one: Bu sozler bana bir dokunsun, bir dokunsun!
‘These words offended me so much!” (HTH: 325). I¢cim bir kétiilendi,
bir kotiilendiydi ki! ‘1 felt so bad, so bad!” (OKY: 52). In these exam-
ples we can see that the construction conveys the emphatic meaning of a
greater intensity of the action. The elements can be expressed by syn-
onyms: On dakikanin icinde bir ifritlessin, bir sirretlegsin!/ ‘In ten min-
utes, she got so nervous, so quarrelsome!” (HTH: 129). Cocuk bir sasir-
sin, bir bocalasin ‘The child lost his head and felt upset’ (HTH: 276). In
the following example the second element is iki instead of bir, which
gives the construction a different shade of meaning, that of repeated ac-
tion: Bir doladim, iki doladim ‘I turned round once, twice’ (OKY: 113).

Another subclass of the construction under consideration has the
fixed element babam, which is a construction often used with the ir-tense
and expresses a peculiar meaning of intensity and duration: Yikanmir
babam yikanir ‘He washes himself with all his might’ (HTH: 282). One
can find examples showing that the fixed element (babam) has devel-
oped from the form of address: Diinya degisiyor kardes degisiyor ‘The
world is changing, old fellow, it is changing’ (OKY: 71).

There are other constructions of this type, for instance the con-
structions with the fixed element bakayim or bakalim and the verb in the
imperative mood: Dur bakayim dur! ‘Wait a moment, wait!’ (RPO). An-
lat bakalim anlat! ‘Come, tell it, tell it!” (RPO).

Pr.5. In this predicative construction we have a pair of synonymous
verbs instead of the reduplication of one verb: Su deminki mesele igin
diigiindiim tagindim ‘I have thought over this problem we spoke about
lately’ (OKY: 114). Konu doner dolagir imam hatip okullarimn islahina
dayamir ‘The question turns and rests on the reform of the mullah
schools’ (HTH: 297). Genglik ¢cag: duman misali erir biter ‘Youth melts
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away like haze’ (HTH: 214). Yumugak deriyi itina ile parmak uglarindan
tutup havaya kaldird:. Evirdi ¢evirdi ‘He took up the soft leather care-
fully with his finger tips. He turned it round and round’ (HTH: 141).
Yemekler yenilir igilir “The food is eaten and drunk’ (HTH: 283). The
construction expresses a greater duration and / or intensity of the action
(diigiindiim tagsindim, doner dolagir, evirdi ¢evirdi) or some special
shades of meaning, for instance the action being gradual (erir biter). The
verbs of the last example (yenilir igilir) can be considered nearly
synonymous in the given context; they are used here not only to mark
the difference between eating and drinking (i.e. their lexical meaning),
but they also express the duration and intensity of the action denoted by
the predicative construction. In the imperative mood, synonyms add
more emphasis to the request: Etme eyleme kardesim, bunun neresi
giinah? ‘Don’t, please, don’t, my boy, is it really a sin?” (HTH: 297).
Yapma, etme, eyleme! ‘Don’t do it, please, don’t!” (HTH: 321). Dinle
bak gerisini! ‘Just listen to what happened next!” (HTH: 297).

In order to express still greater emphasis, a pair of repeated syn-
onyms can be used: [sciler bitip tikenmiyor, yorulup usanmiyordu ‘The
workers didn’t get tired, didn’t lose their strength’ (OKY: 95).

It is possible to find many examples where each synonym has its
own subject or other words modifying it, thus showing the process of
the formation of the construction under consideration from separate
phrases: Isterse kimse gérmesin, kokusu ¢ikmasin. Kendisi biliyordu ya
‘Nobody may see it or know anything about it. But he knew it himself’
(OKO: 156). Bu onu daha bir agar, daha bir sevimli yapar ‘It makes him
more expressive, more agreeable’ (HTH: 250).

Pr.6. This type contains a pair of antonyms instead of synonyms.
Some of these constructions can express a greater intensity and duration:
Camiyi hop kaldirip hop oturtuyordu ‘He made the mosque (the people
in the mosque) rise and sit down again’ (OKY: 81). Also a greater em-
phasis can be expressed: Sensiz yasayamam oliiriim! ‘1 won’t be able to
live, I’ll die without you!” (OKY: 122). On the other hand, this con-
struction, if used with verbs in the past tense, expresses an action which
had taken place one time: Iceri girmis gikmiglar “They served a term of
imprisonment’ (OKY: 141). But if the tenses are -yor or -ir, a regularly
performed action is expressed: Okula gidip geliyorlar ‘They attend
school’ (OKY: 35). Some antonym pairs have become lexical expres-
sions, for instance atip tutmak (a) ‘to boast, to exaggerate’, (b) ‘to abuse,
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to defame, to scold’: Besbelliydi bize atip tuttugu ‘It was clear that they
had abused us’ (HTH: 223).

As with the constructions based on synonyms, antonyms can have
separate words modifying them: Erkek kardegini sorarsamz, al onu vur
ona ‘As for his brother, he is a reprobate’ (HTH: 251).

Pr.7. This predicative construction consists of a single verbal form
plus a fixed non-notional element, such as ya, ki, be, ha, yahu and
others: Anasindan oyle kazik gibi dogmadi ya! ‘He isn’t just as stiff as a
poker from birth!” (OKO: 125). Bir iki demem dedim ya! ‘I’ve just said
that I won’t hesitate!” (OKO: 129). Tanimam ki! ‘But 1 don’t know
him!” (OKO: 184). isler dylesine tikirinda gider ki! ‘Everything goes so
well! (OKO: 124). Insan ka1 yiiziinden bu hale gelir mi be! ‘Is it pos-
sible that one comes to such a state because of a woman!’ (OKO: 152).
Senin yoluna oliiriim be! ‘1 am ready to die for you!’ (OKO: 131). Size
yazd: ha? ‘She wrote you a letter, didn’t she?’ (OKY: 121). Hala dedigi-
ni diyor yahu! ‘He still repeats it over and over again! (BFI: 181). Git
suradan yahu, zaten canimz sitkkin! ‘Go away from here, I feel wretched
as it is!” (BFIL: 181). Kadincagiza bir sey yapmasa bari! ‘If only he
didn’t do something to the poor woman!’ (OKO: 179).

Pr.8. These spoken predicative constructions include a single verbal
element plus a fixed notional element, constituting an important feature
of spoken Turkish (S¢eka 1979).

Pr.8.1. (a) ne ... se begenirsiniz, (b) ne ... se iyi. In both cases the sa-
form is that of the conditional mood most often in the third-person
singular. This construction expresses the action as being unexpected,
with emotions of surprise or indignation on the part of the speaker:
Gegen giin su ... gazeteci terezi ne uydursa begenirsiniz? ‘What, of all
things, did this ... unfledged journalist think up the other day?” HTH:
333). Bizim oglan ne haltetse iyi? ‘What, of all things, has our son
done?’ (KTK: 226). It should be noted that the expressiveness of this
construction is based on (a) the use of the interrogative pronoun in an
emphatically affirmative meaning and (b) the shift of meaning of the
mood for a past action, as expressed by the form of the conditional
mood.

Pr.8.2. (Sakin) ... ayim deme or (sakin) ... alim demeyin. This con-
struction conveys the meaning of an emphatic interdiction of the action
described by the verb. Sakin yalan séyleyim deme! ‘Take care not to tell
lies!” (RPO). Jandarmalar gitmeden dnce agagi inelim demeyin! ‘Take
care not to come down before the police go!” (RPO). As a rule, the fixed
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and the lexically free elements are both in the singular or plural form, but
there can be exceptions: Burada kalacaksiniz. Buradan ¢ikayim demeyin!
‘You will remain here. Take care not to leave this place!” (KYI: 251).
Sakin ha is also possible: Sakin ha konusayim deme! ‘Take care not to
speak!’ (IEA: 442).

Pr.8.3. (Bir) ... alum dedik or (bir) ... ayim dedim. This construction
expresses an emphatic willingness of the speaker to perform an action:
Portakallar: yiyelim dedik ‘We decided to eat the oranges’ (OKY: 131).
Evinizi bir géreyim dedim ‘1 decided to see your house’ (RPO). The
elements of the construction can be separated by other words: Bir ugri-
yayim bakayim Erol bey oglumuz nasildir dedim ‘1 decided to come and
see how our son Erol is’ (RPO).

Pr.8.4.a. Varsin ... sin(lar). The meaning of this construction is simi-
lar to that of the English expression ‘let him (them) ..” Hakk: iistiimiize
gelirse ... varsin gelsin! ‘If Hakki attacks me ... let him attack (me)!’
(KTK: 391). There can be other words between the elements of the con-
struction: Bize ne! Varsin acidan élsiin! “What do we care! Let him die
of pain!” (KYI: 45).

Pr.8.4.b. Var(in) ...(in), varayim (...alum) ...eyim (...elim). The mean-
ing of this modification is similar to that of the previous one, i.e. an em-
phatic rendering of an order or stimulation: Var git kardes. Yolun acik
olsun! ‘“Well, go, old fellow. Happy journey!’ (KYI: 295). Varin hesap-
layin, iki yiiz bin lira yilda ne para getirecek sendikaya! ‘Come, calculate
how much money two-hundred-thousand liras will bring for the trade
union!’ (ERS: 101). There can be other words between the elements of
the construction: Varin iginize gidin! ‘Come, go your way!’ (KYI: 222).
Examples showing this construction in the first-person singular and plu-
ral: Memedim kéye gelseydi dogru eve gelirdi. Gene de varayim gide-
yim ‘If my Memed came to the village, he would come home at once.
Let me go (and see) all the same’ (KYI: 21). Sometimes instead of the
fixed element varayim (varalim) the verbal adverb varip is used: Varip
bir duvar dibinde dileneyim bari! ‘Shall I beg, sitting by the wall, per-
haps!” (OKY: 146). Both elements can have the form of the optative
mood: Cehennemde yanarmisim. Vara yanayidim, hey Allah! ‘(He says)
I should burn in hell. Let me burn, by God!’ (KTK: 2).

Pr.8.4.c. The fixed verb varmak and the free lexical verb, both in the
form -di or -ir of the indicative mood. This modification expresses a
stylistic colloquial shade of meaning (‘just’, ‘simply’): Vard: tabancay
yerden ald: ‘He just picked up the gun from the ground’ (KYI: 117).
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Varir degirmenin oraya giderim ‘I shall simply go there to the mill’
(KYI: 205). The form -1p is possible, especially when the free lexical
element is in the present yor-tense: Dili varip da bir tiirlii soramiyor ‘In
no way had he the heart to ask’ (KYI: 173). The cases when the fixed
element varmak has words modifying it should be considered other sub-
classes of this construction: Oh, iyi vardim da bunu yaptim. Camum sag
olsun! ‘It is very well that I just did it. Good for me!” (HTH: 125).

Pr.8.5. A verb in the imperative mood plus bakayim or bakalim.
There can be no agreement in number and person between the fixed
element and the verb. This construction renders a request more emphatic:
Su canu ag da sor bakayim! ‘Open that window and ask!’ (KTK: 330).
Ne oluyorsun, be Kamran? Ne var? Anlayalim bakalim! ‘What hap-
pened to you, Kdmran? What is it? Let me know!” (OKO: 149). The
verb bakmak can be the lexical (free) element of the construction: Dur ki
bak bakalim, seni paralamaz miyim! ‘Wait and see, 1 shall tear you to
pieces now!’ (KTK: 437). When the lexical element has the third-person
form, the construction may express the indifference of the speaker to-
wards the action described: Demek dyle dedi? Desin bakalim! ‘She said
so, you say? Let her say so!’ (KTK: 368).

Pr.8.6. A verb in the imperative mood plus gdreyim or gorelim. This
construction can have also the fixed elements bir and / or da. The mean-
ing is similar to that of the previous construction: Ayni seyi Mecliste bir
bagvekil yapsin géreyim! ‘Just let a prime minister do it in the Meclis!’
(HTH: 190). Yahu sen bana nasi “lan” diyebilirsin? Bir dene de gore-
lim! ‘But how can you say “hey” to me? Just try and do it!” (BFI: 181).

Pr.8.7. Gel or gelin (de) plus the verb in the imperative mood. The
agreement in number is observed between the fixed element and the
verb. As to the person, the verb may be in the first or second person.
The construction expresses an emphasized request or advice: Gelin
bagislayalim. O da bizim kéyliimiiz ‘Let us forgive him. He is also from
our village’ (KTK: 207). The lexically free element of the construction
often conveys a shifted communicative meaning, for instance the neg-
ative form of the verb plus a special intonation express an emphatic af-
firmation. In such cases there are additional special shades of meaning:
Fabrikada gozleri kor eden komiir tozlari. Sen gel de verem olma! ‘There
is coal dust at the factory. It is impossible not to fall ill with tuber-
culosis!” (ERS: 137). Other shifts of meaning are possible. For example,
a form of possibility with the construction under discussion can empha-
size the impossibility of the action: Sesi kulagimda. Kulagimda ama gel
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de bulabil! ‘I can hear his voice. I hear it, but try and find him!” (KTK:
339).

Pr.8.8.a. ...ir gider(di) + personal endings. The meaning of this con-
struction depends on whether the verb is terminative or nonterminative.
If the context implies the nonterminative meaning of the verb, the con-
struction expresses duration: Hep birlikte giil gibi gecinip giderlerdi
‘They all lived very happily together’ (OKO: 186). If the meaning of the
verb is terminative, the construction emphasizes the action being irrevo-
cably terminated: Sen mahpusa girersen, oliirsiin, geberir gidersin ‘If
you find yourself in prison, you will die, you will be done for’ (KTK:
360).

Pr.8.8.b. ...mug gitmis(ti) + personal endings. This modification ex-
presses an irrevocably terminated action or an expressive subjective im-
plication of a greater intensity of the action: Halk toplanacagina daha da
dagilnug gitmig! ‘Instead of gathering together, people dispersed even
more!’ (RPO). The free lexical element can have the :p-form, especially
when the meaning is negative: Miithis bir ates icindeydi. Yiizii uzayp
gitmigti ‘He had a bad fever. His face just pinched’ (BFE: 194).

Pr.8.8.c. ...ip gidiyor(du), ...ip gidecek(ti) + personal endings. The
meaning of this modification is similar to that described for modification
8.a (for the nonterminative verb): Aramizdaki bu iligki siiriip gidiyordu
“This link between us was going on’ (NAB: 59). Bu ne zamana kadar
stiriip gidecekti? “Till what time should it go on like that?’ (OKO: 153).

Pr.8.8.d. ...di + personal endings + gitti (or gittiydi). There is no
agreement in person and number between the fixed and lexically free
elements. The meaning emphasizes the action as being irrevocably ter-
minated, corresponding to the English equivalents ‘never’, ‘after all’:
Buras: fabrika mu, kerhane mi, anlamadim gitti ‘Is it a factory or a broth-
el, I just can’t understand’ (OKY: 112).

Pr.8.9. Ha babam ...1yor or ...ir + personal endings. This construction
expresses a higher intensity of the action, corresponding sometimes to
the English expression ‘with all one’s might’: Ha babam kaciyor ‘He
runs with all his might’ (NAB: 104).

We have considered some classification principles of the predicative
constructions in spoken Turkish. These constructions and other spoken
syntactic models are important both with respect to synchrony and dia-
chrony. As a matter of fact, the classes of spoken constructions and
models represent and illustrate basic features of the development of
grammatical categories in Turkic and Altaic languages. In the origin of a
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grammatical category there lies a general, yet undefinable expressiveness
given by the reduplication of elements. The next stages are represented
by fixed elements appearing in the constructions along with the redu-
plications. At the end of this development, we find constructions con-
sisting of one lexically free element and one fixed element, the latter
being the archetype of the future grammatical marker proper. Through
the examples of spoken constructions, we can observe the semantic
origins of particular grammatical categories and the development of their
semantics from emphatic components of generalized communicative
categories (e.g. emphatic interrogation) to the meaning of specific gram-
matical categories (e.g. negation). Thus, spoken language is an important
and indispensable basis for the reconstruction of parent forms of proto-
languages and of their semantics.
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The Ninth International Conference on Turkish Linguistics was held in Oxford
(UK) in August 1998 and was attended by 82 participants from 15 countries.
Apart from two panel sessions, on typological traits on Turkic languages and on
language contact, the following linguistic areas were covered: psycholinguistics,
bilingualism, language acquisition, discourse and pragmatics, syntax and mor-
phology, phonetics and phonology, computational applications.

The next conference will be organized by Bogazici Unversitesi, and will be
held in Istanbul from 16-18 August 2000.

Gerjan van Schaaik, Bogazigi Universitesi, Bati Dilleri ve Edebiyatlar: Béliimii,
80815 Bebek — Istanbul, Turkey.

The Ninth International Conference on Turkish Linguistics was held
from 12 to 14 August 1998 at Lincoln College in the historical city of
Oxford, England. The conference was convened by Celia Kerslake of
the Oriental Institute, University of Oxford and by Asli Goksel of the
School of Oriental and African Studies, University of London. There
were 82 participants from fifteen different countries: 23 from Turkey,
eighteen from Germany, thirteen from the UK, ten from the US, three
from the Netherlands, two each from Japan, France, the Czech Republic,
Canada and Australia, and one participant each from Sweden, Norway,
Austria, Russia and Italy. A total number of 55 papers was presented.
The conference venue was Lincoln College, a collection of beautiful old
buildings, lodgings and gardens located at the site where in 1427 the
Bishop of Lincoln, Richard Fleming, founded the “College of the
Blessed Mary and All Saints, Lincoln, in the University of Oxford,
commonly called Lincoln College”. As many of the participants un-
doubtedly noticed, in this wonderful place in the very heart of the city
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and university, the spirit of academic work performed through the ages
is still clearly in the air.

True to the tradition of these Turkological conferences, there were, in
addition to the more serious activities during the daytime, quite a number
of possibilities to unwind: Plenty of sightseeing in Oxford and its sur-
roundings, a reception with a generous supply of drinks and delicious
snacks, an exquisite dinner in a Lebanese restaurant, and of course, the
more or less unavoidable visit to Blackwell’s bookstore. To top it all off,
the weather was beyond expectation. And it was in this excellent atmos-
phere that the last ICTL meeting of this century took place.

After Celia Kerslake’s opening speech, the presentation of papers
started in a series of theme-oriented parallel sessions and two panel ses-
sions.

The aim of the first panel discussion, entitled Linguistic evidence
from peripheral Turkic languages and chaired by Lars Johanson, was to
find out what exactly constitutes the “Turkic type”, since what is gener-
ally understood by this term is largely based on descriptions of Turkish.
Apart from the introductory remarks by the chairman, the following
papers were presented: Consonantalization and obfuscation by Arienne
Dwyer; On word order properties of gemtlval possessive constructions
by Eva Agnes Csat6; and Lexical copying in Turkic: The case of Eynu
by Tooru Hayasi.

The objective of the second panel discussion, entitled The role of yap-
mak, etmek and olmak in diaspora Turkish and chaired by Petek Kurt-
boke, was to shed some light on the question how data and analyses can
contribute to the description of these verbs within a language-contact
framework. The papers read were: The replacement of et- by yap- is evi-
dent in migrant Turkish. Is there anything to be learned from history? by
Hendrik Boeschoten (presented by Petek Kurtboke); The use of yap- in
Turkish-Norwegian code-switching by Emel Tiirker; The development
of yapmak as auxiliary and main verb in the speech of Turkish bilingual
children by Carol Pfaff; and Delexicalised verbs in Turkish from a cor-
pus perspective by Petek Kurtboke.

Roughly speaking, the remaining papers covered the following fields:
(1) psycholinguistics; (2) studies on bilingualism; (3) studies on lan-
guage acquisition; (4) discourse and pragmatics; (5) syntax and mor-
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phology; (6) phonetics and phonology; and (7) computational applica-
tions.'

1. Psycholinguistics was covered by two papers: Linguistic represen-
tations of movement in space and time by Seyda Ozcahskan™ and Dan
Slobin; and Cross-cultural speech act realisation: The case of requests in
the Turkish speech of Turkish monolingual and Turkish-German bilin-
gual speakers by Leyla Marti.

2. Studies on bilingualism included the following topics: How to get
rid of the Turkish morphological system? by Ineke van de Craats; Gram-
matical properties in Turkish and Dutch possessive constructions by
Ineke van de Craats’, Norbert Corver and Roeland van Hout; Turkish
relative clauses: Are they vulnerable to loss in language-contact situa-
tions? by Kutlay Yagmur; Development of Turkish clause linkage in the
narrative texts of Turkish-French bilingual children by Mehmet-Ali
Akinci” and Harriet Jisa.

3. The field of language acquisition was addressed in the following
papers: Production of relative clauses in the acquisition of Turkish: The
role of parallel function hypothesis by Hiilya Ozcan; When can children
indicate the basis for their assertions? The acquisition of -DIR by Ayhan
Aksu-Kog; What does a child have to acquire when acquiring the pas-
sive? by Nihan Ketrez; Children’s acquisition of negation: Early evi-
dence from Turkish by Paivi Koskinen; Head parameter setting in the
acquisition of Turkish as a first language by Cem Can and Ozden Ek-
mekgi; Children’s preferences in early phonological acquisition: How do
they reflect sensitivity to the ambient language? by Seyhun Topbag and
Handan Kopkalli-Yavuz.

4. Studies in discourse phenomena and pragmatics were represented
by the following papers: Plural agreement and discourse by Mark Kirch-
ner; Differences in speech and gesture organisation in Turkish and
English spatial discourse by Ash Ozyiirek; Ya, sey, yani, iste: Interac-
tional markers of Turkish by Nurdan Ozbek; Politeness and the use of
‘Estagfurullah’ by Arn Bayraktaroglu.

5. Besides a number of papers on general syntactic and morpholog-
ical aspects, there was a rich variety of papers on the following sub-

' In cases where a multi-authored paper was presented by one person, the name of

that person is followed by an asterisk.
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topics: relative clauses, clause linkage, modals, adverbial constructions,
verb valency, and historical aspects of Turkish.

General papers: Relativization of the constituents of the converb seg-
ment in the complex predication in Turkish (read in Turkish) by Kemal
Giiler; The properties of null objects in Turkish by Umit Deniz Turan; Is
there a focus position in Turkish? by Asli Goksel and Sumru Ozsoy;
Double dative marking in Gagauz by Yuu Kuribayashi; The noun / ad-
jective distinction in Turkish by Friederike Braun" and Geoffrey Haig;
Higher order compounds in Turkish by Gerjan van Schaaik.

Relative clauses: Some formal types of Turkic relative clause equiva-
lents by Claus Schonig; Locating relative agreement in Turkish and
Turkic by Jaklin Komfilt; Copied relative constructions in Khalaj by
Filiz Kiral; Why Turkish needs -ki by Christoph Schroeder.

Clause linkage: Clause linkage strategies in Turkish by Fatma Erk-
man-Akerson; Strategies of clause-combining in Iraqi Turkmen by
Christiane Bulut.

Modals: Semi-grammaticalised modality in Turkish by Eser Taylan;
Analytical modal constructions in Gagauz by Astrid Menz.

Adverbial constructions: Specifier position of functional phrases in
Turkish by Giilsat Aygen-Tosun; Piti piti karamela sepeti or how to
choose your own adverb in Turkish by Mireille Tremblay and Hitay
Yiikseker.

Verb valency: (Are there really) Four operations for four affixes? by
Hitay Yikseker; Changing argument structure without voice morphol-
ogy: A concrete view by Jaklin Komfilt; On the aspectual properties of
unaccusatives by Mine Nakipoglu; Detransitivizing passives by Murat
Kural.

Historical aspects: Reflexive pronouns in Old Anatolian Turkish by
Mevlut Erdem; Nogayca'da c¢ekimli bol- ekeylemi ve Tiirkiye Tiirk-
cesi’ndeki iglevsel karsiliklar: (read in Turkish) by Birsel Karakog;
Marked and non-marked genitive constructions in 16th-century Ottoman
documents by Claudia Roemer.

6. In the domain of phonetics and phonology the following papers
were presented: Acoustic analysis of voicing contrast in Turkish stops
by Handan Kopkalli-Yavuz; Palatal synharmonism in the Turkic lan-
guages by Irina Selyutina; Labial attraction in Turkish: an empirical per-
spective by Sharon Inkelas®, Gunar Hansson, Aylin Kiintay; On non-
final stress in Turkish simplex words by Cem Cakir; An integrated
analysis of Turkish stress patterns by Engin Sezer; Clitics in Turkish by
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Marcel Erdal; To be or not to be faithful (on emphatic reduplication) by
Meltem Kelepir; On fusional features in Turkish by Armin Bassarak.

7. The only paper in the area of computational applications was The
spoken Karaim CD: Sound, text, lexicon and “active morphology” for
language learning multimedia presented by David Nathan, who showed
how the data on Karaim as collected by Eva Agnes Csatd are stored on
CD-rom and how these data can be retrieved by means of a multimedia
program that enables the user to simultaneously read and listen to text
fragments.

The organisers of the conference aim at publishing the proceedings
before the end of 1999, and since the deadline for submission of the
final version of the papers was set as early as 10 October 1998, the issue
of publication is clearly being tackled with commendable energy this
time.

During the wrap-up session it was decided where to hold the next
conference and how the planning committee should be made up. Fur-
thermore, there was some discussion as to whether there is a need for
abstracts to be selected anonymously. But an overwhelming majority of
participants seems to feel quite comfortable with this system, which has
been in practice since Eskisehir 1992.

We do hope to have another fruitful meeting in the year 2000. This
time at Bogazici Universitesi in Istanbul: where the continents meet!



Reviews

Mark Kirchner: Review of Christiane Bulut, Eviliya Celebis Reise von
Bitlis nach Van. Ein Auszug aus dem Seyahatname. Interpretierende
Transliteration, kommentierte Ubersetzung und sprachwissenschaftliche
Bemerkungen. (Turcologica 35.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz 1997. 9, 404

pages.

Mark Kirchner, Department of Turkology, Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universitt,
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Over the past few decades Evliya Celebi’s (1611 — [?] 1684/85) Seyahatname, the
most important of all Ottoman Turkish travel books, has been rediscovered for seri-
ous philological, historiographic und linguistic research. As a result, several mono-
graphs and partial editions have been published. Christiane Bulut’s dissertation from
1995 presents Evliya Celebi’s journey from Bitlis to Van, together with linguistic
studies of several aspects of the text. With this work, she helps to close a gap in the
edition of the Seyahatname and—what might be of greater importance in the context
of this journal—shows us that Ottoman Turkish does not deserve to remain a neg-
lected branch of linguistic Turkology. The following (for the most part critical) notes
on some details and concepts refer chiefly to the “linguistic remarks” (“sprachwissen-
schaftliche Bemerkungen”) of this outstanding study.

The book under review ends where the work of the author once began, with a re-
production of ms. Bagdat Koskii 305, folio 236b-259b, unfortunately not on separate
plates but still in readable quality. Even a short glance at the manuscript reveals how
much work Bulut had to undertake before she could present her results on morpho-
nology (39-54), clause chaining (67-79) or relative clauses (84-110). The presentation
of the precise transcription with an accurate parallel translation into German (144-
263) forms the link between manuscript and linguistic investigation. This part is
doubtlessly of great importance for Oriental studies, since even recent Turkish edi-
tions of the Seyahatname are based on the old Ahmed Cevdet edition, which sup-
presses up to 50% of the manuscript, partly because of political considerations. The
transcription applied is designated as an “interpreting transliteration”. Its most signif-
icant feature is that information which has no graphic representation in the original
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script is marked by italics. The result of this system is a Latin-script version of the
text, which on one hand clearly distinguishes between the contemporary editor’s in-
terpretations and the features of the manuscript in Arabic script, and, on the other
hand, does not tire a reader interested in syntax or history with unnecessary diacrit-
ics. In this respect researchers may be more likely to apply Bulut’s system than Neu-
decker’s (1994) (cf. Kirchner 1998), which gives every detail of the original script by
using more diacritics. The only disadvantage of Bulut’s transcription is that she does
not make a clear decision between a system based on the contemporary Turkish script
and the traditional transcription used in Oriental studies: Using <c> for gim together
with <g> for gdf, of course, does not produce misunderstandings but is an unneces-
sary break with tradition.

The author regrets that she cannot yet provide detailed investigations of the
historical, political and other aspects related to the contents of the manuscript (12),
although she does present some valuable tools for a better understanding of the text:
Itinerary (127-130), index of technical terms of the Ottoman administration, titles,
measuring units, etc. (294-305), index of names (places and persons) (306-339) and a
short chapter about other sources on the area (131-134), which unfortunately does not
mention the wealth of Islamic sources on the historic places around Lake Van.

The linguistic investigation begins with some obervations on orthographical pe-
culiarities of ms. Bagdat Koskii 305 (24-38). Some of Boeschoten’s (1988a) findings
are presented in a more detailed way. One of the most interesting facts is that /a/ and
/e/ are often represented by the grapheme /e in non-initial open syllables, even in
Arabic loanwords. Some remarks on details in this chapter:

— qursuml for qurgunli is noted as the only example for a dissimilation (?) nl >
ml (30). Actually Evliya Celebi uses qursum for qursun “lead” in other places of the
Seyahatname (cf. Tarama Sozliigii).

— The remarks on laryngeal h, 4 and # under the heading ‘“Vertauschung ara-
bischer Grapheme ohne Phonemcharakter” (“Confusion of Arabic graphemes without
phonemic value”) (30-31) are a little misleading. According to Bulut, numerous in-
terchanges in the spellings of lexemes with these laryngeals show that the “artic-
ulatory variants” are probably “allophones of /h/”. Is it really a case of “articulatory
variants” in places where we note interchanges in the spellings? On the same page the
author states that 4 and & were not pronounced differently, while the “guttural char-
acter” of j (is # more guttural than A or 4?) was partly preserved in Ottoman pronun-
ciation. Was this } really an allophone of /h/ or, my preference, an allophone of /k/,
or a separate phoneme?

— The graphic and the phonological levels are also intertwined when Bulut dis-
cusses the graphic marking devices for signalling front vs. back quality of the vowels
(30-31). In certain contexts the Ottoman writing system employs pairs of graphemes
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that are used in Arabic to represent emphatic consonants and their counterparts. In
Ottoman Turkish they are neither allophones nor are they emphatic as stated by
Bulut; their use on the graphic level has little to do with the system of Turkish con-
sonants. If the concerned Turkish consonants, e. g. /s/, have allophones at all, these
are slightly fronted or backed variants.

In Chapter 2, entitled “Morphonology”, Bulut investigates the vowel system of
the suffixes, proceeding from Johanson’s theory of the development of vowel harmo-
ny in Ottoman Turkish. Considering the fact that the same was done with a smaller
database by Boeschoten (1988b), the author does not expect particularly novel find-
ings (39). A glance at the meticulous presentation of various suffixes (40-50) shows
that this expectation is fulfilled. Nevertheless, the reader should not miss the excel-
lent tables contrasting the author’s findings for most of the interesting suffixes with
those of Johanson, Boeschoten and a recent Turkish dissertation.

Bulut’s investigation of Evliya Celebi’s syntax also employs Johanson’s consist-
ent and applicable analysis of Turkic languages, especially with regard to the descrip-
tion of converb clauses, the classification of language contact phenomena, the prob-
lem of subordination in Turkish clauses and the classification of clause combining
strategies in adverbial clauses. Problems arise when Bulut tries to incorporate other
approaches into this model, as we can see in the case of Turkish relative clauses.
After presenting various syntactic characteristics of Evliya Celebi’s language (for ex-
ample the well-known differences of genitive marking in comparison with modern
Turkish, 63-66) Bulut deals with the topic of clause chaining. However, this type of
clause combining can hardly be described as “characteristic of the text under investi-
gation” (67), as stated in the introduction of the chapter, since clause chaining is
common in many styles and in all periods of language history except late Ottoman
Turkish. The author goes further than the usual general outlines by making individu-
al analyses of these highly complex structures, using a suitable graphic presentation.
In this context we should mention Bulut’s findings concerning clauses with ve coor-
dination in addition to -(y)Ip converbs and clause chaining without finite predicate.

Relative clauses are dealt with under the aspect of code copying (Johanson 1992).
Bulut directs her attention especially to a supposed functional differentiation between
copied and “Turkic” strategies of relativization. Arguing for such a differentiation,
she says that it is “unlikely” that a “language copies structure just for the sake of dec-
oration” (84). Considering the fact that Ottoman Turkish was an extremely elaborated
language of the court, of administration and education, stylistically motivated gram-
matical structures should not be categorically ruled out. In Ottoman Turkish, “deco-
rative” functions and grammatical functions interact in various ways that may be a
subject of further investigation. Examining the relative clauses in her corpus, the au-
thor makes use of concepts employed in several of Johanson’s monographs and pa-
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pers and adopts the opposition coordination vs. subordination, which is defined on a
formal-syntactic basis. According to this concept, copied postpositive relative con-
structions are /inked (not subordinated) to the preceding clause by a “conjunctor”. In
another paper based on her thesis (Bulut 1998: 182) the author speaks explicitly of
“relative clauses co-ordinated by kim”. On the other hand, Bulut defines relative
clauses according to “semantic criteria” as a category of dependent clauses that ex-
plain the content of or define an element in the matrix clause, the so-called basic seg-
ment. (“... die ein Element im Matrixsatz, das sog. Basissegment, ... inhaltlich er-
lautern oder definieren”) (84). It is hard to understand how the syntactic concept of
“matrix clause” can be used for structures that are analysed as not being embedded or
subordinated. Both criteria, the semantic and the syntactic one, give us reasonable
definitions of relative clauses that differ considerably from each other in their results;
they should only be used if a hierarchy has been established between them. Apart
from that, Bulut does not give an answer to the status of the intrapositive relative
clauses with kim that are sometimes used by Evliya Celebi (89). Are they to be
treated as linked parenthetic constructions or is this a case of subordination? The last
section in the chapter on relative clauses deals with a supposed functional differentia-
tion between prepositive and postpositive relative constructions in the language of
Evliya Celebi (106-110). While the general distribution between prepositive and
postpositive relative constructions is 2:1, both strategies have grammatical domains
in which one of them dominates (107). However, according to Bulut, the crucial cri-
terion for the distribution of the two constructions is semantic: Restrictive relative
clauses vs. appositive relative clauses (108). The author claims that prepositive rela-
tive constructions are always restrictive and postpositive constructions are, with a
single exception, appositive. The rule is formulated somewhat differently in Bulut
(1998: 190): “the Turkish prepositive type of RCs always combines with indefinite
heads”. Bulut’s finding exactly fits the typological predictions; however, a glance at
Evliya Celebi’s text makes clear that the proposed rule does not work in the claimed
absolute manner, at least for prepositive relative clauses. Some examples with Bu-
lut’s German translation:

— ... sedd-i Islam olan qal ‘e-i Vana dahil olurken ... (242a/27) “wenn Ihr ... in
die Festung Van, dieses Bollwerk des Islam, eingezogen seid ...” Evliya Celebi may
have preferred the prepositive non-restrictive relative clause because the matrix clause
of the relative clause is embedded into a converbial clause. A construction with kim
would have either been intrapositive, which Evliya Celebi would have disliked, or
separated far from its basic segment.

— ... bu qal ‘eniini sarqisi ve ceniubisi tarafinda olan Vian Deryas: bir halic-i sagir(e]
gibi niimayandir ... (242b/6) * ... ist der Van-See, der an der ostlichen und siidlichen
Flanke dieser Festung liegt, wie ein kleiner Meerbusen anzusehen.” A postpositive
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relative construction is probably avoided because halic-i sagir{e] and not Van Deryasi
would then be interpreted as the basic segment.

— Further examples of non-restrictive prepositive constructions: 239a/26, 243a/
19, 243b/11 (basic segment not inherently definite), 243b/34, 245b/22.

The reason for the deviation from the expected rule may be that prepositive con-
structions are the primary and unmarked strategy for relative clauses in Turkish. This
strategy can principally be used for restrictive and appositive sentences, while the
postpositive kim constructions copied from Persian are a secondary strategy with a
specialized function. This relationship is reflected also by the frequency of both strat-
egies in the text.

The chapter on relative clauses is followed by a presentation of some pecularities
of adverbial and complement clauses (111-123). Again Bulut follows Johanson’s
model for the description of Turkic syntax. This is especially true of causal clauses,
which are classified according to Johanson (1993) mainly on the basis of formal syn-
tactic connection. In this context, Bulut proposes a third position on this scale called
“Doppelkodierung” (“double coding”), i.e. coding with “Turkish” and copied means
(122-123). In my opinion, this kind of double coding merits further attention, but
clauses of this type should not be treated as a third and more deeply embedded posi-
tion but as a subsection of position 2 “Einverleibung” (“embedding”). In this chap-
ter, as in the ones preceding it, the author shows that the syntactic structures of Evli-
ya Celebi’s language have quite a lot of properties copied from Persian. However,
Bulut states in the introductory remarks to the syntax of the text that the investigated
text confirms the standard thesis “... daB im Hochosmanischen vor allem auf dem
Gebiet des Lexikons Fremdelemente dominierten, wahrend die tiirkische Morpholo-
gie und Syntax weitestgehend unbeeintrdchtigt blieben” (59). Given the fact that
there are more or less clearly defined domains for copied structures in Evliya Celebi’s
syntax, as shown by Bulut, it is confusing to claim that the syntax remains largely
unaffected, unless this assertion is clearly restricted to the basic principles of Turkic
syntax. In this context, it should be said that even clause chaining with -(y)lp con-
verbs in Ottoman Turkish, a construction that is attested from the oldest Turkic doc-
uments, is influenced to a certain degree by Persian and Arabic text construction pat-
terns with coordinative conjunctions. If the syntax of Ottoman Turkish were really
more or less uninfluenced, it is again hard to understand where the copied syntactic
structures that, according to Bulut, have almost completely disappeared in contempo-
rary Turkish (84) came from. I believe that in spoken standard Turkish of the late
20th century a considerable amount of structures copied from Persian still survives.

It is a shortcoming of the book review genre that critical remarks tend to require
much more space than praise. With that in mind, I would like to briefly conclude
this review with the statement that Bulut’s investigation of Evliya Celebi’s language
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is without doubt the best text-based study on Ottoman Turkish I know. In addition,
she has managed to present a perfect edition of a significant text along with prelimi-
nary studies illuminating its historical background.

References

Boeschoten, Hendrik 1988a. Evliya’s spelling and our transliteraion. In: Van Bruin-
essen, Martin & Boeschoten, Hendrik (eds.) Evliya Celebi in Diyarbekir. Leiden:
Brill. 71-80.

Boeschoten, Hendrik 1988b. The Seyahatname as a source for linguistic inves-
tigation. In: Van Bruinessen, Martin & Boeschoten, Hendrik (eds.) Eviiya Celebi
in Diyarbekir. Leiden: Brill. 81-103.

Bulut, Christiane 1998. Copied strategies of clause combining. Relativization in
Middle Ottoman Turkish. Turkic Languages 2, 171-197.

Johanson, Lars 1992. Strukturelle Faktoren in tiirkischen Sprachkontakten. (Sit-
zungsberichte der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft an der Johann Wolfgang
Goethe-Universitit Frankfurt am Main. Bd. 2, Nr. 5.) Stuttgart: Steiner.

Johanson, Lars 1993. Typen kausaler Satzverbindungen im Tiirkischen. Journal of
Turkology 1, 213-269.

Kirchner, Mark 1998. Review of Hannah Neudecker, The Turkish Bible translation
by Yahya bin ’Ishak, also called Haki. Turkic Languages 2, 320-323

Neudecker, Hannah 1994. The Turkish Bible translation by Yahya bin ’Ishak, also
called Haki (1659). Leiden: Oosters Istituut.

Tarama sozliigii. 13. yiizyildan beri Tiirkiye Tiirkgesiyle yazilmug kitaplardan tanik-
larryle tarama sozliigii 1-8. Ankara 1963-1977.

Ahmet Kocaman: Review of Dogan Aksan: Anlambilim — anlambilim
konular ve Tiirkgenin anlambilimi. Ankara, Engin Yaymevi 1998, 232

Pp-

Ahmet Kocaman, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Gazimagusa, KKTC. E-mail:
Kocaman.as@mozart.emu.edu.tr

Dogan Aksan is one of the few Turkish linguists who work on Turkish semantics.
His interest in meaning goes back to the early 1960s, and his first article (Anlam al-
wgverigi olaylar: ve Tiirkge [Semantic borrowing and loans in Turkish] TDAY Bel-
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leten 1961) was followed by several articles over the following years, which eventu-
ally resulted in a compact, seminal study on Turkish semantics: Anlambilin ve Tiirk
anlambilimi — ana ¢izgileriyle ([Semantics and Turkish semantics—the main issues]
Ankara, 1971).

This book has remained the first and almost only contribution to semantics in
Turkish for years. It was a short, but succinct survey of basic issues of semantics,
written within the framework of semantic theories prevalent in those years, and it
was largely restricted to lexical semantics. The book was unavailable for some time,
and Aksan, as a responsible scholar, had been thinking of revising it. 1998 witnessed
not a revision but the birth of a new book: Anlambilim: Anlambilim konular: ve
Tiirkgenin anlambilimi, a more comprehensive achievement with an emphasis on
Turkish sentence semantics.

The new book comprises an introduction and four chapters. After the introductory
notes about language, linguistics and semantics in general, Chapter 1 presents a sur-
vey of the basic concepts of lexical semantics, including referential and affective
meaning, antonymy, polysemy, homonymy, context, signification, etc. The chapter
ends with brief notes on Aktionsart (manner of action) and aspect as they relate to
lexical meaning and gives a short account of semantic changes.

The second chapter is based on concepts laid out in the previous chapter and con-
centrates on polysemy, synonymy, homonymy, converseness, etc. in Turkish. This
and the previous chapter are largely an extension of the related issues dealt with in
the earlier book.

Chapters 3 and 4, on the other hand, constitute the backbone and most original
part of the book in that they treat the sentence semantics of Turkish in some detail
for the first time. The author classifies the syntactic features affecting Turkish sen-
tence semantics into the six following categories:

1. Flexibility of Turkish syntax

2. Nominalization, adjectivization and adverbialization
3. The uses of reduplication

4. Rare use of personal pronouns

5. The use of adjectives

6. The influence of the copula -DIr on sentence meaning

After a discussion of each of these topics in turn, the chapter takes up the contribu-
tion of inflectional suffixes to sentence meaning and examines topics such as restric-
tion, reinforcement, guessing, equalizing negative-positive conclusions, inverted sen-
tences and varied expression patterns in Turkish sentences. From time to time there
is overlapping with pragmatic issues, but this chapter is definitely an original con-
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tribution to Turkish semantics as it succinctly and expertly incorporates the discus-
sion of modality and functional perspective into the description of sentence meaning
in Turkish for the first time.

One of the best aspects of Aksan’s book is that it is wisely delimited, i.e. its
main concern is linguistic semantics, and, although occasional references are made to
earlier language periods, its scope is strictly restricted to present-day Turkish.

A further merit of the book is that general linguistic theory forms the basis of
discussion, but Turkish sentence semantics is not treated in terms of other languages
justifying the theory, but rather on its own terms. With its transparent terminology,
smooth style and comprehensive bibliography, Aksan’s book deserves the attention
of everyone interested in meaning in general, as well as specialists in Turkish lin-
guistics and semantics.

Ahmet Kocaman: Review of Nese Emecan, 1960’ tan giiniimiize Tiirkge
— bir sozliik denemesi [Turkish from 1960 to the present — an appraisal
of the new lexis]. Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi yayinlari, 1998.

Ahmet Kocaman, Faculty of Arts and Sciences, Gazimagusa, KKTC. E-mail:
Kocaman.as@mozart.emu.edu.tr

The “global village”, as McLuhan calls it, is becoming ever smaller, and this brings
languages into closer contact. Shakespeare’s motto “neither a borrower nor a lender
be” no longer works. The process affects both sides, but borrowing languages are af-
fected even more deeply. Turkish is one of those languages which has been under-
going a rapid transformation in recent decades, and the phenomenon has been dis-
cussed by many people, linguists and non-linguists alike (see e.g. Cagdag Tiirk Dili,
1996). The issue has often been examined within the framework of the Turkish lan-
guage reform. Emecan goes beyond this and describes the recent developments com-
pletely from a scientific point of view.

The book comprises five chapters and a conclusion. The first chapter deals with
neologisms from a theoretical standpoint. In this chapter the author points out that
the main defining criterion for neologims is meaning, i.e. that neologisms introduce
conceptual novelties into the language.
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The second chapter is concerned with the neologism as related to lexicology, lexi-
cography and sociolinguistics, and the third chapter classifies neologisms in Turkish
in terms of phonology, morphology, syntax and semantics.

The fourth chapter seems to be a digression in the book. It is an overall appraisal
of the trends of change in the Turkish dictionary through its various publications
from 1959 to 1988. There are interesting points to note in the quantitative analysis
here, but these points are only indirectly related to the main theme of the book.
Perhaps it would have been better justified if the discussion focused on how many of
the loans were incorporated into the different editions of the dictionary. Yet, it is a
concise but illuminating chapter that enables the reader to appreciate the lexical de-
velopments in Turkish vocabulary and might later be developed into an independent
work in itself.

The fifth chapter presents the list of 1,150 new items studied, covering material
from 1960 to 1990. These items were collected from three popular dailies (Cum-
huriyet, Milliyet and Hiirriyet), and the data were also substantiated by means of vis-
ual and aural media. The list of items are categorized into three groups according to
whether they are completey made up of foreign elements (e.g. check up). Table 17 (p.
173) further provides a recapitulation of the findings in terms of structure and source
language. (Apparently there is a misprint in this table; figure 417 refers to words of
Western rather than Arabic-Persian origin.)

Emecan summarizes some of her findings in the following way:

(a) One-word neologisms are rare (176 items, 15.3%).

(b) Two-word items form the largest group (455 items, 39.56% of the data).

(c) Of these neologisms, only 22% (253 items) are made up of native Turkish
elements, which, she thinks, is an indication of the loss of enthusiasm for
reform.

(d) Words of Western origin are the most common among new items (491
items, 42.69% of the data). This is not suprising, as globalization is a
concept originating in the West, and Western technology, science and even
life-style have spread throughout the world in recent years.

(e) Emecan finally emphasizes the fact that neologisms formed by derivation
have not been very common in Turkish in recent years (only 67 items,
5.82%); direct loans, compounding and translation seem to be more popu-
lar methods. The author notes that this trend leads to certain problems in
the spelling and pronunciation of Turkish.

Emecan’s book is an important contribution to the depiction of recent developments
in Turkish vocabulary over the last 50 years. We need more in-depth studies in this
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area, studies that must not overlook the findings of this work. Those interested in
Turkish—lexicologists, lexicographers and linguists in general—will find much of
note in this concise but well-substantiated work.
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Das Studium der buddhistischen Dogmatik hat in Japan eine jahrhundertelange Tra-
dition, und es nimmt nicht Wunder, daB es Haneda Toru war, der in einer Studie von
1925 den alttiirkischen Abhidharmako$a-Kommentar des Sthiramati zum ersten Mal
der wissenschaftlichen Offentlichkeit vorgestellt hat (“Kaikotsu yakuhon anne no ku-
sharon jitsugiso”, in: Haneda hakushi shigaku ronbunshii, Bd. 2, Ky6to 1958, S.
148-182). Die Bearbeitung hat noch weit iiber 50 Jahre, bis 1991, auf sich warten
lassen, denn dieser Text bietet besondere Schwierigkeiten. Er hat nicht die iibliche
Wortfolge des Tiirkischen, sondern die Wortfolge der chinesischen Vorlage. Diese
Vorlage aber ist nur fiir einen kleinen Teil des alttiirkischen Textes bekannt oder er-
schlieBbar.

In der Einleitung (Bd. 1, S. 1-21) beschreibt Shogaito die Beziehung des alttiir-
kischen Sthiramati-Kommentars zur chinesischen Vorlage oder besser vielleicht: zu
den chinesischen Paralleltexten. Der alttiirkische Text besteht aus zwei Teilen, die
traditionell nach der Signatur der British Library als Or. 8212-75 A (hier: Abhi A)
und Or. 8212-75 B (hier: Abhi B) bezeichnet werden. Abhi A ist die alttiirkische
Version der chinesischen Ubersetzung des ersten Buches von Sthiramatis Kommentar
zum Abhidharmako$abhésya (hier: AKBh) des Vasubandhu, ein Kommentarwerk, in
dem Sthiramati das AKBh gegen die Kritik des Sarnighabhadra verteidigt (vgl. La
Valle¢ Poussin: “L‘Abhidharmako$a de Vasubandhu. Traduction et annotations™. T.
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1-6. Nachdruck Bruxelles 1971. T. 1, S.11). Das erste Buch von Sthiramati kom-
mentiert nur einen kleinen Teil des ersten Buches des AKBh (Karika 1-8), der in der
Taisho-Edition (Bd. 29, Nr. 1558) gerade eine und eine halbe Seite umfat. Abhi B
ist der — am Anfang und am Schluf} unvollstindige — Text des 4. Buches von Sthira-
matis Kommentar, der einen Teil des 2. Buches von Vasubandhus AKBh erldutert
(vgl. Einleitung, S. 1-5).

Die chinesische Fassung des von Sthiramati kommentierten Werkes (AKBh) ist
also in der Taishd-Edition (s.0.) leicht zugénglich. Auch die chinesische Fassung des
Kommentars von Sthiramati ist in einem Pariser Manuskript erhalten. Leider aber in
extrem verkiirzter Form, so daB sie keine Hilfe fiir das Verstindnis der alttiirkischen
Version bietet (vgl. Einleitung, S. 8-13). Ein Bruchstiick des chinesischen Sthira-
mati-Kommentars ist auch in Peking erhalten. Der im Alttiirkischen iiberlieferte Teil
findet sich aber dort nicht (vgl. Einleitung, S. 13-15), und auch in der tibetischen
Version des Sthiramati-Kommentars fehlt der im Alttiirkischen erhaltene Teil (vgl.
Einleitung, S. 6-8).

Vom Wortlaut der Vorlage von Abhi A kennen wir also nur die Zitate aus AKBh,
die Sthiramati anfiihrt, und diese Zitate sind sehr kurz, jedenfalls im Verhéltnis zu
den kommentierenden Passagen aus Sthiramatis Feder, die teilweise in Form eines
Dialogs zwischen einem Kritiker (skr. codaka) und einem Kommentator (skr. sdstra-
kdra) abgefalit sind. So umfaBt das erste Zitat aus AKBh nur die Zeilen 75-78 von
Abhi A, der folgende Kommentar des Sthiramati geht dagegen von Zeile 79 bis Zeile
447. Und ahnlich ist das Verhiltnis zwischen Zitat und Kommentar auch bei den
iibrigen 62 Zitaten des AKBh-Textes, die sich in Abhi A finden. Die 4585 Zeilen
von Abhi A kommentieren so lediglich eine und eine halbe Seite des chinesischen
Textes von AKBh in der Taish6-Edition.

In Abhi B fehlen die Zitate aus dem AKBh. Der alttiirkische Abschreiber gibt
aber einen Hinweis auf die kommentierten Abschnitte des AKBh, indem er das erste
Zeichen (oder die ersten Zeichen) des jeweils kommentierten Abschnittes des chine-
sischen AKBh-Textes in den alttiirkischen Text einfiigt. Das bedeutet, wie Shogaito
bemerkt, dafl der Text von Abhi B nur verstidndlich war und ist, wenn der Leser den
chinesischen Text von AKBh ebenfalls zur Hand hatte oder hat. Zu Abhi B gibt es
also iiberhaupt keine chinesischen Paralleltexte — jedenfalls nicht in AKBh, wie das
fiir Abhi A der Fall ist. Eine Reihe von Zitaten aus dem Abhidharmanyayanusara-
Sastra — das ist der oben erwihnte kritische AKBh-Kommentar des Sanghabhadra —
geben aber dennoch eine gewisse Hilfe. Shogaito hat solche Zitate aus Abhi B ge-
sammelt und in einer separaten Publikation in Band 18 (1987), S. 159-207, seiner
Zeitschrift Gaikokugaku kenkyi [Annals of foreign studies] herausgegeben (“Uiguru-
bun ‘Abidatsumajunshériron’, daiei toshokan shozd Or. 8212-75 B kara”). Man
findet in dieser Studie nicht nur den alttiirkischen Text und den chinesischen Paral-
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leltext des Sanghabhadra, sondern auch ein chinesisch-uigurisches Glossar, das fiir
das Verstindnis des gesamten alttiirkischen Sthiramati-Textes von Bedeutung ist. Es
bleibt zu priifen, ob der in Abhi A gelegentlich erwihnte “Kritiker” (skr. codaka)
vielleicht auch mit Sanghabhadra zu identifizieren ist.

In Abhi A gibt es zahlreiche Korrekturen, die offenbar von der Hand des Ab-
schreibers stammen. Sie verbessern den AKBh-Text nach der chinesischen AKBh-
Ubersetzung des Xuanzang (Taish6-Edition Bd. 29, Nr. 1558), die von der im chine-
sischen Sthiramati-Text zitierten Fassung des AKBh-Textes leicht abweicht. Shé-
gaito schlieBt daraus mit Recht, dafl der Kopist von Abhi A den chinesischen Sthira-
mati-Text nicht kannte und nur die Xuanzang-Ubersetzung zur Hand hatte. Er hat
dann den Sthiramati-Text, den er abschreiben wollte oder sollte, nach der Xuanzang-
Ubersetzung “korrigiert” (vgl. Einleitung, S. 15-17).

Shégaitos Edition ist mustergiiltig und wére — beim gegenwirtigen Stand der
Forschung — in Europa nicht machbar gewesen. Die Edition wird begleitet von einer
japanischen Ubersetzung und von einem philologischen Apparat, der die Korrekturen
und Schreibfehler registriert. Der erste Band enthilt den Text von Abhi A, der zweite
Band den Text von Abhi B und einen vollstindigen Index fiir den gesamten Text,
der dritte Band die Faksimiles. Man findet kaum Druckfehler und ganz wenige Lese-
oder Interpretationsfehler (Wortfolge im Folgenden normalisiert):

In Abhi A, Z. 1629, 1630, wiirde man statt yiigmdkin besser yiigmdkig lesen:
*bes yligmdkig ol abidarim driir tep sozldmdmis ol “er hat nicht gepredigt, daB die
Fiinf Skandhas der Abhidharma sind”. Das Possessiv-Suffix von yigmdkin hitte kei-
nen erkennbaren Bezug.

In Abhi A, Z. 2483, ist sicher okit- statt ukit- zu lesen: *nd iiciin t(d)gri burhan
kapile toyinig okitu tripitakeya tep sozlddi “warum rief der gottliche Buddha den
Monch Kapila, indem er sagte: ‘O Tripitaka!™”’

In Abhi A, Z. 2904, und an vielen anderen Stellen, wo bir tdk transkribiert wird,
diirfte bir tdg “gleich” gemeint sein.

In Abhi B, Z. 1486, ist der Dativ tdgmdzkd wohl eine Fehllesung fiir tdgmdzkdn:
bir ikintikd tdgmdzkdn ... “bevor sie einander erreichen ...”.

In Abhi B, Z. 1579, diirfte umagay ein Schreibfehler fiir umaki sein: *burun drk-
lignig ymd 6k irak yakin bulug yigaktaki yidnip adirtin kérmddin bilgdli umaki nd-
Ciikin bolgay “wie wiirde es moglich sein, da8 das Nasenorgan ebenso den Unter-
schied von nahen und fernen Geriichen verstehen kann, ohne sie zu sehen?”

In Abhi B, Z. 2101, ist — wie auch im Index — bolmis bei einer letzten Korrektur
offenbar iibersehen worden. Die Ubersetzung scheint von bulmi§ auszugehen, was
zweifellos richtig ist: *tayak tegiiCi adig bulmis ol “hat den Namen “Stiitze’ erlangt”.

Wie gesagt, kann das den vorziiglichen Eindruck, den man von dem Werk ge-
winnt, iiberhaupt nicht beeinflussen. Wir haben jetzt eine solide Basis fiir weiter-
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filhrende Studien zu diesem Text, der durch seinen Index auch fiir das “Uigurische
Worterbuch” ausgewertet werden kann.

Robert Ermers: Review of Karl A. Krippes, Kazakh (Qazaq)-English
dictionary. Kensington, Maryland: Dunwoody Press. 1994. ISBN 1-
881265-02-1. 290 pp.

Robert Ermers, Vlagberg 33, 5845 ED Sint Anthonis, The Netherlands.

Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, its former satellite states have opened to
the world. Western scholars are now relatively free to travel and seek out academic
contacts, and Central Asian students leave in droves to study abroad. Turcological
and Islamic studies in the West are experiencing new impulses. This also applies to
the compilation of dictionaries.

The compilation and edition of a bilingual dictionary is a tedious and difficult
task. It demands a thorough knowledge of both languages involved, in addition to a
strict adherence to lexicographical principles. Ideally, the bilingual dictionary con-
tains only those entries and definitions which its user is most likely to look for,
should list as few obsolete words as possible and take great care with neologisms.
Dictionaries also have a social function: They are often regarded as normative in lin-
guistic matters, the sources people refer to when in doubt; a bilingual dictionary is
therefore per se a meeting place of peoples and cultures. As is known, the Soviet
Union made use of the prestige of lexicographical works for political purposes, too.
One of its policies obliged lexicographers to include Soviet propaganda in their
work. This led to the awkward occurrence of translated quotations from Lenin’s (and
Stalin’s) works or the proceedings from communist party gatherings as examples in
both bilingual and monolingual dictionaries.

Some of the principles underlying the compilation of the dictionary under review
are explained in detail by its chief editor (vii-xiv). One is the transcription of all
Qazaq words according to their pronunciation, hence kazax — Qazaq, in order to
avoid transcriptions through Russian, such as “Kazakh” and “Kazak” (however, “Ka-
zakh” on pp. 5, 233). The official name of the “Republic of Qazagstan” in Latin
script is “Kazakstan”, or even “Kazakhstan”, which is not likely to change.

Significant lacunae in the selection of entries are e.g. 6asa ‘child’, acay ‘enemy’,
and asx in its sense of ‘drinking bowl’. A praiseworthy initiative is the inclusion of
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Latin names of most—not all, e.g. ma6an (230)—plants and animals, which makes
it easy to trace a species’ exact name also in languages other than English. Useful is
the inclusion of the names of Qazaq writers (Coken Ceiichynnun, 213), ancient rulers
(KacwiM xaH, 49) and organisations (azaw, 13; a lengthy entry on the Cossacks who
bear no relation to the Qazaqgs, kazauecmso, 115). Persons are entered under their first
names only, which sometimes renders it difficult to find them.

For many entries a satisfactory translation is not given, e.g. kncupax (168), caba
(204), manmarap (235), and accurate descriptions are given instead (although that of
bec6apmak [46] ‘a Qazaq dish’ should have been more elaborate). In some of these
instances explicatory Russian translations are provided, whose purpose here is not
clear, viz., cauH-Khma 6aruHOuHKH ‘subordinate clause of manner’ (Russ. npudamou-
Hoe npedaocenue obpasa beiicmsus, 227; also 167, 194, 254).

The indication of the passive on a semantic rather than a morphological base may
lead to confusion; all intransitive verbs are labeled v-pass, e.g. abaaay ‘to bark’ (1),
xa6apoap 6oy (268), whereas both transitive and causative verbs are marked with a
mere v, Viz., aiinpy — aiinpmy (8); kapay ‘to look’ (147) is labeled v, the fact that it
governs the dative case not being indicated. Surprisingly, the words 6ap (38) and
arcox; (98) are marked as verbs v-pass too. Apart from the fact that this is not correct,
since they are not verbs—Western grammar provides no adequate category for these
words—this label is of no aid in accounting for certain common expressions (which,
incidentally, are not included in the dictionary), such as 6ap adamdap ‘all people’
and arack xcox adamdap ‘people who do not have a mother’. Perhaps the compiler’s
confused concept of these words has kept him from providing any examples.

Cited forms of address are always in the second person singular, which, however,
is not the regular polite form. Qazags are quite particular about using the plural form
with strangers. In this way, axancoy 6a? ‘are you well?’ (16) and e3un mipi Goa
may you yourself live! (193), epxenin eccin (195) are not quite appropriate.

The dictionary is not free of an occasional slip of the pen in both English and
Qazaq orthography. Examples are, e.g., (47) Doesn’t there seem to be any citizen ... !
(151) That young lives ... (also 193, 241), and (92) acay instead of xcayy ‘to fall’ (of
rain), weka (283) for wémka ‘comb’ (which is, in fact, a loanword, viz. mapak; also
197). There are mistakes in the English translations of exemplifying sentences, e.g.
(91) men amamon Fcacapmamoden wawnt 6020um ‘1 dyed my mother’s hair to make
her look younger’—where ama in fact means ‘grandfather’ and acacapanden is a
Qazaq dialectal form—(cf. also konmppesoaioyus 125), as well as unlabelled usage of
colloquial American English, e.g. wnraunamy (281) Gonna finagle him ...; oceny
(95) C’mon, let’s bet ... Nor is political terminology a strong point, e.g. (169)
‘liberal-democratic’ and ‘liberal-socialistic’, where the reader is presented rather vague
descriptions, e.g. “a party in Russia”. At napmus (198) three names are given, viz.
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Azam, Aaaw, Bupaecy, i.e. two political parties and a trade union, respectively, none
of which contains the word napmus in its name.

The mistakes and errors mentioned so far may be due to a lack of time and atten-
tion during the proofreading of the manuscript. In the choice of the examples which
serve to illustrate the usage of the entries some features of the dictionary come to
light which evidence a systematic general lack of interest. Generally, lexicographers
try to limit the number and length of their examples in order to save space and to
gain more internal coherence. The examples they typically provide consist of candid,
brief phrases and idiomatic expressions. In contrast with these principles, the exem-
plifying sentences and expressions in this particular dictionary are often of unusual
length, some of them occurring more than once in the same or a similar wording,
e.g. cuio (229) — aceney (94), konax acw Gepy (154) — kypmemine (162); a lengthy
quotation from Qazaq literature is found under mypasany (249), and the many refer-
ences to the ancient city of Otrar (23, 112, 128, 145, 235, 251, 274, 275). The refer-
ences to the endangered “gleamy-eyed steppe-antelope” (28, 47, 167, 179, 162, 238)
must probably be understood as a private joke.

There are many allusions to warfare and international peace/war politics (see also
comments below): 6e.uexkmen 6y3y (51), konsenyus (125), kapacmm (147), oprasac-
mauipy (190) yardaracmux (259), warnn (270), waiikacy (271), wunnaday (282). In
fact, there is much more to say about the examples. In the first place, an additional
aim of the dictionary seems to have been to inform the user about developments and
opinions in the recent history and politics of Qazagstan. Therefore, the dictionary
contains in the first place a considerable number of bibliographical references to
newspaper articles and headlines. Among the newspapers quoted are Aruana (244,
260), Azia (283, 288) Egemendi Qazagstan (244, 121 for Yegemendi), Xalyq Kenge-
si (248), Xaliqg Kongresi (139). By assuming this policy, the compilers have taken
the risk of the dictionary becoming outdated soon. Secondly, there is the content of
the exemplifying sentences. If a dictionary should at all serve the aim of informing
its users of current developments, one would expect to find brief and neutral texts.
This, however, does not hold for the dictionary under review. Most of the examples
can without exaggeration be characterised as rather tendentious. There are four main
subjects, namely (a/b) the Soviet past of Qazagstan, (c) Russians, Russian policy, (d)
exaggerated Qazaq nationalism, and (e) international politics:

(a) Statements against Soviet rule azwnank (5) awsk xor (27) xabapoap 6oy
(268), ke3 keszen (118) and kapamaru (146).

(b) Pro-Soviet, or neutral statements (often in relation with war activities): axcoii-
et (98): During the years of the Great Patriotic War, our nation’s air defence troops
wiped out 7313 enemy plane [sic), and 4168 of its attack aircraft with [3145, sic]
anti-aircraft artillery and machine-guns (also under 3enummix (109). Further refer-
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ences are depacaea (68), kenia Goay (129), kypeckep (134), medaas (175), opuay
(190), rapmusada xcoxmap (198), naayoapmu (200), peiio (203, about komcomonr),
mepaaka (248).

(c) Statements with messages directed against Russians and other Slavonic peo-
ples, Russia and Russian politics, e.g., aiibaima (5): “Opbcnen doc 6oacan aiibaa-
man emkip Goacu. If your friend is Russian, keep your axe sharp. Opscnen doc 604-
cay aiibasmay Hcanwnoa ooacun. If your friend is Russian keep your axe nearby.
(Qazaq proverb, two variants; repeated on p. 229), As a result of the socio-political
upheavals, Slavic civilization is in a crisis (repeated on p. 149). More anti-Russian
statements are found under aaandaywiank (12), cokkn (218), yavopwic (262), weeim-
kaknaii (276), wnrbicy (281, repeated on 58), dannspm (64), kazayecmeo (115, par-
tially repeated on p. 12), mexenden (176, repeated on p. 180), opunry (190).

(d) Qazaq-nationalist: xcuiay (98): They circulated the notion of interfering in the
sovereignty of the Republic of Qazaqstan (repeated under ko2 cyry 154), Further: a1-
on60a (14), 6acunan emkizy (41), ez2i (73), wazaay (82, repeated under 120), o3in
chaaran (193).

(e) Negative statements on international political issues: Afghanistan (221), Gaza
(275), Israel (41, 155), Japan/Russia (12), Pakistan (33 38), Pakistan/Poland (22),
Poland (163), UK/Argentina (103), US/China (151), South Africa (24, 217), Viet-
nam (196).

The number of these statements is too large and their contents and style are too
serious as to ascribe them to mere slips of the pen. True, some of the anti-Soviet
statements may originate from informants, who indeed may have still had many a
reason for criticising the former Soviet authorities. The statements of the other cate-
gories, however, are actively directed against existing states and peoples. Some of
them must have been taken blindly from the Soviet press of the seventies and eight-
ies, and as such breathe the atmosphere of the now obsolete slogans against the for-
mer Soviet Union’s international opponents. Others are coined in a similar style, re-
flecting an exaggerated and inappropriate form of Qazaq nationalism.

As has been mentioned above, the dictionary itself is, apart from some minor
points, well arranged and reflects the work of a serious editing team that deserves
credit for this part of the job. The choice of exemplifying sentences, however, has
turned it into a questionable and dated political document calling for instant revi-
sion.
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Mariya Yakovleva: Review of Vladimir P. Neroznak (ed.), The national
languages of the Russian Federation. The encyclopaedia. Moscow:
Academia, 1995. 18, 400 pages, 2 tables, 2 appendices, index. ISBN 5-
87444-029-1.

Mariya Yakovleva, Moscow State Linguistic University, Arhangel’skij per., 7, kv.
12, 101000, Moskva, Russia.

The Institute of the Russian Peoples’ Languages of the Russian Federal Ministry of
Ethnic and Regional Policies has published an encyclopaedic reference book entitled
The national languages of the Russian Federation, containing 29 articles categorizing
each language of the Russian Federation that has gained the legal status of an official
language.

The dictionary is the second book in a series of encyclopaedic reference books
prepared by the Institute. (The first one, The Red Book of the languages of Russia,
was published in 1994.) The present book is the first descriptive reference book on
the official languages of the member states of the Russian Federation. The necessity
of this work was caused by big changes that have taken place in the country for the
past several years. The former territory of the Soviet Union is now a mosaic of newly
formed states. One of these, the Russian Federation, incorporates a number of auto-
nomous or semi-autonomous political entities. Within these, for the first time in
many years, languages other than or in addition to Russian, have received a legal sta-
tus. In the light of these changes, a new and up-to-date reference book on this subject
was urgently needed. Thus, the creation of The national languages of the Russian
Federation.

The first chapter of the book under review is “The language reform in Russia:
1990 to 1995” (pp. 5-16), written by the editor-in-chief, Vladimir P. Neroznak. It in-
troduces new laws concerning the languages of the constituent republics of the Rus-
sian Federation and discusses their new roles. The author gives a detailed explanation
of the definitions used in the book and points out the problems arising from the at-
tempts to define the legal status of each particular language.

The author suggests that one should differentiate between the concepts of a “na-
tional language” and an “official language”, as it is done by the UNESCO. Vladimir
P. Neroznak believes that the specific conditions in Russia call for the introduction
of the concept of a “title language”, i.e. a language whose name is identical with that
of the ethnos that is incorporated in the official appellation of a state or a national
territorial formation within the Federation. For example, the Komi-Permyak lan-
guage, whose name comes from the ethnonym, also found in the title of the Komi-
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Permyak autonomous region. The article includes two tables: “The genetic classifica-
tion of the national title languages of the Russian Federation (according to linguistic
families, groups and subgroups)”, and “An alphabetical list of national and title lan-
guages of the Russian Federation, with definitions of their social status™ (pp. 14-15).

The section entitled “On the structure of the dictionary entry” (pp. 17-18) offers a
standard model for such an entry, made up of three parts, each containing 25 items.

The first part, “Ethno-sociolinguistic data” discusses problems of the language,
its relation to a particular linguistic group or family, the number of its speakers, its
territorial spread and functional range and sphere. It looks at the main stages of its
external history, its dialects, as well as at academic sources devoted to its study.

The second section—"Data on the language system”—contains information neces-
sary for the proper understanding of the particularities of all levels of the language;
the main features of the sound system; the morphological type; grammatical cate-
gories and their formal expression; auxiliary parts of speech; the principal patterns
and rules of word-formation; sentence structure, the relationship between the seman-
tic and syntactic components of the sentence, types of sentences; general characteris-
tics of the vocabulary, problems of its evolution; peculiarities of toponymy and an-
throponymys; stylistic differentiation of the literary language and its functional styles;
data on historical grammar; the history of the description of the language, the major
dictionaries and grammar books.

The final section “Bibliography” describes sources of general information, refer-
ence books and the principal academic descriptions that should help the readers to get
more detailed information about a language.

The dictionary entries are arranged in alphabetical order. The languages described
in the work belong to different genetic groups and typological orders and possess dif-
ferent sociolinguistic properties, yet by now all of them have acquired the legal sta-
tus of national languages. Russian is the national language of the Russian Federa-
tion; Altay, Buryat, Kalmyk, etc. are the national languages of republics within the
Federation; Avar, Darghi, Kumyk and others are the principal literary languages of
Daghestan; Adyghe, Bashkir, Ingush, etc. are the title languages of republics within
the Federation, and Komi-Permyak is a detached variant of the Komi language. Spe-
cial attention is given to the Russian language (pp. 187-230, written by Yurij N. Ka-
raulov, Vladimir P. Neroznak and Marija V. Oreskina).

The dictionary provides information on ten Turkic languages: Altay, Bashkir, Ka-
rachay-Balkar, Kumyk, Nogay, Tatar, Tuvan, Khakas, Chuvash, and Yakut.

Turkic-speaking peoples (more than 12 million speakers in the Russian Federa-
tion) occupy the second place (after Slavic-speaking peoples), among a large number
of other peoples populating multinational Russia. All Turkic languages have been
declared official languages of republics belonging to the Russian Federation. All of
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them have their literary forms and functional-stylistic strata. Moreover, they are
taught in secondary schools and institutes of higher education.

The articles on Turkic languages are written by leading experts in Turcology. A-
mong them Mirfatih Z. Zakiev, Zinnur G. Uraksin, Ivan A. Andreev, Petr A. Slep-
cov, Dorug-ool A. Mongu§, Venedikt G. Karpov, Dmitrij M. Nasilov, and Alij A.
Cecenov.

The ethnolinguistic descriptions of the various peoples deserve much attention
and interest. The same can be said about the information on the historical formation
of the written languages and the development of methods and materials for teaching
them in school. Each article lists the most recent Turkic-language publications.

Experts on other languages of the Altay linguistic family can also draw a lot of
valuable material from the dictionary articles.

The vast “Appendix” presents laws of the Russian Federation “On the languages
of the peoples of the RSFSR”, the Declaration on the Languages of the Peoples of
Russia, laws on the languages of the republics of the Russian Federation and tells
about the goals of the State programme on maintaining and promoting the languages
of the peoples of Russia. The edition ends with an “Index of languages and dialects”
discussed in the dictionary.

Although the number of authors contributing to the dictionary is large, the edi-
tion adheres to the stereotyped pattern of presenting the material. At the same time,
the authors allow themselves to differ in their ways of presenting the material.

The dictionary under review maintains solid academic standards and answers up-
to-date needs. It deserves attention as a serious scientific work in ethno- and sociolin-
guistics.

The dictionary is remarkable in that it addresses a wide audience: Philologists,
ethnographers, historians, sociologists, teachers, the mass-media and anyone interest-
ed in Russian history and the languages of the Russian Federation.

People who wish to deepen their knowledge of a certain language, can consult the
thorough bibliographical apparatus following each article.

The continuation of the dictionary / reference book series, planned by the Institute
of the Languages of Russia, will be two encyclopaedic works mentioned earlier.
They are “The disappearing languages of Russia and neighbouring states”, that in-
cludes historical, cultural and linguistic information about peoples who lived in Rus-
sia (or the former Soviet Union)—the Scythians, the Bulgars, the Khazars etc.—and
“Ethnic diaspora in Russia”, a summary of historical and cultural information about
the main ethnic diaspora and their languages—Greeks, Jews, Koreans, Germans, and
others.

Unfortunately, the question concerning the publication of these interesting and indis-
pensable books is still open. Since the Institute of the Languages of Russia has been
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reorganized into the Institute of Peoples of Russia, linguistic programmes have be-
come of minor importance. Meanwhile, as the already published dictionary / refer-
ence book shows, the Institute’s staff of highly professional linguists can create
sound scientific works.
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