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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,
P.O. Box 111932, D-60054 Frankfurt a.M., e-mail: M Kirchner @ em.uni-frankfurt.de

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.
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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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