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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 4, 2000, Number 2

The journal TURKIC LANGUAGES concludes its fourth year of issue with articles and
reports covering a wide spectrum of Turcological problems.

This time, particular prominence is given to the southwestern area of the Turkic
world. Geoffrey Haig continues his research on voice in Turkish, suggesting a uni-
fied account of the passive, according to which passive is a detransitivizer. Claus
Schonig investigates Mongolian loanwords in Oghuz Turkic as indicators of specific
linguistic and cultural areas in Southwest Asia. The article by Winfried Boeder and
Christoph Schroeder deals with similarities and differences with respect to relational
coding in Georgian and Turkish noun phrases. Lars Johanson addresses the question
of traces of the old Turkic copula verb er-, mainly in Oghuz languages. One contri-
bution focuses on the northeastern area: Alisa V. Esipova’s article, describing the
transformative use of certain participles in Shor, a Turkic language of South Siberia.

In volume 3 of TURKIC LANGUAGES it was reported that the famous Turcologist
Karl Heinrich Menges had passed away in Vienna on the 20th of September 1999 at
the age of 91. The first contribution published in our journal in commemoration of
this great scholar is an obituary written by Gerhard Doerfer, a not less well-known
scholar, who graduated under Menges’ supervision at the Freie Universitiit Berlin in
1954.

Sharon Inkelas, Aylin Kiintay, Ronald Sprouse and Orhan Orgun report on a re-
markable lexical project carried out in the Linguistics Department at the University
of California, Berkeley. The Turkish Electronic Living Lexicon, designed primarily
for linguistic research and accessible over the Internet, is a searchable database con-
taining orthographic representations and phonemic transcriptions.

Elisabetta Ragagnin, Mainz, gives us a first report on a new project aiming at the
documentation and description of the language of the nomadic Dukha, a practically
unknown and endangered variety of Tuvan spoken in northern Mongolia. The under-
taking is one of a growing number of descriptive projects in modern-day Turcology
motivated by the need to collect fresh linguistic data in intensive fieldwork.

Erika Taube publishes a contribution appraising the work of the Tuvan scholar
Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ Mongus, known for his linguistic work on almost all as-
pects of Tuvan. The article consists of a translation of a biographical sketch pub-
lished in the journal Basgi and some additional personal remarks by Erika Taube
herself.
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In the review section, Eva A. Csat6 evaluates A. Sumru Ozsoy’s new textbook
on Turkish morphosyntax. Arienne M. Dwyer deals with Gunnar Jarring’s monu-
mental book on the place-names of the Lopnor and Tarim area, a work based on the
rich materials from Sven Hedin’s expeditions. The book is, as the reviewer points
out, much more than a list of place-names, but rather something like a dictionary of
early modern Central Tarim Turkic.

Lars Johanson



Nachruf fiir Karl Heinrich Menges

Gerhard Doerfer

Doerfer, Gerhard 2000. Nachruf fiir Karl Heinrich Menges. Turkic Languages 4, 151-
152.

This obituary commemorates the scholarly work of Karl Heinrich Menges (1908-
1999).

Gerhard Doerfer, Seminar fiir Turkologie und Zentralasienkunde, Georg-August-Uni-
versitdt Gottingen, Papendiek 16, 37073 Gattingen, Germany.

Es gibt nur drei Rassen in der Welt: Fiihrer, Gefiihrte und Eremiten. Fiihrer — das
sind die groen Verfiihrer der Volker; Gefiihrte — das sind jene Massen, die den Fiih-
rern torichterweise vertrauen; Eremiten: die groflen Einsamen, die sich vom samsara
des Fiihrens und Gefiihrtwerdens abseits halten.

Karl Heinrich Menges war ein Eremit. In seinem Leben hat er stets seine eigene
Position bewahrt. Man mag mit seinen Ansichten konform gehen oder sie ablehnen —
aber was er tat und schrieb war voller Geist. Es ist nicht unbekannt, daB ich, sein
Schiiler, in Bezug auf die altaische Frage anderer Meinung bin. Aber ich kann nur die
Worte eines Kollegen unterstreichen: ,Hitten doch alle Altaisten menges’sches For-
mat, die Auseinandersetzung konnte ein intellektuelles Vergniigen sein!“

K. H. Menges wurde am 22. April 1908 zu Frankfurt am Main geboren. Und den
Akzent der alten Reichsstadt hat er bis zu seinem Tod (20.09.1999) bewahrt. Geben
wir ihm nun selbst das Wort: ,,Da ich Ende November 1936 im Zusammenhang mit
politischen Massenverhaftungen, welche die Gestapo in Frankfurt am Main und
Berlin vorgenommen hatte, ausfiihrlich verhort wurde und dabei erkannte, daB meiner
personlichen Freiheit wie wissenschaftlichen Tétigkeit in Deutschland bald ein Ende
bereitet werden konnte, begab ich mich ... in die Emigration, zuerst nach der CSR,
dann der Tiirkei, von wo ich 1940 an die Columbia University ... berufen wurde®.
Auch in der Emigration bewahrte er sich sein eigenes Urteil und geriet keineswegs
zum blinden Anbeter von Modetrends (wie des ,,Strukturalismus*). Einen Ruf nach
Deutschland, der aber nur auf ein Extraordinariat hinauslief und der allerdings seinem
Format nich gerecht geworden wire, lehnte er ab. So geriet er schlieSlich nach Wien,
wo sein Gehalt als Universititslektor zwar diirftig war (1978ff.), aber ihm geistige
Unabhingigkeit sicherte. Bis zu seinem Tode hat er dort gelehrt, nie einer einzwén-
genden Regel unterworfen. Vivat Osterreich!

Seine Vorlesungen waren ein geistiger Genuf. Die Weite und Tiefe seines Wis-
sens werden jedem, der ihn gehort hat, unvergessen bleiben. An ihm wurde Goethes
Wort wabhr: ,,Alles worein der Mensch sich ernstlich einldBt, ist ein Unendliches®.
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Die Fiille seines Schaffens kann hier nur ganz partiell gestreift werden: Vgl. dazu:
Steven E. Hegaard (1979) und Gyorgy Hazai in Menges(1976): Volkskundliche
Texte aus Ost-Tiirkistan 7-16. Gerade dieses Werk, zusammen mit (selber Titel)
Berlin 1933, Berlin 1943 und dem Glossar von 1955 bilden ein unvergingliches
opus magnum admirabile im Geiste eines W. Radloff, ebenso wie Qaraqalpaq gram-
mar (1947); The oriental elements in the vocabulary of the oldest Russian epos
(1951); The Turkic languages and peoples (1968 und 1995).

Seine Interessen waren weitgespannt und beriihrten auch Tungusica, Palaioasia-
tica, Dravidica und anderes mehr. Dennoch hat er nie den Urboden unseres Faches,
den osmanischen, verlassen.

So ist denn nun dieser groe Geist dahingegangen. Keiner, der ihn erlebt hat,
wird ihn je vergessen.
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Relational coding in Georgian and Turkish
noun phrases: syntax, derivational morphology,
and “linking” by means of participles

Winfried Boeder & Christoph Schroeder

Boeder, Winfried & Schroeder, Christoph 2000. Relational coding in Georgian and
Turkish noun phrases: syntax, derivational morphology, and “linking” by means of
participles. Turkic Languages 4, 153-204.

The description of relational coding in the noun phrase tends to be compartmental-
ized according to its different forms: case marking, adpositional marking, adjectival
derivation and lexical means. The following paper tries to bring these forms together
in a unified treatment in which languages differ from each other by imposing different
typological constraints on possible forms of relational coding, and by grammaticaliz-
ing their choice or giving preference to more specific or unmarked forms. Turkish and
Georgian are shown to have a largely isomorphous noun phrase structure, with very
specific similarities in details such as the exploitation of derivational and participial
strategies, and yet differing in aspects that derive from more general typological con-
trasts between the languages, e.g. head marking vs. dependent marking and availabil-
ity vs. non-availability of an additional, posthead attributive slot.

Winfried Boeder, Carl von Ossietzky Universitdt Oldenburg, Literatur- und Sprach-
wissenschaften, Postfach 2503, 26111 Oldenburg, Germany.

Christoph Schroeder, Universitdt Essen, Fachbereich 3, 45117 Essen, Germany.

1. Introduction

1.1. The problem

This paper deals with the distribution and variation of relational coding in the noun
phrases of Georgian and Turkish.' These two languages are spoken in areas which are
geographically adjacent, but they are not genetically related to each other.

We have had the privilege to discuss the ideas that led us to the present article at
various places: Groningen, Oxford, Bremen, Bamberg, Leiden and Tbilisi, etc. Thanks
go to our informants Lamara Gvaramaze and Rezo K’ik’naze (for Georgian) and Isil
Ulugam, Berrin Uyar, and Yiiksel Tekin (for Turkish). Our research on relational cod-
ing was supported by grants from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft for our re-
search project “Attributive Verbalkonstruktionen”, which we were able to carry out in
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Disregarding basic types like “agent”, “experiencer”, “instrument”, etc., the num-
ber of possible relations between constituents in a clause and in a noun phrase is in
principle infinite. The coding of these relations, however, is a different matter: It
may be semantically highly specific, but may also be of a more formal type, thus
expressing a syntactic relation that tends to neutralize “case” relations, leaving the
semantics of the relation unspecified. In particular, core syntactic relations like
“subject” and “object” tend to be coded by semantically unspecific means like nomi-
native and accusative case markings on the clause level and by a genitive in the noun
phrase. Outside core grammatical relations, the specificity of relational coding in
clause and in noun phrases is a matter of degree. The sugar is stored in the glass is
more specific about the relation between the sugar and the glass than the sugar is in
the glass. Similarly, on the noun phrase level, a glass containing sugar is semanti-
cally more specific than a glass with sugar (in it) or the compound a sugar glass, in
which neither syntactic nor semantic relations are overtly expressed.

Even between closely related languages, there can be fairly great differences as to
what kind of relations can be coded by what kind of devices. For example: in a pho-
tographer of children, English uses a preposition to express the relation between the
photographer and the object of his or her action. In German, on the other hand, this
relation can be expressed by means of a compound: Kinderphotograph. Similarly, a
construction like ‘the smell of meat cooking’ has an attributive participle (i.e. rela-
tive clause) construction as its equivalent in the Western Turkic language Karachay-
Balkar:

(1) Karachay-Balkar (Comrie 1997: 22; 1998: 57)
[et bis-gdn] iyis
meat cook-PRT smell
‘the smell of meat cooking’

In this construction, iyis ‘smell’ is the head of an attributive participle forming a
participial clause with et ‘meat’ as its subject. In Turkish, which is a South West
Turkic language, the equivalent would have ‘meat’ as the head of a genitive attribute,
which in turn triggers possessive marking on its head noun:

(2) Turkish
pis-en et-in koku-su
cook-PRT meat-GEN smell-POSS
‘the smell of meat cooking’

the framework of the “DFG-Forschungsschwerpunkt Typologie und Universalienfor-
schung” from 1996 to 1999.
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Similarly, if we contrast the two non-related languages that are of primary interest
here, the semantics of the Georgian genitive reaches into a domain covered by deriva-
tion in Turkish:?

(3) Turkish
alti yag-in-da-ki kiz girdi
six year-POSS-LOC-ADJR girl came.in
‘the six-year-old girl came in’

(4) Georgian
Semovida ekvs-i c’l-is gogona
came.in  six-“Gen” year-GEN girl
(same translation as (3))

(5) Georgian
Semovida ekvs-c’l-ian-i gogona
came.in  six-year-POSS.ADJR-NOM girl(Nom)
‘a girl of the age-group of the six year olds came in’

The semantics of Turkish derivation in (3) covers a domain that Georgian differenti-
ates into specifying genitive in (4) and derived adjective in (5).

Notwithstanding the differences noted here, there are striking parallels between
Turkish and Georgian with regard to the coding of relations within the noun phrase.

On the clause level, relational coding is usually treated in a unified manner ac-
cording to categories of its different forms. On the level of noun phrases, however,
the description of these forms tends to be scattered over chapters on syntax, deriva-
tional morphology, and the lexicon. The aim of this paper is to show that a compara-
tive and typological investigation into relational coding in the noun phrase must
look at phenomena from all these different parts together to assign specific positions
to it on a (probably) universal continuum of linguistic means.

After a general overview of relational coding in the noun phrase (1.2.), a brief
methodological discussion (1.3.), and a rough description of the relevant typological
features of the two languages (1.4.), we will explore these parallels in more detail.
Following the presentation of the data in (2.), the results of the comparison will be
discussed in terms of rules and / or continua (3.). In a concluding section, we will
venture a typological interpretation.

% Note that the morphosyntax of phrases derived by means of -ki, as in example (3), par-

allel that of participle phrases. In terms of their position, both phrase types belong to
the position 2, as identified in 1.4.1. below. See Schroeder (2000) for an in-depth in-
vestigation.



156 Winfried Boeder & Christoph Schroeder

1.2, Categories of form

In the examples given so far, quite a variety in relational coding is exemplified:
participle formation, as in (1), compounding, as in German Kinderphotograph, prep-
ositional genitives, as in photographer of children, genitive case marking, as in (2)
and (4), and derivation, as in (3) and (5). It is our aim to provide a framework of
comparison between Georgian and Turkish which allows us to include other lan-
guages in the comparison. Thus, in the following outline of possible variation in the
coding of relations inside the noun phrase, examples from other languages will be
used as well—although we do not want to claim that our tableau accounts for all
cross-linguistic variation.

1.2.1. Overview

Generally speaking, semantic relations between the head of a noun phrase and its co-
constituents may be coded by position as well as formal devices. Thus in a given
language, mere order may indicate semantic and syntactic relations between constitu-
ents without any further means being necessary. In contrast with or in combination
with position, formal means may be used to code a relation which may in turn be
lexical and / or grammatical. That is, the coding of relations between nominal con-
stituents may involve the use of a lexical item, for example a (relational) noun or a
verb. In the languages investigated in this article, the use of infinite verb forms,
specifically the use of participles, is a fairly common device for relational coding in
noun phrases. Again, grammatical means can be subdivided into syntactic and mor-
phological means. By “syntactic means” we refer specifically to the use of function
words. They may simply be linking elements which do not contribute to the seman-
tic specification of'a relation between constituents. The ezafe in Modern Persian and
in the Northwest Iranian languages is a case in point, as is the “linking article” (“Ver-
bindungsartikel”) in Albanian. Another widespread type of function words used to
code relations within noun phrases—and in clauses, for that matter—is adpositions.
They differ from “pure” linking elements by not only linking but also specifying the
semantic relation in question—"‘spatial”, “temporal” and “beneficiary”, to name a few
relations commonly expressed by adpositions (but see 1.2.2. below). Morphological
means may again be subclassified into strategies of word formation and inflectional
devices. One type of word formation is composition, and we are interested in the
subtype which involves the coalescence of a determining constituent with the head to
form a compound. The other type is derivation. What is most important for our pur-
pose is the fact that derivation may transform constituents into modifiers which com-
ply with the restrictions on noun phrase formation in the given language. Inflectional
means may be used to code the simple fact that the constituents of the noun phrase
are related to each other in a specific syntactic configuration, and no more—and this
is what agreement does. But they may also express a more specific type of relation-
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ship by means of case-marking. For example, adnominal possession is often ex-
presssed by a genitive.?

1.2.2. Combinations and transitions

The classification of relational coding given above is formal. As such, it does not
exclude possible combinations of different devices.

Two devices which encode the simple fact that constituents relate to each other—
the linking device and the agreement device—very often are the basic forms to which
either all attributes or certain specific types must adhere. For example in Kurdish,
every attributive constituent must be linked to its head by means of the ezafe, what-
ever type of constituent it might be: an adjective, an attributive participle, a nominal
attribute or an attributive prepositional phrase.* Thus attribution by linking alone is
unspecific, and additional devices—the casus obliquus of nominal attributes and
prepositions—are used to specify the relation between the nominal attribute and its
head semantically. On the other hand, in a language like Old Georgian, all attributes
except genitives immediately precede their head noun, and must agree in case with
their head. This has certain repercussions for the formation of attributes in Georgian.

1.2.3. Transformational relations

Looking for restrictions on relational coding in a particular language, it is sometimes
advisable to refer to a deeper level of representation and to take into account trans-
formational relations between surface structures. For example, prepositional phrases
such as the man in the corner, the man with a red beard, etc. are a common type of
postmodification in English, but most of them are related to “more explicit” struc-
tures with to be and to have (... who is in the corner, ... who has a red beard; see
Greenbaum & Quirk 1990: 375-376). A reluctance to allow prepositional phrases as
postmodifiers where such a transformational relation does not exist distinguishes
English from languages like Russian or German (der Mann in der Verwaltung ~ ? the
man in the administration).’ So transformational relations can be helpful in setting
up more clear-cut constraints on relational coding.

3 But see the typological overviews on the types of expression of adnominal posses-

sion in Koptjevskaja-Tamm (forthcoming a, b).

Note, however, that certain referential-semantic properties of the noun phrase in ques-
tion may block the expression of the ezafe, cf. Schroeder (1998b: 58-59).

As a stylistic phenomenon, this tendency is discussed in manuals of English for
Germans; see Aronstein (1924: 34; 106-108): contrast between German: die Verhdlt-
nisse meiner Mutter und ihrer Gesellschaft vs. the relations existing between my
mother and her acquaintances, and: eine Tiite von grauem Loschpapier mit Zucker vs. a
bag of grey blotting-paper containing sugar, and der Eindruck von gestern abend vs.
the impression made on my mind yesterday evening.

4
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Notice that according to one traditional approach, both the man is in the corner
and the man in the corner are the result of a “deletion”: “The verb is omitted when its
meaning is readily deducible from the context and its omission does not lead to
ambiguity: Mary is (dressed) in red. In The children are in class the verb is omitted,
as a specific range of activities is associated with the location referred to in the
prepositional phrase” (Perez 1973: 143). In addition, “There is a tendency to drop the
participle in adnominal structures (e.g. The woman in blue) and retain it in predica-
tive structures (The woman is dressed in blue)”’ (Perez 1973: 144). In other words,
relational coding tends to be less specific the lower the hierarchical “rank” in which it
occurs. This is a semantic counterpart of the “penthouse principle”, which says that
more goes on on the higher levels of the syntactic hierarchy (see Boeder & Schroeder
1998).

1.3. Contrastive vs. typological approach

In investigating the relational coding of two languages, our approach is, basically,
contrastive. Following Konig (1996), we understand the contrastive approach to
language comparison as complementary, not an alternative, to language typology.
While typology typically aims at the systematic comparison of large numbers of
languages on the basis of a few parameters of variation, a contrastive approach allows
an in-depth study of more, if not all, parameters of variation relevant in these lan-
guages. On the other hand, the contrastive approach draws our attention to structural
interrelationships which in an in-depth study of only one language often go unno-
ticed because its structure is taken for granted the way it is.

Finally, a contrastive approach allows us to put stronger emphasis on a synthetic
viewpoint in language description. From this perspective, “one starts from the func-
tions, looks for their realization and thus arrives at the structures” (Lehmann 1989:
150). In typology, it is mostly the analytical viewpoint which prevails: “one starts
from the structures, interprets these and thus arrives at the functions” (Lehmann
1989: 149).5 Since it starts from structure, the latter approach has the advantage of
allowing the linguist to compare more languages in which he or she is not an expert.
However, this method always runs the risk of misinterpreting the structural relations
of the investigated features within the system of the languages under analysis.

Our investigation, then, has a synthetic starting-point in that we concentrate on
functional domains and their relational coding devices in relation to each other. Fur-
thermore, by comparing the system of relational coding in Georgian and in Turkish,
we hope to uncover differences and similarities between these two languages which
allow us to draw inferences about possible variation of relational coding in the noun
phrase.

® See Gabelentz (1901° (1969): 88-104), Mosel (1987: 42-66) and Lehmann (1989:
148-158) for an elaborate discussion of these two approaches.
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1.4. Typological characteristics of Turkish and Georgian

To help the common reader understand our data, we will give some basic informa-
tion on the relevant characteristics of Turkish and Georgian grammar.

1.4.1. Turkish

Turkish is a good example of a left-branching language where governing elements
precede their governors: objects precede the verb, postpositional complements pre-
cede their postposition and adjective or genitive modifiers precede their head. Turk-
ish hypotaxis is largely coded by non-finite verb forms: complement clauses are
nominalizations; adverbial clauses are so-called “converb constructions” (“adverbial
participles”, “gerunds”), and attributive clauses (relative clauses) are participles. Non-
finite verb constructions are highly verbal in the sense that they may have modal
suffixes, suffixes of diathesis, etc. Similarly, they keep their case-assigning and
argument-binding properties.

There are two major types of attributive participles differing with regard to the
syntactic function of the relativized noun phrase. Type 1 (with the suffix -(y)En), the
“subject participle”, has the head noun as its subject:

(6) [diin gel-en] adam
yesterday come-PRT man
‘the man who came yesterday’

Type 2 (with the suffix -DIK or, for the future form, -(y)EcEk), called “object parti-
ciple”, relativizes any non-subject noun phrase. The subject, if present, is genitive-
marked, and the possessive suffix on the participle agrees with the genitive:’

(7) ladam-in gel-dig-i] giin
man-GEN come-PRT-POSS day
‘the day on which/when the man came’

In addition to these two “major” participial forms, other subject participle forms may
be distinguished on the basis of tense / aspect morphology: aorist, resultative and
future participles. Certain morphosyntactic properties show that they are more
“adjective-like” than the “major” types (cf. Schroeder 1998a).

The order of constituents within the noun phrase is roughly the following:

(8) (attribute 1) — (ALL) — (DEM) — (attribute 2) — (ALL) — (DEM) — (quantifier) —
(attribute 3a) — (attribute 3b) — (INDEF) — (attribute 4) — head noun

7 See Haig (1998) for a recent in-depth study of Turkish participial forms.
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On the basis of their distribution (in particular on the basis of the coordination test,
see Schroeder 1998a, 2000 and Oziinlii 1978), we may identify four positions for
attributes. The first position is for genitive attributes and partitive ablative attributes.
When combining with these types of attributes, the head bears a possessive suffix of
the third person singular. Genitive attributes are the only attributes which may be
extracted from their noun phrases (see Hayashi 1997, Schroeder 1999a: 188). As
Hayashi (1997) shows, all types of sentence constituents may show up between a
left-moved genitive attribute and the noun phrase it is a constituent of. As for right-
ward movement, a genitive attribute may be placed after the predicate, but not in any
position between its noun phrase and the predicate.

The second position in the noun phrase is for clausal attributes, including a spe-
cific type of derivation (see (3) and footnote 2); the third is for adjectival attributes.
“Major” participles, i.e. the subject participles and the object participles described
above, always appear in the second position. The position of future and resultative
participles is variable, while aorist participles appear in the third position. The latter
position can be further divided into a position for “descriptive” adjectives (including
aorist participles, non-derived and most derived adjectives), and a position for “rela-
tional” adjectives, which always follow descriptive adjectives. Relational adjectives
include e.g. those denoting material. Nominal expressions denoting material can be
ablative-marked or bare, with the bare counterpart having the tendency to occur after
the indefinite article (“INDEF”) (see below 2.1.2.1. and 2.1.2.2.). The fourth posi-
tion is for bare nominal components. No element may intervene between these con-
stituents and their head. As with genitive and partitive ablative attributes, so also
with bare nominals: the head bears a possessive suffix of the third person singular
(see below, 2.1.2.1.).

The positions of the quantifier biitiin, ‘all’, ‘whole’ (“ALL”), of adnominal pro-
nouns (demonstrative, reflexive, possessive pronouns—“DEM?”) in the Turkish noun
phrase depends on the restrictivity of the attribute in position 2. If the constituent in
question is a restrictive modifier, the pronouns and the quantifier precede it; if it is a
non-restrictive modifier, they follow (see below, 2.2.2.). The “quantifier’position
(i.e. numerals, including indefinite numerals like “some”) does not change.

1.4.2. Georgian

Georgian is a predominantly left-branching language. Although word order is “free”
on the clause level, there is some indication (pauses, occurence of clitic quotative
particles, etc.) that there is a constituent boundary after non-initial verbs; in particu-
lar, thematic constituents, postpositional phrases, heavy constituents, etc. tend to oc-
cur after the verb. Hypotaxis is through conjunctions and relative pronouns in clauses
with a finite verb, or by nominalization: participles and verbal nouns (“masdars”).
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The structure of the Georgian noun phrase is more rigid than the clause structure.®
As mentioned above, almost every attribute of an Old Georgian noun phrase, geni-
tives included,’ agreed with its head noun in case and number:

(9) aka-ta k’ac-ta ena-j
Here-PL(GEN) man-PL(GEN) language-NOM
‘the language of the people here’

(10) mel-n-i mcbier-n-i  ganmrqunel-n-i
fox-PL-NOM sly-PL-NOM devastating-PL-NOM

saq'ur3n-isa Cem-isa-n-i
vineyard-GEN my-GEN-PL-NOM
‘the sly foxes, the devastators of my vineyard’

The only exceptions are “classifying” genitives immediately preceding their head
noun, with which they form an inseparable formal and semantic unit:

(11) xut-ta ma-t krtil-isa p'ur-ta-gan
five-PL(GEN) the-PL(GEN) barley-GEN bread-PL(GEN)-from
‘from the five barley loaves’

In standard Modern Georgian, the unmarked position of attributes is to the left of
their head noun, and adjectives, but not genitives, show “partial” agreement in case

(12a-c), which is, however, absent from the “vulgar” paradigm of some dialects
(12d):

(12) a. cem-i xut-i ker-is pur-i
my-NOM five-NOM barley-GEN bread-NOM
‘my five barley loaves’

b. cem-i xut-i ker-is p’ur-it
my-“INSTR” five-“INSTR” barley-GEN bread-INSTR

c. cCem-s xut-g ker-is p’ur-s
my-DAT five-“DAT” barley-GEN bread-DAT

d. Cemi xuti ker-i(s) plur-s
my five barley-GEN bread-DAT

8 See Boeder (1998) for some discussion.

For more details on “Suffixaufnahme”, see Boeder (1995).
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Participles behave like adjectives: where agreement occurs at all, they agree in case
with their head nouns. There are active, perfect passive and future participles which
select subject and object noun phrases and adverbials similar to their finite verb
counterparts. Subjects and direct objects of participles and masdars (verbal nouns) are
in the genitive (see (13)); indirect objects have the postposition -tvis ‘for’, which is
generally used with demoted indirect objects (see (14)). However, continuing the
tradition of Old Georgian in this respect, literary Georgian tends to replace the
“subjective” genitive (as in (15a)) by the agent phrase otherwise used in finite verb
passive constructions (as in (15b)):

(13) col-is mo-m-t’ aceb-el-i mepe-p
wife-GEN PREV-PRT.PREF-carry.off-PRT-NOM king-NOM
‘the king who had kidnapped his wife’

(14) 3m-is-tvis ga-gzavn-il-i c’eril-i
brother-GEN-for PREV-send-PRT-NOM letter-NOM
‘a/the letter sent to the brother’

(15) a.> mep-is ga-gzavn-il-i c’eril-i
king-GEN PREV-send-PRT-NOM letter-NOM

b. mep-is mier ga-gzavn-il-i c’eril-i
king-GEN by PREV-send-PRT-NOM letter-NOM
‘the letter sent by the king’.

Notice that subjective and objective genitives occupy the slot of the initial specifying
genitive.

Direct objects can form compounds with participles if their head noun is a dative
(beneficiary, experiencer, locative, etc.) in the corresponding finite verb clause:

(16) a. zarpu§-a-xd-il-i saarq’e-p kvab-i
copper.lid-PREV-remove-PRT-NOM for.brandy-NOM pitcher-NOM
‘a brandy-pitcher from which the copper lid has been removed’

b. kvab-s zarpus-i a-v-h-xad-e

pitcher-DAT copper.lid-NOM PREV-1SUBJ-310-remove-AOR
‘I removed the copper lid from the pitcher’

Participial phrases occur in initial position:
(17) [vard-is rt'o-ze Se-réen-il-i] xmel-i tesl-i
rose-GEN branch-on PREV-leave-PRT-NOM dry-NOM seed-NOM

‘dry seeds that had remained on the branch of a / the rose bush’

but postposing also occurs. Compare (13) with:
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(18) mepe-¢ [col-is mo-m-t’aceb-el-i]

Phrases with a verbal head noun are like participial phrases, but they allow both
subjective and objective genitives. This local complexity can be reduced by postpos-
ing complements and adverbials:

(19) Apxazet-is gamocxadeba-p  damouk’idebel-i  saxelmc’ipo-d
Abkhazia-GEN declaration-NOM independent-ADV state-ADV

Sab¢ o-ta K’ avsir-is  Semadgenloba-§i (Saub)
council-GEN.PL union-GEN composition-in

‘the declaration of Abkhazia as an independent state
within the Soviet Union’

In finite clauses, postpositional phrases tend to occur after the verb. Similarly in
noun phrases, postpositional phrases tend to occur after the head noun:

(20) mis-i damok’idebuleba-p am cneb-is-admi (Saub)
his-NOM relationship-NOM this concept-GEN-towards
‘his attitude towards this concept’

Notice that postposed genitives have a special “long” genitive form (-isa instead of
-Is):

(21) tesva-¢ ker-isa da simind-isa (dialect text)
sowing-NOM barley-GEN and maize-GEN
‘the sowing of barley and maize’

(22) supiksur-i morpem-is
suffixal-GEN morpheme-GEN

nulovan-i sapexur-i gaxmovneb-isa (GM)

zero.having-NOM step-NOM vocalization-GEN

‘the zero grade of vocalization in the suffix morpheme’.
Constituent order in the noun phrase largely resembles that of Turkish. The un-
marked order of constituents is:

(23) (attribute 1) — (attribute 2) — (ALL) — (DEM) — (quantifier) — (attribute 3a)
(attribute 3b) — (attribute 4) — head noun — postmodifier

The first, genitive, attribute is a “specifying genitive” (genitive of possession, time,
place, subject, object). Attribute 2 is the slot of participial phrases. The determiner
slots (ALL, DEM, quantifier) may occur before attribute 2 if the participial clause is
more or less adjectival. Attribute 3 is subdivided into slots for (a) “descriptive”
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adjectives and (b) “relational adjectives” (e.g. “wooden”) and “classifying genitives”
(genitives denoting material, e.g. “of wood”, designation, e.g. “for water” as in wa-
ter-jug, origin, e.g. “of a fox™ as in fox-fur). Normally, classifying genitives cannot
be separated from their head nouns. However, functionally motivated reversals of
attribute 3 and attribute 4 do occur.'” Notice that in addition to optionally postposed
attributive adjectives and genitives and complements of verbal nouns, Georgian also
has postmodifier relative clauses. (For Georgian postmodifiers see 2.1.3.1.)

1.4.3. Typological contrasts

As appears from the preceding characterization of the two languages, their noun
phrase structure is largely isomorphous. However, two typologically relevant differ-
ences should be kept in mind: (1) Turkish is a head marking language (with a pos-
sessive marker on nominal heads), although genitive marking also occurs on phrase-
initial specifier noun phrases in attribute 1 position. By contrast, Georgian has ex-
clusively dependent marking noun phrases. (2) In contrast to Turkish, Georgian has
additional posthead slots for different types of modifiers (genitives, adjectives, com-
plements, relative clauses). These slots provide an additional possibility for posi-
tional variation.

The typological differences between the two languages are partly responsible for
the dissimilarities that will emerge in the following sections.

2. The data

In a discussion of German-English contrasts, Rohdenburg (1990) has pointed out
that English has a higher “verbal orientation” than German. German is characterized
by a seemingly unlimited use of attributive adpositional phrases such as die Katze
auf der Matte ‘the cat on the mat’, Antworten aus neun Ldndern ‘answers [received]
from nine countries’, Dampfer nach allen Teilen der Welt ‘ships [going] to all parts
of the world’, ein Film mit Michael Douglas ‘(lit.) a film with Michael Douglas (i.e.
as an actor)’, etc. is a characteristic feature of German. On the other hand English
prefers participles in these examples:

(24) German
ein neuer Film mit Michael Douglas

English
a new film starring Michael Douglas

19" There are cases where speakers disambiguate an attributive relation by reversing the
attribute 3 — attribute 4 order: 3rox-is civ-i kon-i cow-GEN cold-NOM fat-NOM - ‘cold
cow-fat’ instead of: civ-i 3rox-is kon-i, which is ambiguous: a) cold-NOM cow-GEN
fat-NOM - ‘cold cow-fat’ or b) cold-GEN cow-GEN fat-NOM — ‘the fat of a cold cow’
(Lezava 1972: 93). This ambiguity results from the homonymy of -i in attributive ad-
jective inflection (nominative, reduced form of the genitive, etc.).
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That is, English resorts to a strategy in which the position and the valency of a parti-
cipial postmodifier integrate the adjunct into the noun phrase. While this may be to
some degree a matter of style rather than of strictly categorial grammar in English, it
is largely a matter of grammar in Turkish, Georgian and other languages, like Hun-
garian. Most adverbial relations in noun phrases with non-verbal head nouns cannot
be coded by adpositions or adverbial cases.'' As for attributive noun phrases, Geor-
gian allows only genitives and instrumentals, and Turkish allows only genitives and
ablatives. Let us turn first to a closer examination of genitives and related construc-
tions in Georgian and Turkish.

2.1. Case-marking and related constructions: nominal and adpositional
attribution

In both languages, there are relations that are coded by simple juxtaposition of
nominals, for instance the relation between measure and measured item:

(25) Turkish
bir bardak su
‘a glass of water’

Georgian

& ika-¢ c’'q’al-i
glass-NOM  water-NOM
‘a glass of water’

(26) rig Semtexveva-§i
row occurrence-in
‘in some cases’

Because of the many problems of partitive, identifying and other relations, we cannot
go into the details of these and other, appositional, structures (including differential
agreement in Georgian). Notice, however, that Turkish and Georgian differ with
regard to some subgroups: an apposition like “the city of X” belongs here in Geor-
gian, but Turkish uses a possessive determinative construction (cf. 2.1.2.1. for the
details), which rather corresponds to the French / English type of construction:

(27) Georgian
kalak-i  Tbhilis-i
city-NOM Thbilisi-NOM
‘the city of Tbilisi’

"' There may be different degrees of lexicalization or “stability” of the action expressed

by the verbal noun which trigger the use of “adnominal” vs. “adverbal” modification
strategies.
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Turkish

Manisa sehr-i
Manisa city-POSS
‘the city of Manisa’

2.1.1. Genitive and partitive ablative

In addition, both Turkish and Georgian have different types of adnominal relational
marking, of which the genitive is the most frequent one.

The genitive is a typically adnominal case. In Turkish, the genitive is exclusively
adnominal and predicative;'* in Georgian, there are a few verbs (e.g. “to fear”) that
govern a genitive complement.

Semantically, possession, part-whole relationship, as well as relationship with re-
lational nouns (including verbal nouns) are the central uses of the genitive in both
languages. Apart from these parallels, however, there are obvious differences between
Georgian and Turkish.

First, the Turkish genitive may also denote a partitive relationship:

(28) arkadag-lar-in  biri-si
friend-PL-GEN one-POSS
‘one of the friends’

Second, in Turkish, ablative-marked attributes also occur in the same position as
(partitive) genitives, have the same phrasal properties, and are in non-complementary
distribution. (29) has the same conceptual meaning as (28), and the distribution
between genitive and ablative seems to be pragmatically motivated (see Schroeder
1999a: 137-155); compare (a) and (b) in:

(29) Turkish a. arkadag-lar-imiz-dan bes-i
friend-PL-POSS.1PL-ABL five-POSS
‘five of our friends’

b. arkadag-lar-imiz-1n bes-i
friend-PL-POSS.1PL-GEN five-POSS
‘five of our friends’

Note that the possessive suffix on the head of the partitive phrase is the same with
the ablative attribute and the genitive attribute. This shows that in spite of variable
case-marking on the modifiers, the feature triggering possessive agreement on the
head noun is the same in both. Due to specific semantic and pragmatic factors, the

12" There are several reasons for considering the Turkish genitive a case and not a deriva-
tion. One is that Turkish genitives behave like noun phrases in being referred to by
possessive headmarking.
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genitive modifier case-marking may be “blocked”, and this is where the ablative case-
marking steps in. This type of ablative, then, is a subtype of the genitive (see also
Schroeder 2000).

While Georgian has no partitive genitive, it has an exact counterpart of (29):

(30) Georgian
Rezo-s megobr-eb-idan ert(ert)-i
Rezo-GEN friend-PL-"ABL"" one-NOM
‘one of Rezo’s friends’

However, Georgian has two additional possibilities that do not occur in Turkish.
First, the noun denoting the set may occur as a head—with differing positions of
genitive and possessive pronoun, as predicted by (22):

(31) a. Rezo-s ert-i megobar-i
Rezo-GEN one-NOM friend-NOM
‘one of Rezo’s friends’

b. *Rezo-s megobr-eb-is  ert-i
Rezo-GEN friend-PL-GEN one-NOM

(32) a. ert-i cem-i megobar-i
one-NOM my-NOM friend-NOM
‘one of my friends’

b. ? dem-i ert-i megobar-i

Second, high-style literary Georgian preserves an Old Georgian construction which
comes close to the Turkish construction:

(33) ert-i cem megobar-ta-gan-i
one-NOM my friend-PL(GEN)-from-NOM
‘one of my friends’'*

The proper analysis of -idan < Old Georgian -it(a) + gana INSTR + from need not con-
cern us here. Its functional overlap with the Turkish form justifies the term “ablative”
for Georgian. The similarity of Turkish -dan and Georgian -idan is accidental and his-
torically irrelevant because the construction in (30) is an inheritance from Old Geor-
gian, see (33).

The formality of this construction is underlined by the obligatory nature of the ar-
chaic oblique plural suffix -ta. Similarly, the postpositional phrase requires the ar-
chaic agreement of case (“Suffixaufnahme”, see Boeder 1995). Speaking of formality,
the following parallel from French is probably not accidental: in the 17th century, un
de mes amis = (33) was the courtly counterpart of bourgeois un mien ami = (32a)
(Elias 1977: 147).
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Also, while the Turkish genitive only rarely appears to code direct objects of nomi-
nalizations,"® the Georgian genitive covers both subject and direct object relations:

(34) mam-is siq’varul-i
father-GEN love-NOM

means both ‘the father’s love for somebody’ and ‘somebody’s love for his father’.

Also, Georgian, but not Turkish, has a “classifying genitive” immediately preced-
ing the head noun which shows an optional allomorphic reduction of its marker in
some dialects:

(35) c’ipl-is xe-¢ > c’ipl-i xe-p
beech-GEN tree-NOM
‘a beech-tree’

These classifying genitives are not referential and typically correspond to the first
base of determinative compounds in English and German (beech-tree, German
Buche(n-baum)). It is the classifying modifiers that we turn to now.

2.1.2. Classifying nominals in prehead position

Georgian can be said to have two types of genitive: a specifying genitive in prede-
terminer position, and a classifying, prehead genitive. The predeterminer genitive
roughly corresponds to the Turkish genitive (except that the objective genitive does
not occur in Turkish). The Georgian classifying genitive, on the other hand, corre-
sponds to two construction types in Turkish: possessive determinative constructions
(see 2.1.2.1.) and attributes of material in attribute 3 position (see 2.1.2.2.).

2.1.2.1. Possessive determinative constructions

Turkish has one type of stem-combining construction which, in its most simple
form, consists of an attributive first nominal component in its bare form and a head
noun. This construction may be called “possessive determinative construction”, since
the head of the construction bears the third person singular possessive suffix. In other
words, this is an instance of head-marking (see 1.4.3.). The attributive nominal is
always non-referential. Combinations like (36) and (37) belong to this highly pro-
ductive type of construction:

15 Kornfilt (1997: 225) cites fetih ‘conquest’ as one of the rare nominalizations allowing

an objective genitive, as in Istanbul’un feth-i (Istanbul-GEN conquest-POSS) ‘the
conquest of Istanbul’. Note, however, that the “verbal noun” fetih is not of Turkish
origin, nor is cenaze ‘funeral’, which is another noun allowing an objective genitives,
as in: bagbakan-in cenaze-si (president-GEN funeral-POSS) ‘the president’s funeral’.
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(36) cocuk kitab-:
child book-POSS
‘children’s book’

(37) masa ¢ekmece-si
table draw-POSS
‘table drawer’

While proper names of people are excluded by the referentiality constraint, proper
names are allowed in names of human institutions (hotels, shops, towns, nations
etc.) and in geographical names. Thus, when a certain street is to be named after the
city of Ankara, it may form a possessive determinative construction with ‘street’:

(38) Ankara sokag-i
Ankara street-POSS
‘Ankara Street’

Non-referentiality of an attributive nominal constituent is the only constraint on bare
forms in this type of unit. In his detailed investigation of these constructions, van
Schaaik (1992, 2000), from which examples (39) to (47) are taken, shows that the
nominal attribute may well have a clausal character, as in (39). Also, the bare form
may be a plural noun, as in (40), and even instances of attributive adjectival bare
forms, as in (41) and (42), and attributive genitives, as in (43), are found. The latter
constructions are rare, and require further investigation, but they are not frozen forms
as in German [[Drei-groschen]-oper] (three-penny-opera):

(39) [bir bira i¢c-me] diigiince-si
a beer drink-N thought-POSS
‘the thought of drinking a beer’
(““let’s drink a bear” thought’)

(40) kor-ler okul-u
blind-PL.  school-POSS
‘school for the blind’

41) [ig ¢ocuk) anne-si
three child mother-POSS
‘mother of three children’

(42) [onemli igler] dosya-si
important matter-PL file-POSS
‘file of important matters’

(43) [Tirkiye-nin ses-i) radyo-su
Turkey-GEN  voice-POSS radio-POSS
‘radio (named) “voice of Turkey”’



170 Winfried Boeder & Christoph Schroeder

Very common are instances of same-type recursivity, i.e., instances in which a pos-
sessive determinative construction either contains more than one bare form, as in
(44), or where the nominal attribute itself is a possessive determinative construction,
as in (45):

(44) [Ford [aile araba-si]]
Ford [family car-POSS]]
‘Ford family car’

(45) [[Tiirk dil-i] gramer-i]
[[Turkish language-POSS] grammar-POSS]
‘grammar of the Turkish language’

Both types may also be applied several times, resulting in constructions like (46)
and (47), respectively:

(46) [Istanbul [orman [bolge miidiirliig-ii]]]
[Istanbul [forest [area directorate-POSS]]]
‘Istanbul regional directorate of forestry’

47 [[l[[zmir Universite-si) Edebiyat Fakiilte-si]
[[[[izmir university-POSS] literature faculty-POSS]

Tiirk Edebiyat-1) profesor-ii]
Turkish literature-POSS] professor-POSS]
‘professor for Turkish literature at the Izmir university’s faculty of arts’

Turkish nouns only have one slot for a possessive suffix; thus a doubling of it on
the head of the noun phrase, as might be expected in (44), (46) and (47), is excluded
(cf. Kornfilt 1986).

In all these constructions, an insertion of the indefinite article or any other ele-
ment between the first and the second part of the construction is clearly ungrammati-
cal, cf. (37°) *masa bir ¢cekmecesi. This might suggest a compound status, but nei-
ther cross-referencing as in (38) and (43), nor a phrasal or a clausal character of the
first element as in (39)-(43) is typical of the word-components. This, and the lack of
vowel harmony, speak against an interpretation of possessive determinative construc-
tions as morphological compounds, that is, compounds with word status.

It might be suggested that possessive determinative constructions have a specific
relationship to genitive constructions. In fact, some of them could be viewed as
reductions of genitive constructions, in which the non-referential genitive attribute is
devoid of any case-marking, but in which the possessive head marking is preserved.
Such an interpretation is not viable in examples like (39), where the clausal modifier
cannot be marked by the genitive. It is also not viable in (44) to (47), because geni-
tives do not allow this kind of recursivity. But examples (36’) and (37’) could at
first sight be viewed as parallel to (36) and (37):
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(36°) cocug-un  kitab-1
child-GEN  book-POSS
‘the book of the child’

(37’) masa-nin ¢ekmece-si
table-GEN draw-POSS
‘the drawer of the table’

However, the relation between the bare and the case-marked variants of attributes
should not be considered as transformational. Semantically, the determinative con-
structions have their own properties. We note that the adjacency of the bare prehead
form and the head leads to a greater vagueness and context-dependence in their se-
mantic relationship (see 2.1.5.). This need not be paralleled by a construction with a
genitive attribute. For example, the relationship between the constituents in a phrase
like:

(38°) Ankara-nin sokag-i
A.-GEN street-POSS
‘the street of / belonging to Ankara’

as opposed to (38), can only be interpreted as a part-whole relationship: ‘the street
which belongs to Ankara’. So, (38) cannot be derived from (38’) without a change in
meaning.

In Georgian, a “classifying genitive” corresponds to the bare prehead form of
Turkish, and the genitive marker is the functional equivalent of the Turkish head
noun marking:

(48) Ank’ara-s  kuca-9
Ankara-GEN street-NOM

An additional referential possessive genitive can be added as a specifying genitive in
initial position:

(49) Tbilis-is.  Ank'ara-s kuca-¢
Thbilisi-GEN Ankara-GEN street-NOM
‘Ankara Street in / of Tbilisi’

This shows a positional difference between the two types of genitive. An additional
property of the head-adjacent classifying genitive in Georgian is its allomorphy,
mentioned above (see (35)).

Lexicalized constructions with classifying genitives are often classified as com-
pounds in normative grammar (and orthography) and show three steps of a develop-
ment leading from (a) a full genitive form through (b) a reduced genitive form to (c)
the stem base of a true compound (cf. K’iziria 1981: 85): (a) 3Jar-is-k’ac- army-GEN-
man- ‘warrior’; col-is-3ma- wife-GEN-brother- ‘brother-in-law’; (b) ded-i-nacval- <



172 Winfried Boeder & Christoph Schroeder

ded-is nacval- mother-GEN substitute ‘stepmother’; mam-i-da- < mam-is-da- father-
GEN-sister ‘aunt’; (c) cxvir-saxoc- < cxvir-is-saxoc- nose-GEN-wiper- ‘handkerchief’.
Obviously, cases like biza-js svil- uncle-GEN-child ‘cousin’ > biza-s-$vil- > biza-
$vil- result from a reinterpretation of syntagms as compounds.

A third characteristic is of a paradigmatic nature: literary Modern Georgian has a
plural suffix -eb-, but it preserves a restricted use of the archaic oblique plural in -ta,
and this latter form is restricted to classifying genitives (see Rudenko 1940: 43):

(50) a. kal-eb-is Sroma-¢
woman-PL-GEN  work-NOM
‘the work / labour of (the) women’ (Russian: Zenscin trud)

b. kal-ta Sroma-¢
woman-PL.OBL work-NOM
‘women’s labour’ (Russian: Zenskij trud)

In fact, from a synchronic point of view, this archaic plural form should probably be
interpreted as a derived adjective that is restricted to a “classifying” use.

2.1.2.2. Attributes of material

In Turkish, attributes of material can be ablative nouns or bare nouns. Attributive
bare nouns denoting material, such as giimiis ‘silver’ in giimiis yiiziik ‘silver ring’ or
tahta ‘wood’ in tahta képrii ‘wooden bridge’, have the tendency to occur after the
indefinite article (see (8) above). In Turkish linguistics, there is an ongoing discus-
sion on the question whether forms like giimiis and tahta should be called “nouns” or
“adjectives” when in attributive use (see Braun & Haig (2000) for a recent contribu-
tion). In addition, the fact that usually no constituent intervenes between the head
and the bare material attribute has led to a classification of forms such as giimiis
yiiziik and tahta koprii as “‘juxtapositional compounds” (see Konig 1987, 1992). It is
true that these material-denoting nominals are always close to the head of the noun
phrase. But it has often been overlooked that the indefinite article may, in fact, inter-
vene between attribute and head noun. Giimiis bir yiiziik and tahta bir koprii are
acceptable—even though, as said above, bir giimiis yiiziik and bir tahta koprii are
preferred. So separability indicates an independent status of the components of this
structure, and as in the case of possessive determinative constructions, there is no
basis for its interpretation as a compound.

In a sense, bare attributive nouns are similar to ablative attributes. Both denote
material, and neither occurs in position 1, the position of genitives and the partitive
(ablative) attributes. Yet they differ in several respects.

First, ablative-marked attributes occur in position 3, like adjective phrases, but
unlike bare stems, which occur in position 4.

Second, these material ablatives do not trigger possessive-marking on the head,
as do the attributes of position 1 and 4.
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In contrast to the bare attributes of material, ablative-marked attributes of material
may be further specified, and they occupy the “normal” attribute 3 position, which
means that the indefinite article always follows them:

(51) a. bir tahta kdpri | tahta bir képrii
one wood bridge/ wood one bridge

b. mese tahta-sin-dan bir  képrii
oak  wood-POSS-ABL one bridge

c. *mege tahtasi bir koprii

Tahta ‘wood’ could be further specified by ‘oak’, as in (51b), or by thlamur ‘lime’
and the like. But any other type of specification, as, for example, adnominal demon-
stratives, requires the use of a connecting participle that relates the (complex) attrib-
ute to its head noun (see below 2.2.2.). Thus, ablative-marked attributes of material
share the referentiality constraint of all adjective phrases, and are subject to a com-
plexity constraint on adjectives (see 2.2.1.2.). So the material ablatives behave like
attributive adjective phrases and not like attributive noun phrases. Consequently, the
“ablative suffix” -DAn, with attributes of material, is a derivational suffix, not an
(inflectional) case marker (see also Schroeder 2000).
Georgian has a genitive of material:'®

(52) vr'q’av-is k’ost ium-i
hide-GEN dress-NOM

with a “classifying genitive” construction as in (35). Similar to the ablative in (51b),
and similar to the possessive determinative constructions in Turkish, the genitive
may in turn be modified by same-type recursivity (classifying genitive by genitive of
the same type):

16 According to C’anidvili (1981: 25; 137), these genitives are semantically and
“distributionally” “adjectives”. It is true that they share the semantics of some adjec-
tives, and it might be argued that they share the position of “classifying adjectives”.
But genitives do not agree with their head noun; compare (52) with e.g. Sesat’q'vis-i
k’ost’ium-i corresponding-NOM dress-NOM or mis-i k’ost’ium-i his-NOM dress-
NOM. Postmodifier genitives do agree, but this is quite a different matter: (i) In those
variants of Georgian that show adjective agreement in this position at all, all geni-
tives agree, not just genitives of material (Vaxt'ang-is k’ost’ium-i Vakhtang-GEN
dress-NOM - k’ost’ium-i  Vaxt’ang-is-i dress-NOM Vakhtang-GEN-NOM). (ii)
k’ost’ ium-i t’' ¢’ av-is-i dress-NOM leather-GEN-NOM, if it occurs at all, is stylistically
highly marked (see below) and can hardly be used to determine the synchronic word-
class of t'q’avis in (52).
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(53) tx-is t'q’av-is  k'ost'ium-i
goat-GEN leather-GEN dress-NOM
‘a dress made of goat leather’

but a near-equivalent of the Turkish ablative is not possible:

(52°) *’q’av-idan k’ost'ium-i
leather-from dress-NOM

In other words, the Georgian head-adjacent genitive covers the area of both the Turk-
ish ablative of material and the Turkish bare component of possessive determinative
constructions.

2.1.3. Postpositional modifier phrases

2.1.3.1. Postmodifiers in Georgian

In contrast to Turkish, Georgian has an additional posthead slot (see 1.4.3.). So there
are some instances of non-genitive, non-adjectival postmodifier expressions that are
simply ignored in traditional treatments of Georgian attributive constructions (see,
however, Canidvili 1981: 61). Consider some possible answers to: “What / who is
this?”

(54) Ccai-p Sakr-it
tea-NOM  sugar-INSTR
‘tea with sugar’

(55) Kartul-i t'ekst’-eb-i  leksik’on-it-urt
Georgian-NOM text-PL-NOM glossary-INSTR-with
‘Georgian texts with a glossary’

(56) sacukar-i Vaxt’ang-is-tvis
gift-NOM Vakhtang-GEN-for
‘a gift for Vakhtang’

(57) scen-eb-i Krist' e-s cxovreb-idan
scene-PL-NOM Christ-GEN life-from
‘scenes from the life of Christ’

(58) st'umar-i  Sakartvelo-dan
guest-NOM Georgia-from
‘a guest from Georgia’

These attributive constructions differ from genitive and adjectival modifiers.
Firstly, they are restricted to a posthead position: (54’) *3akrit Cai, (55°)
*leksik’ on-it-urt Kartul-i tekst -eb-i, (56°) *Vaxt' ang-is-tvis sacukar-i, (57°) *Krist'e-
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s cxovreb-idan scen-eb-i, (58°) *Sakartvelo-dan st’ umar-i are impossible. In this, they
differ from modifiers of, for example, verbal nouns:

(59) gigzavnit cem-i bolo samuSao-s Sesaxeb inpormacia-s (ML)
I.send.you my-GEN last work-GEN on information-DAT
‘I am sending you information concerning my last project’

(60) saxareb-is tema-ze gamopen-is moc’q’oba (E. Mac¢’avariani Mamuli)
gospel-GEN theme-on exposition-GEN arrangement
‘the arrangement of an exposition on the theme of the Gospel’

(61) xelnac’er-eb-idan mxat’ vrul-i
manuscript-PL-from artistic-GEN

p’ir-eb-is  gadayeb-is  sakme (ib.)

copy-GEN  copying-GEN business

‘the business of taking photographs of the illuminated pages of the
manuscript’

but also from prehead expressions with the postposition -vit ‘like’ (see 2.1.3.2.
below):

(62) deda-sa-vit kal-i
mother-DAT-like woman-NOM
‘a motherly woman’

Notice that modifiers normally occurring in prehead position can be postposed, as in:

(63) ena-¢ Kartul-i (instead of unmarked Kartuli ena)
language-NOM Georgian-NOM
‘the Georgian language’

But this is a stylistically marked position with archaic and poetic connotations, or it
is used with heavy constituents, as in:

(64) mcdeloba-¢  Sabl’o-ta imp’eria-§i mcxovreb-i
attempt-NOM Soviet-PL empire-in  living-GEN

q’vela nacionalob-is ert xalx-ad Serc’q’ m-isa (ZK’)
all nationality-GEN one people-ADV melting-GEN
‘the attempt to melt all nationalities of the Soviet empire into one people’

Neither of these motivations is plausible for (54)-(58).
Second, these postmodifiers are easily understood as secondary predicates, as in:
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(65) Cdai-s Sakr-it vsam
tea-DAT  sugar-INSTR IL.drink.it

which can mean both: ‘I drink [tea with sugar]’ and ‘tea I drink with sugar’; cf.:

(66) Sakr-it svam cai-s tu rdz-it?
sugar-INSTR you.drink.it tea-DAT  or milk-INSTR
‘do you drink tea with sugar or with milk?’

which is like:

(67) muk-i gircevnia  Cai-¢ tu bac-i?
dark-NOM  you.prefer.it tea-NOM or light-NOM
‘do you prefer (your) tea black or light?’

Notice that secondary predicates are asked for by rogor ‘how?’, not by the inflected
adjectival form rogor- ‘what kind of?’:

(68) Cai-¢ rogor dalie, Sakr-it tu rdz-it?
tea-NOM how  you.drank.it, sugar-INSTR or milk-INSTR
‘how did you drink (your) tea, with sugar or with milk?’

(69) rogor-i cai-g dalie,
what.kind.of-NOM tea-NOM you.drank.it

Sakr-ian-i tu rdz-ian-i?
sugar-ADJR-NOM or milk-ADJR-NOM
‘what kind of tea did you drink, sugared tea or milk-tea?’

(70) rogor-i p’ur-i iq’'ide? — kva-sa-vit p’ur-i (Imnaisvili 1997: 85)
‘what kind of bread did you buy? - a stone-like bread’

If rogori Cai dalie? (as in (69)) asks for nouns with a modifier, (54) with Sakrit as a
postmodifier should be a possible answer. Yet informants hesitate to accept it as an
answer and prefer an answer like: Sakriani ‘sugared’ (as in (69)); the reason possibly
is that rogori ¢ai dalie? asks for the kind of tea, but the modifier “with sugar” does
not function very well as a “classifying” modifier of “tea”. Rather it adds some qual-
ity (or entity: to drink tea with sugar is to consume both tea and sugar), and this is
what makes it so similar to secondary predicates. Similarly, while

(71) davlie cai-p Sakr-it
I.drank.it tea-NOM sugar-INSTR
‘I drank tea with sugar’

is perfect, a sentence like:
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(72) gelodeba cai-¢ Sakr-it
it.is.waiting.for.you tea-NOM sugar-INSTR
‘tea with sugar is waiting for you’

is considered “Russian” by some informants. Indeed, Salamberize (1980: 23) charac-
terizes

(73) sigaret’-i pilt’'r-it
cigarette-NOM filter-INSTR
‘filter-tipped cigarette’

as a calque for the correct adjectival form with the possessive suffix -ian-:

(74) pilt' r-ian-i sigaret’ -1
filter-ADJR-NOM cigarette-NOM

Traditional grammar tends to interpret these postmodifiers as reduced forms of post-
posed relative clauses.'” And indeed, (56)-(58) have relative clause counterparts (“the
gift which is for Vakhtang”, “the scenes which are from the life of Christ”, “the guest
who is from Georgia”), although if (54)-(55) have clausal equivalents of the same
type it is less obvious.

But whatever the correct syntactic description of expressions like cai Sakrit ‘tea
with sugar’, they are similar to relative clauses both positionally and semantically.
Georgian has postposed relative clauses and postposed attributes, and the fact that
Turkish has neither suggests a correlation between the two types of attribute. Seman-
tically, the Georgian postmodifiers are counterparts of relative clauses and express a
non-classifying non-inherent (incidental) property resulting from an event: “tea to
which sugar is / was added”, “a gift that is / was meant for Vakhtang”, “a guest who
has come from Georgia”. Postmodifiers like cai Sakrit thus contrast with premodifi-
ers as in Sakriani cai, i.e. with adjectival derivation, which we will consider below
(2.2.1).

2.1.3.2. Prehead postpositional phrases in Georgian and Turkish

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, most adverbial relations in noun phrases
with non-verbal head nouns cannot be coded by adpositions, neither in Georgian nor
in Turkish. However, both languages have one type of relational coding which is
consistently expressed by means of prehead postpositional phrases, viz., the coding
of relations of similarity. In Georgian, similarity may be expressed by postpositional

"7 See 1.2.3. The doyen of the Georgian syntacticians, Leo K’va¢’aze (personal communi-

cation) gives the same explanation for structures like (54)-(58), although the latest
edition of his Georgian syntax (1996: 493-495) provides only examples of participial
transformations from finite verbs.
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phrases headed by the postposition -vit ‘like’, attributively as well as adverbially. In
Turkish, postpositional phrases headed by the postposition gibi ‘like’ show a strik-
ingly similar distribution. Compare the following example with (62):

(75) ayi gibi bir kopek {(Van Schaaik 1996: 243)
bear like a dog
‘a dog (which is) like a bear’

Gibi is a rather unique postposition in several respects. First, phrases headed by gibi
may be attributive, predicative and adverbial. Second, the form may take as comple-
ments certain participial phrases and even finite clauses (that is, clauses with a person
marker from the predicative / verbal paradigm). Third, unlike all other postpositions
but like adjectival modifiers, gibi may be combined with the possessive suffix of the
third person singular and act as an anaphoric noun phrase.'®

These three features are not shared by other postpositions—except by kadar ‘as
much as’, which again codes relations of comparison but may not head attributive
phrases.

2.1.4. Compounds

Before leaving case-marked attributes and attributive postpositional phrases, let us
have a short look at compounds. As we saw above, some syntagms in both lan-
guages are similar to compounds: certain Turkish stem base N1 + N2 constructions
are inseparable (see 2.1.2. and the Turkish examples given there), and Georgian clas-
sifying Ggegy + N constructions tend to become compounds (see 2.1.2.1.).

In addition, there are many exocentric compounds that look like lexicalized at-
tributive constructions: bahuvrihis like Turkish ak-sakal ‘white-beard’ — ‘wise man’,
mavi goz-lii (blue eye-ADJR(COM)) ‘blue-eyed’ (person)’, yalinayak ‘bare-foot’ —
‘bare footed person’, and dvandva compounds of the type Turkish anne-baba (=
Georgian ded-mama) ‘mother-father’ — ‘parents’, Georgian av-dar- ‘evil-weather’ —
‘bad weather, heavy rains’ and xar-irem- ‘bull-deer’ — ‘male deer’, mama-k’ ac- ‘father/
male man’ — ‘man’ are syntagms without attributive agreement. Also, Turkish has
some forms which simply consist of juxtaposed nominals, e.g. bilim kurgu (science
fiction) ‘science fiction’, cf. Konig (1987, 1992).

What all these formations have in common is their lexicalization or restricted
productivity.

In sum, then, if we disregard diachronic cases of reanalysis (see 2.1.2.1), com-
pounding is not a productive strategy of noun phrase relational coding in these lan-
guages.

8 See van Schaaik (1996: 235-288, 1998) and Schroeder (1999b: 139-40, 2000) for a
lengthy discussion on gibi.
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2.1.5. Summary

To sum up our comparison of nominal attributes in the two languages, the following
can be said at this point: in both languages, the genitive is an exclusively or almost
exclusively attributive case. Both languages have phrase-initial, “specifying” geni-
tives which code possession in its broadest sense (including several forms of part-
whole relations and subject-object arguments of relational nouns). The languages
differ in three respects. Firstly, the Georgian genitive codes object and subject rela-
tions, whereas the Turkish genitive codes subject relations exclusively. Second, in
Turkish, the ablative suffix may replace the genitive suffix in partitive constructions.
Third, Georgian has a prehead, “classifying” genitive which is not normally separated
from its head-noun and which tends to develop stem-like forms in some dialects.
This genitive corresponds to Turkish “bare” (non-case-marked) prehead nominal
constituents, which form a determinative syntagm with their head noun. On the other
hand, it corresponds to ablative attributes which occur in the attribute 3 position and
which denote “material” (expressed by “classifying genitives” in Georgian).

Compounding as a distinct strategy of relational coding is not freely productive
in both languages.

Disregarding for the moment Georgian posthead constituents, we get a prelimi-
nary scale of nominal attribution ranging from unrestricted genitive noun phrases on
the left margin to non-productive prehead constituents that tend to be reanalyzed as
first components of compounds. In both languages, we find formal and semantic
parallels at the extreme points: specifying genitives on the left, and bare prehead
forms on the right side.

However, this convergence of morphological form is embedded in different lin-
guistic structures specific to different language types: while the unmarked bare stem
derives from its status in a head-marking language like Turkish, it is either an allo-
morphic variant of the genitive in a dependent-marking language like Georgian (see
(35)) or becomes the first component of a compound (see final sections of 2.1.2.1.):"

Attribute 1 Attribute 3 Attribute 4 Head
Georgian specifying genitive adjective (phrase)  dependent-marked:  unmarked
genitive-marked >

bare stem
Turkish  specifying genitive adjective (phrase)  unmarked: head-marked:
or partitive ablative (including material bare stem possessive (referring
ablative) to attribute 1 or 4)

19 «Attribute 17, “attribute 37, and “attribute 4" refer to the nominal attributes which are

identified on the basis of positional distributions for Turkish (see (8)) and Georgian
(see (23)), respectively. The pariticipial “attribute 2” does not concern us in this sec-
tion.



180 Winfried Boeder & Christoph Schroeder

2.2. Adverbial relations

The semantic relationship between a Georgian prehead genitive attribute and its head
or a Turkish determinative constituent and its head is highly context-bound and, in
this sense, highly unspecific.” Thus Turkish geker bardagi and Georgian Sakr-is
¢ urc’ xel (sugar-GEN vessel) ‘sugar glass’ exhibits the same ambiguities as the Ger-
man Zuckerglas: in an unmarked context, it is a glass with sugar, or a glass for
sugar, but it could also be thought of as a glass made of sugar or a glass used to
shovel the sugar from one place to another. On the other hand, we have already
hinted at the fact that the modification of a Turkish ablative attribute of material may
enforce a lexical specification of the relationship between the attribute and the noun
by means of a participle (see 2.1.2.2.), and a semantically more specific derivational
form is preferred in cases like the Georgian sa-Sakr-e- (PREF-sugar-ADJR) ‘a glass or
whatever vessel for sugar’, with an adjectivalizing circumfix sa-___ -e.

Thus, just as it is possible in English or in German to be more specific with re-
gard to the semantic relation between modifier and head noun, this is possible in
Turkish and Georgian, too—and sometimes it is even imperative. In this section, we
will have a look at these more specific codings.

As we saw above, neither Georgian nor Turkish freely allows premodifier adposi-
tional phrases (except with nominalizations). Nor do they allow the simple attribu-
tion of case-marked nominals—except for the noun-phrase-specific uses of the geni-
tive and the ablative described in the preceding section. But which way do Turkish
and Georgian go in order to integrate more specific adverbial relations into the noun
phrase? There are, basically, two strategies. The first is the “derivational strategy’:
Turkish and Georgian derive complex adjectives. The second is the intensive use of
connecting lexical elements, mainly participles, but to a certain extent also adjectives
in Turkish. In this section we will give a concise overview of the two strategies and
look at their interdependence.

2.2.1. Adjectival derivation

Both Georgian and Turkish are languages with a rich derivational morphology. There
is a wide variety of productive means to derive adjectives from nouns.

2.2.1.1. The semantic basis

The distribution of the forms has a clear semantic base; that is, the respective mor-
phemes not only derive adjectives from nouns, but at the same time specify the
semantic relationship between attribute and head. For example in Turkish, the suffix
-lIk forms measure attributes from nouns:

2 This is exactly the root of (semantic) parallels between the Georgian and Turkish
constructions on the one hand, and morphological compounds in, for instance, Ger-
man, which are similarly context-dependent (cf. Wildgen 1982), on the other.
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(76) [giin-de on alti saat-lik] bir g
day-LOC sixteen hour-ADJR a  job
‘a job of sixteen hours a day’

The suffix -// forms comitative attributes from nouns:

(77) lon iki numara-h] bina
twelve number-ADIJR building
‘the building with the number twelve’/ ‘building number twelve’

It has a negative counterpart, the “privative” -s/z:

(78) miisik-siz bir ev
music-ADJR a house
‘a house without music’

And another -/I forms adjectives of origin from nouns:

(79) koy-li bir adam
village-ADJR a man
‘a man from the village’ / ‘a peasant’

Similarly in Georgian, the relation of ‘having’ is expressed by a derivational suffix
-ian:

(80) [ramdenime ucnob]-ian-i gant’ oleba (C’abagvili 1988: 96)
[several unknown]-ADJR-NOM equation
‘an equation with several unknown quantities’

which has a close Turkish equivalent with the comitative suffix -/I:

(80’) ¢ok  bil-in-me-yen-li denklem
many know-PASS-NEG-PRT-ADJR(COM) equation
‘an equation with several unknown quantities’

(81) [[okro-s] koc¢rl-ian-i vaz-i
[[gold-GEN] hair]-ADJR-NOM  boy-NOM
‘the boy with the golden hair’

(82) [[dedakalak-is] xed-eb)-ian-i albom-i (C’abasvili 1988: 96)
[[metropolis-GEN] view-PL]-ADJR-NOM album-NOM
‘an album with views of the capital’

(83) [uclveulo sataur]-ian-i roman-i (C’abasvili 1988: 96)
[unusual title]-ADJR-NOM novel-NOM
‘a novel with an unusual title’
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(84) [[[k u-s] 3vi-is] carcol-ian-i
[[[tortoise-GEN] bone-GEN] frame]-ADJR-NOM

satvale (C’abagvili 1988: 97)
spectacle
‘glasses with a frame made of tortoise-shell’

(85) [‘xolo’, ‘k’i" k’avsir)-ian-i c’inadadeba-¢
[‘yet’, ‘but’ conjunction]-ADJR-NOM sentence-NOM
‘a sentence with the conjunctions “yet” or “but”™’

Furthermore, -del- |/ -(i)ndel- ‘time when’?' -amdel- ‘time till’,”> -el- ‘originating
from (mostly referring to humans)’, -ur- / -ul- ‘originating from (mostly referring to
non-humans)’> and -eul- ‘coming, originating from, belonging to’ are some of the
derivational suffixes forming adjectives from nouns which at the same time specify
the relationship between the attribute and the head:*

(86) gusin-del-i amind-i
yesterday-ADJR weather-NOM
‘yesterday’s weather’

(87) am-dila-ndel-ma ambav-ma
this(OBL)-morning-ADJR-ERG event-ERG
‘the events of this morning’

(88) p’irvelmsoplio om-amdel-i cxovreba-¢ (LG)
first world war-ADJR-NOM life-NOM
‘life before the First World War’

2! This suffix originated from forms like gusin-del- yesterday-ADJR- ‘yesterday’s’ re-

analysed as gus-indel-; see Sanize 1973: § 165,5, where -del itself derived from dy(e)-
el day-ADJR.

-amdel- < -ad-md(e)-el- (ADV-till-ADJR). According to Mac’avariani (1952-53),
-amdel- is a new development, comparable to Russian derivations like do- ‘till’, e.g.
Russian dorevolucionnyj ~ Georgian revoluciamdeli ‘before the revolution’, dovoen-
nyj ~ omamdeli ‘before the war’.

-ur- also occurs with humans if the basis is, for instance, adverbial: ika-ur- ‘being /
originating from there’ (ik(a) ‘there’); bav§v-ur- ‘childish’ (bav$v- ‘child’; Sanize
1973 § 165,2); notice: Kartv-el-i k'rit’ik’os-i Georgian-ADJR-NOM critic-NOM ‘a
Georgian critic’ vs. lit’erat’ur-ul-i k'rit’ik’os-i literature-ADJR-NOM critic-ADJR-
NOM “a literary critic’ — ‘a critic dealing with literature’. -el-, then, seems to modify
human referents, whereas -ur- is used for non-human “referent modification” and for
“reference modification” (in the sense of Bolinger 1967).

These and other adjective forms derived from case forms and adverbs are also men-
tioned by Canisvili (1981: 138-141).

22
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(89) eg Cem-i sopl-el-i-a (LG)
this my-NOM village-ADJR-NOM-is
‘he is from my village’

(90) sopl-ur-i pur-i
village-ADJR-NOM bread-NOM
‘country-bread’

(91) mam-is-eul-i Cibux-i (C’abagvili 1988: 99)
father-GEN-ADJR-NOM  pipe-NOM
‘a pipe that belonged to (my) father’

(92) [[[natesaobit-is-1brunv-is-Inisn-is-)eul-i
genitive-GEN-case-GEN-sign-GEN-ADJR-NOM

element’-i (C’abagvili 1988: 99)
element-NOM
‘an element that originates from the marker of the genitive case’

2.2.1.2. Restrictions

As may already have become clear from the examples, the derivational base of the
adjectival suffixes both in Georgian and Turkish is not a noun stem but a phrase.
However, the derivation is morphologically and semantically restricted. In Georgian,
adjectivalizing suffixes, like postpositions, “govern” either the genitive (e.g. -eul- in
(91)-(92)) or an oblique stem form (e.g. pronominal am- in (87) vs. es ‘this. NOM’),
or simply a (bare) stem form where rectus and oblique stem forms are not differenti-
ated. Thus, the attributive, or ‘two’, is a bare stem in:

(93) [or ucnob]-ian-i gant’oleba-p  (*or-i ucnob-ian-i gant’oleba-i)
[two unknown]-ADJR-NOM equation-NOM (*two-NOM / GEN /INSTR ...)
‘an equation with two unknown quantities’

But subordinated constituents have their syntactically expected form:

(94) [[ucnob-i kalak-is] xed-eb-lian-i
[[unknown-GEN city-GEN] view-PL-]JADJ-NOM

albom-i (*(ucnob kalak-is] ...)
album-NOM
‘an album with views of an unknown city’

Second, the derivational base may not be referential in Turkish comitative and
privative expressions. Thus we may have:
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(95) a. bo! stt-lii kahve
much milk-ADJR(COM) coffee
‘coffee with lots of milk’

but not:

(95) b. *[bu siit-lii] kahve
this milk-ADJR coffee
(attempted reading:) ‘coffee with this milk’

The nearest equivalent to the attempted reading ‘coffee with this milk’ could only be
achieved through the use of a participle taking an argument in the instrumental case,

e.g.:

(95) c. bu siit-le karigtir-ul-mig  kahve
this milk-INSTR mix-PASS-PST coffee
‘coffee mixed with this milk’

On the other hand, deictic elements are not completely excluded from Georgian deri-
vations.” For example, see the kind of “inbound anaphora” in (87) and:

(96) am kalak-is xed-eb-ian-i albom-i
this(OBL) city-GEN view-PL-ADJR-NOM album-NOM
‘an album with views of the city’

(97) aset wucveulo sataur-ian-i roman-i
such unusual title-ADJR-NOM novel-NOM
‘a novel with such an unusual title’

and the ”outbound anaphora” in:

98) im sopl-el-i K ac-i iq’o, sadacdavibade
that(OBL) village-ADJR-NOM man-NOM he.was, where I.was.born
‘it was a man from the village where I was born’

With Turkish adjectives of origin formed by -/, as well as with adjectives of meas-
urement formed with -1k, the situation is slightly more complex. On the one hand,
the base of the derivation may be a deictic form or it may be a proper name, cf.:

2 See Postal (1969) and Boeder (1972) for a general discussion of the phenomenon of
“anaphoric islands”.
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(99)  bura-ii adam
here-ADJR man
‘man from here’

(100) Ankara-h ¢ocuk
Ankara-ADJR child
‘child from Ankara’

(101) bu kadar-ik  bir c¢alisma
this much-ADJR a job
‘a job of this much (amounting to this much)’

On the other hand deictic or anaphoric noun phrases are not allowed:

(102)  *[bu gehir-Ii] bir adam
this town-ADJR a man
attempted reading: ‘a man from this town’

(103) *[bu bes saat-lik] bir calisma
this five hour-ADJR a job
(attempted reading:) ‘a job of these five hours’

Again, the nearest equivalent to the attempted reading of (102) could only be
achieved through the use of a participle taking an argument in the ablative case, e.g.:

(102°) [bu gsehir-den gel-en] adam
this town-ABL come-PRT man
‘man coming from this town’

Similarly, ‘a job of these five hours’ would require the use of a participle:

(103’) [bu bes saat siir-en] bir c¢aligma
this five hour last-PRT a job
‘a job taking these five hours’

There is, however, a derivational suffix in Turkish with unrestricted referentiality of
its base, the suffix -ki. In combination with noun phrases in the locative case it
derives locative attributes and in combination with bare nouns it forms attributes of
time. Given semantic appropriateness, -ki may, in principle, form an attribute from
any noun phrase. In the following examples, it is a locative-marked, phrasal posses-
sive determinative construction:

(104) gdorev-in-e devam  ed-ip
post-POSS.3SG-DAT continue do-CONV
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et-me-yeceg-i sekl-in-de-ki soru
do-NEG-PRT-POSS.3SG form-POSS-LOC-ADJR question
‘the question in the form of whether he would continue his post or not’

While the derivational base normally 1s a locative, simple temporal adverbs like diin
‘yesterday’ or yarin ‘tomorrow’ may also serve as a base:

(105) diin-ki / yarin-ki ders
yesterday-ADJR / tomorrow-ADJR lesson
‘the lesson yesterday / tomorrow’

Similarly, -ki derives attributes from temporal postpositional phrases. Cf. (106),
where the phrase headed by the postposition dnce ‘before’ is adverbial, vs. (107), in
which it is an attributive phrase, headed by —ki. The case-assignement properties of
the postpositions remain unchanged:

(106) [ondan once]  sinema-ya gittik
[thattABL) before] cinema-DAT we.went
‘before that we went to the cinema’

(107) [ondan once-ki] iligki-m
that(ABL) before-ADJR relationship-POSS.1SG
‘my relationship before that’

Notice that phrasal derivations with -ki occur in the second position reserved for
clausal attributes (see 1.4.1.), i.e. they behave like participial forms (Schroeder
2000). All other derivations belong to “position 3” according to several distribu-
tional criteria.”

The constraints on Georgian derivations need not be discussed here in detail.
They seem to be less constrained with regard to their hierarchical depth (see e.g. (80)-
(85)) or with regard to anaphoric islandhood (see e.g. (89), (96)-(98)). What seems,
however, to matter is non-hierarchical complexity, such as multiple attribution and
the like. Compare:

(108) ert-i [[mamacem-is] sopl]-el-i k’ac-i
one-NOM my.father-GEN village-ADJR-NOM man-NOM
‘a man from my father’s village’

(108°) 77 ert-i [[¢em-i nacnob-is]
one-NOM my-NOM acquaintance-GEN

% Demonstratives may only precede position 3 attributes, they always follow position 2
attributes; position 3 attributes may be coordinated only with adjectives and not with
participle phrases, see Schroeder (1998a).
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sopl]-el-i k’ac-i Semxda
village-ADJR-NOM man-NOM he.met.me’
‘a man from my acquaintance’s village met me’

2.2.1.3. Differences between Turkish and Georgian

While Turkish and Georgian derivational strategies are functionally comparable, their
extension is different. For instance, some Georgian examples with adjectival deriva-
tion require a non-derivational translation into Turkish, with participial connectors
like “taking place” (82°), (85’), “being” (83’), “made” (84"):

(82°) baskent goriiniim-ler-i-nin ver al-dig-1- bir albiim
capital view-PL-POSS-GEN take.place-PRT-POSS a album
‘an album with views on the capital’ (‘an album in which views
of the capital take place’)

(83°) alisilmadik bir baghig-1 ol-an roman
unusual a titel-POSS be-PRT novel
‘a novel with an unusual title’ (‘a novel whose title is unusual’)

(84°) gergeve-si kaplumbaga kabug-un-dan
frame-POSS tortoise shell-POSS-ABL

yap-il-nig bir gozliik
make-PASS-PRT a glasses
‘glasses with a frame made of tortoise-shell’

(85°) “ragmen” veya “ama’ baglac-i-nin
“yet” or “but” conjunction-POSS-GEN

yer al-dig-i bir tiimce
place.take-PRT-POSS a sentence
‘a sentence with the conjunctions ‘yet’ or ‘but’’

Similarly, the Georgian suffix -eul- ‘coming, originating from, belonging to’ (see
above) has non-derivational counterparts in Turkish:

91’) a. baba-m-in pipo-su
father-POSS.1SG-GEN pipe-POSS
‘my father’s pipe’

(91’) b. baba-m-a ait (ol-an)”’ pipo
father-POSS.1SG-DAT belonging.ADJ (be-PRT) pipe
‘the pipe that belonged / belongs to my father’

77 The participle olan is optional.
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(92") tamlama durum ek-in-den kaynaklan-an bir oge
genitive case  affix-POSS-ABL originate-PRT a element
‘an element originating from the marker of the genitive case’

Also, both inbound and outbound anaphora are possible in Georgian derivational
phrases, but disallowed in Turkish. Thus, the Turkish equivalent of (98) would again
be a participle phrase:

(98°) dog-dug-um kdy-den gel-en adam
be-born-PRT-POSS.1SG village-ABL come-PRT man
‘a man (coming) from the village where I was born’

[*dog-dug-um koy-lii) adam
be-born-PRT-POSS.1SG  village-ADJR man

Georgian derivation, then, seems to be more extensive than Turkish derivation. No-
tice that this difference is not due to different degrees of complexity: Turkish -ki
allows for the complexity of a participial phrase. But the distribution of strategies is
different in both languages: Turkish uses the participial device to a larger extent than
Georgian. In other words, in some constructions, Turkish extends the semantically
more neutral participial strategy at the expense of its positionally adjacent strategy,
derivation.

2.2.2. Connecting lexical elements

2.2.2.1. Empty participles

We have repeatedly pointed out that attribution by means of adjectival derivation is
more or less limited by the complexity of the adjective phrase and has to be replaced
by a construction in which a participle takes the respective attribute as an argument.
In many cases, this lexical strategy of connecting attributes to their head can be a
semantically highly specific way of expressing the relationship between an attribute
and its head. But there are also semantically empty participles which are frequently
used as “connectors”, e.g. the participle of “to be”. In this case, there is no semantic
meaning attached to the participle; rather it is a default verb participle with the sole
function of integrating case-marked attributes into the noun phrase which could oth-
erwise not be used attributively.

In Turkish, the subject participle form of the verb olmak ‘to be’ links locative,
ablative-, dative- and instrumental- / associative attributes to the head, as in the
following examples, where the use of the simple case-marked form would be un-
grammatical.

(109) [bu durum-da ol-an] kiz-lar
this situation-LOC be-PRT girl-PL
‘girls in this situation’
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(110) [insan-lar-a ol-an] yaklasim
people-PL-DAT be-PRT approach
‘(the) approach to people’

(111) [kirsal kesim-ler-den ol-an] kadin-lar
rural area-PL-ABL be-PRT woman-PL
‘women from rural areas’

(112) [¢ocuk-lar-im-la ol-an] iligki-ler-im
child-PL-POSS.1SG-INSTR be-PRT relationship-PL-POSS.1SG
‘my relationships to my children’

Note that olan may also be used with attributes which otherwise belong to the third
positional group, i.e. the group of the “more adjectival” attributes. In this case olan
is used when they have a certain degree of complexity, as in (113), and / or when
they are used non-restrictively, as in (114) and (115) (see also Schroeder 1998a: 311,
2000):

(113) [sanat-la mesgul] ol-an] bir aile
art-INSTR busy  be-PRT a family
‘a family which is busy with art’

? sanatla mesgul bir aile

(114) [mavi ol-an] bu ¢icek
blue be-PRT this flower
‘this flower which is blue’

*mavi bu ¢igek

(115) sahiplik  duygu-su hi¢ geligmemis ol-an ben
ownership feeling-POSS at.all not.developed be-PRT I
‘I, whose instinct of ownership is not developed at all’

? sahiplik duygusu hi¢ gelismemis ben

Georgian has two equivalents of Turkish participial constructions: relative clauses
and participles. The former are preferred, but participles like mq’op- ‘being’ and
arsebul- ‘existing’ are also used with locative expressions:

(116) picarnag-ze mq’op-ma ert-ma  k’ac-ma bi¢’-ze miutita (Kafka 35)
platform-on being-ERG one-ERG man-ERG boy-on he.pointed.to.him
‘one of the people on the platform drew his attention to the boy’

(117) movinaxule sopel Pak’a-5i arsebul-i
Lvisited village Paka-in existing-NOM
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mama-ta da deda-ta c¢'m. Nino-s  monast’er-i (VG)
father-PL.OBL and mother-PL.OBL St. Nino-GEN monastery-NOM
‘I visited the monastery and convent of St. Nino in the village of Paka.’

However, complex adjective phrases do not require “participial support”. Compare
(113) with:

(118) creml-ita da gamoutkmel-i mc’uxareb-it
tear-INSTR and unsaid-INSTR sorrow-INSTR

savse-p gaseseb-ul-i tval-eb-i
full(adjective)-NOM stiffen-PRT-NOM eye-PL-NOM
‘frozen eyes full of tears and unsaid sorrow’

Non-restrictive attributes, on the other hand, must be postposed:

(119) me-c, sicx-isa-gan sec’uxeb-ul-ma,
I-too, heat-GEN-from trouble-PRT-ERG

msvild-isar-i vesrole
bow-arrow-NOM [.threw.them.to.it
‘I too, troubled by the heat, shot at it [i.e. the sun] with an arrow.’

2.2.2.2. Lexically specific participles

Apart from the use of the clearly “empty” participial form of the verb ‘to be’ as a
connecting device, it is difficult—and maybe not even possible—to decide whether
what we find is the more structural use of a participle as a “connector” or whether we
are simply dealing with a participial clause with its specific meaning. As in the case
of “reduced relative clauses” (see 1.2.2) we could think of participles as being non-
specific if they can be predicted from their clausal context, e.g. in a Georgian expres-
sion like:

(120) Tbilis-si c¢at’areb-ul
Thbilisi-in carry.out-PRT

matemat’ ik’ -ur olimp’iad-eb-$i (cf. Lezava 1972: 68)
mathematics-ADJR olympic.game-PL-in
‘during the olympics of mathematics organized in Tbilisi’

(121) mok’le p’asux-i dasm-ul k’'itxva-ze
short  answer-NOM put-PRT.PASS question-on
‘a short answer to a question’
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(121°) Turkish
bir soru-nun kargilhig-1 ol-an  kisa  bir cevap
a question-GEN opposite-POSS be-PRT short a answer
(lit.: “a short answer being the response to a question’)

There are a number of Turkish verbs which are used with a literal, as well as with a
non-literal, generalized or “bleached” meaning in the sense of Hopper & Traugott
(1996). The following list is provisional, but it may give an impression of the type
of construction:

(i) gelen ‘coming’, from gelmek ‘to come’, is often used with ablative attrib-
utes where the ablative is a local case (122),

(ii) bulunan, from bulunmak ‘to be found’, is intensively used with locative
attributes (123),

(iii) giden, from gitmek ‘to go’, is used with dative (i.e., allative) attributes
(124), and

(iv) yapilmis ‘made’, the resultative passive participle from yapmak ‘to make’,
is frequently used with ablative where this case codes material.

(122) [cahillik-ten gel-en] bir sey
silliness-ABL come-PRT a thing
‘a thing (coming) out of silliness’

(123) [pivasa-da bulun-an] para
market-LOC found-PRT money
‘the money (to be found) on the market’

(124) [Kuzey Irak’ta-ki Kiirt-ler-e gid-en] yardim
north  Iraq’-LOC-ADJR Kurd-PL-DAT go-PRT  support
‘the support for the Kurds in Northern Iraq’ / ‘the support
going to the Kurds’

Note, however, that the use of these verbs in their “bleached” meaning is not re-
stricted to their non-finite use as participles. For example, bulun- ‘to be found’ is
often used as the finite predicate of a sentence where it replaces the existential predi-
cate var ‘there is’. Thus, (123) can be transformed into a finite sentence without a
change in the meaning of bulun-:

(125) piyasa-da para bulunu-yor
market-LOC money found-PRS
‘there is money on the market’

Also, the use in the “bleached” meaning does not obliterate the possibility of use
with a literal meaning. Whether the “literal meaning” or the “generalized meaning”
applies in the given construction probably depends on the clausal or even wider
context of the construction. For example in (124), it is clear that a ‘support’ does not
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literally ‘go’ to the Kurds. Thus here, the arguments involved suggest a generaliza-
tion of meaning. On the other hand, in (123), we could imagine money to be liter-
ally ‘found’ on the marketplace — but the sentence is uttered by a broker talking
about his experiences at the stock exchange.

In sum, then, we may say that while participles are clearly used as connecting de-
vices, it is not possible to speak of a “grammaticalization” of any participle form in
this device, apart from the use of the participial form of the verb ‘to be’.

2.2.2.3. Connecting adjectives

With the same function, we sometimes find semantically non-empty Turkish adjec-
tive “connectors”.® For example the adjectives kargi ‘against’, ‘opposite’ and ait,
‘belonging’, take dative arguments:

(126) [Tiirk  musiki-sin-e karsi] bir heves
Turkish music-POSS-DAT against a interest
‘an interest for Turkish music’

(127) [o zaman-a ait] amm-lar
that time-DAT belonging.ADJ memory-PL
‘memories of that time’

Derived, though lexicalized, forms also belong to this group, e.g. ydnelik ‘in direc-
tion of” (lit.: yon-e-lik direction-DAT-ADJR) and bagl: ‘connected’ (lit.: bag-li con-
nection-ADJR(COM), i.e. ‘with connection’). Yénelik as well as bagl take dative
arguments:

(128) [kadin-lar-a yonelik] bir dergi
woman-PL-DAT in.direction.to a  journal
‘a journal for women’

(129) [Fransiz ordu-sun-a bagh] Mirage savas ugak-lar-i
French army-POSS-DAT connected Mirage war  plane-PL-POSS
‘Mirage bombers which belong to the French army’

Another derived “connecting adjective” is ilgili ‘concerning’, (lit.: ilgi-/i interest-
ADJR(COM), i.e. ‘with interest’). /lgili takes instrumental arguments:

% Notice that there are clear distributional properties which allow us to speak of

“adjective connectors with certain argument-binding properties” and not of postposi-
tions. While postpositional phrases can only be adverbial (with the exception of
phrases with gibi ‘like’, noted in 2.1.3.2 above), adjective phrases, on the other hand,
can only be attributive and predicative—not, however, adverbial (see Schroeder
1999b: 138).
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(130) [sinema giin-ler-i-yle ilgili] bir sey-ler
film day-PL-POSS-INSTR with.interest a thing-PL
‘some things concerning the film festival’

But note that complex adjective phrases of this type have the tendency to be com-
bined with olan. What exactly a “complex” phrase is, has not yet been exactly deter-
mined. But, as mentioned above, there is a certain “weight” of the attributive phrase
which requires its transformation into a participial phrase in position 2. In the fol-
lowing example, both variants are grammatically correct, but native speakers clearly
prefer the variant with olan:

(131) [vefat ed-en bir kisi-nin kendi iilke-sin-e
die-PRT a person-GEN own  land-POSS-DAT

nakled-il-me-si ile ilgili ol-an] masraf-lar
transfer-PASS-N-POSS with with.interest be-PRT cost-PL
‘costs concerning the transfer of a corpse to the home country’

(131°) ?[vefat eden bir kiginin kendi iilkesine nakledilmesi ile ilgili] masrafiar

The Georgian equivalents of these constructions would be either postmodifier post-
postional (zurnal-i mozrdil-ta-tvis journal-NOM adult-PL.OBL-for ‘a magazine for
adults’) or adjectival (kal-ta zurnal-i woman-PL.OBL journal ‘a women’s magazine’,
cf. (50); sa-bavsv-o-¢ zurnal-i PREF-child-ADJR journal-NOM ‘children’s maga-
zine’).

3. Discussion

So far, we have considered different forms of relational coding in Turkish and Geor-
gian: inflectional vs. derivational vs. postpositional vs. lexical means, and initial vs.
intermediate vs. prehead positions. At the same time, we hinted at some differences
in meaning between these forms. In this section we will discuss some properties of
specific forms and positions. Firstly, we will look at some contrasts to find out if
there are inherent properties that characterize formal means: semantic oppositions like
time-stability vs. change, classifying vs. characterizing, argumental vs. adverbial (in
a broad sense); and pragmatic oppositions like referent anchoring vs. new informa-
tion. Second, we will speculate on the different ways in which means of relational
coding are used in Turkish and Georgian, to find out if there are implicational rela-
tions that govern coding variation.

3.1. Formal means of relational coding

As we said above (1.2.1.), the means of relational coding are formal and / or posi-
tional. Most formal means of relational coding combine paradigmatic and syntag-
matic contrastivity. Different forms almost never form direct oppositions in the sense
of occuring in the same slot. However, in most instances most slots are not filled,
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and that is why the decoding of relations has to rely heavily on morphological con-
trasts, which may be considered one by one on a basis of semantic similarity, disre-
garding their positional differences.

Contrasts between different case categories are very rare. One example is the
pragmatically conditioned opposition between partitive genitives and partitive abla-
tives in Turkish (see 2.1.1.).

As in many other languages, the neutralization of relations in a noun phrase is
coded by a genitive. The genitive is an adnominal default relator neutralizing many
relations that are otherwise differentiated in the same language or in different lan-
guages. For example, in the prehead slot, the Georgian classifying genitive corre-
sponds to a bare (stem) form or to an “ablative” of material in Turkish (see 2.1.2.2.).
Modern Georgian has neither bare stem nouns, nor ablatives with adjectival proper-
ties (ib.); so the neutralizing genitive “steps in”. Similarly, the genitive may extend
its area if a language lacks or grammatically excludes a more specific device: ‘a prob-
lem of society’ is: sazogado-ebriv-i p’'roblema (society-ADJR-NOM problem.NOM
‘societal problem’) with an adjective derived from sazogadoeba- ‘society’; but a suf-
fix like -ebriv- does not exist in the related neighbouring language Mingrelian, and a
genitive is used instead: sazogadoeba-§ p’roblema (society-GEN problem.NOM).

The formal distinction between subject and object, which is fundamental on the
clause level, is neutralized in the Georgian adnominal genitive. But in Turkish, the
object of verbal nouns shares the coding of clausal objects, and the genitive is re-
stricted to subjects.

With verbal nouns, the genitive seems to follow the usual accessibility hierarchy:
languages that have objective genitives, have subjective genitives, languages that
have genitives for indirect objects have a genitive coding of direct objects and sub-
jects (Latin obsequium regentis obedience NOM governor.GEN ‘obedience to the
government’), the genitive with adverbial meanings (as in Latin vias pecuniae
way.PL.NOM money.GEN ‘the road to getting money’) implies subjective and
objective genitives, etc. The general rule that the more central relations tend to be
coded by less role-specific means than peripheral, optional, adverbial relations, holds
both on the clause level and on the level of noun-phrases.

One of the contrasts we looked at in this paper is the contrast between the geni-
tive on the one hand and derivation, in particular adjectival derivation, on the other.
Consider the contrast illustrated in (3)-(5): Turkish has the derivation strategy to
express age where Georgian differentiates between derivation and genitive. While the
genitive is the general, default form, the derivational suffix expresses something
specific about age: age can be used to classify; an age-group is something stable, and
as such more apt to be coded as a derived form (cf. ocdaat-ian-i om-i thirty-ADJR-
NOM war-NOM ‘the Thirty Years’ War’), while genitives can, but must not, code
changing relations, such as subject and object. Similarly, Georgian sopl-is bi¢’-eb-i
(village-GEN lad-PL-NOM), Turkish kdy-iin erkek-ler-i (village-GEN boy-PL-POSS)
are men who happen to be / live in the village, but sopl-el-i bi¢’-i (village-ADJR-
NOM 1ad-NOM) (see (89) and (108)) ‘a young villager’ or Ankara-li ¢ocuk (see
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(100)) are people who are not just coming from a village or from Ankara; rather, their
origin is their constant property. Or take again the example “problem of society” and
“societal problem” (Georgian sazogadoeb-is p’roblema society-GEN problem vs.
sazogado-ebriv-i p’'roblema society-ADJR-NOM problem-NOM): the derivational
adjective has a more general, scientific flavour, while the genitive would be used
with a concrete situation (e.g. ... of this society’) (RK’); similarly, samsoblo-s t' q’e-
eb-i parents.country-GEN forest-PL-NOM are the forests of the country where I come
from, whereas msobl-iur-i t'q’e-eb-i parent-ADJR-NOM forest-PL-NOM are the
forests seen from a general point of view of what they mean to people, etc.

Contrary to derivation, participial forms (as described in 2.2.2.) do not classify or
categorize as such. As adjectival verb forms, they share the typical aptitude of
“nouny” words for classification and the typical aptitude of verbs for a characteriza-
tion by events or temporary states. This does not preclude the possibility of classifi-
cation: the “club” of states possessing the atomic bomb certainly form a class, but in
Georgian they are called at’omur-i bomb-is mkone kveq’n-eb-i (RK’) (atomic-NOM
bomb-GEN having(PRT).NOM land-PL-NOM), not: at’ omur-i bomb-ian-i kveq’n-
eb-i (RK’) (atomic-NOM bomb-ADJR-NOM land-PL-NOM), perhaps because they
are specifically in control of, and not simply marked by, the bomb. In a sense, the
participial forms can be used with any accidental situation: in (111), “women from
rural areas” characterizes them by their origin, and the participial expression does not
tell if they just came from there, or if they are “rural”; in (116), the person on the
platform is not classified by being there, and the location of a monastery in (117)
does not categorize it. In a sense, then, connecting participles are simply participles
in general that may be used to express any event, state, characteristics, class etc.,
which in turn may refer to old information.”” They may be restrictive or non-restric-
tive, and thus offer a strategy to express nonrestrictivity (see (114)-(115)). Deriva-
tions are used to form new, time-stable concepts; participial expressions are not.

Continuing with formal contrasts, we may compare genitives with posthead
postpositional modifiers. Vaxt’ ang-is sacukar-i (Vakhtang-GEN gift-NOM) can mean
both ‘a gift by V.’ and ‘a gift for V.” The semantics of the genitive is context-de-
pendent. By contrast, a postpositional modifier specifies the relation: sacukar-i
Vaxt’ ang-is-tvis damavic’q’da (gift-NOM Vakhtang-GEN-for I.forgot.it), e.g. ‘I
forgot to buy a gift for him’ vs. Vaxt’ang-is sacukar-i damavic’q’da (Vakhtang-GEN
gift-NOM Lforgot.it) ‘I forgot to take the gift for V. /by V. with me’.

A common contrast is the one between derivational premodifier and case-marked
postmodifier expressions (see 2.1.3.1). Kk’oniak’-ian-i cai (cognac-ADJR-NOM
tea.NOM) is a tea that has cognac in it, ¢ai k’oniak’-it (tea.Nom cognac-INSTR) can
mean both that cognac has been poured into the tea or that it is drunk as an addi-
tional beverage. Mosk’ov-el-i st'umar-i (Moscow-ADJR-NOM guest-NOM) is a

*  The participle clauses are often used like relative clauses to anchor referents in the
universe of discourse, cf. Schroeder (1997: 352-353) for Turkish.
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guest who is classified as an inhabitant of Moscow, st umar-i Mosk’ov-idan (guest-
NOM Moscow-from) may be an inhabitant of Tbilisi coming from Moscow. In this
regard, posthead postpositional phrases are comparable to participial clauses: as such,
they are not used to classify. The Russicism of (73) does not consist in the use of a
postpositional phrase, but in its use as a postmodifier not apt to classify a type of
cigarette. On the other hand, postpositional phrases are not connected by a participle
and are thus excluded from the attribute 2 position (see 1.4.) both in Turkish and
Georgian; instead, they occur in a position characteristic of relative clauses in Geor-
gian. But why should they be excluded from the attribute 3a position? In fact, there
is one exception: postpositional phrases with -vit ‘like’ and their Turkish equivalents
do occur in this slot (see (62) and 2.1.3.2) that is normally filled by adjectives be-
cause they express a characterization. But the occurrence of a “be like”-construction in
this slot is not accidental: in English, qualifying adjectives express noun-noun rela-
tions; these are either possessive (as in: industrial area; see 2.2.1.1) or “equative”
(BE LIKE-relations: Leitzke 1989: 131; 176). The prehead position of “like”-phrases,
then, has a semantic basis: they characterize like “time stable” adjectives. And in-
deed, similar meanings are expressed by derivation, e.g. Georgian: Nino-s-nair-i kal-i
(Nino-GEN-ADJR-NOM woman-NOM) = Nino-sa-vit kal-i (Nino-DAT-like woman-
NOM ) - ‘a woman like Nino’, and Turkish: gékdelen-imsi bir sey (skyscraper-
ADIJR a thing) = gokdelen gibi bir sey (skyscraper like a thing) ‘something like a
skyscraper’.

Still, the position of postpositional phrases with Georgian -vit = Turkish gibi is
exceptional. The general rule is positional: in general, prehead attributes cannot be
postpositional or non-genitive case forms. Instead of turning such forms into parti-
cipial or clausal constructions, derivational phrases of the -ki type or phrases headed
by connecting adjectives, as in Turkish, Georgian usually takes resort to a different
strategy; it puts them into a posthead slot established by postmodifier relative
clauses which do not exist in Turkish.

Finally, the relation between participial coding and postpositional coding is a
contrast of specificity: the relation coded by posthead postpositional modifiers is less
specific, but most postpositional modifiers can be expanded into semantically more
specific participial forms, and this is the basis of their traditional interpretation (see
1.2.3): the guest from Moscow is the guest coming /arrived / ... from Moscow or
who has come from Moscow.

3.2. Relational coding inside and outside the noun phrase

How does relational coding inside the noun phrase compare to relational coding on
the clause level? The formal contrasts are based on semantic types known from other
contexts; for instance, the “time-stability” of attributive adjectives (primary or de-
rived) is a feature (more or less) typical of adjectives in general, e.g. in predicative
use, and the semantics of participles is the same in adnominal and “adverbial” use;
the use of postpositional phrases for “peripheral” relations such as “addition”, “point
of departure” and the like is not different from their clausal adverbial use. The noun-
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phrase-internal genitive, on the other hand, has almost no clause level counterpart to
compare with, and in a sense, it has no “meaning” of its own anyway—aside from
the unspecific “thing-to-thing” relation established by early structuralists (see e.g. de
Groot 1956-57).

What all these forms, with the exception of postpositional phrases, have in com-
mon is that they are normally related to a noun: as attributes they are related to their
head noun; as complements or secondary predicates they enter a predicative relation
with subject or object noun phrases. In this sense, they are noun-phrase specific (see
Boeder & Schroeder 1998 for some discussion).

If we look at the relations coded by these noun-phrase specific devices, it turns
out that they are different from relational meanings coded on the clause level: for
instance, possessivity as coded e.g. by possessive adjectival derivation (or by the
genitive, for that matter) is not a typical “case-role” except in noun-related construc-
tions, while relations that are distinct on the clause level (subject, object etc.) tend to
be neutralized on the noun phrase level. Again, postpositional phrases are an excep-
tion, but their status is special, anyway (see 2.1.3).

In other words, in Turkish and Georgian, relational coding guarantees a maxi-
mum of formal distinctness between noun phrase constituents and clause-level con-
stituents.

3.3. Positional contrasts

As we said above, positional differences are not overt most of the time; but there are
contrasts that differ from those outlined above. The slots of Turkish and Georgian
noun phrases presented in 1.4 are those more or less known from other languages.*
As for the character of attribution, we may follow Teyssier’s lucid description of
English adjectival attribution (Teyssier 1968) and say that the prehead slots
(attributes 3 and 4) are classificatory (concept-building bare forms or genitives and
classificatory adjectives), while posthead slots are non-classificatory, “appositive”
and characterized by “inceptive predication” (ib. 247) and related to secondary predi-
cates. The intermediate position between the prehead slots and the initial slots gives
a “characterization”; this is particularly obvious where one form—postpositional
phrases—occurs in two positions; the phrases with the postposition “like” in the

3 Both the Georgian and the Turkish order follow the iconic principles outlined in
Rijkhoff (1990, 1992, 1998). That is, in line with the “principle of domain integrity”,
constituents of one domain, for instance adjectives, are not interrupted by constitu-
ents of another domain. The same principle also accounts for the peripheral position
of genitives and relative or participle clauses, since it also states that constituents of
matrix domains (i.e. adjectives and determiners) prefer not to be interrupted by em-
bedded domains (i.e. genitives and participial phrases / relative clauses). This order-
ing in turn is reinforced by the “principle of increasing complexity”, which states that
the less complex a constituent is, the nearer it may be placed to the head, viz. the com-
plexity constraints on the different attribute slots as discussed in 2.2.1.2.
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intermediate position *“characterize” (2.1.3.2.), Georgian postmodifier postpositional
phrases do not. The initial slots (genitive, determiners, participial phrases) have
specific discourse-pragmatic properties : they “identify” by deixis or supply an
“anchor” by relating the noun phrase to information given in the universe of dis-
course (e.g. in the form of a participial clause) or indicate topicality.”’ Comparing
formal and positional contrasts, we may say that the former code semantic type,
while the latter code a referential type. Indeed, referentiality is related to position:
nominals in the prehead position 3b and 4 are non-referential; those in 3a can be
referential in Georgian (as witnessed by deictic elements, see (96)-(98) vs. (102)-
(103)), and those in the initial positions (genitives and participial clauses) are unre-
stricted with regard to referentiality in both languages.

3.4. Position and other properties

There are some additional correlations between position and other properties. Firstly,
position is partially related to relational specificity: bare forms and prehead genitives
in slot 4 (and first constituents of compounds) do not code specific relations; deriva-
tion tends to be more specific, and participial forms are the most explicit means of
relational coding. The non-specificity of slot 4 is compensated for by context-de-
pendency on the one hand (see 2.1.2.1.) and by a typicality relation on the other.
(The typical relation between “stone” and “house” is that the house is made of stone,
while we need specific contexts to understand a stone-house as one in front of which
there is a remarkable stone, and the like.) In addition, the tendency of slot 4 forms to
be “bare” may have a functional basis. The more typical a relation of something is,
the more semiotic unmarkedness is to be expected. For instance, locatives of places
tend to be morphologically less marked than locatives of non-places. Similarly,
many substances and functions are typically related to something else than what they
consist of or are made of or are made for. So the unmarked bare form is the “ideal”
form for functions such as “material” or “destination”. On the other hand, the less
typical (non-argumental, peripheral) a relation is, the more explicit (semiotically
marked) relational coding tends to be (adverbial case, postposition, participial form).

Second, position is related to time stability. The modifiers in the prehead posi-
tions 3 and 4 (bare stem, genitive, adjective) tend to have a time-stable meaning.
Again, this converges with the “typicality”-based tendency: materials and functions
(“destinations”) tend to be time-stable and thus are particularly apt to classify their
head nouns.

' See Schroeder (1999a: 187, 188, et passim) for a discourse-oriented approach, in

which the separability of the Turkish genitive (see 1.4.1.), as well as distributional
properties in contrast to the locative in existentials and the ablative in partitive
phrases (see 2.1.1.), are regarded as indicators of the topical properties of the Turkish
genitive.
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Third, position is related to complexity. Prehead positions tend to be less com-
plex (2.1.2.): bare forms in Turkish and classificatory genitives in Georgian allow no
deictic complexity at all and no, or, as for Turkish, almost no attribute, although
they allow cross-reference that distinguishes them from first components of com-
pounds; and they allow no, or, as for Turkish, almost no complexity, except same-
type recursivity (see 2.1.2.1.).

Intermediate positions allow a restricted complexity (see 2.2.1.). Initial positions
are more or less unconstrained: participial clauses have (almost) all clausal privileges,
and initial genitives have (almost) all privileges a noun phrase can have. One may
envisage a tentative implicational scale of complexity: same-type recursivity < non-
hierarchical modifier complexity < (non-) islandhood < unconstrained complexity.
This scale allows us to characterize differences between languages: for every slot,
Turkish allows the same degree of complexity as Georgian, but not vice versa: in
some instances, Georgian allows a complexity more “'to the right side” of the scale.

Finally, let us come back to the noun phrase specificity of relational coding and
to the question of postmodification. As we saw above, relational coding in the Turk-
ish and Georgian noun phrase is restricted to forms that are related to nouns: geni-
tives, “like”-phrases, adjectives, and participles. Adjuncts and the like that do not fit
into these forms are either coded by a neutralizing genitive or transformed into parti-
cipial clauses or into derived adjectives; in other words they are adapted according to
the general constraint:

Noun phrase specific: genitive adjective / participle
Non-specific: non-genitive case

adpositional form

However, this seems to be a constraint on premodifiers rather than on noun phrases.
Languages with a postmodifier slot such as Georgian (with its postnominal relative
clause) have modifiers that are not inherently related to nouns (noun phrase specific):
Georgian has postmodifier non-genitive (adverbial) case forms and postmodifier
postpositional phrases; Turkish has no postmodifier slot: it has neither postnominal
relative clauses nor any other postmodifier.

The noun phrase-specificity constraint on premodifiers probably has a good func-
tional basis: it ensures the proper processing of nominal groups by raising the expec-
tation of a nominal head noun.

4. Results

To a large extent, the structure of Turkish and Georgian noun phrases is isomorph-
ous. The order of slots, their characteristics, general constraints, and even small
details (like the exceptional behavior of “like”-phrases) are almost the same. It re-
mains to be explored how far this is to be “explained” by areal convergence.
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However, there are a few differences:

1. Georgian has an additional postmodifier slot for relative clauses and postposi-
tional phrases. Turkish equivalents of these modifiers have to be adapted to the form
required by a premodifier constraint of both Turkish and Georgian: they must be
noun-phrase specific. The Turkish counterparts of both relative clauses and noun
phrase internal postpositional phrases appear as participial clauses.

2. As we saw above (in the final paragraph of 1.4.2.), the position of constituents
is somewhat more flexible in Georgian than in Turkish: there are reversals of attrib-
ute 3 and attribute 4 that enhance structural transparency. This flexibility may corre-
late with coding differences: genitive and adjective agreement in Georgian vs. bare
stem nouns and adjectives in Turkish.

The system of relational coding in both languages is characterized by two princi-
ples of variation:

1. There are more or less specific forms of relational coding, and one form of the
latter type is the genitive, which is a default form. One and the same relation may be
coded by more or less specific forms; the choice may be “stylistic™ or it may be
grammaticalized in a specific language. For instance, one language or style may use
the unspecific default form more often than the other, or the choice of the genitive
may be triggered by a grammatical rule. Similarly, the choice between participial,
derivational and other forms is largely grammaticalized in Turkish and Georgian, and
in languages like Hungarian, which shows very specific similarities to Turkish; cf.
Laczké (1995: 45-47; 90-94; 127-129), Kenesei et al. (1998: 97-98).

2. Non-relational properties such as referentiality and complexity also determine
the form of relational coding and require a language-specific allotment to adjacent
slots: determination by deictic elements is possible on the basis of Georgian adjecti-
val derivation, but Turkish has to resort to adjacent position in this case (e.g. to
participial coding). In other words, the boundaries between adjacent morphological
categories are language-specific in the sense that a specific form may cover a larger
functional area, reaching into an area covered by the adjacent category in a different
language.

It remains to be investigated how useful these parameters of variation are and how
they correlate with other features of the respective languages.

2 According to the Geneva School (Bally 1944), “relation [between nouns]” is naturally

coded by “rection” (prepositions and transitive verbs), but it may also be coded by
“accord” (adjectival attribution) which is typical of “inhérence”; in: société coopéra-
tive de consommation ‘consumer co-operative society’, the “faux adjectif”’ co-opératif
‘of consumers’ allows a stylistically motivated alternation of “accord” and “rection”
in the relational coding of “co-operators” and ‘“consumption” in the noun phrase.
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Abbreviations

ABL ablative N nominalizing suffix
ADJR adjective-forming suffix NEG negative

ADV adverbial (case) NOM  nominative
AOR aorist OBL oblique

COM comitative PASS  passive

DAT dative PL plural

DEM demonstrative POSS  possessive
ERG ergative PREF  prefix

GEN genitive PREV  preverb

INDEF indefinite article PRS present tense
INSTR  instrumental PRT participle suffix
10 indirect object SG singular

LOC locative SUBJ  subject

Saub(ari) refers to the published transcript of a discussion, Kafka to the Georgian transla-
tion of “The Trial” by Franz Kafka; other abbreviations such as (GM), (ML) refer to differ-
ent Georgian informants.
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Esipova, Alisa V. 2000. Shor participles of transition into another state. Turkic Languages
4, 205-214.

The article examines attributively used Shor participles describing an acquired state (like
ripened or melted). These participles are formed from verbs denoting their subject’s grad-
ual transition into a new state. Such verbs are intransitive; they express an involuntary
dynamic terminative action of an inactive subject. Shor has a choice between quite a num-
ber of participial formants, but only two of them can appear in participles of this semantic
type. The meaning of a concrete participial form is determined by a number of semantic
and structural factors: the semantics of the verbal stem, the semantics of the participial
formant, the presence of voice markers and analytical action modifiers of the aktionsart
type. The article analyses the components constituting the semantics of such participles.

Alisa V. Esipova, Novokuznetsk State Pedagogical Institute. Novokuznetsk, Russia.

Participles are verbal forms. They are built by joining participial affixes to a verb stem.
In modern Shor, such affixes are -r, -gan, -catqan, -Cay, -galaq and -gadig. Participles can
be formed from an analytical verb (containing auxiliary verbs) and from voice derivates of
a verb. Participles can govern oblique cases of nouns, be modified by adverbs, and ex-
press temporal and modal meanings. Their characteristic feature is that they can function
as attributes, unlike all the other verbal forms.

Frequency of occurrence of different participial forms (or even of the positive and the
negative form of a participle) differs greatly in the Shor language. Participles formed
from voice derivates can be interpreted in two ways. The same participial form can render
different temporal and modal semantics. We want to show what factors determine the
concrete meaning of each participial form, and what is the role of the verb semantics in
it. We will describe only attributive functions of participles.

As it is known, a participial attribute expresses a dynamic or static characteristic of an
entity by its head noun. Dynamic attributes characterize an entity by some action, static
attributes describe a state of an entity which is the result of some action. The former can
be expressed by the majority of Shor participial forms, while the latter almost exclu-
sively consist of participles with the affix -gan.
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The participles under examination belong to the second group. Among such partici-
ples, we can point out the following subgroups, differing in the type of resultative state:

1) participles denoting changes in an object’s appearance as the result of an action
which leaves some material traces on it: ugZal pargan goli ‘his broken arm’;

2) participles denoting absence of any outer traces on an object, as if it has not
changed: ayttirgan gis ‘a given away (lit. talked-away) girl, i.e. a girl whose parents
have already given their consent to her marriage with someone, often without ask-
ing for her opinion’, pallarga salap pergen iiycek ‘a room given to children, meant
for children’;

3) participles denoting inner state of an object: gorug pargan qis ‘a frightened girl’;

4) participles denoting completion of an object’s transition into a new state: pi§gan
Cestek ‘ripened berry’;

5) participles denoting coming into existence (creation, emergence, birth, origin) or
disappearance of an object: tiginep istep algan Sanam ‘my ski made of fir-wood’;

6) participles denoting location of an object: minda cilgan galiq ‘people who gath-
ered here’;

7) participles denoting some relation with or attitude towards other objects: kélengen
qis ‘a beloved girl’, Ay Sabagq Seni cajalgan qis ‘a girl looking like Ay Sabak (a girl
made to resemble Ay Sabak)’.

These participial meanings were first pointed out by P. A. NoZenko (1972: 57). In our
materials, not all the semantic types of participles are equally frequent. Therefore, we will
describe the most frequent types first. We have already dealt with participles denoting
changes in an object’s appearance as a result of a participial action (Esipova 1981: 71-81).
In the present article, we analyze participles denoting completion of an object’s transition
into a new state.

Such participles are formed from verbs with the meaning of “their subject’s gradual
transition into some state” (Avilova 1976: 168). These verbs are intransitive, and most of
them are derived from nominal stems. They include (a) verbs of acquiring some colour
quality: agar- ‘to grow white’, garar- ‘to darken, to grow black’, kdger- ‘to grow green or
blue’, gizar- ‘to become red, to redden’; (b) verbs of gradual acquisition of some quality
as a characteristic feature of their subject (Avilova 1976: 168): irik- ‘to rot’, gayil- ‘to
melt’, gara- ‘to get older’, kOy- ‘to burn’, qur- ‘to dry’, musta- ‘to get frozen, icy’, 6/- ‘to
die’, ol pol- ‘to soak’, ds- ‘to grow’, po§ pol- ‘to become empty’, pis- ‘to ripen’, tatta-
‘to get rusty’, fog- ‘to get cold’, fopay par- ‘to get blunt, not sharp’; rorsla- ‘to get cal-
loused’, us- ‘to fall’, ii§- ‘to grow feeble, to go out’.

These verbs express a dynamic action with an non-agentive subject. This action is
involuntary; it proceeds irrespective of its subject’s will. Such actions have some critical
point, a limit at which they are completely fulfilled and, consequently, exhausted. An
action stops after the critical point has been reached. A potential limit of a verbal action
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allows for the combining of such verbal stems with the affix -gan. In these combinations,
the participial affix denotes a completion of the verb’s action, and not its time reference.
These participial forms render some state of an object; this state is achieved as a result of
their action. The resulting state is new for this object; it was not in this state before the
action had been completed. Since such participles are formed from verbs denoting a dy-
namic action (even though their subject is non-agentive), they are also dynamic: they
express a transition from one state into another one. For example, in the attributive group
kdygen tonnes ‘a burnt stump’, the object tégnes ‘stump’ has acquired a new state as a
result of the process kdy ‘to burn’: a stump was burning, burning and, finally, has burnt
out.

In our materials, these participles are represented only by the forms -gan and -galagq.
The former signals the transition of an object into a new state; the latter stresses that this
transition has not been achieved yet. For example, Petya emdi kiirdek sandige Tubun
tagdip toziindagi liyCekte CatCa, sug keZire ezil-gelek qarlig tasqil Cyltrapéa (AT, 14)
‘Petja lives now in a hut at the foot of the steep humpback Tubun (a mountain); across
the river, a bare mountain (devoid of vegetation), covered with snow which has not
melted yet, is shining’.! KiZiler pogda dskelek qalbani Cipcalar (Cisp.) ‘People eat kalba
(a plant) which has not grown big yet.’

As we have already stated, the described participles are formed from intransitive
verbs. Therefore, the noun they modify is the subject of their action (6lgen kiZi ‘a de-
ceased person’, cf. kiZi Olgen ‘a person deceased’). The following sentence can be an
illustration of this: Eski baliq aakelgende — Cizi-gan baliq aakeltirzar dep, soyCagnar
bolturlar. “When (fishermen) brought old fish, (tradesmen) beat (them), saying ‘You
brought spoiled fish!” (SF, 306)

Intransitivity of the main verb also presupposes that these participles rarely have voice
markers (only 3% of the forms described, according to our data). They are possible only
if the head noun is an inanimate object. The markers are -/- and -n- affixes with a reflex-
ive-passive semantics. On the one hand, they indicate that an action is directed to the
subject itself. On the other hand, they denote that this action is involuntary, it is insti-
gated by some circumstances, it proceeds irrespective of the subject’s will. For example:

Monitor musta-n par-gan Cerdi pary-Coq kiiZiibe tegdirgen, tooy pargan Cer teze perin-
meen. (AT, 9)

' Translations given without an indication of the source, and word for word translations are

made by the author of the article. We use the system of Philologiae turcicae fundamenta
(1959) for the transliteration of Shor, although we write ¢ instead of y. For the trans-
literation of Russian, we use the international scholarly system (Shaw 1967).
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‘The monitor was beating the ice-covered soil very strongly, but the frozen soil did not
give in.’ (ZG, 18).

Art-il par-gan garlardi kériip, tuyuqa erbektedi:.. .(AT, 10)
‘And looking at lots of overhanging (piled up) snow, he said warningly:...” (ZG, 19)

Compare the semantics of attributive groups musta-n par-gan Cer and art-il par-gan qarlar.
‘Ice-covered soil’ denotes that ‘soil was covered with ice’ and ‘lots of piled up snow’
denotes that ‘lots of snow was piled up’. The soil was covered with ice because of the
frost, and lots of snow was piled up (on trees, mountains, roofs) because of great snow-
falls.

Most of the participles described are formed from analytical verbs. The choice of an
auxiliary verb is determined by the semantics both of the main verbs and of the particip-
ial affix. Main verbs express changes in their subjects’ state and their transition into
another state. The transition process has its starting and finishing points. The participial
affix -gan denotes the completion of this process. Hence an auxiliary verb in the partici-
ple’s composition either indicates its finishing point (par-, per-, is-) or signifies that the
subject of this process remains in a new state achieved as a result of this transition (gal-,
sal-, tur-). For example: Cizip par-gan togalaq ‘a rotten beam (log)’, i.e. ‘a beam which
has gone rotten’ (completion of the process of becoming rotten); és gal-gan éley *“‘grown-
up” grass, grass that has grown’; literally: ‘grass that remained grown’.

Aside from some aktionsart meaning, all the above-mentioned auxiliary verbs denote
the completion of an action, which is also characteristic of the participial affix -gan. The
latter “takes” this meaning off the auxiliary verb, which, therefore, renders only the ak-
tionsart characteristics of the action modified: Its duration (gal-, sal-, tur-), direction
(par-), phase (per-) or rapidness, unexpectedness and frequency (is-).

The latter verb appears only once in our material. Its occurrence is not accidental. In
this example, the main and the auxiliary verbs express opposed characteristics of the
action modified: the main verb shows its gradualness while is- ascribes instantaneousness
to it:

Tozun ayigarba ol po§ polub-us-qan (< polip+is-qan) usqa qosta kelip, tubannig
kiiriiptii kordii, anan-la paZin ¢aba tudundu. (AT, 41)

‘When the dust cleared, he ran to the empty edge (literally: to the edge which became
empty), looked into the foggy abyss, and grasped his head.” (ZG, 72)

In the attributive group po§ polub-us-qan usqa ‘to the edge which became empty’ the
auxiliary verb is- indicates that the edge suddenly became empty, i.e. rapidly and unex-
pectedly.
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The auxiliary verb par- (its lexical meaning is ‘to go, to go away’) is most frequent
among the analysed participles. It usually expresses the spreading of an action along the
surface, upwards or downwards. For example:

Tegen, tatap pargan, gayka anda tese sug Surlagi! (AT, 17)
‘Well, it is only a rusty female screw (literally: a screw which became rusty), and there
is a water drop on it!” (ZG, 34)

The female screw was gradually getting rustier and, at last, got rusty, i.e. first, its surface
was clean, and later, it became covered with rust.

Qizar par-gan ciiziibe komsomolets Alyosa koériindii. (AT, 7)
‘With a flushed face, the young Comsomol League member Alesa appeared.’ (SG, 18)

In the attributive group gizar par-gan ciiziibe ‘with a flushed face’, the verb par- denotes,
as in the previous example, the spreading of the action along the surface: the whole face
went red.

... toon parg-gan cer teze perinmeen (AT, 9)
‘... but the frozen soil did not give in’ (ZG, 18)

In the group toon par-gan cer ‘the frozen soil’, the verb par- indicates that the action was
directed downwards from the surface: frost reached even lower layers of the soil. Exam-
ples to show that par- can express “upward directedness” will be given later.

In two-component participles, the verb par- can express completion of an action with-
out its directedness. E.g.:

Po erten Cekmasovga topay par-gan qaylardi Cidigede tartibizarga kerek polgan. (AT;
41)
‘This morning, Cekmasov had to sharpen blunt hacks (hacks that got blunt).” (ZG, 72)

In the group topay par-gan qaylardi ‘blunt hacks (hacks that got blunt)’, it is difficult to
make out directedness of the action topay par- ‘to get blunt’. In this group, par- renders
completion of the action: hacks became blunt in the process of being used.

In combinations with the converb -a of a main verb, the auxiliary verb per- (its lexical
meaning is ‘to give’) denotes completion either of each phase of an action or of its first
stage (Dyrenkova 1941, 218). The first meaning of per- will be described later. Here, we
give an example illustrating its second meaning (completion of the first stage of an ac-
tion).
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Emnip iStin anay koriip Sorgenin - pir eski irikte ber-gen qara sunduq Catéa ... (SF, 320)
‘When he was walking and scrutinizing the house inside (literally: the inner part of the
house), he saw: an old black chest which had begun to rot was lying there.” (SF, 322)

The verb per- also expresses completion of the first phase of an action in Khakas, Tu-
vinian and Karagas (Juldasev 1965: 79-80; Rassadin 1978: 150). According to Rassadin,
it is one of the characteristic features of the Sayano-Altay areal group of Turkic lan-
guages, whereas in other Turkic languages (Uzbek, Karakalpak, Turkmen, Tatar) the
analytical construction -a ber denotes an action in progress (Rassadin 1978: 150).

The auxiliary verbs gal- ‘to remain’, ‘to stay’, sal- ‘to put’, ‘to keep’, and rur- ‘to
stand’, ‘to be’ denote that the subject remains in a resulting state after the action has
come to an end. For example:

Pir tudamas piltirgi élegni pasog qur qal-gan iygi Sirbacaq cigip aldim. (AT, 56)
‘I have gathered one armful of last year’s grass and two bundles of dried-up bushes.’
(ZG, 88)

In the attributive group qur qal-gan ... Sirbacaq ‘dried-up bushes’, the participle qur gal-
gan can be literally translated as ‘remaining dried-up’, i.e. the bushes have been drying
up for some time; now they are already dry, and will remain in this state furthermore.

Tiitile cat sal-gan nebe, dre qabildi, Ciske lenta Cilep kiinge Ciltira$ erti. (G-C, 26)
‘Having curled itself into a ring, it sprang up into the air and sparkled in the sun
like a narrow band.’ (C-G, 26)

In tiiiile Cat sal-gan nebe (literally: ‘a tied-up, remaining lying thing’), the verb sal- de-
notes that the thing (a grass-snake is meant) was in a curled (tied-up) position for some
time.

Agaris tur-gan talayday Sigara salgin puluttar iigéa. (G-C, 18)
‘Over the grown-white sea, the wind is gathering clouds.” (G-C, 18)

In agaris tur-gan talayday ‘over the grown-white sea’, the verb fur- means that the sea has
grown white (because of the foam) and remains white.

The analysed participles can contain several auxiliary verbs which add different se-
mantic components to their meanings. For example:

Cerdi qoSqapcatqan, ganle-le iinnerdi Simidarga sanapéatgannar 03qas. (G-C)
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‘As if those shadows wanted to stop all the movements of the water, all the lapping of
the waves, all the sighs of the foam, (as if they wanted) to muffle all the sounds accom-
panying the silent space bathed in silver-blue rays of the Moon which, having hidden
itself behind the mountain, had not yet risen (literally: gone out).’

In the attributive group simil par tur-a per-gen cer ‘silent space (literally: the ground
which became silent)’, the main verb sim- has the meaning ‘to grow silent’, i.e. a gradual
process of transition into a new state (that of silence). The passive voice marker -il- de-
notes that the participial action belongs to the head noun cer ‘soil, ground, land, space,
place’. The auxiliary verb par- denotes directedness of the action away from the subject.
We can understand that it was not the ground itself that became silent, but silence spread
all over the contiguous space. Besides, the verb par- indicates that the process of transi-
tion into a new state has been completed, i.e. all the space, all the nature became silent.
The auxiliary verb fur- indicates that this state is being maintained. And, finally, the verb
per- shows that all the phases of the process of transition have been completed, and si-
lence has falllen.

Several verbs expressing separate actions can come together to contribute to the parti-
cipial semantics. For example:

Ustiiney urulcatqan tobiraqti ariglabiza perip, Petya iygi kogere puglap par-gan,
Sigc¢an Cerdi tutcatqan stolbalar kériip aldi. (AT, 22)

‘Having taken away the soil which was falling down from the top, Petya saw two
mouldy poles which were supporting the exit.’

In the group kégere puglap par-gan stolbalar ‘mouldy poles, literally: poles that became
mouldy’, the verb kéger- means ‘to become green’, pugla- ‘to tie’, par- ‘to go away’.
Altogether, they create a picture of some green substance (kdger-) that covered the poles
(pugla-). This substance formed a porous (loose) layer on the poles, as if it were coming
off their outer surface (par-). In this combination, the verb par- denotes directedness of the
action away from the entity denoted by the head noun.

Judging by the two last examples, multicomponent participial attributes give a pic-
turesque description of the object modified. This effect can sometimes be achieved by a
two-component participle. For example:

Qara Sebeldeydin quur par-gan qursagi quréu Senge Ceet partir.
‘Qara Shebeldey’s dried-up belly became like a thimble.’ (SF, 130)

In the attributive group quur par-gan qursagi ‘dried-up belly’, the verb qur- means ‘to
become dry’, while par- expresses directedness of the action downwards from the former
surface of the belly: the belly was sinking deeper and deeper while drying up. We can see
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an image of a dried-up belly. This image is supported by the comparison with a thimble,
which has a hollow too.

Participles of transition into a new state are mostly used in combination with a head
noun alone, without other satellites. But they may sometimes have an adverbial modifier
of manner, place and time. For example:

Erelen ésken er artig. (SF, 222)
“The best (man) is a man who grew up in need (literally: suffering).’ (SF, 223)

The attributive group erelen 6sken er ‘a man who grew up suffering’ includes the adver-
bial modifier of manner erelen ‘suffering’.

... 800q salgin ... sug qastada ds par-gan aralaqtar qagZiragin cazi istinde aal Cordii.
(G-C,32)

‘... the cold wind ... was carrying the rustle of the bushes which grew on the river bank
all over the steppe.’

The attributive group sug gastada ds par-gan aralagtar ‘bushes which grew on the river
bank’ contains the adverbial modifier of place sug gastada.

Emdegi ésken er Caqsizi eski ¢aapsip éorbezin. (SF, 370)
‘Let the best men who grew up recently not stick to the old (ways).’

In the participial attribute emdegi dsken, there is the adverbial modifier of time emdegi
‘recently’.

Conclusion

The described participles are formed from verbs that express the meaning of their sub-
jects’ gradual transition into a new state. In such participles, auxiliary verbs denote either
completion of this action or transition into and staying in a resultative state. In attribu-
tive groups formed by these participles, the head noun can only be the subject of the
participial action. These participles can contain the reflexive and the passive voice mark-
ers, which seldom occur. These voice affixes indicate that the head noun is the subject of
the participial action. Judging by our material, the head noun denotes an inanimate object
in this case. Such participles are most often used without their satellites (except for their
subject), but they can sometimes be modified by various adverbials.

A participle formed from a simple verb expresses completion of its action, i.e. com-
pletion of the transition into a new state. If such a participle includes an auxiliary verb,
the meaning of completion moves to the background and the participle expresses other
shades of meaning: a phase (per-), rapidness, frequency, or unexpectedness (is-), directed-
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ness (par-) of its action. If a participle has several verbs, including auxiliary ones, in its
composition, these verbs describe different sides or stages of its action, often creating a
picturesque image of the object described.

A participial meaning is created by the semantic coordination of the meanings of the
main verb, of the auxiliary verb, and of the participial affix. All the three components can
express the completion of an action. The main verb possesses a binary grammatical se-
mantics which is based on its limitedness: it may express both a starting and a finishing
point of some process. This semantics presupposes that participles formed from such
verbs can include two types of auxiliary verbs: (a) verbs denoting completion of a whole
action (par-), of its first stage, or of all its stages (per-), and (b) verbs denoting comple-
tion of an action and a starting point of a new state (qal-, sal-, tur-). The affixes -gan and
-galag denote completion / non-completion of an action and allow for a verbal form to
assume an attributive position in the sentence.

All the semantic components of the main verb contribute to the participial semantics:

— Dynamics presupposes changes of different kinds in the subject’s state. The charac-
ter of these changes can be defined by auxiliary verbs: par- (directedness), is-
(rapidness, frequency, unexpectedness).

— Gradualness, i.e. smoothness, prohibits including is- in a participle composition
(since this verb has the opposite meaning), but dynamics allows that. This is the
reason why this verb was met only once in our material.

— Limitedness, i.e. possession of some relevant limit to their action, allows that such
verbs can combine with auxiliary verbs rendering completion of an action, and
with participial formants of the same grammatical semantics (-gan of completion
and -galaq of non-completion).

— Activeness of the action presupposes a subject; therefore such participles are met
in attributive groups, the head noun of which is the subject of the participial ac-
tion.

— Intransitivity explains why voice markers are so rare in such participles and why
the voice markers have a reflexive-passive meaning when they do occur: on the one
hand, they show that the action is directed on its subject, on the other hand, they
indicate that the action is involuntary; it proceeds without its subject’s will and is
influenced by some external circumstances.

In a participle, each component has, as a rule, only one meaning: the main verb has a
lexical meaning, the auxiliary verb has an aktionsart meaning, the participial formant has
a meaning of completion or non-completion of the action. Sometimes their meanings
combine in the following way: the main verb renders a lexical meaning, the auxiliary
verb has an aktionsart meaning and that of completion of the action, and the participial
formant introduces the verbal form into an attributive position.
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We can conclude that the meaning of the participle is formed by semantic coordina-
tion of its components’ meanings: those of the main verb, of the auxiliary verb, of the
voice and participial formants.
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Towards a unified account of passive
in Turkish

Geoffrey Haig

Haig, Geoffrey 2000. Towards a unified account of passive in Turkish. Turkic Lan-
guages 4, 215-234.

In Turkish the passive forms of transitive verbs often display remarkably active se-
mantics, e.g. koyul- ‘set off’ (passive from transitive koy- ‘put’), takil- ‘follow’
(passive of transitive tak- ‘attach’), atil- ‘jump at’ (passive of transitive ar- ‘throw’).
Traditionally, these forms are treated as isolated oddities, best relegated to the lexi-
con. In more recent work (e.g. Sezer 1991) they are reinstated to the grammar, but they
are considered to be categorically different from “normal” passives, and are hence as-
signed a distinct derivation.

In this paper I suggest an alternative account, according to which passive in Turk-
ish is solely a valency reducing device, a detransitivizer. Although it shares this fea-
ture with the passive in more familiar languages, it differs from Standard Average
European passives in that it is underspecified for a particular semantic feature. There-
fore passive forms in Turkish permit a wide range of semantic interpretations along a
particular semantic dimension. Within this framework both the apparently aberrant
passives such as ani/- ‘jump at’ and the “normal” passives emerge as the natural con-
sequence of a single morphosyntactic process, and the need to posit additional types
of passive derivations disappears. Finally, I relate my findings to the most-discussed
aspect of the Turkish passive, the constraint on applying causative to passive.

Geoffrey Haig, Seminar fiir Allgemeine und Vergleichende Sprachwissenschajt, Uni-
versitdt Kiel, Olshausenstr. 40, 24098 Kiel, Germany. E-mail: Haig@ email.uni-kiel.de

1. Introduction

According to one authority, the Turkish passive from transitive verbs is “very much
like that of English” (Underhill 1987: 333), hence requiring little further comment.
The treatment of the passive in the other major grammars is likewise perfunctory (cf.
Deny 1921: 375-377, Kissling 1960: 236-237, Lewis 1967: 149-151 and Kononov
1956: 197-201). But Turkish texts actually contain large numbers of passive forms
which do not behave like the passive verb forms of English, or for that matter, of
Standard Average European. Along with textbook examples of passive sentences, an
example of which is given in (1), we also encounter clauses of the type exemplified
in (2)-(4):
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(1) Mektup biz-e gonder-il-di.
letter IPL-DAT send-PASS-PST(3S)
‘The letter was sent to us.’

(2) Yol-a koy-ul-du-k.
road-DAT put-PASS-PST-1PL
‘(We) set off on the road (lit. ... were placed on ...)."

(3) Kadin  kiz-1-na sa-ril-di
woman girl-POSS3S-DAT wrap-PASS-PST(3S)
‘The woman embraced her daughter (lit. ... was wrapped around ...).’

(4) Nehir, o yer-den  deniz-e dok-iil-iir.
river that place-ABL sea-DAT pour-PASS-AOR(3S)
“The river flows into the sea at that point (lit. ... is poured into ...).”

The verbs in (2)-(4) are all, formally at least, passives formed from transitive stems.
Yet in none of these examples is there any implication that an entity external to the
grammatical subject is involved in the event. Indeed, in examples (2) and (3), the
grammatical subjects themselves are clearly the active controllers of the events de-
noted. Such usage is by no means a marginal phenomenon, restricted to a few idio-
matic expressions, but occurs regularly with at least 20 different transitive verb
stems (see section 3 for further examples). Nor is this a recent development, or one
restricted to Republican Turkish: Johanson (1974) points out that most of the pas-
sive forms in Old Turkic texts do not actually imply any external agency. In other
words, we are dealing with a well-established and characteristic feature of Turkish.

There have been three ways of dealing with expressions such as 2-4 in the litera-
ture: First, they are simply ignored in the treatment of passive as a verbal category,
as in most of the standard grammars mentioned above. Second, they are described as
“semantic shifts” (anlam kaymast) (Ulken 1981), or “metaphorical extensions” (Erdal
1996: 78) of a basic passive meaning. The final approach, from Sezer (1991), is to
assign apparently aberrant passives to different derivations, distinct from the “true
passives” of the type illustrated in (1). Common to all these approaches is the tacit
assumption that the function of the Turkish passive is roughly equivalent to that of
the English. Therefore, if a formally passive-marked verb does not behave like an
English passive, it must be in some sense deviant, i.e. either a lexical oddity, or
belong to quite a different category. What is all too readily forgotten is that the term
“passive” is simply a traditional label for a particular Turkish morpheme; whether it
is an accurate description of that morpheme’s function is another matter. As I hope
to demonstrate, although the Turkish passive is functionally very similar to the
English, it differs from it in one crucial respect.

The paper is organized as follows: In section 2, I will define the concept of pas-
sive used in this paper, and introduce the terminology. In section 3, passive in Turk-
ish is presented and my analysis is outlined. In section 4 other proposals are dis-
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cussed, particularly those of Sezer (1991). Section 5 deals with a widely-discussed
issue in connection with the Turkish passive, namely the constraint on the com-
bination of passive and causative. In section 6, the major conclusions are briefly re-
capitulated.

2. Passive as a valency-changing device

Before discussing the concept of passive, some terminological conventions have to
be established. First, I make a distinction between transitive and intransitive verb
stems, a fairly uncontroversial distinction in Turkish. I define transitive verbs as
those which are capable of governing an accusative-marked object. Intransitive verbs
are not. The second distinction, following Dixon (1994), is one between basic verb
stems, i.e. the morphologically least marked form of the verb, and derived stems,
i.e. stem plus some valency-changing morphology (passive, causative, etc.).

I will adopt widespread practice in using the following symbols for the core ar-
guments of verbs:'

S = single core argument of a basic intransitive verb
A = grammatical subject of a basic transitive verb
O = direct object of a basic transitive verb

The term “subject” will be used in this paper solely in the sense of “grammatical
subject”, not “logical subject” (for which I use S or A, depending on the transitivity
of the verb). For our purposes it is sufficient to define subject as the NP in nomina-
tive case which determines person agreement on the predicate.

Turning now to the function of the passive, it can only be properly appreciated
when it is considered within the broader context of voice mechanisms as a whole.
The clearest statement I am aware of comes from Shibatani (1988: 3), which I quote
in full:

“Voice is to be understood as a mechanism that selects a grammatically prominent
syntactic constituent — subject — from the underlying semantic functions (case or
thematic roles) of a clause. A majority of languages provide a basic voice strategy.
In accusative languages [e.g. Turkish, G. H.], the basic strategy is to select an agent
as a subject, and the active voice refers to the form resulting from this choice of
agent as subject. The active voice in accusative languages constitutes the un-
marked voice. A large number of accusative languages provide a marked voice,
which denies the agent the subject role. In many, but by no means all, languages a
patient assumes the subject role in this marked voice. This marked voice, which
contrasts with the basic, active voice in terms of the treatment of the agent is the
passive voice.”

' The abbreviations used here are those of Dixon (1994). The same concepts are well

known in typological literature, although other scholars favour different labels (e.g.
S, A and P in Comrie 1989, or Z, X and Y in Lazard 1995).
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Thus the crucial, and defining feature of passive is that it is a marked verbal voice,
contrasting with the unmarked active. Passive is, in effect, a signal of the
“disruption of the basic relation(s) of a verb to its core nominal(s)” (Klaiman 1991:
6).

Passive involves two distinct but related processes, which I term S / A-suppres-
sion and O-advancement respectively. The two processes are displayed schematically
in (5):

(5) Active (unmarked) Passive (marked)
S/A-suppression:  S/A = grammatical subject S/A=0
O-advancement: O = direct object 0=y

(S’=‘subject of a derived intransitive verb’, cf. Dixon 1994)

In the generative tradition, O-advancement has been considered the primary conse-
quence of passivization. Following Shibatani (1988), however, I consider S/A-sup-
pression to be primary, and O-advancement to be a secondary consequence. The
justification for this assumption is as follows: First, there are languages in which
passive verb forms still assign accusative case, i.e. O-advancement to subject does
not occur (e.g. Ute (Givon 1988), Finnish, if the O is a personal pronoun (Nau
1995: 147-149), and some Turkic languages (cf. Hess (1996:° 104-110) for examples
from Ottoman, Uzbek and Chagatay). The second argument for the primacy of S/A-
suppression is that in many languages intransitive verbs also passivize. If we assume
O-advancement to be primary, then we are forced to account for the passive of intran-
sitives by some other means, because with intransitives, O-advancement is ruled out
from the start. The simpler solution is therefore to assume that S/A-suppression is
the unifying feature of the passive derivation, while O-advancement is the unmarked
option accompanying the passivization of transitives.

Before proceeding to the Turkish material, there is one further point that requires
clarification. In many languages, though not all, an A may be expressed in the pas-
sive clause in some peripheral syntactic role, for example as a by-phrase in English:
The money was stolen by the accountant. Turkish too has agented passives, but they
are a clearly alien structure, used only rarely in spontaneous speech and subject to
several constraints (cf. Sezer 1991: 57). I will be ignoring agented passives in this
paper, as I am solely concerned with the syntax of core arguments.

3. Passive in Turkish

In Turkish, passive is effected by means of suffixes attached to the verb stem. The
passive morpheme has two phonetically conditioned allomorphs: -(1)n- after vowels



Towards a unified account of passive in Turkish 219

and -/, and -II-* elsewhere. For example: bekle- ‘wait’, bekle-n- ‘wait-PASS’; al-
‘take, buy, receive’, al-in- ‘take-PASS’; ver- ‘give’, ver-il- ‘give-PASS’. The n-vari-
ant is identical with the medium, and in some cases, it is difficult to distinguish a
medium form from a passive. To avoid complications, all the examples discussed in
this paper will be with the /-variant, but the results are in principle applicable to all
passive verb forms.

As was mentioned above, passive may apply to any transitive verb stem and—
with some restrictions—to any intransitive stem.’ Although most grammarians seem
to find the passive derivation from intransitives “the most remarkable feature of the
Turkish passive” (Lewis 1967: 150), under my analysis, passives from intransitives
are in principle no different from passives of transitives, except that O-advancement
cannot, for obvious reasons, take place. In the interests of brevity I will not be dis-
cussing passives from intransitives any further here; henceforth, it will be sufficient
to refer to “A-suppression” rather than “S/A-suppression”.

In (6), a simple active clause is contrasted with its passive counterpart:

(6) Active Passive
A O Vtrans S”  Vpass
Mehmet siit-ii ic-. Siit  i¢-il-di.
Mehmet milk-ACC drink-PST(3S) milk drink-PASS-PST(3S)
‘Mehmet drank the milk.’ ‘The milk was drunk.’

Whereas the passive clause in (6) is appropriately rendered by an English passive,
many clauses with passive verb forms cannot readily be translated with an English
passive. The following examples are typical:*

Passive clause Basic transitive stem English translation
from which the passive is
derived

(7) araba dokiiliyor dok- ‘pour’ ‘the car is falling apart’

s

The capital “I” indicates that the vowel of this suffix is subject to a four-way alterna-
tion, rendered orthographically by <u, i, 1, i>, and determined by the rules of vowel
harmony.

The restrictions on passivizing intransitives have been discussed extensively in
connection with the “unaccusative hypothesis” (see discussion in Blake 1990: 29-
40). Unaccusatives such as diig- ‘fall’ or ¢/- ‘die’ can passivize in Turkish, but there is
some controversy regarding the conditions under which this is possible—see
Ozkaragoz (1986), Kornfilt (1991: 88-91), Sezer (1991: 63-67) and Haig (1998: 29)
for discussion.

The examples (7)-(14) are based on authentic utterances gathered from a large variety
of sources, both spoken and written. I have shortened them as much as possible while
still maintaining what I think is the vital aspect of the verb’s meaning, and checked
the resulting clauses with three native speakers. The dative arguments in these and
similar clauses are discussed in Haig (1997).
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(8) gemi, firtinaya tu- tut- ‘catch, hold’ ‘the ship was caught in the storm’
tulmus

(9) onun bitmeyen stk- ‘squeeze’ ‘I am sick and tired of his con-
sikayetlerinden stant complaints’
stkildim

(10) panige kapildim kap- ‘sieze’ ‘I panicked [ was seized by panic’

(11) iiziilme o ¢ocuga iiz- ‘sadden’ ‘don’t feel sorry for that child’

(12) konferansa kat- ‘add’ ‘We attended the conference.’
katildik

(13) ayril o heriften
(14) Ahmet, adamin
tstiine atilda

ayir- ‘separate, allocate’
at- ‘throw’

‘leave that guy!’
‘Ahmet sprang at the man.’

Examples (7)-(14) have been given in a particular order, namely in order of increas-
ing control over the event on the part of the subject. For example, in (7) and (8), the
subjects are inanimate entities undergoing a change of state, over which they exercise
no control. They differ from the passives such as (6) in that there is no identifiable
external agent which is effecting that change of state (whether firtina ‘storm’ in (8)
should be considered an agent depends on whether one assumes that agency presup-
poses volition). The subjects in (9) and (10), on the other hand, are humans experi-
encing a change of internal emotional state: annoyance or panic. To what extent they
are controlling these events is a question best left to psychologists and philosophers;
we will simply assume that they have—potentially at least—more control than the
subjects in (7) and (8). The remaining examples all have human subjects involved in
events which they instigate and control to varying degrees, from the minimally
controllable ‘feeling pity’ in (11) down to the clearly agentive activities such as
attending a conference (12), or jumping at someone (14). To the latter we could also
add (2) and (3) above. Note that these passive verb forms are perfectly compatible
with the imperative mood, as for example in (13).

I will refer to the extent that the grammatical subject exercises control over the
event denoted by the verb as S’-control. The notion of control I have in mind is not
a binary feature, but a cline subsuming several factors such as volition and animacy
(arguments for the scalar nature of control are presented in e.g. Van Valin (1990),
Chvany (1993: 248) and Manning (1995); a more detailed discussion of control,
applicable to Turkish, is Haig (1998: 174-176)). The examples given so far should
have made it clear that passive verb forms permit a wide range of values on the scale
of S’-control. I maintain, however, that the differences in S’-control are not categoric
but gradual, allowing any number of intermediate shades, an argument I return to in
Section 4. For the sake of convenience, I will refer to examples with maximally
controlling subjects such as (12)-(14) as S’-control passives.

Variation along the scale of S’-control is not only a feature distinguishing the
passive forms of different verbs. It is also manifest in the range of interpretations of
one and the same verb form. Consider kat-1l- ‘add-PASS’ in (12). Along with the S’-
control reading ‘join, participate’ given in (12), it may also have the more typically
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passive meaning ‘be added to’. At first glance, these two events may not appear to
have much in common, and we might be tempted to dismiss the ‘join, participate’
reading as merely an idiosyncratic semantic extension. But in fact, both readings
express the same basic event, i.e. the physical processes and the spatial relationships
of the participants are identical: one entity attaches to, or becomes part of, another.
The difference is that the passive reading ‘be added to’ implies external agency and
no control, while the S’-control reading ‘participate’ implies no external agency and,
correspondingly, control on the part of the subject. Consider also the passive form
¢ek-il- of the transitive verb ¢ek- ‘draw’. A sentence such as Ayse cek-il-di ‘Ayse
draw / pull-PASS-PST’ could refer to an intentional action on the part of the sub-
ject: ‘Ayse deliberately drew back’, or to an involuntary reflex: ‘Ayse drew back
involuntarily (through shock, fear, pain, etc.)’, or it could refer to some external
agency who pulls Ayse back: ‘Ayse was pulled back (by someone)’,—as well as to
any number of fine intermediary nuances between these three points. It can also be
used with an inanimate subject, for example to describe how the sea recedes (draws
back) at low tide. The point about these examples is that the basic event expressed
by the passive verb, e.g. the type of motion the subject undergoes, is identical; what
changes is the extent to which the grammatical subject can be considered to control
the event.

A similar range of interpretations is offered by many passive forms of transitive
verbs. In the following table some illustrative examples are given of the different
readings open to transitive verb forms, illustrated as different values along a scale of
S’-control:

(15) Scale of S’-control

lack of S’-control increasing S’-control

(possible implication of external agency) (no implication of external agency)

Examples:

(a) bur-ul- ‘be twisted, wrung’ ~ ‘writhe (with pain, etc.)’
twist-PASS

(b) dik-il- ‘be erected / placed ~ ‘rear up, appear’
erect-PASS in an upright position’

(c) eg-il- ‘be bent’ ~ ‘lean (out / over)’
bend-PASS

(d) ger-il ‘be stretched’ ~ ‘stretch (intrans.)’
stretch-PASS

(e) gom-iil- ‘be buried’ ~ ‘bury oneself, sink into
bury-PASS (e.g. an armchair)’

) kat-1l- ‘be added’ ~  ‘join/participate’

add+PASS
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(g) kwr-1l- ‘be broken’ ~ ‘be deeply disappointed’
break-PASS ~ ‘break (intrans.)’

(h) siyr-il- ‘be scraped’ ~ ‘worm oneself (e.g. out of
scrape-PASS another person’s grasp)’

(i) sok-ul- ‘be inserted’ ~ ‘push through to, approach’
insert-PASS

() stiz-iil- ‘be filtered’ ~ ‘soar (e.g. of an eagle)’
strain/filter-PASS

(k) tak-il- ‘be attached’ ~ ‘get hung up on /caught on’ ~ ‘cling to, pursue’
attach-PASS

() vur-ul- ‘be struck (by a bullet)’ ~ ‘be fascinated, infatuated
strike-PASS by someone’

This type of frequently recurring semantic variation obviously requires some expla-
nation. My proposal is along the following lines: The syntactic consequences of
passive in Turkish are that the A of the original basic transitive verb is suppressed,
i.e. is denied core argument status, leaving the original O as the sole core argument
of the resulting intransitive clause. The O becomes by default the grammatical sub-
ject (S”). However, passivization sets no predetermined semantic restrictions on the
nature of the grammatical subject’s involvement in the event; more specifically,
passivization does not require the S’ to be an undergoer. Because the passive is es-
sentially indifferent to the parameter of control on the part of the S, all possible
values on that parameter are found. On this view, “normal” passives and S’-control
passives are not categorically different but simply the two endpoints of the scale of
S’-control, the two maximum semantic and idiomatic exploitations of the inherent
vagueness of the passive morpheme.

It must be noted, however, that there are clear preferences in the interpretation of
passive verb forms: The default reading is one with minimal S’-control where the S’
is a non-controlling undergoer, and the event is instigated and controlled by some
external entity (i.e. roughly equivalent to the English passive). In other words, the
unmarked reading of a passive form will be towards the left of the scale given in
(15). Certainly all passive verb forms I am aware of are amenable to such a reading,
whereas only a subset also offer S™-control readings. Just which passives will have
S’-control readings is in part dependent on the lexical semantics of the stem itself,
and in part on other factors yet to be elucidated. Ulken (1981) has pointed out that
many S’-control passives are marked stylistic variants, used primarily in colloquial
speech. In this sense then the S’-control passives are indeed secondary to the standard
passive reading. But the number of deviations from the standard passive meaning,
together with their highly predictable nature, nevertheless cry out for an explanation.

Consider how the explanation offered here would apply to a verb form such as
saril-, the passive of the transitive stem sar- ‘wrap’. Saril- regularly has the meaning
‘embrace’, as in (3), repeated here as (16):
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(16) Kadin, kiz-1-na sar-il-di.
woman girl-POSS3S-DAT wrap-PASS-PAST(3s)
‘The woman embraced her daughter.’

Saril- can of course have a more typically passive meaning, as in (17):

7y Ip makara-ya  sar-il-di.
thread bobbin-DAT wrap-PASS-PAST(3s)
‘The thread was wrapped around the bobbin.’

Although at first sight the verbs in the two sentences appear to have very different
meanings, in fact they both express the same basic event, namely that of ‘one object
wrapping around another’. The difference is that (17) implies no control on the part
of the subject and some external agency, while (16) implies control on the part of the
subject and a corresponding lack of external agency. Semantic variation along these
lines is precisely what would be predicted if we assume, as I do, that the passive
morpheme sets no predetermined limits on the degree of control exercised by the
subject.

Naturally, some passive verbs have acquired rather specialized meanings. A good
example is given in (18):

(18) bog-ul- ‘be strangled’ ~ ‘drown’
strangle/choke-PASS

Although one could certainly make a case for considering bogul- ‘drown’ to be a
separate verb in its own right, the semantic relationship between the transitive stem
and the two meanings of the passive quite clearly parallels the other cases: Drowning
may be considered to be merely one instantiation of a more general meaning ‘being
strangled / suffocated without any external agency’. In fact, the meaning of bogul-
given in the Turkish-Turkish dictionary (Tiirk Dil Kurumu 1988) is ‘die through
lack of air’ (havasizliktan dimek).

In sum, I propose that the Turkish passive is a pure valency-reducing device,
more precisely, A-suppression. The O does advance to the grammatical subject role,
i.e. to S’, but the semantics of the S’ are left undetermined; hence it is possible to
accommodate a broad spectrum of semantic interpretations of passive verb forms.
There is a default reading, namely that the S’ is a non-controller, giving rise to the
classic passive reading; but undergoer-semantics of the S’ is not a necessary condi-
tion for the Turkish passive, and other interpretations are quite possible. In the case
of verbs such as karil- ‘be added > participate’, or ayril- ‘be separated > leave’, the
S’-control meaning has become dominant. This is clearly a dynamic process, and
Ulken (1981: 65) has noted that many of the S’-control passives described here have
a colloquial flavour (“argo niteligi var”). But it is nevertheless a regular process, evi-
dent in a large number of stems, and deserves therefore to be treated in the grammar,
not the lexicon or studies of stylistic variants.
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4. Other approaches

Those scholars who do recognize the existence of S’-control passives generally go to
some lengths to discount them as passives. Thus the different readings available to
passive verb forms are assigned to different categories, distinct from the true
“passive”. Underhill for example postulates two different types of passive: one which
“serves simply to derive intransitive verbs from transitive ones” (Underhill 1987:
336), and the “normal” passive derivation. Erdal (1996) and, following him, Hess
(1996: 202) also insist on a strict distinction between the “true passive” use of the
passive morpheme and its “intransitivizing” function:

“A clear distinction needs to be made between the mere intransitive verb (whatever
its form) and the true passive (including sentences in which the agent can be - and
indeed has to be - supplied from the context).” (Erdal 1996: 79)

According to Erdal (1996: 82), for a form to be considered passive, “the noun phrase
serving as the verb’s subject ... should be the patient of the action ...”. A similar
semantic characterization of passive is offered in Erdal (1991: 651): “A verb is pas-
sive if the subject is represented as taking no initiative in the occurrence of the
event.” Thus for Erdal, lack of control on the part of the S’ is the criterial property of
passive. On this view, then, the S’-control passives are not passives at all, but sim-
ply intransitive verbs. But the semantic criteria are difficult to apply in practice:
Consider examples such as (7) or (8), where the grammatical subjects are presumably
“patients”, yet there is no implication of external agency. Are they passives, or sim-
ply intransitives, or somewhere in between?

A further drawback of this approach is that it glosses over the fact that all verb
forms carrying the passive morpheme share one formal feature, regardless of their
semantics: The passive morpheme may not be followed by the causative morpheme
(see section 5 for discussion of this constraint and its occasional violations). Con-
sider the verb ayr-il- separate-PASS ‘leave’, formally, the passive form of the transi-
tive verb ayir- ‘separate’. According to Underhill (1987: 336), it is simply an intran-
sitive verb, i.e. distinct from a real passive. Now, if we wish to express a causative
proposition based on this verb, i.e. ‘cause / allow to leave’, it is not possible to
simply add causative morphology to the verb:

(19)  *ayril-t- leave+CAUS ‘cause/allow to leave’

In order to express ‘cause to leave’, we must resort to a periphrastic construction
with the verb zorla- ‘oblige, force’, or something similar. Consider now the verb
bayil- ‘faint’, which like ayril- is intransitive, and also has a second syllable pho-
netically identical with the passive suffix.” But despite these similarities, there is a

* In fact bayil- is quite possibly historically derived from a transitive stem *bay- via

the addition of passive. In modern standard Turkish, however, no transitive stem bay-
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demonstrable formal difference between the verbs ayril- and bay:l-: the former does
not accept causative morphology (cf. (19) above), the latter does: bay-il-t- ‘cause to
faint’. Thus in this respect ayril- patterns like any other passive verb, regardless of
its apparently “non-passive” semantics, while bayil- behaves like a basic intransitive.
Characterizing ayril- as an “intransitive” misses the important difference.

Sezer (1991: 55-61) goes further than the scholars discussed above in that he pos-
tulates three different passive derivations to account for different types of passives
formed from transitive verbs (and a fourth (!) type for passives from intransitives,
which will not concern us here). First, there is a “true passive” derivation, illustrated
by examples such as (6). Second, there is what he terms the “unaccusative passive
derivation”. These differ from the “true passive” in that the non-expressed A is a
“cause” rather than an “agent”, whereby the distinction appears to be based on the
feature [zhuman]. A sentence such as (20) is thus ambiguous with regard to the
distinction between true and unaccusative passive:

(20) Kapt ag-il-di
door open-PASS-PST(3S)

a. true passive: ‘The door was opened (by someone).’
b. derived unaccusative: ‘The door was opened (e.g. by the wind).’

Sezer suggests a formal criterion for distinguishing between “true passives” and
derived unaccusatives: With a true passive, the suppressed A can be expressed in the
clause via the quasi-postposition tarafindan ‘from-the-side-of’, e.g. hizmetgi tarafin-
dan agildi ‘from-the-side-of the servant was-opened’, i.e. opened by the servant. With
a “cause” (a non-human agent), e.g. riizgar ‘wind’, tarafindan is, according to Sezer
“ungrammatical” (Sezer 1991: 58); instead the ablative case is used: riizgar-dan ‘by
the wind’.

The three native speakers I consulted on the difference between ablative and
tarafindan did not give a unanimous opinion; in fact two of them felt that tarafindan
was acceptable with riizgar, so the difference does not seem to be all that strict. The
more fundamental question regarding the proposed distinction between “true passive”
and “derived unaccusative” is whether it is necessary to postulate two distinct verbal
derivations in order to account for the semantic feature [thuman] on the agent—
surely the difference in the by-phrase can be handled elsewhere in the grammar?

Both the “unaccusative passive derivation” and the “true passive derivation” are
derived via the same process, namely “suppression of the external argument”
(roughly equivalent to my S or A). Up to this point I agree with Sezer, as I consider

exists. There is, however, an adjective baygin ‘fainted, unconscious’. This word ap-
pears to be formed with the deverbal derivational suffix -Gin, a suffix which creates
resultative adjectives from verb stems, e.g. yorgun ‘tired’ from transitive yor- ‘tire’.
The existence of the adjective does therefore suggest that at some stage a stem *bay-
was in use, but as I have been unable to find clear evidence of *bay- elsewhere in
Turkic, this remains speculative.
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passive to be S / A-suppression. However, Sezer goes on to postulate a third type of
passive derivation which he calls “derived unergatives”. Derived unergatives differ
from both true passives and derived unaccusatives in that they involve the suppres-
sion of the internal argument (my O). Sezer provides the following example of a
derived unergative (1991: 60):

(21) Ayse c¢ek-il-di.
Ayse draw-PASS-PST(3S)
‘Ayse withdrew.’

The derived unergative is, according to Sezer, comparable to a reflexive, which also
involves the suppression of the O. Hence (21) can be translated as ‘Ayse drew herself
back’.

Sezer’s claim that “derived unergatives” involve O-suppression would mean that
the passive morpheme is used for two quite distinct valency-changing purposes,
namely A-suppression in one instance (“derived unaccusatives”) and O-suppression
in another (“derived unergatives”). This would be a rather surprising fact, particularly
as O-suppression, or O-backgrounding, is already the domain of the medium® in
Turkish. The only evidence in favour of assuming an additional category of derived
unergatives appears to be that some passive verb forms are translatable with English
reflexives, not a particularly strong argument.

My main objection to the proposed distinction between derived unaccusatives
and derived unergatives is that it imposes an either / or division on a scalar dimen-
sion. According to Sezer, a derived intransitive is the result of either A-suppression,
or O-suppression; there is no room within this scheme for intermediary shades. But
Sezer himself states earlier in his book (1991:19) that the only means of distinguish-
ing unaccusatives from unergatives in Turkish is via the agentivity of the subject,
i.e. a semantic criterion, which I claim is scalar in nature. I have already shown how
one and the same verb form may be subject to several different interpretations (recall
¢ T use the term “medium” for the suffix -(/)n rather than the traditional “reflexive”. I do
not discuss the medium in this paper, partly due to limitations of space, but also be-
cause the medium requires very different treatment from the passive. First, the me-
dium, unlike the passive, is not a fully productive suffix — in fact it only applies to
relatively few stems. Second, it does not have a fully predictable effect on the verb va-
lency: it is usually valency-reducing, but some mediums from transitive verbs actu-
ally remain transitive (e.g. tak-in- ‘put on (glasses, facial expression, etc.’) from the
transitive stem tak- ‘attach’; giy-in- ‘get dressed, put on clothes’ from transitive giy-
‘put on’; ed-in- ‘acquire’, from transitive ef- ‘do’). Finally, although it often has a re-
flexive sense, i.e. expresses an event in which A and O are coreferent, it very often
does not. Goksel (1995:84) attempts to characterize the medium as reflexive, men-
tioning in a footnote just two “idiosyncratic” examples of non-reflexive uses of -(/)n.
In fact the number is much higher (see e.g. Banguoglu 1986:283-284 for examples).
The medium then, as an unproductive suffix with unpredictable semantic and syntac-
tic consequences, requires very different treatment from the passive.
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¢ek-il- ‘draw / pull-PASS’ in section 3). Or consider the various meanings of tak-il
attach-PASS. Along with the meaning ‘be attached / fitted, e.g. a light bulb (by
some external agency)’, it can also mean ‘hang out (somewhere)’, or it can mean ‘get
stuck / caught on something’, or it can mean ‘cling to, follow, pursue’. This range
of variation is typical; it is not amenable to the kind of tidy categorization suggested
by labels such as “unergative” and “unaccusative”.

To sum up, the previous proposals can all be characterized as attempts to set up
distinct categories to which the different meanings of passive verb forms can be
assigned. Some scholars propose a two-way distinction between passives and intran-
sitives, Sezer proposes a three way distinction between “true” passive, derived uner-
gative, and derived unaccusatives. None of the operational criteria put forward for
these categorizations is particularly convincing. My proposals on the other hand are
both simpler and cover the data more adequately: The passive is simply a detransi-
tivizer, more specifically, A-suppression. That is the single feature common to all
examples of passive verb forms. The semantics of the derived subject, on the other
hand, are left undetermined, hence the wide (but not unlimited) range of meanings
available to passive verb forms. Postulating categorically distinct “passive deriva-
tions” to account for the range of meanings inevitably involves drawing arbitrary
boundaries, and on my view is simply unnecessary.

In this connection it is worth noting that another voice category, causative, is
also indifferent to the parameter of control on the part of the subject. A causative
such as kag-ir- go, escape-CAUS can mean either ‘kidnap’ i.e. ‘cause someone to
leave by force’, or ‘miss (a train, an opportunity, etc.)’, i.e. let something “escape”
through inattention, stupidity, etc. To my knowledge, no one has yet suggested
setting up separate “‘causative derivations” to account for these two different readings;
but that would be the logical extension of the approach put forward by Sezer. Rather,
most scholars simply accept that the causative morpheme is indifferent to this par-
ticular semantic parameter (see esp. Johanson 1974 in this connection); I believe the
same is true of the passive morpheme.

5. Constraints on combining passive with other voice categories:
Semantics,syntax or morphology?

It is well known that Turkish does not allow the combination “verb stem+
PASS+CAUS” (in that order). This constraint has attracted a fair bit of attention,
one of the earliest contributions being Lees (1973). Lees suggested that such a com-
bination would be simply superfluous. For example, from the verb kir- ‘break
(trans.)” we get kir-1l- break+PASS=be broken’. A fictive *kir-il-t- break+PASS+
CAUS ‘cause to become broken’ would, according to Lees (1973: 508), be so close
in meaning to the basic stem that the two would “compete semantically”. Dede
(1986) argues along similar lines.”

" A detailed recent discussion of this constraint may be found in Erdal (1996). A more

technical discussion is Baker (1988: 413-419).
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This line of argument is frankly bizarre: natural languages are full of forms that
“compete semantically”. Quite apart from countless lexical synonyms, consider
agented passives, which occur in many languages although they surely “compete
semantically” with the active form. A more specific counter-example to the semantic
arguments is provided by the S’-control passives such as ayril- ‘leave’, discussed in
section 3. Here the semantic argument for a constraint on causativization no longer
holds: ‘cause to leave’ is a perfectly reasonable proposition, and it is not encoded by
any other simple verb form. Yet, as I demonstrated in (19) above, the constraint on
adding causative to passive is still evident.

A different explanation, this time a syntactic one, comes from Sezer (1991: 82).
He notes that the crucial feature of passive morphology is that it suppresses an ar-
gument, thereby rendering the resulting verb intransitive. The crucial feature of
causative morphology on the other hand is that it renders any verb stem transitive.
Sezer suggests that causative cannot be added to passive because “transitivity, once
suppressed, may not be regained.” In support of this, he claims that not only pas-
sives are immune to causative, but that “reflexive middles may not have causatives”
either, quoting the following example (1991: 83):

(22) *Kiz-1 hamam-da ytka-n-dir-di-m.
girl-ACC  bath-LOC wash-MED-CAUS-PST-1S
Intended meaning: ‘I made / let the girl wash in the bath.’

But the ungrammaticality of (22) cannot be due to a strict ban on the combination
medium + causative because many other mediums, even though they are intransitive,
can and do take causative (see Erdal 1996: 80 and Hess 1996: 213) for examples).8
Thus we may safely discount the existence of a general constraint on “regaining lost
transitivity”; the constraint we are dealing with applies quite specifically to the com-
bination of the passive and the causative morphemes.

So far, neither the semantic nor the syntactic arguments have been particularly
promising. What tends to be forgotten in the discussion is that causative and passive
in Turkish are expressed via bound morphemes, i.e. are parts of words. Now it is
well known that there are strong constraints on the form that words may take in a
language, particularly the order of the different morphemes (cf. Johanson 1992: 71
on Turkish). The actual order of suffixes found may not have very much to do with
syntax or semantics; it may in fact be simply a language-specific convention govern-
ing the permissible forms of words.” For example, different languages sanction dif-
ferent orders of comparable morphemes: in Turkish, possessive morphology precedes

® Yika-n- in (22) can just as easily be interpreted as a passive (medium and passive

forms are indistinguishable after vowel-final stems). Thus (22) is probably ungram-
matical simply because it violates the restriction on adding causative to passive.

This is not to deny that across languages certain orders are found to be preferred over
others, and those preferences may often be traced back to functional or iconic princi-
ples, i.e. are not simply arbitrary; see Bybee (1985).

9
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case morphology: ev-i-ni house+POSS3s+ACC ‘his / her house (acc.)’. But in Fin-
nish, or in Arabic, the order is the reverse, i.e. CASE-POSS, as in Arabic bayt-a-hu
house+ACC+POSS3s(masc). It would, I contend, be a fairly futile endeavour to
attempt to unearth the reasons for this in semantic terms.

Returning to the constraint on the combination of passive and causative, I sug-
gest it may simply be the result of a morphological constraint governing the canoni-
cal form of words. In fact, all the Turkish voice morphemes are subject to certain
constraints on their combinability. In modern standard Turkish, the order of voice
morphemes within the word generally adheres to the following pattern:

(23) Canonical order of voice morphemes:
stem+(MED ~ RECIPROC)'*+CAUS+PASS

One way of looking at (23) is to see it as a ranking of the voice morphemes in terms
of “propensity to occur outside (i.e. after) other voice morphemes”. Thus the passive
is the highest ranking in this respect, as it regularly occurs after all other voice mor-
phemes, but is virtually never followed by them; the causative is the next highest,
because it is only regularly followed by the passive, while medium and reciprocal
almost never follow other voice suffixes. The order given in (23) does in fact admit a
number of exceptions, which I will discuss below, so seeing it in terms of a ten-
dency to occupy certain positions rather than a rigid ordering is perhaps a more faith-
ful reflection of the facts.

Looked at from this angle, the order *PASS-CAUS turns out to be merely one
among several semantically conceivable combinations which the canonical order does
not sanction.'' A comparable non-sanctioned order is *CAUS-RECIPROC: from the
verb giil- ‘laugh’, we can derive the transitive giil-diir- ‘to cause to laugh’ by adding
the causative suffix. Now although it is quite plausible that two or more people
make each other laugh, it is nevertheless not possible to attach a reciprocal suffix to
glildiir- creating a verb *giil-diir-iis- ‘to make one another laugh’. Looking for seman-
tic or syntactic reasons for these constraints misses the point. The simpler explana-
tion is that the order of suffixes involved violates a language-specific morphological
constraint. That this particular constraint is language-specific becomes even more
obvious when we turn to a closely related language, the Azeri dialect spoken in Iran
(data from Dehghani 1998 and Dehghani, personal communication): in this dialect,
not only is the order PASS-CAUS prohibited, as in Turkish, but also the order

' The relative order of MEDIUM and RECIPROC is not entirely clear, hence the brackets.
Given the paucity of examples containing both morphemes, plus the difficulty of
unequivocal analysis in many cases, (e.g. some denominals in -/An and -lAg) it would
not be prudent to make a firm statement on their relative orderings.

Hess (1996: 198-236) has undertaken a detailed study of possible combinations of
voice morphemes in Ottoman Turkish. His results largely confirm the order given in
(23), although there was apparently somewhat more freedom in Old Ottoman than in
modern Turkish in this respect.
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CAUS-PASS, although the latter is perfectly acceptable in Turkish. And in the
course of time, the canonical order of suffixes may change: Various combinations of
voice suffixes which are ruled out in modern Turkish were actually possible in Old
Turkic—including PASS-CAUS (Erdal 1996: 81). Thus constraints on the ordering
of morphemes are highly language-specific, and to some extent at least, arbitrary.

Nevertheless, at least part of the canonical order given in (23), namely the fact
that passive and causative occur outside reciprocal and medium, can be related to
more general factors: Bybee (1985) has shown that the more productive and predict-
able morphemes tend to occur further away from the stem than the less productive
and predictable ones. Now, in the case of the voice morphemes, the causative and
passive are the most productive in that they can apply to any stem.'> Both the recip-
racal and the medium, on the other hand, occur with only a limited number of
stems. Similarly, the causative and the passive have highly predictable effects on
their stems: the causative invariably creates a transitive verb via A-addition, the
passive invariably creates an intransitive verb via A-suppression. Again, neither the
reciprocal nor the medium have predictable effects in terms of transitivity (cf. fn. 6
on the medium).

Finally, we should note that the canonical order given in (23) is occasionally vio-
lated. Erdal (1996: 78) discusses the non-sanctioned combination PASS-CAUS,
found for example in the word yay-il-+- spread(trans.)-PASS-CAUS, lit. ‘to
cause/allow to spread’, used in the meaning ‘to let someone do as he wishes’
(translation from Erdal). The attested deviations from the canonical order can be
explained as the result of reanalysis: Adherence to the canonical order presupposes
that the morphemes concerned are perceived—albeit subconsciously—by the speakers
as such. If, however, a particular combination of, say, transitive stem + PASS ac-
quires a meaning not readily related to its transitive base, and if that meaning be-
comes dominant, it is quite possible that the form will eventually be reanalyzed as a
basic intransitive stem. Once reanalysis has taken place, the cycle of morphemic
augmentation can start afresh, and causatives, reciprocals etc. will readily affix to the
new stem. But as long as the final segment is perceived as a passive morpheme, the
addition of further voice morphology is blocked. In this manner, then, some passive
verbs do indeed become simply intransitive verbs. However, it should be noted that
passive-marked verbs remain subject to the morphological constraints on passive
verb forms for a long time, even when they are used in non-passive senses (e.g. as
S’-control passives), and should be considered passives for as long as they are sub-
ject to these constraints.

A verb form consisting of “transitive stem + passive morpheme” is much more
likely to be reanalysed as a basic intransitive verb if the original transitive stem goes
'? Cf. Ergin (1958: 186) for the causative. There are some marginal restrictions on pas-
sives from intransitives, which were discussed in fn. 3, as well as the odd case of the
transitive stem anla- ‘understand’, which has an irregular passive anla-g-il-. But even
if it should turn out that passive and causative are not fully productive, they are un-
deniably more so than either reciprocal or medium.
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out of usage or undergoes a change of meaning, because once the basic verb disap-
pears, speakers are less likely to recognize the surviving derived form as being de-
rived. An example is the modern intransitive verb ay:/-. Its meaning is ‘come to
one’s senses, recover from stupor’. From it we can create a causative ay-i/-t- ‘to bring
someone around’. Now there still exists a verb ay-, only used rarely today, which is
also intransitive and has roughly the same meaning as ay:/-. But there is no transi-
tive stem which could readily be perceived as derivationally related to ayi/-, and
hence the final syllable is not felt to be a passive morpheme. However, the Redhouse
Turkish-English dictionary (1988) lists an archaic meaning of ay-, namely transitive
‘bring (someone) to’, also noted in the dictionary of pre-thirteenth century Turkic
(Clauson 1972: 46). According to Clauson (1972: 56), the modern ay:/- was origi-
nally the passive of this transitive verb. As the transitive meaning of ay- was lost,
ayil- became a lexical isolate, no longer readily relatable to a basic stem, and was in
turn reanalyzed as a basic intransitive stem itself, hence offering no further resistance
to causative morphology. This process is rendered schematically in (24):

(24) basic verb derived verb
ay- (trans.) - —— ————— — —— — ay:l- (intrans.)
time axis goes out
of use reanalysis as
basic verb form
v

ayl- (intrans.) - — ———— — — — — — ayil-t- (trans.)

“

— — =" indicates a productive derivational process

The reanalysis I am suggesting is a constant and gradual process, encompassing
several stages. Consider the verb ayr-i/- ‘separate-PASS’, discussed above. In (19) I
demonstrated that it does not permit the addition of causative morphology, which
suggests that it is still perceived as a derived verb form. Yet it does permit the addi-
tion of reciprocal morphology, as in ayr-il-15- ‘separate-PASS-RECIPROC, listed in
the Turkish-Turkish dictionary (Tiirk Dil Kurumu 1988) with the meaning birbirin-
den ayrilmak ‘leave one another’. The combination PASS-RECIPROC violates the
canonical order, which means that ayril- ‘separate-PASS’ is on its way to reanalysis
as a basic intransitive verb. But it has not completed the entire cycle yet, for it still
resists causative morphology. It seems, then, that different stages in the process of
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reanalysis from derived intransitive to basic intransitive can be distinguished accord-
ing to which voice morpheme is tolerated after passive.I3

Passives may then develop into basic intransitive stems via reanalysis, but the
process is long and gradual. Note that it is precisely because the passive morpheme
is essentially vague with regard to S’-control that passive verb forms begin to de-
velop lives of their own, eventually becoming conceptually detached from the origi-
nal transitive stem from which they are derived. The essential vagueness of the pas-
sive morpheme, for which I have argued, provides the initial impetus for reanalysis.

6. Conclusions

1. Passive in Turkish is essentially a detransitivizer. The sole syntactic consequence
of passivization is S / A-suppression, accompanied by O-advancement where this is
possible. The Turkish passive could more accurately be termed anti-causative.

2. O-advancement does not imply that the derived subject (S”) is necessarily an
undergoer in the resulting proposition, although this is certainly the default reading.
Rather, the passive is indifferent with regard to the parameter of S’-control (see also
Johanson 1974).

3. From the preceding point it follows that passive verb forms are open to a
number of different interpretations. For example, sar-i/- wrap+PASS can mean ‘be
wrapped’, or it can mean ‘embrace’ (lit. be wrapped around someone). At-il-
throw+PASS can mean ‘be thrown’, or it can mean ‘jump, spring’.

4. A number of scholars have set up different classes of passive to account for
these differences in meaning. I have argued against such an account, proposing in-
stead that the differences found are best considered as different values along the scale
of S’-control, which the passive derivation leaves undetermined.

5. The constraint on applying passive to causative is neither semantically nor
syntactically motivated, but stems from a language-specific morphological constraint
governing the possible combinations of morphemes in words.

6. Via reanalysis, erstwhile passive verb forms may develop into simple intransi-
tive verbs. The formal criterion for recognizing such verbs is that they are no longer
subject to the morphological constraint which prevents voice morphology from
following passive morphology. This is neither a semantic or a syntactic criterion but
a morphological one.

'3 Lees (1973: 509-510) mentions several other examples, taken from older dictionaries,

of non-canonical orders with the reciprocal suffix. For example sar-il-ig- wrap
+PASS+RECIPROC ‘to embrace one another’, still listed in the more recent Turkish-
Turkish dictionary (Tiirk Dil Kurumu 1988), and 4!-diir-iig- die+CAUS+RECIPROC
‘to kill one another’, no longer listed in the more recent dictionary. However, the in-
formants I consulted were reluctant to accept sar-il-1§-, and rejected ol-diir-iig- out-
right.
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Traces of a Turkic copula verb

Lars Johanson

Johanson, Lars 2000. Traces of a Turkic copula verb. Turkic Languages 4, 235-238.

The article discusses possible traces, mainly in Oghuz Turkic languages, of the old copula
verb er- ‘to be’, namely in third person plural copulas Her, first person copulas -(y)im and
-(y)Iz, converbs of the type *-A +er-gen, archaic present tense forms with an -y- element
(< er-) and denominal suffixes going back to combinations of er- + -DIK

Lars Johanson, Seminar fiir Orientkunde, Universitit Mainz, 55099 Mainz, Germany.

The verb er- ‘to be’ is an old Turkic copula verb that has vanished in most modern
languages, often ceding its place to the verb tur- ‘to be’ < ‘stand’. Several relics of
er- are well known, e.g.e(r)di / idi ‘was’ (past), erse [ ise ‘if ... is’ (conditional), iken
‘while’ (temporal), e(r)ken / imis ‘obviously is / was’ (indirective). The copula verb
er- has, however, left far more traces. The following brief comments mainly concern
some traces in Oghuz Turkic and adjacent varieties.

The third person present tense form eriir ‘is’ is found in the East Old Turkic
Tunyuquq inscription: Ben°y bod°n°m anda eriir ‘My people is there’.! The same
form is frequent in subsequent Turkic written languages such as Ancient Uyghur,
Karakhanid, Khwarezmian Turkic and Chaghatay. Rather early, however, there is a
tendency to use turur, present tense of tur- ‘to stand’, as the third person copula.
Modern Khalaj, spoken in Central Iran, is unique in having maintained er ‘is’ < eriir
(Doerfer 1989).

Certain West Oghuz varieties exhibit traces of er- in third person plural copula
forms ending in -ler regardless of the quality of the preceding vowel, e.g. yapar-ler
‘they do’. Some forms found in Ottoman and Azerbaijanian transcription texts,
Balkan dialects of Ottoman, Khorasan Turkic, etc., may let us suppose earlier forms
with a front element preceding the plural suffix, e.g. *yap-ar i-ler, with i- developed
from *eriir (Johanson 1981). Brendemoen (1997) shows that the third person plural
copula has also remained a front suffix in the dialects of Trabzon. A modern form
such as gel-mis-ler ‘they have come’ would thus go back to a pattern similar to
Khalaj kelmis el-ler (Johanson 1981: 16). Note that the plural copula suffix also

Since the intraterminal in -Vr / -yUr is not yet defocalized at this stage, there is no reason
to render eriir as ‘will be’; Tekin 1968: 286. For defocalization of intraterminal viewpoint
(aspect) operators, see Johanson 2000: 99-101.
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differs from the normal plural suffix -/Er by being incapable of carrying high pitch.
Compare the relationship between the unaccentable idi ~ -(y)dl ‘was’ and the
accentable simple past marker -D/ in Turkish.

Forms of er- may also have played a role in copula elements of the first and
second persons. The modern Turkish first person non-past copula forms -(y)/m ‘I am’
and -(y)Iz ‘we are’ exhibit a postvocalic element -y-, e.g. burada-yim ‘1 am here’.
These forms are traditionally explained as developed from the personal pronouns
*ben and *biz.> The -y- element is often claimed to be a so-called ‘connective
consonant’, a highly dubious assumption. Also in this case, it seems more appropriate
to suppose earlier forms with a front element preceding the personal element, e.g.
*iy-im, * i-sin, with i(y)- developed from *eriir. In some of the dialects of Trabzon
and Rize, which in general have maintained rather archaic structures, free copula
elements exactly of this shape are found: iyim ‘I am’, isin ‘you are’, iyik ‘we are’,
etc., e.g. ¢ocuG iyim ‘I am a child’. The suffixed forms display -y-, e.g. -ysin, ‘you
are’ (Brendemoen 1997, Giinay 1978: 182). Compare standard Turkish idin ‘you
were’ ~ -(y)dIn etc. The older forms isin etc. seem to have developed further in other
Turkish varieties, e.g. *-(y)sin > -sin.

As Brendemoen (1997) shows, Trabzon dialects exhibit the form idur > -ydur ‘is’
in the third person, obviously a combination of a form of er- with zurur. It may have
been common in older stages of Oghuz Turkic. For example, Salar, whose speakers
left the main bulk of Oghuz at the end of the 14th century and settled in Western
China, still displays i-dar ‘is’.

Many Turkic languages possess complex intraterminal participles of the type -A
+ tur-yan, expressing habituality etc. (cf. coalesced forms such as Uzbek -digan,
Noghay -ayan). An older construction, which has similar iterative and habitual
meanings but employs er- instead of tur-, is still present in some languages, e.g.
Kumyk barayan, Khakas pariyan ‘going’. Some languages only exhibit lexicalized
forms, deverbal intensive adjectives, e.g. Turkish ¢alis-qan ‘diligent’ (< *¢alis-
ayan), Uzbek bil-aydn ‘experienced’. We may reckon with an old participial
distinction bar-yan ‘gone’ (non-intraterminal) vs. bar-a-yan ‘going’ (intraterminal),
the latter form going back to *bar-a er-gen, i.e. intraterminal converb -A + er-gen
(cf. Johanson 1996, 1998b: 117).

The similar roles of tur- and er- bring us to the formation of present tenses. Most
Turkic languages, e.g. the Kipchak ones, use the auxiliary tur- according to the
pattern intraterminal converb -A + turur, e.g. yaz-a turur ‘is writing’ (< ‘stands
writing’). It is probable that eriir once played a similar role as an auxiliary. At least,
the occurrence of present tense forms without furur is very old in some languages. In

According to Korkmaz 1965, -(y)Im and-(y)Iz go back to Old Anatolian Turkish -vAn and
-vUz. On analogy in the development of Ottoman personal suffixes, see Hazai 1973: 408-
424,
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some dialects of the eastern Black Sea coast, Brendemoen (in print) has found
present tense forms, biliiyim ‘1 know’, biliiysin ‘you know’, biliiy ‘knows’, biliiyuk
‘we know’, etc., which may be analyzed as combinations of an intraterminal converb
(with a final vowel) and a following -y- element. The latter may go back to the
copula verb i- (< er-). This type may represent an old kind of present tense formation
that has been replaced by turur and yorir periphrases in modern languages. Cf.
Adamovié¢ 1985: 146; for the Azerbaijanian type eyr ~ -eyir, see Johanson 1989 and
1997: 94.

Certain Turkic languages possess deverbal suffixes of the type - DIK, e.g. Turkish
bil-dik-ler-i ‘that / what they know’. However, some also exhibit denominal suffixes
that are seemingly of the same shape, e.g. Turkmen aya-m-diyi ‘his being my
brother’, gel-en-diy-i ‘his having come’. The deverbal and denominal suffixes cannot
possibly be historically identical forms. The denominal ones obviously go back to
combinations of the copula verb er- ‘be’ + -DIK, e.g. *i-dig-i etc. (cf. Johanson
1998a: 60). Compare the Ottoman form i-diig-i, which is no longer used in modemn
Turkish (except in the stereotype ne idiigii ‘what it is’).
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Mongolian loanwords in Oghuz as indicators of
linguistic and cultural areas in Southwest Asia
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cultural areas in Southwest Asia. Turkic Languages 4, 239-252.

The topic of this article is Mongolian loanwords in Oghuz Turkic, mainly in Western
Oghuz. The older and recent distributions of these loanwords correspond directly with
some main political borderlines existing since the 13th century in Anatolia and fit
into the framework of Common Turkic. Thus, the greatest amount can still be found in
the former Mongolian centre in Azerbayjan and in the neighbouring regions of Inner
Northeastern Anatolia, whereas Northwestern Anatolia on the periphery of Mongol
power and influence exhibits a relatively low number of Mongolian loans. Further-
more, this article pays attention to the development of the set of Mongolian
loanwords in Ottoman and to the role of Mongolian loanwords in Oztiirkce.

Historical introduction

In the first half of the 13th century the Mongols led by Chinggis Khan conquered
great parts of Asia and Eastern Europe and thus imposed their rule on most of the
Turkic peoples. In 1234 / 1235 the Mongols invaded Grusinia. In 1243 / 1244 they
defeated the Anatolian Seljuks—also known as Seljuks of Rum or Seljuks of
Konya—and made them their vassals.

Like most of the Turks in the Near East and Iran in the 13th century, the Ana-
tolian Seljuks belonged to tribes which we may call—according to Doerfer 1990—
the Seljuk Oghuz group. The forerunners of the Seljuk Oghuz had left the Central
Asian realm of the Oghuz Yabghu to escape the pressure exerted by the Kipchak and
Kimek in 985 (see Golden 1992: 218). They were led by Sdaljiik, whose name be-
came the designation for their ruling clan and later for the whole confederation. The
Oghuz tribes that remained in Central Asia fell under Kipchak rule. They became the
ancestors of the modern Turkmen and probably the Salars. The Seljuk Oghuz are the
ancestors of the modern Western Oghuz consisting of the Rumelian and Anatolian
Turks (with the literary languages Turkish and Gagauz), the Azeri (according to Doer-
fer: Central Oghuz), the Southern Oghuz, and the so-called “Turkmen” groups in
Syria, Lebanon and Iraq. Even the Khorasan Turks seem to have been an old sub-
group of the Seljuk Oghuz confederation (see also Doerfer & Hesche 1993 and Clark
1998).

Already at the beginning of their rule over parts of Anatolia and the Near East,
the Mongols made two decisions that became important for the further cultural and



240 Claus Schonig

linguistic development of the Western Oghuz. Firstly, they decided to make use of
local officials to administrate the conquered lands. Because all these people were
exponents of Persian culture, the already lasting strong influence of Persian on the
Oghuz and their language was maintained and reinforced. Secondly, the Mongol
governor Argun (not to be confused with the Ilkhan Argun, 1282-1291) made Tebriz
his capital. For the next hundred years this town and surrounding Azerbayjan re-
mained the centre of Mongol power in the Near East.

In the 1250s Hiildgii, a descendant of Chinggis Khan’s youngest son Tolui and
brother of the ruling Great Khan Mdngke, was sent out to complete the Mongol
conquest of the Near East. Even though his army was stopped by the Egyptian Mam-
luks in Syria, he was able to found the state of the so-called Ilkhans (see TMEN II
207-209, No. 657). Their state included Iran, parts of Afghanistan and Turkmenistan,
Iraq, and the parts of Syria east of the Euphrates River. Furthermore, the Great Khan
added to the realm of his brother the Caucasus range together with its northern foot-
hills and Anatolia—both formerly controlled by the descendants of Chinggis Khan’s
eldest son Jo¢i, the Khans of the Golden Horde. The latter decision became the rea-
son for a series of wars between the two cousin states.

As a result of these developments, the Ilkhanid Mongols ruled over or at least in-
fluenced a great part of the Seljuk Oghuz tribes. A smaller part remained under Mam-
luk rule in Syria and Lebanon. When civil war broke out between the descendants of
Tolui and those of the other three sons of Chinggis Khan, the Ilkhans of course took
the side of their closer relatives in China. Thus they had to fight not only against the
Khans of the Golden Horde, who were trying to re-conquer the Caucasian provinces.
In Khorasan the Ilkhans had to open a second front against the Khans of the Ulus
Chagatay. As a consequence, the Ilkhanid state became more or less isolated from
Eastern Europe and Central Asia. Its Seljuk Oghuz population was cut off from
closer contacts with the Turkic peoples living in the neighbouring enemy states.
Thus the language of the Seljuk Oghuz became isolated from most of the other
Turks, whereas the language of the ancestors of Turkmen still remained in contact
with Kipchak and Southeastern Turkic. This situation becomes clear from many
basic grammatical and lexical features which are differently developed in Seljuk
Oghuz and Turkmen (see Schonig 1997); for Salar see Dwyer 1998. And as I shall
try to demonstrate, the effects of this separation can also be shown by comparing the
Mongolian loan elements in the two main branches of modern Oghuz.

As for Anatolia, we may generally assume a steady decrease of Mongol influence
from Tebriz to the Marmara-Aegean region. Whereas the Van area and Southeast
Anatolia together with northern Iraq had become provinces under direct Ilkhanid rule,
the Seljuk sultanate of Konya and the kingdom of Lower Armenia were vassals of
the rulers in Tebriz. Northwest Anatolia still was the realm of the Byzantine emper-
ors of Constantinople, whereas the eastern Black Sea coast belonged to the Byzantine
state of Trapezunt. In both territories Mongolian linguistic influence presumably was
minimal or non-existent.
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Another important factor for the spread of Mongolian influence was the already
existing lines of communication in Anatolia. A southern route led via Diyarbakir,
Urfa, Gaziantep and Adana to the Mediterranean coast and Lower Armenia and then
to Konya (and farther to the west). A northern route connected Tebriz via Erzurum
and Erzincan with Sivas. From there Kayseri, Cappadocia, and Konya could be
reached easily (see Spuler 1985). Even as vassals of the Mongols, the Seljuks main-
tained their capital Konya as the political and cultural centre of the 13th century
Anatolian Oghuz. In Konya we find pieces of the oldest Anatolian Turkic literature.
Another branch of the northern route led from Sivas across Paphlagonia to the Mid-
dle Black Sea coast, while a third branch reached Northern Central Anatolia and its
crossways in the Ankara region. From there routes led to the Western Mediterranean
coast and to the Marmara-Aegean region.

At the beginning of the 14th century the Sultanate of Konya dissolved into a
number of so-called beylikler (“princedoms”), some of which had already existed
before as vassals of the Seljuks of Konya.' The beylik of Osman was still a small
state in Bithynia at the margin of the Mongolian sphere of influence. The most im-
portant one was the beylik of Karaman in southern Central Anatolia; its territory
reached the Mediterranean Sea around Anamur and included Aksaray, Nigde and the
old Seljuk capital Konya. The beylik of Germiyan left its traces e.g. in Kiitahya,
Denizli, Afyon and Usak; it was to become one of the most prominent Anatolian
Oghuz literary centres in the 14th century. In the Marmara-Aegean region we find
besides Mentese (in Pamphylia and Lycia), Saruhan (in towns such as Manisa, Me-
nemen, and Turgutlu), and Karas: (in Mysia, the region of Balikesir) the beylik of
Aydin. This state was founded around 1310 and controlled the izmir region for a
while. Rulers of Aydin such Umur Bey I or Isa Bey were patrons of some of the first
Anatolian Oghuz poets. The same holds true for some rulers of the Candarogullari in
Kastamonu (and later on in Sinop, too).

During the dissolution of the Seljuk state of Konya, the Ilkhans began to lose
control of the western and middle parts of Anatolia. Eastern Anatolia still remained
under their influence, but some twenty years later the Ilkhanid state itself started to
fall apart. In 1356 Jani Beg Khan of the Golden Horde conquered Tebriz and put an
end to what remained of the old enemy state. In Anatolia the dynasty of Eretna in
Sivas became independent. Their state included towns such as Kayseri, Sivas, Tokat,
Amasya and Nigde. In 1381 it was overtaken by Kadi Burhanettin, who himself
belonged to the early Anatolian Turkic poets. In Southeast Anatolia the state of
Dulgadir was founded in the region of Maras, Malatya and Elazig, while the state of
the Ramazanogullar1 soon controlled Adana, Tarsus and other parts of the Cukurova.
In East Anatolia, Azerbayjan, Iran and Iraq two powerful Oghuz confederations came
into existence: the Kara-Koyunlu and the Ak-Koyunlu.

' In general see Uzungarsili 1969.
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Of the beylikler that of the Ottomans was most successful. First it expanded
mainly in the Marmara-Aegean region and in Europe (Rumeli). At the beginning of
the 15th century Timur Lenk invaded Anatolia and defeated the Ottomans. For a
while Anatolia and, to an even greater extent, Azerbayjan had more or less intensive
contacts with the Timurid centres in Western Turkestan. There under strong Persian
influence the Chagatay Turkic literature flourished, gaining some influence on West-
emn and Southern Oghuz dialects and the developing Anatolian Turkic and, later,
Ottoman literature.

The Ottomans managed to re-establish their state quite soon. At the end of the
15th century they had annexed or subdued the Western and Middle Anatolian beylik-
ler (e.g. Aydin and Germiyan in the 1420s, Karaman in the 1450s, Candarogullar in
Kastamonu after 1460) and reached the borders of Eastern Anatolia. In 1468 the Ak-
Koyunlu crushed the Kara-Koyunlu. Then, in 1473, the Ak-Koyunlu were them-
selves beaten by the Ottomans and vanished from history at the end of the century.
Then the Ottomans forced out Mamluk influence from Southeast Anatolia and
reached the borders of Syria, Iraq and Azerbayjan. Whereas the Ottomans were suc-
cessful in conquering the Arabic countries of the Near East, their expansion into
Azerbayjan was stopped by the Safavids at the beginning of the 16th century. Their
first ruler, Shah Isma’il, is known by the pseudonym Xata ’7 as one of the prominent
early Western Oghuz poets of Azerbayjan, see Caferoglu 1965: 644-645. The Ot-
toman-Safavid confrontation led to the inner Seljuk Oghuz division into Ottoman
Oghuz and Iran Oghuz.

Already in the first half of the 15th century the Ottoman court had become the
main cultural centre of the Anatolian Turks. Consequently, the Anatolian Turkic
literary language became more adapted to the linguistic standards of its sponsors and
consumers in Northwest Anatolia and Rumeli. In the 15th century the already strong
Persian influence on the Ottoman literary language was increased again to make the
language “more elegant” with respect to the norms of Islamic literature, especially
poetry. This development reached its peak in the 18th century, but brought on the
counter movement for a Tiirki-i basit (“simple Turkish”) as early as the 16th century,
see Bjorkman (1965: 438). In the 19th century, European influence—in the begin-
ning mainly from France—superseded the role of Persian.

General remarks on Mongolian loanwords in Western Oghuz

The aforementioned spheres of political and cultural power had an immense influence
on all kinds of linguistic developments within Oghuz Turkic. They also influenced
the distribution of Mongolian linguistic material which had found its way into this
branch of Turkic. We find lexical copies (“loanwords”)* from Mongolian in different
semantic fields, e.g. as terms of military equipment and organisation, of horse ter-
minology and equipment, of social organisation and administration, in names of

2 For the theory of code copying see Johanson 1992,
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birds, mainly birds of prey, terms of falconry, designations for magic objects and so
on.’ Among the Mongolian copies are quite a number of re-borrowings such as ulus
‘people, nation’, balta ‘axe’, belge ‘sign, mark’, and jegeren — Turkish ceylan
‘gazelle’, which also appear in other branches of Turkic.*

It is not always easy to determine the path by which a Mongolian element came
into an Oghuz language or dialect. If Mongolian forms and their copies in Oghuz are
more or less identical in shape, one may assume that they were directly copied from
Mongolian. A great part of copies in Oghuz can also be found in Chagatay. Accord-
ing to my materials, there are around six times more Mongolian copies with Cha-
gatay cognates than without. Because of the prestige of Chagatay in Anatolia during
the Timurid period, many loanwords of Mongolian origin were in fact copied from
this Central Asian Turkic language. Sometimes such copies can be identified by their
representation of Mongolian j- as y- as in jasag ‘law of Chinggis Khan’ — yasag
‘law, rule’. Another typical Chagatay element is the deverbal suffix -(A)vUl «
Mongolian -"Ul, see TMEN I 457-458, No. 322.

Some Mongolian words were copied via Persian. Sometimes such forms can be
identified by their lack of vowel harmony, although the Mongolian originals match
the rules of Turkic vowel harmony, e.g. Standard Turkish ceylan (some dialects
Jevran « Persian, other dialects jeren < Mongolian) ‘gazelle’ « Persian jeyran «
Mongolian (jeren <) jegeren « Ancient Turkic yegeren; other examples are, e.g.,
Turkish kdkiil « Persian kakil < Mongolian kekiil ~ kokiil ‘fringe’ and Turkish
meral (today only used as a female name) <— Mongolian maral ‘a kind of deer’.
Mongolian has a neutral i which appears together with back vowels, e.g. in narin
‘fine’, and thus violates the rules of Turkic vowel harmony. If they appear in such a
non-harmonic form in Oghuz, they may have been taken from Persian, which also
has copied this Mongolian word. But from my point of view the possibility cannot
be excluded that cases with neutral i and back vowels were taken directly from Mon-
golian. Oghuz had intensive contacts with Persian already before the Mongol inva-
sion (see, e.g., Kasgari). After a while at least some Oghuz languages began to make
lexical copies without vowel harmony. Because we do not know when the individual
Oghuz languages and dialects began to accept such non-harmonic copies, we cannot
exclude in every case that the word in question was copied directly from Mongolian.

One main source for the study of Mongolian loanwords in (Western) Oghuz is, of
course, Doerfer’s TMEN and other works published on Oghuz in the last ten years. Of
importance are also the work of Caferoglu on Azeri (e.g. 1954) and two articles by
Tuna (1972 and 1976) on Mongolian loanwords in Ottoman and Turkish, even if the
works of latter two should always be used with care.

The Mongolian forms are given in a very simple transcription and should not be taken
as exact phonetic representations. Both the transcription and given meanings of
Mongolian words rely on Lessing (1960). Examples from Standard Turkish or dialec-
tal material listed in DS or dialect grammars are given in Turkish orthography.
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A further possible way via which Mongolian copies may have entered individual
Oghuz units is by inner Oghuz borrowing.

As to Mongolian elements in Modern Turkish, one must be aware of the activi-
ties of Turkish language reformers, see also Sertkaya 1992. There are quite a number
of Mongolian copies which—because of their appearance in Ottoman sources or
Rumelian and Anatolian dialects—were accepted as Oztiirkce and thus at least pro-
posed to substitute copies from the Arabo-Persian or European lexicon, e.g. lilke (<
olke) for memleket ‘territory’, solen (< *$ilen ~ §ilen) for ziyafet ‘banquet’, sayin
(¢ sayin) for muhterem ‘esteemed’, yasa (« jasag) for kanun ‘law’, and ongun (¢«
onggun ‘spirit inhabiting a material object’) for arma ‘coat of arms; state emblem’.
Probably kurultay («—quriltay; for kongre) ‘assembly’ was a model for the derivation
of Turko-Mongolian hybrids such as Yargitay ‘Supreme Court of Appeal’, Kamutay
‘National Assembly’, Say:stay ‘Exchequer and Audit Department’, damistay ‘council
of state’, and ¢alistay ‘workshop’. Thus even Mongolian suffixes became productive
in Oztiirkge word derivation.

The distribution of Mongolian loanwords in Modern Oghuz

Some copies appear in all Oghuz subgroups and are common to most other Turkic
languages., e.g. copies of aga ‘elder brother’, boro’an ‘snowstorm’, je(ge)ren
‘gazelle’, and gara’ul ‘watch, guard’. In the limited Gagauz materials some of these
forms are not attested, e.g. copies of 6lkd ‘territory’, qaburga ‘rib’, sag(a)dag —
sadaq ‘quiver’, ganjuga ‘a strap on the saddle’, singqor ‘a kind of falcon’, and dalda
‘hidden, concealed’. But this does not automatically mean that they do not exist in
this language. Here more lexicographical work is needed. The form of Mongolian
qara’ul ‘watch, guard’ — garagol in Turkish and Gagauz instead of garavul as in
other Oghuz as well as non-Oghuz Turkic languages reveals the close relation be-
tween these Western Oghuz literary languages.

In some cases the copies in Standard Turkish clearly appear in Western or West-
ermn-Middle Anatolian shapes (e.g. dulda instead of dalda ‘protection; shadow’ «
dalda ‘hidden; protection’). Some copies in Turkish are not attestable in Azeri or
Turkmen, e.g. Cilbur ‘leather cord attached to a halter or bridle; tether’, see below.
Some copies or forms of copies only appear in Turkmen and Azeri (and sometimes
in Southern Oghuz), e.g. copies of na’ur ‘lake’, noqta ‘halter’ and singqgor ‘a kind of
falcon’ — sunqar (with initial §-, whereas Turkish together with Anatolian dialects
and Ottoman and older Anatolian sources have s-, except Kadi Burhanettin Divani).
Such distributions may have developed in the framework of the Ottoman Oghuz :
Iran Oghuz division.

As a consequence of the long-lasting isolation of Turkmen from Western Oghuz
this Eastern (according to Doerfer: Northern) Oghuz language exhibits copies which
cannot be found in modern Western Oghuz but are quite common in modern non-
Oghuz Turkic languages, e.g. Ceber ‘clean, pure; immaculate; neat’ and ofaga
‘peacock feathers worn on official hats’ (attested in Ottoman; see TS V, 3022). Other
interesting cases are salgin ‘(cool) wind’ and serigiin ~ seregiin ‘cool, fresh (day)’.
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Copies of salgin became re-interpreted as ‘cool, fresh (day, air)’ and exist today in
Chuvash, Kipchak, Southeastern Turkic, Northeast Turkic and in Turkmen (salgin).
Modern Western Oghuz does not exhibit such forms, Ottoman possibly does. Copies
of serigiin ~ seregiin exist in all Oghuz languages (e.g. Turkish serin), in Khalaj,
Northeast Turkic (including Yellow Uighur and Fu-yii), and Kirghiz. They are not
attested in Chuvash, Kipchak (except Kirghiz-Kipchak) and Southeastern Turkic, but
appear in Middle Kipchak sources. This distribution goes back to the internal condi-
tions of the Chinggisid empire during the Ilkhanid period. The Turkic languages of
the Toluid Yiian state, i.e. Northeast Turkic and Kirghiz-Kipchak, have kept copies
of both words with different meanings. In the realm of the Toluid Ilkhans, Western
Oghuz and Khalaj have lost copies of salgin (if they existed) and exclusively use
forms of serigiin ~ seregiin. The Turkic languages spoken in the areas of the two non-
Toluid states (Golden Horde and Ulus Chagatay)—i.e. the Southeastern Turkic and
Kipchak of non-Kirghiz type together with Chuvash—have lost copies of serigiin ~
seregiin almost completely and solely use forms of salgin today. Of the languages of
the non-Toluid realms, only Turkmen exhibits copies of serigiin ~ seregiin. They
may have survived there by chance or been adopted in later centuries when contacts
between Western Oghuz and Turkmen became possible again.

As one would expect, Khorasan Turkic is the link between Western Oghuz and
Turkmen. Thus it exhibits—like Turkmen—copies of mergen ‘good marksman,
sniper’ which seem not to exist in Western Oghuz.

A characteristic set of copies in Western (and sometimes Southern) Oghuz is at-
tested in Anatolian dialects, but not in Standard Turkish, e.g. erke ‘privilege; self-
willed, capricious’, domiig ‘useful, satisfactory’, jida ‘spear, javelin’, jerge ‘sort,
rank, order, stage’, and eremek ‘manly; sterile, barren’. These copies represent older
stages of the Western Oghuz lexicon and were given up later on when Ottoman was
undergoing internal changes. Some of them are even important enough for Steuer-
wald 1972 to mention them as dialectal forms in his dictionary of Standard Turkish,
e.g. copies of alasa ‘a kind of horse’, jar(¢i) ‘announcement, advertisement
(messenger)’, kesig ‘turn (one’s place, time, or opportunity in a schedule or alternat-
ing order)’, gosun ‘troop, army’, and togta- ‘to stop, rest etc.’, see also below.

Some loanwords appear in Azeri, Iraq Turkmen and Inner (North-)Eastern Ana-
tolian dialects (and often in Turkmen), but not in Western and Middle Anatolian
dialects and Standard Turkish, e.g. copies of axta ‘gelding’, qay(i)¢i ‘scissors’, jilu'a
‘reins’, kiireng ‘(dark) brown, maroon (esp. of fur); deep violet’, gosun < qosigun
‘troop, army’, biidiire- ‘to stumble’, gadagan ‘important affair; strict order’, yeke
‘big, high, great’, rebsi (instead of the Turkic form tepsi) ‘large oblong plate;
trough’, and daruga ‘governor’. The sparsely documented Southern Oghuz group
belongs here, too. It is closest to Azeri and has copies of, e.g., dalda ‘hidden, con-
cealed’ with a in the first syllable, of ndker ‘follower’, kdreken ‘son-in-law’, yeke
‘big; high; great’ and nogta ‘halter’. These copies point back to the period when the
eastern part of Anatolia had not yet come under Ottoman rule and was politically
more closely connected to Azerbayjan and other parts of Iran, i.e. before the end of
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the 15th century. Such early copies sometimes had become so fully integrated into
the lexicon of the dialects concerned that they survived despite later Ottoman and
Persian influences.

Azeri has the greatest number of Mongolian copies. It has a set of copies in
common with Turkish, some of which are deviant in form (Azeri garovul : Turkish
karakol <~ Mon. gara’ul ‘watch, guard’) or in meaning (Azeri ‘coat of chain mail’ :
Turkish ‘quiver’ « Mon. sag(a)daq ‘quiver’). Additionally we find loanwords in
Azeri not attested in other Oghuz (or even any other modern Turkic) languages and
dialects, e.g. copies of suna ‘gadfly, horsefly’, lap ‘sure, positive, definite’, gantarga
‘band or strap used for holding something to prevent it from bending or falling’.

The internal situation in Anatolia and Rumeli

Let us now take a look at the Mongolian loanwords in Anatolian dialects which are
not attested in the modern literary language of Turkey or are used in forms or mean-
ings different from the standard language. The greatest number of copies appears in
Inner Northeast Anatolia, in regions like Kars, Van, Erzurum, diminishing in Erzin-
can, Giimiishane and Sivas; see above. This area is closest to the Mongol capital
Tebriz in Azerbayjan and to the easternmost part of the old northern route, see above.
There follows the region along the middle part of the northern route, i.e. Amasya,
Tokat, Ankara and Corum. We find almost the same amount of copies deviant from
Standard Turkish in the old Seljuk heartland and later Karaman area and in the realm
of former Eretna in Southern and Eastern parts of Central Anatolia, i.e. the regions of
Konya, Kayseri, Nevsehir and Nigde. Still a great amount are attested in the
Cukurova (regions of Adana and igel) and the Middle Aegean area—the former lands
of Aydmogullar1 and their neighbours in the Izmir and Aydin regions.

Northwest Anatolia, mainly the Marmara region and Rumeli, exhibits only a few
special copies different from those of the modern standard language. The same holds
true for the Eastern Black Sea coast (the former Trapezunt), but not the Middle Black
Sea coast with Samsun, Giresun and Ordu. Because of influences from the neigh-
bouring Byzantine culture and the long distance between Northwest Anatolia and the
Ilkhanid centre in Azerbayjan, Mongolian influence on Oghuz (e.g. Ottoman Oghuz)
was weaker here than in any other region of Anatolia. When the Ottomans expanded
in Anatolia from the 14th century on, they gained influence on the neighbouring
Oghuz dialects (some of them perhaps attested in pieces of older Anatolian Oghuz
literature) and assimilated them. As a consequence, in the period during or directly
following the phase of Mongol influence, i.e. the 14th century, in non-Ottoman
Western Anatolian and Rumelian dialects, Mongolian loanwords could easily vanish
before they became integrated into the lexicon, if they had no counterpart in Ottoman
proper. When the formerly Byzantine area of Constantinople was Turkicized (through
immigration or a change of the language and culture of the non-Oghuz inhabitants),
the possibility of direct Mongolian influence was gone. Thus only loanwords which
had survived up to this time could become part of the dialectal lexicon of the regions
concerned. The same holds true for the Byzantine realm of former Trapezunt. A spe-
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cial regional copy such as of olja ‘booty’ in Trabzon seems to be unique in Western
Oghuz and may have been transmitted from the neighbouring Caucasus area or per-
haps only survived there later on (or is only attested there).

For Southeast Anatolia the lexical and grammatical Oghuz sources exhibit only a
small number of copies. A higher amount is attested only in Marag and Malatya. But
as we shall see, the distribution of Mongolian copies in Kurdish and Iraq Turkmen
helps to bridge this gap. The relatively low amount of attested copies in Southeast
Anatolian Oghuz may be due to the special demographic and political situation under
which investigations took place in this region.

Mongolian copies in Anatolian and Rumelian Oghuz are not distributed ho-
mogenously but follow several areal patterns. Some copies seem to exist almost
exclusively in Western Anatolia or in Rumeli, e.g. copies of dpcin ‘armour’ (regions
of Balikesir and Izmir, DD 1113 and DS IX 3343a), soyurga(-1) ‘(to grant a) favour’,
(izmir, Manisa, TMEN 1 354) and gabturga ‘a square-shaped bag’ (Kirklareli, DS
VIII 2636b). Others are attested in the extreme West as well as in Eastern Anatolia
and Azerbayjan, e.g. copies of erke ‘privilege; self-willed, capricious’ (Izmir, Azer-
bayjan, see DS V 1773b and DZangidze 1965, 106). Copies of jeren ‘gazelle’ differ-
ent from modern Turkish ceylan or copies of sinji are well attested in Inner Middle
and Eastern Anatolia but do not appear in the Aegean and Marmara region nor on the
Western Mediterranean coast. Another group of copies appears only in Southern
Central and Eastern Anatolia, but not in the Northwest. Some copies from this group
reach the Mediterranean coast and are also attested on the Middle Black Sea coast,
e.g. copies of kiiriyen ‘barricade of wagons’ (e.g. in the regions of Ordu, Maras,
Kayseri, Adana and Igel, DS VIII 3044b), jida ‘spear, javelin’ (Kars, Gaziantep,
Hatay, Kayseri, Adana, Denizli, Antalya (DS III 960a and Azerbayjan). Other loan-
words appear in Inner Eastern Anatolia and along the old northern route, e.g. copies
of Chagatay yasavul < Mongolian jasa'ul ‘referee’ (Sivas, Erzincan, Ankara,
Amasya, Van, Canakkale, DD 1488 and DS XI 4192a; also in Azeri and Turkmen)
and alasa ‘a kind of horse’ (Kirklareli, Izmir, Ankara, Amasya, Giimiishane, Artvin,
Kars, DS I 199; also in Azeri and Turkmen dialects). Copies of S§iltag ‘pretext; rea-
son’ appear mainly in the Inner Eastern half of Anatolia (Corum, Giresun, Maras,
Sivas, Yozgat, Kirsehir, Kayseri, Tokat, Erzurum, Kars, Malatya, Van, Amasya, and
Artvin, but also in Canakkale, DS X 3768b, X 3767b and XII 4724b; they are also
attested in Azeri and Turkmen).

Many copies appear only in Inner Northeast Anatolia; these forms often have
cognates in Azeri and sometimes in Turkmen, see above. The Anatolian centre of
this area is the Kars region, even if some copies of this group cannot be attested
there, e.g. copies of daruga (Giimiigshane, DS IV 1370a and IV 1374a; also in Azeri,
Khorasan Turkic and Turkmen), tepsi ‘large oblong plate; trough’ with § instead of s
(Artvin, DS X 3887b), and copies of the form Sile with illabial vowel and a meaning
like ‘a pilav-like rice or bulgur meal’ < mon. *§olen ~ §ilen (Erzurum, Bitlis, Van,
DS X 3777b; also in Azeri). Of the recently Turkish part of Anatolia only the Kars
region seems to have copies of jilu'a ‘reins’ (— cuav, DS III 907a), gosun ‘troop,
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army’ (DS VI 2108a and VIII 2935a) and kiireng ‘(dark) brown, maroon (esp. of. fur)
(— giiren ~ giren, DS VIII 3044b); deep violet’ which also appear in Azeri.

The few data of Southeast Anatolian Oghuz are mostly insignificant, because in
many cases only quite widespread copies are attested there. In this regard, the Kurd-
ish and Zazaki data from this region as well as the dialect of the Iraq Turkmen, the
southern neighbours of the Southeast Anatolian Oghuz, are helpful. Kurdish has—
besides others—copies of jilu’a (— jelew, Izoli 1992: 78), gosun (— qusin ~ qosun,
TMEN 1 406ff.), gadagan (— gedexe ‘prohibition’, Izoli 1992: 336a) ‘important
affair; strict order’, jerge ‘sort, rank, order, stage’ (— jerge ‘halka; daire; cemaat,
meclis’, Izoli 1992: 79a) and qayci (— ge(y)¢i, Izoli 1992: 342a) ‘scissors’ which are
typical for Inner Northeast Anatolia and of /ab ‘sure, positive, definite, authentic’ (—
fap ‘much, very’, Izoli 1992: 252a) which also exists in Azeri; Zazaki has, e.g.,
copies of jerge (jergi ‘group (of people)’, Malmisanij 1992: 57a) and lab (— law ‘oh
boy!’, Malmisanij 1992: 198a). Iraq Turkmen exhibits copies of qadagan (kadaga
‘prohibition’, DS VIII 2588a), dlkd ‘territory’ (with preserved low vowel in the first
syllable as in Azeri), and yeke ‘big, high, great’ (Shahbaz 1979: 344)—all of them
being typical features of Inner Northeast Anatolian Oghuz and Azeri. Thus we can see
that the Southeast Anatolian region belongs to the same area as Inner Northeast Ana-
tolia and Azerbayjan. This situation goes back to the political coherence of these
areas from the middle of the 13th century (the beginning of the Ilkhanid period) to
the end of the 15th century (the breakdown of the Ak-Koyunlu rule). The existence of
copies of Mongolian hora — bor ‘grey’ in Southeast Anatolian Oghuz, Kurdish,
Zazaki and Iraq Turkmen perhaps indicates an internally closer connection of these
vernaculars on an areal sublevel.

The situation in Ottoman

Quite a few Mongolian loanwords in Ottoman are no longer in use in modemn
Oghuz, e.g. copies of asara- ‘to take care, raise’, kejim ‘armour for horses’ (re-bor-
rowing), kebte’iil ‘night watch’, and jada ‘rain magic (stone)’. Some of them may
still live on somewhere in Oghuz languages and dialects, but do not appear in the
sources I consulted. The forms like javunggar and baranggar in Fatih Sultan Mehmet
Yarhigi (see Arat 1939) from the 15th century are to be considered as Chagatay and
do not belong to the Ottoman lexicon.

Some Mongolian copies in Ottoman today seem to exist only in Turkmen, e.g.
maqta- ‘to praise’ and yada- ‘to be unable to’. Others have also (or exclusively) sur-
vived in Anatolian Rumeli and often additionally still exist in modern Azeri, Turk-
men or the Oghuz vernaculars of Iraq and Iran, e.g. copies of kdreken ‘son-in-law’,
olja ‘booty of war’, axta ‘gelding’, jilav ‘reins’, goSun ‘troop, army’, savga ‘a kind
of gift’, Siltag ‘cause, pretext’, gadagan ‘important affair; strict order’, jida ‘spear,
javelin’, jerge ‘sort, rank, order, stage’, alasa ‘a kind of horse’ and many others.
Survivors in Standard Turkish are, e.g., copies of dalu ‘shoulder blade’, sag(a)dag —
sadaq ‘quiver’, narin ‘fine’, Cilbur ‘leather cord attached to a halter or bridle; tether’,
quma ‘concubine’, dogulga ‘helmet’, singgor ‘a kind of falcon’, bora’an
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‘snowstorm’, and gara’ul ‘watch, guard’; some copies were revived during the lan-
guage reform, see above.

The oldest works in Anatolian Oghuz such as Yunus Emre Divam (13th/14th
century) exhibit only a few loanwords.’ This is not astonishing, as in this period
Mongolian influence on Anatolian Oghuz had just started.

The sources from the 14th century exhibit a lot more loanwords. Most frequently
we find (according to TS), e.g., copies of niker ‘follower’, jasa- ‘to put in order’,
asara- ‘to take care, raise’, jida ‘spear, javelin’ and sag(a)dag — sadaq ‘quiver’. The
greatest amount of copies appears in Dede Korkut Kitabi. Lexemes still surviving
today in the Eastern Anatolian-Azeri area are, e.g., copies of jilu'a ‘reins’, gosun
‘troop, army’, biidiire- ‘to stumble’ and noker in the meaning ‘servant’. In addition,
we find copies existing in other regions of Anatolia or in Standard Turkish, e.g. of
Jasa- ‘to put in order’, &ilbur ‘tether’ and balcak ‘hilt of a sword, knob’.

Furthermore a lot of copies can be found in Siikey! ii Nevbahar of Hoca Mes’ud,
who lived in Aydin, in Hurgid ii Ferahsad of Seyhoglu from Germiyan and in Kad!
Burhanettin Divani. The latter source exhibits forms which more recently are un-
known in Anatolia, e.g. copies of nogta ‘halter’. This underscores the special posi-
tion of this work in early Anatolian Oghuz literature. The Garibname of Asikpasa
from Kirsehir is of some interest because it has a contaminated copy of gapcigur «
gubcigur ‘impost, tax’, which still can be found in the neighbouring modern Ankara
and Cankiri regions. The work of Nesimi exhibits—aside from the Central and East-
ern Anatolian copy of giltaq ‘cause, pretext’—no other copies specific to the Eastern
Anatolian-Azeri area to which the language of the author belongs. An interesting case
is Yusuf ve Zeliha by Seyyad Hamza. Traditionally he is taken as a poet of the 13th
century, but as Adamovié¢ (1966) has shown, there are good reasons to date him to
the 15th century. In this case he could not have been a direct pupil of Ahmed Faqih
from Konya. But perhaps it is at least true that Seyyad Hamza lived in Aksehir in
the Konya region. It is of interest that in Yusuf ve Zeliha we find a verb (and not a
noun) diimiik- ‘to be interested in a thing’ (DS IV 1630a) which today is still at-
tested in Kayseri and Konya. Perhaps this verb was already in these time a special
feature of this region.

The sources from the 15th century still exhibit a great amount of copies, even if
they are fewer here than in the texts from the 14th century. Most frequent are copies
of Cilbur ‘tether’, jasa- ‘to put in order’, beserek ‘half-breed, crossbreed’, ndker
‘follower’, gara’ul ‘watch, guard’, jebe ‘armour’ and §ilen ‘banquet’, some of which
have survived in modern Standard Turkish. According to the data in TS, the greatest
amount of copies are found in the Arabic-Turkish dictionary Terceman of Pir
Mehmet from Ankara. The second place is held by Tarih-i Al-i Selcuk terciimesi,
translated from Persian and dedicated to Murad II. From the 16th century, three

> For Ottoman sources, I use the designations for the works and their authors given in

TS in Turkish orthography.
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works still exhibit a great number of copies (as many as the highest-ranking works of
the 14th century): the Sehiname Terciimesi of Serifi from Diyarbakir (dedicated to the
Mamluk sultan Qansauh al-Gauri) and the Persian-Turkish dictionaries Ligat-i
Ni’metuliah of a NagSbandi Sheykh from Sofia and Samil-iil-Liiga of Hasan from
Afyon. The works following in rank are also Persian-Turkish dictionaries: the Et-
Tuhfer-iis-Seniyye of Desisi Mehmet from Amasya and the Cdmi-iil-Fiirs of Mustafa
from Inegél. The copies that dominate in the 16th century sources have mostly sur-
vived in modern Turkish and Azeri. Up until that century we find a lot more copies
from Mongolian than in the following centuries. One reason for this is the develop-
ment of Ottoman into its highly Persianized classical and post-classical forms. The
Mongolian loanwords which had already entered Ottoman via Persian were probably
not that much affected by these tendencies. The other factor which made some copies
obsolete is rooted in social, military and technical changes. These copies fell out of
use together with the things or concepts they designated or were replaced by other
expressions for reasons of taste and style.

In the sources from the end of the 16th century and from the 17th century there is
a dramatic decrease in the number of Mongolian copies. This corresponds to some
parallel development within the inherited Turkic lexicon. Thus some old words such
as keleji ‘talking, speech’ (attested e.g. in KaSgari’s dictionary, p. 223, as Oghuz)
began to vanish, too. In the 17th century most Mongolian copies can be found in
Evliya Celebi’s Seyahatname (in the running text as well as in citations from ver-
naculars of different regions),® but in comparison with the works of the 14th to the
16th century it has only an average position. There follows the Arabic- and Persian-
Turkish dictionary Genc-i Leal of Genci Pir Ahmet. The third position is taken by
Karacaoglan. He originated from Southern Anatolia and travelled around the regions
of Adana, Gaziantep, Marag, Urfa and Aleppo. His language contains a copy of
gonalga ‘place to spend the night” which still exists in different forms in the dialects
of Southern Anatolia.

The sources of the 18th and early 19th century show a further decrease in the
number of Mongolian copies. Only two dictionaries exhibit a great number of copies
(comparable in this respect with the sources from the 14th and 15th centuries): the
Biirhan-i1 Kati’ Terciimesi, the translation of the Persian monolingual dictionary of
Hiiseyn ibn Halef from Tebriz, and the Kamus Terciimesi, the translation of the
renowned Arabic dictionary of Firuzabadi, both works by Miitercim Ahmet Asim
from Gaziantep. The Biirhan-1 Kati’ Terciimesi has in the text of the articles (i.e. not
as lemmata) many copies still known in Turkish and Azeri, beside forms which are
no longer in use in Modern Western Oghuz. The copy of ndker appears as a lemma
and is explained as “quma” (‘second wife’ (!)) for “ba’zi diyarda” (‘some regions’); in
the same meaning copies of ndker are still used in modern Southeast Anatolia (e.g.
in Urfa, Gaziantep, Marag and Adana, also in Aydin, see DS IX 3255b), where the

6 Besides TS, see Dankoff 1991.
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translator was from. We also find ceyran < jegeren ‘gazelle’ as in Northeast Ana-
tolian Oghuz and Azeri. As we can see the Biirhan-i1 Kati’ Terciimesi contains some
hints to the Eastern Anatolian roots of its translator. The Kamus Terciimesi does not
show the same amount of typical copies; the main copy to mention is that of $iltag
‘cause, pretext’ in §iltaq eyle- ‘to mention’, which belongs to the Eastern Anatolian-
Azeri set.

In the sources from the latter 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century
the number of Mongolian copies decreases further. During the language reform in the
Turkish Republic, some Mongolian copies in Ottoman or in dialects were errone-
ously taken for originally Turkic words and became incorporated in the Oztiirkce
vocabulary, see also above.

As we can see, the distribution of Mongolian loanwords in Oghuz closely corre-
sponds to the political and cultural developments of this subgroup of Turkic. My
collection of Mongolian materials in Western Oghuz, which I hope to publish soon
in a monograph, can only be considered as a first step towards a detailed study of
Mongolian linguistic influence on (Seljuk) Oghuz in the 13th and 14th century and
the fate of its results. But I hope that I have been able to demonstrate that the study
of these foreign elements can be useful to understand better the linguistic and cultural
developments and connections of the Turkic and of the non-Turkic populations of
Anatolia, the Near East and Iran.
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1. Introduction

This paper introduces the Turkish Electronic Living Lexicon (TELL), an ongoing
project at the University of California at Berkeley which aims to establish a
searchable lexical database of Turkish.' TELL is primarily designed for academic

' TELL was funded during 1995-1997 and is currently being funded through 2001 by
US National Science Foundation awards #SBR-9514355 and #BCS-9911003 to
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research into the phonological structure of Turkish but also has obvious applications
for students and teachers of Turkish. TELL differs in content from standard print
dictionaries of Turkish in providing phonologically accurate transcriptions of those
Turkish words known to an actual native speaker. TELL is accessible over the In-
ternet via a search engine that permits users to search for potentially complex
phonological patterns and to download and save their results.

2. Motivation for TELL

The original motivation for TELL was to provide an accurate database for conducting
phonological research into Turkish, which has long been an influential language in
the development of phonological theory. Unfortunately, reliance on inadequate data
has led a number of researchers into making dubious claims about Turkish. Unless a
researcher has direct access to native speakers, which is not always the case, the
researcher is forced to rely for hypothesis formation and testing on examples previ-
ously cited in the literature—potentially perpetuating errors—or on print dictionar-
ies.

2.1. Inadequacies of print dictionaries as basis for phonological research

Many high-caliber dictionaries of Turkish exist. However, they are not only time-
consuming to use but also inadequate for phonological research, for a number of
reasons enumerated below.

2.1.1. Dictionaries are conservative

Dictionaries tend to be conservative, containing many words found in older literature
but not known or used by the typical speaker. This problem is particularly acute for
Turkish, due to the legacy of the highly artificial Ottoman literary language with its
deliberate loans from Arabic and Persian. Many of these loans were restricted to elite
literary style and probably never used in the everyday spoken language. They are,
however, included in modern dictionaries. The native speaker represented in the

Sharon Inkelas. Funding for pilot studies was provided by the Abigail Hogden Publi-
cation Fund and the Hellman Faculty Research Fund, to whose funders the authors are
grateful. TELL currently enjoys computational support provided by the University of
California, Berkeley. Over the years the following individuals have worked for TELL:
Jonathan Barnes, Andrew Dolbey, Gunnar Hansson, Dasha Kavitskaya, John B. Lowe,
Yelda Mesbah, Seyda Ozgaliskan. The authors also wish to thank Prof. Kemal Oflazer
for valuable discussions and assistance.
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TELL project, an educated man in his 60’s, knew approximately half of the items in
the 2nd and 3rd editions of the Oxford Turkish English dictionary. Words that
speakers do not know are irrelevant to the computation of phonological generaliza-
tions about the synchronic form of the language. Yet the linguist perusing a diction-
ary cannot know which items to disregard on this basis.

2.1.2. Orthography is not sufficient

Dictionaries present words in orthography. Turkish orthography is close to phone-
mic, but does obscure the following four crucial phonological properties:

(1) Lateral and velar palatalization
Vowel length
Vowel epenthesis into initial clusters
Stress

The lateral /I/ and the velar plosives /k/ and /g/ all have palatal counterparts with
which they contrast phonemically in the neighborhood of back vowels (all three are
predictably palatal in the neighborhood of front vowels). Turkish orthography pro-
vides a means of indicating palatality: a circumflex on a vowel can indicate that the
preceding consonant is palatal. However, the circumflex can also be used to indicate
vowel length, making it ambiguous. This is illustrated by the following examples.
(“Ox57” refers to the 2nd edition of the Oxford Turkish-English dictionary, pub-
lished in 1957; “Ox92” refers to the 3rd edition, published in 1992. Here and else-
where, pronunciations, presented in IPA, are those of the native speaker represented
in version 1.0 of TELL.)

(2) orthography pronunciation gloss source
circumflex indicates gdvur gavur ‘infidel”  Ox57,0x92
velar palatalization:
circumflex indicates gdsib garswp ‘usurper’  Ox57
vowel length:
circumflex indicates kdfi K a:fi ‘sufficient’ Ox57,0x92

velar palatalization
and vowel length:

Not all forms in which a palatal consonant precedes a back vowel are spelled with a
circumflex, however:
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3) orthography IPA gloss source
Contrastively palatal Hollanda  hol'landa ‘Holland’ Ox92
consonant preceding back megsgale mefg'ale ‘business’ Ox57, Ox92

vowel, but no circumflex:

In any case, the circumflex is falling out of use in contemporary written Turkish, so
that even the words written with a circumflex in (2) are increasingly being rendered
without one. In many cases, circumflexes present in the 2nd edition of the Oxford
dictionary (e.g. gdsib ‘infidel’) are omitted in the 3rd edition (e.g. gasip).

Even in conservatively spelled sources, there is no orthographic means at all of
marking palatality on a consonant which is not followed by a vowel, as in these
forms:

4) orthography IPA gloss source
Contrastively palatal vokal vokal ‘vocal’ 0x92
consonant following makbul makbul’  ‘acceptable’ Ox57, Ox92

but not preceding back
vowel; no circumflex

Some dictionaries, e.g. Ox57 and the Redhouse Turkish-English dictionary, indicate
contrastive palatality on a word-final lateral or velar by listing the form that the
accusative suffix takes for that word.

Also not represented well in the orthography is vowel length. As indicated
above, the circumflex is used sporadically in the orthography to represent length.
However, it is underutilized even in conservative spelling, as exemplified by the
following words:*

(5) orthography IPA gloss source
Circumflex absent kaza kaza: ‘accident’ 0x57, Ox92
but vowel is long tesir te:sir ‘impression, influence’ Ox57, Ox92

Some dictionaries, e.g. Redhouse and Ox57, use nonorthographic symbols such as
dashes in pronunciation guides to indicate vowel length. However, others (e.g. Mo-
ran’s 1985 Biiyiik Tiirkge-Ingilizce Sézliik) simply fail to represent it at all. This is a

The Ox57 dictionary represents some words with long vowels for which the TELL
speaker (and other native speakers consulted) have short vowels. This “overrepresen-
tation” of length presumably reflects conservative pronunciations or dialect varia-
tion.
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great loss to the phonologist, since Turkish has a great many words (nearly 10%,
according to recent TELL estimates) with phonemically long vowels.

A third area of pronunciation in which dictionary representations systematically
differ from speakers’ productions is in the rendition of words spelled with apparently
tautosyllabic consonant clusters. Most speakers systematically break these up with
epenthetic vowels, whose quality is of considerable interest to the phonologist. Yet
dictionaries give the phonologist no indication that there is a vowel in these posi-
tions:

(6) standard orthography IPA gloss source
protesto pwrotesto  ‘protest’ Ox57
tren tiren ‘train’ 0x57, Ox92
streptokok sitreptokok ‘streptococcus’ Ox92
ansambl ansambwl ‘ensemble’ 0x92

Finally, the orthography of Turkish does not mark stress. There are relatively few
minimal pairs in Turkish which differ only in the position of stress. However, there
are a number of items which follow neither of the regular stress placement rules
(final stress, for ordinary words, and a more complex pattern of nonfinal stress, for
place names and foreign names used in Turkish (see Sezer 1981, Inkelas 1999)).

(7)  Words with exceptional stress
masa ['masa] ‘table’
Bermuda [bermuda] ‘Bermuda’
tarhana  [tarhana] ‘dried curds’

These exceptional words play an important role in the stress system as a whole.
Some dictionaries (e.g. Ox57, Redhouse) use nonorthographic symbols such as
accent marks in pronunciation guides to indicate the position of stress, but others
(e.g. Ox92, Moran) leave it out altogether.

2.1.3. Morphophonemics inadequately represented in many dictionaries

Another crucial aspect of the phonology of a Turkish word is the morphophonemic
alternation pattern that it shows under suffixation. These fall into several types:

(8) Morphophonemic properties of roots
Harmony pattern taken by suffixes
Vowel length alternations
Consonant length alternations
Consonant voicing
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According to the rules of Vowel Harmony, harmonic suffixes appear with back vow-
els when the stem they attach to has a back vowel in its last syllable, and front vow-
els otherwise. High suffix vowels also agree in roundness with the closest stem
vowel. Occasionally, however, stems violate this pattern by triggering disharmony
on suffixes. This happens only with back vowel stems:’

(9) Disharmony on suffixes (orthographic forms only)

nominative accusative gloss source

saat saat-i ‘hour’ 0x57, 0x92
dikkat dikkat-i ‘attention’ 0x57, 0x92
istimlak istimlak-i  ‘expropriation”  0x92

garb (garp) garb-i ‘the West; Europe’ Ox92 (Ox57)

The Redhouse and both editions of the Oxford dictionary list the form that the accu-
sative suffix (homophonous with the 3rd person possessive) takes for such words, as
an indication that suffixes generally take front vowel harmony. Moran (1985) does
not do this.

Some phonologically contrastive information within roots is neutralized in the
citation form in which lexemes are typically listed in dictionaries. For example,
since long vowels shorten in closed syllables, a word ending in an underlyingly long
vowel followed by a consonant will shorten that vowel in citation form. Only the
Redhouse dictionary marks such vowels as long.

3

While Clements & Sezer (1982:242) claim that some front-vowel roots might take
back vowel suffixes, e.g. fevk-1 ‘top-accusative’ and utarid-1 ‘Mercury-accusative’,
this phenomenon does not seem to stand up to additional scrutiny. We found, in a
small study conducted with native speakers in Istanbul, that even the few speakers
who exhibit back-disharmony in suffixed forms of these roots exhibit it only in accu-
sative or possessed forms. For all other suffixes tested, e.g. the plural or non-accusa-
tive case endings, these same speakers exhibit front harmony in suffixes, i.e. fevk-ler
(*fevk-lar) ‘top-pl’ and utarit-ten (*utarid-dan) ‘Mercury-abl’. It is thus not a general
morphophonemic property of these roots that they condition disharmonic suffixes
(cf. the uniformly front-vowel conditioning roots such as saat ‘hour’, in (9) and (16)).
The conclusion is that the accusative and possessed forms of utarit and fevk are sim-
ply suppletive.
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(10) Vowel length obscured in citation (nominative, for nouns) form

nominative nominative accusative gloss
(orthography) (IPA) (IPA)

zaman zaman Zama:n-w ‘time’

niifus nyfus nyfuis-u ‘people, souls’
mecnun med3nun  med3nuin-u ‘madly in love’

For some reason, a parallel neutralization in the length of word-final consonants is
marked systematically in dictionary pronunciation guides; the fact that the final
consonant of had ‘boundary’ is actually a geminate is revealed by listing its accusa-
tive form (haddi) in the Oxford and Moran dictionaries.

2.1.4. Etymological information often not given

Since Lees 1961 the theoretical literature has seen many claims that the lexicon of
Turkish is stratified, with different sectors of the vocabulary (typically native vs.
nonnative) obeying different generalizations. This claim has been made as recently as
Itd & Mester 1995. Unfortunately, however, most dictionaries do not provide the
essential etymological information with which to test such claims.

2.1.5. Time-consuming to search

Even the most phonologically accurate print dictionary of a language as well-docu-
mented as Turkish poses the problem for the phonologist of providing so much
information that a manual perusal of the whole dictionary to see how many forms of
a particular phonological type occur is prohibitively time-consuming. The 2nd edi-
tion of the Oxford dictionary has over 16,000 entries; the 3rd edition, over 20,000.
It is no surprise that studies of Turkish are not routinely accompanied by the kinds
of dictionary counts seen for languages with much smaller dictionaries—or for lan-
guages like English or Spanish for which electronic dictionaries are readily accessi-
ble.

3. Desiderata for a lexical database

Given the difficulties enumerated above in using even the best print dictionary of
Turkish to conduct phonological research, the first author proposed in 1995 to build
an electronic dictionary of Turkish that included not only the contents of two excel-
lent print dictionaries but also phonologically accurate transcriptions of the pronun-
ciations of those forms by several native speakers. The primary desiderata for the
database were as follows:
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(1) The database should include a comprehensive—or at least a representative—
list of words in actual use by speakers.

(2) The database should provide each word with a minimal morphological parse,
to assist the nonnative speaker in isolating the root.

(3) The database should list the language of origin of the root in each word.

(4) The database should provide a phonological transcription of the word as pro-
nounced by a native speaker.

(5) The database should provide morphophonemic information about each word,
so that information about the underlying form can be recovered.

(6) The database should be searchable over the Internet, so that it can be used at
no cost by linguists worldwide.

The next section describes TELL, the Turkish Electronic Living Lexicon, designed
to meet these goals.

4. Structure of TELL

TELL was begun in 1996. The first version, TELL 1.0, was made public in 1998.
TELL continues to be expanded and refined, and a second version is expected in a
year or so. This paper describes version 1.0; novel components of version 2.0 are
briefly sketched in a later section. TELL consists of four parts:

(1) Master list of dictionary headwords.

(2) Morphological roots of the headwords.

(3) Etymalogical information for the headwords.

(4) Phonological transcriptions of native speaker pronunciations of the head-
words, in isolation and in combination with various suffixes.

These will be described in turn.

4.1. Master lexeme list

The master list of lexemes represented in TELL is a combination of three print
sources: the 2nd and 3rd editions of the Oxford Turkish-English dictionaries, and
place names from a PTT (Posta Telgraf Telefon) area code directory for Turkey and
from a tour guide for Istanbul. Place name sources are not typically well-represented
in dictionaries, yet are important to the phonologist primarily because of the distinc-
tive stress pattern that they exhibit (see e.g. Sezer 1981). The PTT directory was
comprehensive, but contained many place names not known to the native speaker
from whom the words in the master list were to be elicited. The names from an
Istanbul tour guide were included to increase the number of place names known to
the native speakers whose knowledge is represented in TELL.
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The two Oxford dictionaries were selected for four reasons. (1) Their lexical cov-
erage is broad, with the 2nd edition containing more Arabic and Ottoman items and
the 3rd edition more European loans. (2) Unlike many other dictionaries, they pro-
vide stress and some etymological information (2nd edition) and part of speech and
semantic class (3rd edition). (3) They provide English translations, extremely useful
to the linguist who wishes to provide glosses for items extracted from TELL. (4)
Both dictionaries have good print quality, making optical character recognition pos-
sible. (Competing dictionaries, e.g. the venerable Redhouse Turkish-English dic-
tionary, had poor print quality as well as a fatal (for Optical Character Recognition
purposes) mixture of Latin and Arabic characters.

With the kind permission of Oxford University Press, TELL was allowed to scan
and perform optical character recognition of both dictionaries. The resulting texts
were marked up using Standard Generalized Markup Language (SGML) language.
SGML tags identify the elements in and logical structure of a text. For TELL'’s
purposes, the following items were deemed relevant and tagged: Headword, pronun-
ciation information (e.g. stress), part of speech, semantic class, gloss. An example
entry from the 2nd edition, both before and after SGML markup, is shown below.
<L> tags surround each lexeme; glosses are tagged with <G>. The headword, ab, is
tagged as <HW>, while the subheadword, ~u hava (interpreted as abu hava), is
tagged as <X>:

(11) Entry in dictionary: ab  Water; rain; river. ~u hava, climate.
SGML markup of entry: <ENTRY RN="99960" SRC="0X57">
<HW><L>ab</L> <G> (<STR>-</STR>) Water;
rain; river,</G></HW> <X> <L>~u hava</L>,
<G>climate.</G> </X> </ENTRY>

The number of headwords in the data is as follows:

(12) 2nd edition of the Oxford Turkish English dictionary headwords: 17,000
3rd edition of the Oxford Turkish English dictionary headwords: 19,911

Place names from Istanbul tour guide headwords: 175
PTT area code directory of Turkish cities headwords: 4,728
Total headwords: 41,834
Total phonologically unique headwords (MASTER): 30,096

Once all the entries from the text sources were pooled and duplicates removed, the
result was a list containing just over 30,000 lexemes. This list, termed MASTER, is
the basis for the TELL database.
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In order to make the data maximally accessible, the data are represented in an
ASCII code which uses no platform-specific special characters. The table below
indicates the correspondences:

(13) orthography TELL ASCII code orthography TELL ASCII code

a a 1 1
a a@ m m
b b n n
¢ c@ o o
c c o o@
d d P p
e e T r
£ f s s
g g $ s@
g g@ t t
h h u u
1 i@ il u@
i i i u@@
i i@e@ v v
i i y y
k k z z

Once MASTER was complete, the database was fleshed out in three orthogonal direc-
tions: morphological, etymological, and phonological.

4.2. Morphological root extraction

Many if not most of the words in MASTER are morphologically complex. There are
two reasons for this. First, many entries in the Oxford dictionaries consist of a num-
ber of words all derived from the same root, with the alphabetically first derivative
arbitrarily functioning as the headword. For example, the 2nd edition’s entry for
gelincik ‘weasel’ contains the subheadwords gelinlik ‘quality of a bride’ and gelin
havasi ‘fine weather’ (among others). All (including headword gelincik ‘weasel,
poppy’) are derived from the root gelin ‘bride’—yet it is the alphabetically first
gelincik, not the other derivatives, which made it into MASTER. Second, many (if
not most) place names in Turkish, of which TELL contains several thousand, are
themselves morphologically complex, having literal meanings such as ‘big black
spring’ (Biiyiikkarapinar) or ‘with (an) oil lamp’ (Kandilli).

For the phonologist using TELL, it is imperative to know whether a given word
is a compound (as Biiyiikkarapinar) or contains suffixes (as gelincik), as many
phonological phenomena are crucially conditioned by the morphological structure of
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the phonological string in question. Vowel harmony, for example, applies between
stem and suffixes but does not apply between the two members of a compound. The
phonologist searching for disharmonic vowel sequences in Turkish needs to know
the morphological relationship between each pair of adjacent syllables; the phonolo-
gist examining root structure constraints in Turkish needs to be able to isolate the
root in each word.

In 1996 Prof. Kemal Oflazer was kind enough to run the then-current list of
TELL words through the state-of-the-art morphological analyzer for Turkish he had
developed at Bilkent University. Some 17,523 lexemes (nearly 60%) were recog-
nized by the parser. The resulting roots exist in a list called ROOTS, which is linked
to the MASTER list. Like the lexemes in MASTER, the roots in ROOTS are represented
in standard orthography.

4.3. Etymologies from various dictionaries and articles

With the aim of equipping as many TELL entries as possible with etymological
information, TELL researchers methodically went through a 5,000-word etymologi-
cal dictionary of Turkish (Eyiiboglu 1988) as well as numerous articles on the ety-
mological origins of Turkish words (Ozon 1962, 1973; Piiskiilliioglu 1997,
Stachowski 1975; Tzitzilis 1987). The languages claimed in these works to be the
source of the lexemes in TELL were entered into a database called ETYMA, linked to
MASTER. This methodology produced etymological identifications for 11,445 of the
MASTER lexemes.

While the etymological dictionary was scoured in its entirety, this was not done
with the articles, which were substantially more time-consuming to work through.
Instead, TELL researchers concentrated their efforts on lexemes beginning with the
following letters: [a, b, ¢, ¢, e, f, 1,1, j, m, 0, 6, p, t, u, i, v]. The spread was in-
tended to provide a reasonably representative sample of native vs. borrowed items.

Since the majority of sources consulted focused on loans in Turkish, the set of
etymologically identified items is heavily tilted toward borrowings. Nonetheless, it
provides a more comprehensive etymological picture of Turkish than any of the
comprehensive print dictionaries.

4.4. Pronunciations from one native speaker in various morphological contexts
so that morphophonemic properties are revealed

The most novel feature of TELL, and the feature most important to the phonologist
using the database, is the inclusion of pronunciation information for each ortho-
graphically represented lexeme. During the summers of 1996, 1997 and 1998, elicit-
ation from a native speaker was conducted in Istanbul. The first speaker selected for
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the TELL project was a 63-year old college-educated male who had lived in Istanbul
his entire life.

The speaker was presented with a randomized list of all of the lexemes in
MASTER, minus those suffixes, acronyms and abbreviations that it was possible to
weed out in advance. The speaker was asked to pronounce only those items which he
knew and used. (TELL was not interested in “reading pronunciations” of unfamiliar
words.) Moreover, the speaker was asked to pronounce each lexical item not only in
its isolation form but also in several different morphological contexts. This was
done in order to reveal any morphophonemic alternations in the root.

Nominals were elicited in the nominative (= dictionary citation) form, as well as
in the accusative, “professional”, 1st person singular possessive and 1st person sin-
gular predicative. Verbs were elicited in the long infinitive (= dictionary citation)
form, as well as in the aorist and in the causative.*

(14) Examples of elicitation: nominals
citation form  gloss transcribed pronunciations

(orthographic) (IPA)

nominals: nom. acc. prof. Isg poss. lsg pred.
yol ‘way’ jol jo'lu jol'dzu jo'lum  ‘jolum
araba ‘car’ araba araba'jw araba'dzw arabam ara'bajum

Examples of elicitation: verbs

citation form  gloss transcribed pronunciations

(orthographic) (IPA)

verbs: citation long infinitive aorist causative
etmek ‘do’ et'mek et'mek e'der et'tir
aktarma ‘transfer’ aktarma aktarmak akta'rur aktarturr

The 2nd edition of the Oxford dictionary sometimes cites verbs in the long infinitive
(e.g. ¢akigmak ‘fit into one another’), and sometimes in the short infinitive (e.g.
aglama ‘murmuring of water’). In the latter case, the speaker pronounced both the
short infinitive (= dictionary citation) as well as the long infinitive, aorist and causa-
tive.

The speaker represented in version 1.0 of TELL sometimes produced causative
stems in the imperative, as et-tir ‘do-causative’, but more often in the aorist, as aktar-
t-tr ‘transfer-causative-aorist’. To stems whose dictionary citation form already con-
tained a causative suffix, the speaker supplied a second causative, as hizlandirmak ‘to
accelerate’ — hzlan-dir-t-ir ‘accelerate-causative-causative-aorist’. These were in-
variably produced in the aorist.
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The five morphological contexts for nouns and three (or four) for verbs were selected
on the basis of a pilot study using native speakers in Berkeley. The vowel-initial
allomorphs of the accusative, 1st singular possessive, 1st singular predicative and
aorist suffixes reveal underlying properties of stem-final consonants which may
otherwise be neutralized in the citation form of the stem. This is true, for example,
of the root ecdat ‘ancestors’, whose accusative form reveals underlying vowel length
and final consonant voicing. For verbs, the aorist context was employed to uncover
the underlying properties of root-final consonants. The root et- ‘do’, for example,
displays final consonant voicing before the aorist suffix:

(15) citation accusative / aorist
ecdat [edzdat]  ecdadi [ed3da:dwi] ‘ancestors(-acc)’
etmek [etmek] eder [eder] ‘do(-inf/-aorist)’

The 1st singular possessive was included to provide more information on roots
triggering disharmony on suffixes. Such roots, e.g. saatr ‘hour’, have back vowels in
their final syllable yet trigger front harmony in suffixes, e.g. the accusative (saat-i)
(Clements & Sezer 1982). In the literature it is assumed that these roots trigger front
harmony in all harmonic suffixes, not just the accusative (and/or homophonous 3rd
possessive), which is most commonly cited. This is certainly true for saat, as the
following suffixed forms exemplify:

(16) Behavior of saat ‘hour’, standard for all speakers

citation saat sa.at
accusative / 3sg. possessive saati sa.a.ti
Isg. possessive saatim  sa.a.tim
plural saatler sa.at.ler
professional saat¢i  sa.qat.tfi
abstract noun saatlik sa.at.lik

However, pilot studies conducted by TELL show that other, less frequently used
roots cause disharmony only on the accusative / 3sg possessive suffixes:

(17) Behavior of some speakers in pilot study conducted by TELL

Citation istirak iftirak
Accusative istiraki if tirarkw
Isg.possessive istirakim if tira: kum

Since this phenomenon had not been previously reported in the literature, the oppor-
tunity was taken to see how pervasive (if at all) it is.
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The 1st singular predicative was included because of its distinctive pre-stressing
pattern. The “professional” suffix was included because it is uniformly consonant-
initial. For verbs, the causative was included because it (along with the aorist) shows
considerable allomorphy and is interesting in its own right.

The native speaker consultant was familiar with 17,593 of the 30,096 items in
MASTER. Of these, 1934 are verbs and 15,591 are nominals. Taking into account
the various morphological forms that were elicited, the speaker pronounced some
85,000 forms. The pronunciations were recorded on analog audiotape on an inexpen-
sive Walkman-style tape recorder and transcribed by a native speaker. The transcrip-
tions, which were phonemic, were rendered in ASCII phonemic transcription system
capable of expressing all phonologically contrastive features of Turkish. The tran-
scription system is presented below:’

(18) ASCI transliteration of phonemic transcriptions
TELL ASCllcode IPA  TELL ASCIicode IPA

a a | 1

b b 1@ I
c ds m m
c@ tf n n
d d 0 0
e e o@ ()
f f P P
g g r r
g@ g s s
h h s@ )
i@ w t t

i i u u
i 3 u@ y

Velar and lateral palatality are transcribed only when phonetically unexpected. Velars
are predictably palatal in Turkish when tautosyllabic with a front vowel (e.g. kek
‘fruitcake’ [k’ek’]); laterals are predictably palatal when adjacent to a front vowel (/ig
‘league’ [Vig'], fil ‘elephant’ [fil'], bela ‘trouble’ [bel'a:]). TELL does not transcribe
this redundant palatality, reserving the palatal symbol for phonetically uncondi-
tioned palatality (e.g. gavur ‘infidel’ [g'avur], transcribed in TELL as “g@avur”). Lat-
eral palatality is also predictable word-initially when /a/ follows, e.g. lale ‘tulip’
[Fa:Pe]. However, since this palatalization is phonetically unusual, and since speakers
consulted in pilot studies for the TELL project had exceptions to the generalization
(e.g. lala [lala] ‘servant’, TELL marks palatality on word-initial laterals (thus tran-
scribing lale as “1@a@le”).
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TELL ASClIcode IPA  TELL ASClicode IPA

k k v v
k@ K y j
z z

Stress was also transcribed for all forms elicited from the native speaker. The TELL
convention for marking stress is to use a single quote following the stressed vowel.
Thus final-stressed kitap ‘book’ is transcribed as “kitap”, and initial-stressed masa
‘table’ as “ma'sa”. Vowel length is transcribed with a colon following the vowel;
thus kaza ‘accident’ [kaza:] is transcribed in TELL as “kaza:".

The approximately 85,000 transcriptions exist in a database termed ELICIT, which
is linked to MASTER.

5. User interface of TELL

The table below summarizes the structure of TELL:

ETYyma RooTs
(etymological source (morphological roots)
language)
MASTER

(all dictionary headwords)

ELicIT
(phonemically transcribed

pronciations of headwords)

The four datatypes exist as four Microsoft Access™ tables, linked by a common
index. This structure permits the user to search, for example, for all words that si-
multaneously meet a given orthographic description, have a certain pronunciation,
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derive from a particular source language, and for which a root meeting a given de-
scription has been extracted. However, Microsoft Access™ is insufficient to perform
the more sophisticated searches that a phonologist might require. In particular it does
not support regular expressions, crucial to the definition of natural classes (e.g. front
vs. back vowels, or voiced vs. voiceless consonants, or heavy vs. light syllables).
Therefore, a special search engine was designed for TELL that would permit users to
access TELL over the Internet and search its contents in multiple ways. Written in
Perl, the engine lives on a Unix server and operates on a version of the TELL data
stored in Berkeley Database format. The search engine is accessed via the TELL web
site and has a web interface permitting the user to configure each individual search.®

5.1. Search parameters in TELL

The search engine provides the user with a number of options in defining a search:

(19) Search parameters of the TELL search engine
Data to search
Text sources:
Dictionary headwords only
Place names only
Both dictionary headwords and place names
Etymological restrictions:
search all words, or restrict search to native words, to nonnative words, or
to words originating from a particular language
Morphelogical restrictions:
search all words, or only those for which roots have been extracted
Representations to search:
orthographic (dictionary/place name entries), or phonemic (elicited)
Fields to search:
accusative, 1sg.possessive, professional, 1sg.predicate, infinitive, aorist, or
causative (phonemic representations only), plus citation (both orthographic
and phonemic representations)
Expression to search for:
any regular expression

More than one field can be searched simultaneously; in such cases, specifications are
conjunctive. For example, the following search

6

http://socrates.berkeley.edu:7037/TELLhome.html
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(20) Field 1: [ k> | | citation |

Field 2: l ei> | I accusative l

will return all nominals whose pronunciations end in [k] (the “>” means “word
boundary”) in the nominative (=citation) and end in the sequence [ei] in the accusa-
tive.” These would include stems like bebek ‘baby’, whose final velar drops out in
before a vowel-initial suffix, as in the accusative bebegi [bebei].

Another possible search might combine orthographic and phonemic descriptions.
The Lexeme field contains the orthographic representation of the citation form. Thus,
the following search

(21) Field l:I >pr I I lexeme I
Field 2: | >pi@r| I citation I

will return all words which are spelled with an initial “pr” cluster which, in pronun-
ciation, is broken up by an epenthetic high back vowel.

Since the TELL search engine supports regular expressions, the user can tran-
scend these pedestrian searches and seek broader patterns in the data. For example,
the regular expressions in the following search:

(22) Field 1: [[kg]>]

return all words ending in a velar consonant ([k] or [g]); the following search

(23) Field I: [ [kgl@[i@Iu[*@])e)lo[~@] | |citation]

returns all forms with palatal velars which precede back vowels.

Because regular expressions can be onerous to compute and type, TELL has a
“metacharacter” utility that allows users to use predefined characters to stand for a
fixed set of regular expressions.® These are currently built in to the search engine:

Perl’s built-in word-boundary metacharacter ‘\b’ does not produce the correct results,
as it erroneously matches the boundary between regular letters and the diacritic sym-
bol ‘@’, which is normally nonalphabetic. As a result, we defined ‘>’ to treat ‘@’ as
alphabetic.

These are separate from Perl’s built-in metacharacters and in some cases supplant
them, e.g. ‘>’ replaces “\b’ as the word-boundary metacharacter.



270 Sharon Inkelas & Aylin Kiintay & Ronald Sprouse & Orhan Orgun

metacharacter regular expression phonological characterization

C (?:[bcdfghjklmnprstvyz] @?) # CONSONANTS

S (?:[hlmnry]@?) #SONORANT CONSONANTS

(0] (?:[bcdfgjkpstvz] @7) #OBSTRUENTS

G (?:[bed]Ig@?) # VOICED STOPS AND AFFRICATES

K (7:c@l[ptk] @7) # VOICELESS STOPS AND AFFRICATES
A" (?:[aeoui] @7) #VOWELS

I (2:[ui]@?) # HIGH VOWELS

R (?:[ou]@7) #ROUND VOWELS

E (?:[ie]l[ou] @) # FRONT VOWELS

A (?:[uao]li @) #BACK VOWELS

B (?2:[pvbfm]) # LABIAL CONSONANTS

T (?:[cdghjklnrstyz] @?) # NON-LABIAL CONSONANTS

U (2" @u@@) # for orthographic lexeme field in MASTER
> (2:M Nl$) # word boundary

Thus, the search conducted in (23) can be triggered by the following:

(24) Field 1:l [kg]@A I Icitationl

which is much simpler to type and far less prone to error. Advanced users can define
new metacharacters as needed to further simplify their search expressions.

Vowel length and stress can be searched for by invoking the colon and single
quote that mark these features in the TELL transcription. Thus

(25) Field 1: | >C*V'*V: | |citation]

returns all forms with initial stress and a noninitial long vowel.

5.2. Display and saving of search results

TELL automatically displays search results in the form of a table. The example in
(26) illustrates the results of a search for all citation forms containing a sequence
matching the regular expression “eC*BC*u@”, meaning all forms containing the
vowel [e], then some string of consonants including at least one labial, then the
vowel [ii]. Displayed, at user request, are the citation, lexeme, etymology and accu-
sative fields:’

?  “Ar” = Arabic, “Fr” = French, “Yun” = Greek
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(26) citation lexeme etymology accusative
ecis@bu @cu@s @ ecis@ bu @cu@s @ ecis@bu @cu@s @u@
c@es@mibu @lbu @ c@es@mibu @lbu @1 c@es@mibu @lbu @lu@
tribu @n tribu @n tribu @nu @
entipu@ften entipu@ften entipu @ fteni
ilmu@haber ilmu@haber Ar ilmu@haberi
manipu @lato@r manipu @ lator Fr manipu @lato@ru@
difu@:ze difu@ze difu@:zeyi
simu @Itane simu @]tane simu @ ltaneyi
okaliptu@s okaliptu@s Yun okaliptu@su@
tifu@s tifu@s Yun tifu@su@
dinibu@tu@n dinibu@tu@n dinibu@tu@nu @

Advanced users also have (by permission of TELL) the option of viewing a tab-
separated text file containing the search results; from the latter, it is easy to down-
load results to the user’s home computer. Advanced users also have the option of
saving search results on the TELL server. The advantage of this is that the saved
results of prior searches can then be searched again.

Because of space limitations on the TELL server at the time of this writing, non-
advanced users are limited to seeing the first 100 items in any set of search results,
although it is hoped that this limit will be raised in the future. The user is told how
many matches were found, even when not all can be displayed.

The user has a variety of options in determining how search results are displayed.
Any of the fields in which search expressions can be typed—root, lexeme, citation,
accusative, etc.—are available as display options as well. Thus, if the user is search-
ing for all words ending with a velar in the citation form, the logical default would
be to display the citation forms in the search results. However, it is equally possible
to display only the accusative forms of words meeting the description of the search
expression—or, for that matter, to display those words in all of their forms. The user
also has the option of displaying the morphological root and etymological source
language (if available) of all words found by the search expression (see example

(26)).

5.3. Results of TELL

Though most of the TELL research team’s efforts have thus far gone into building
the database and search engine, a number of findings have already been made. For
example, TELL has permitted testing of the following two claims made in the litera-
ture about Turkish:
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Schein & Steriade (1986: 714): Turkish lacks monomorphemic geminates. TELL:
Turkish has over six hundred roots containing geminate consonants.

v. d. Hulst and v. d. Weijer (1991: 13): vowel length in Turkish is marginal. TELL:
almost 3,000 words, or 16% of the elicited forms in TELL, contain phonemically
long vowels. (Only a small fraction of these long vowels correspond, in orthogra-
phy, to a short vowel-soft g sequence, as in dag ( [da:] ‘mountain’).

In a joint paper by members of the TELL team, Inkelas, Hansson, Kiintay & Orgun
(1998) used TELL to test the empirical validity of the claim made by Lees (1966)
and defended by Foster (1969) that Turkish subscribes to a constraint of Labial At-
traction. Labial Attraction supposedly rounds high back vowels when separated from
an /a/ in the preceding syllable by some number of consonants that includes at least
one labial. Labial Attraction is in competition with vowel harmony, which predicts
an /wy/ in that same position. Inkelas et al. concluded, using TELL data, that Labial
Attraction is not a statistically valid generalization over Turkish. This confirmed the
conclusions of Zimmer (1969) and Clements & Sezer (1982) that Labial Attraction
is too exception-ridden to be a true rule of Turkish. This study also used TELL’s
etymological feature to challenge the narrower claim of Ni Chiosdin & Padgett
(1993), Itd, Mester & Padgett (1993), and Itd & Mester (1995) that Labial Attraction
holds only within the native vocabulary of Turkish. A search of TELL revealed that
Labial Attraction is actually stronger within nonnative items, presumably due to the
fact that most the languages from which Turkish has borrowed most heavily contain
the vowels /a/ and /u/ but not the vowel /uw/.

Work on the empirically elusive phenomenon of emphatic reduplication has been
furthered by the TELL database. Yu (1998) and Wedel (2000) used TELL to increase
substantially the size of the corpus of emphatic reduplicated adjectives (e.g. ter-
temiz, ‘very clean’), on the basis of which they formulated new generalizations about
this word-formation process.

Inkelas (2000) uses TELL to examine intervocalic velar deletion. TELL shows
that there are a number of exceptions to this well-known and highly productive proc-
ess (e.g. demagog [demagog] ‘demagogue’, demagog-u [demagogu] ‘demagog-acc’,
rather than the expected *demagogu [demago.u]). Furthermore, the exception rate
varies by morphological category, with the predicative suffix more likely to preserve
a preceding intervocalic velar than the possessive.

6. Future of TELL

TELL is presently in its second phase of funding, and has goals that go far beyond
the goals of the first phase. While the work of the first phase will be continued—
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adding more speakers, finishing the root extraction and etymological research, pro-
viding English translations and part of speech information for existing lexemes—
Phase 2 of the TELL project has the following new aims:

(1) Link TELL to text corpus
(2) Link TELL transcriptions to audio files

By linking the TELL database to an electronic text corpus of Turkish, TELL will be
enhanced in the following ways. First, text frequency of each lexeme in the database
can be estimated. Text frequency has recently been shown to be useful in estimating
morphological productivity (Baayen 1993) and psychological salience of phonologi-
cal patterns (Frisch & Zawaydeh forthcoming). Second, the syntactic and semantic
contexts in which items appear can be evaluated and concordances can be provided.
This will be of use not only to the syntactician and semanticist but also to the lan-
guage learner.

In Turkish, of course, due to the highly suffixing nature of its morphology, root
frequency may be of equal or greater interest than word frequency. The linguist inter-
ested in the distribution of disharmonic roots is interested in how many times a
speaker is likely to be exposed to words containing the disharmonic root anne, rather
than how many times a speaker is likely to be exposed to any particular derived or
inflected form of that root. TELL will thus tabulate both word and root frequency for
Turkish.

The second main goal of the second phase of the project is to provide audio files
for each transcription in the TELL database. This will be done not for the speaker
currently represented in TELL, whose audio recordings are not of sufficiently high
quality, but rather for the second and third speakers whose data is currently being
processed and will soon be added to the database. These speakers were recorded on
digital tape in soundproofed rooms. Users of TELL will be able to listen to (or
download) high-quality recordings of the words that their searches return. This util-
ity will serve phonologists who wish to check TELL transcriptions, phoneticians
who wish to study particular sounds of Turkish, and language learners who wish to
hear the words they are learning pronounced by a native speaker.
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The Turkic Dukha of northern Mongolia

Elisabetta Ragagnin

Ragagnin, Elisabetta 2000. The Turkic Dukha of northern Mongolia. Turkic Lan-
guages 4, 276-277.

The report informs about a new project on the Turkic language of the Dukha, a variety
of Tuvan spoken in northern Mongolia.

Elisabetta Ragagnin, Seminar fiir Orientkunde, Universitdt Mainz, 55099 Mainz, Ger-
many.

A new project to provide an analysis of the Turkic language of the Dukha of northern
Mongolia has started at the University of Mainz. The ethnonym Dukha is a phonetic
variant of Tuva / Tuba, and the language spoken by the Dukha is a variety of Tuvan.
Our goal is to present as complete a description of this language as possible. I my-
self began collecting oral material on the language in the fall of 1999 and continued -
my linguistic investigations in loco in the summer of 2000. Additional field research
is planned for 2001.

The Dukha are a nomadic group inhabiting the northernmost part of Mongolia’s
Khovsgol region. They nomadize in the forested area, or taiga, northwest of the
Khovsgol Lake, within the Cagaan Nuur district. This area borders the Republic of
Tuva in the west and the Republic of Buryatia in the northeast. The Dukha are di-
vided into two groups: the fourteen households of the eastern taiga in the north and
the sixteen households of the western taiga in the south. Both groups live in the
neighborhood of the Darkhats, who are said to be of Turkic, probably Tuvan origin,
though they have been linguistically assimilated to Mongolian.

The western group of Dukha originated from the Tozhu region of Tuva. During
the Manchu period, when Tuva was part of Outer Mongolia, this group nomadized
across a large area. After the establishment of the border, they had to limit their
routes to the Mongolian territory. The eastern group immigrated in the 1940s from
Kungurtug of the Tere-Khol area of the Republic Tuva to avoid the Russian army
draft and collectivization. Some Dukha families are found in the urban center of Ca-
gaan Nuur. Especially in the 1960s, when life in the taiga was very hard due to the
collectivization of the cattle, they abandoned their nomadic lifestyle and settled here.
Many Dukha from the eastern taiga came to work in the fishery, which was estab-
lished at that time. When the fishery closed down in 1990, they returned to the taiga.

Although their self-designation is Dukha, the groups in question have been given
various names such as Tagna Uriyangkhay, Taigin Irged and Soyod-Uriyangkhay to
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distinguish them from the Tuvans of the Bayan Olgii and Khovd provinces of Mon-
golia. Presently they are better known under the rather derogative Mongolian nick-
name Caatan ‘reindeer people’.

Most of the scholarly material on the Dukha deals with ethnographical and an-
thropological questions. The Dukha are the only reindeer breeders of Mongolia, and
are also partly involved in fishing. They have maintained old features, e.g. shamanist
practices. Today they are under strong pressure from economic and ecological forces.
Recent years have seen some initiatives to help this unique and endangered group to
survive.

My own research focuses on the language, about which practically nothing has
been published before. Due to their isolation from the main Tuvan population, the
leveling effect of standard Tuvan and influence from Russian has been avoided. On
the other hand, in addition to the older Mongolian impact on Tuvan, the language of
the Dukha has been subject to new and strong Mongolian influence. The lexicon has
preserved many unique words of material culture, reindeer breeding, hunting, botany,
etc.

Today the Dukha are all bilingual. Tuvan is only used as the in-group language,
while Mongolian serves as the language for all spheres of communication outside the
Dukha community. Younger people below the age of 20 tend to use Mongolian for
the everyday taiga life as well, even if they master their mother tongue perfectly. The
language of the Dukha is no doubt an endangered variety, which should be docu-
mented and described as soon as possible.

References

Wheeler, A. 1999. The Dukha: Mongolia’s reindeer herders in Mongolia. Bloomington:
The Mongolian Society.

Bold, L. 1968. Osobennosti ujguro-urjanxajskogo jazyka. [Avtoreferat kandidatskoj dis-
sertacii. Ulaan Baator.]

Didszegi, V. 1962. Tuva shamanism: Intraethnic differences and interethnic analogies.
Acta Ethnographica Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 11, 143-190.

Diészegi, V. 1963. Ethnogenic aspect of Darkhad shamanism. Acta Orientalia Academiae
Scientiarum Hungaricae 16, 55-81.

Hamayon, R. 1970. Mongols: hommes et langues. Etudes mongoles 1, 9-51.

Sanders, A. J. K. 1993. The Turkic peoples of Mongolia. In: Bainbridge, Margaret (ed.) The
Turkic peoples of the world. London: Kegan Paul. 179-200.

Isxakov, F. G. & Pal’mbax, A. A. 1961 Grammatika tuvinskogo jazyka. Fonetika i mor-
fologija. Moskva: Izdatel’stvo vostofnoj literatury.

Sat, S. C. 1987. Tyva dialektologija. Kyzyl: Tyvanyng nom iindiirer &eri.

Cadamba, Z. B. 1974. Todfinskij dialekt tuvinskogo jazyka. Kyzyl: Tuvknigoizdat.



Jubildum eines Gelehrten
—zum 70. Geburtstag von D. A. Moggus

Erika Taube

Taube, Erika 2000. Jubildum eines Gelehrten — zum 70. Geburtstag von D. A. Mongus.
Turkic Languages 4, 278-284.

The following article in honor of the well-known Tuvan scholar D. A. Mongu§ in-
cludes a translation of a presentation written by B. I. Tatarincev and some personal re-
marks by Erika Taube.

Erika Taube, Grofler Bogen 18, 04416 Markkleeberg, Germany.

Ich mochte diese Wiirdigung mit der Ubersetzung eines Artikels von B. I. Tatarincev
einleiten:

Im Dezember 1998 feierte die gesellschaftliche Offentlichkeit Tuwas ein bemer-
kenswertes Datum: den 70. Geburtstag des groBen Gelehrten und Sprachwis-
senschaftlers, des Verdienten Wissenschaftlers der Tuwinischen ASSR, des Kandida-
ten der philologischen Wissenschaften Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ Mongus.

D. A. Mongus wurde am 12. Dezember 1928 in dem Weiler Aryg-Bazy (heute
das Dorf Chandagajty des Kozuun Oviir) geboren. Er ging einen langen und er-
gebnisreichen schopferischen Weg, nachdem ihm am Anfang desselben eine gedie-
gene wissenschaftliche Vorbereitung zuteil geworden war. Der angehende Wissen-
schaftler besuchte 1957 die Moskauer Staatliche Universitit, wo er in seiner Student-
enzeit ein lebhaftes Interesse an den Studien zur tuwinischen Sprache zeigte, und
schloB spiter im Jahre 1962 eine Aspirantur am Sektor fiir Tiirksprachen des Instituts
fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Akademie der Wissenschaften der UISSR ab. Im selben
Jahre nahm er die Arbeit am Tuwinischen Wissenschaftlichen Forschungsinstitut fiir
Sprache, Literatur und Geschichte (Tuvinskij nau¢no-issledovatel’skij institut jazyka,
literatury i istorii — TNILJaLI) auf, an dem er nun schon 36 Jahre ohne Unterbrechung
titig ist.

Seine erste wissenschaftliche Veroffentlichung — ein Artikel iiber eine der Pri-
sensformen der tuwinischen Sprache — erschien 1958, und ein vor kurzem zusam-
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mengestelltes Verzeichnis der Werke D. A. Monguss weist etwa 90 Titel aus. Diese
charakterisieren ihren Autor als einen Forscher mit einem weiten Interessenkreis. Er
begann mit der Untersuchung der tuwinischen Morphologie — Studien, die vor allem
in die Erarbeitung der wissenschaftlichen Monographie Formy proSedsego vremeni v
tuvinskom jazyke (“Formen der Vergangenheit in der tuwinischen Sprache”) ein-
flossen, erschienen 1963. Ein Jahr spiter verteidigte D. A. Mongus erfolgreich seine
Dissertation zu eben diesem Thema.

In der folgenden Zeit entstand in Koautorschaft mit S. C. Sat eine bedeutende
Arbeit iiber die funktionelle und strukturelle Entwicklung der tuwinischen Sprache.
D. A. Mongus war auch der Autor einer Reihe von Publikationen zur Geschichte der
Schaffung eines tuwinischen nationalen Schrifttums, zu Problemen der tuwinischen
Orthographie und Wegen zu deren Vervollkommnung, zu der seine Arbeiten wesent-
lich mit beigetragen haben. Der Gelehrte trat mit Artikeln zur Phonetik und Dialek-
tologie der tuwinischen Sprache in Erscheinung, beriihrte Fragen ihrer Kontakte mit
den Sprachen der benachbarten tiirkischen und mongolischen Volker, aber auch mit
Bilanz ziehenden Arbeiten zu Problemen des Tuwinischen.

Die grundlegende Ausrichtung der Tatigkeit D. A. MonguSs sind jedoch einer-
seits die Untersuchung des grammatischen Baus der tuwinischen Sprache und ande-
rerseits die Lexikographie (Erarbeitung von Worterbiichern). Auf dem ersten Gebiet
wurde von ihm eine Reihe von Artikeln vorbereitet, die regelmiBig in den Sammel-
banden mit wissenschaftlichen Arbeiten des Instituts fiir Philologie der Sibirischen
Abteilung der Russischen Akademie der Wissenschaften erschienen, im wesentlichen
zur Syntax, das heifit zu jenem Bereich der tuwinischen Sprachwissenschaft, der zu
den am wenigsten untersuchten gehort. Sintaksis tuvinskogo jazyka (,,Die Syntax der
tuwinischen Sprache®) ist eine Arbeit, die noch nicht abgeschlossen ist.

Auf dem Gebiet der zweiten, der lexikographischen Ausrichtung trat D. A.
Mongus als Autor hervor, meist an der Spitze eines Kollektivs, aber auch als Redak-
teur einer Reihe lexikographischer Arbeiten, insbesondere allgemeiner und spezieller
tuwinisch-russischer und russisch-tuwinischer Worterbiicher. Zu ihnen gehoren so
bekannte Ausgaben wie Tuvinsko-russkij slovar’ (Moskau 1968) und das groBe
Russko-tuvinskij slovar’ (Moskau 1980).

Die Lexikographie wird von Fachleuten zu Recht als eine der kompliziertesten
und arbeitsaufwendigsten Titigkeiten eingeschitzt. D. A. Mongu$ ist auf diesem
Gebiet weiterhin aktiv: zur Zeit redigiert er das erste Tolkovyj slovar’ tuvinskogo
jazyka (,Erklirendes Worterbuch der tuwinischen Sprache®), wobei er nicht selten
wesentliche Erginzungen und Anderungen zu den einzelnen Stichwortartikeln ein-
bringt.

Die wissenschaftlich-redaktionelle und editorische Tatigkeit des Gelehrten ver-
dient es, gesondert besprochen zu werden: unter der Redaktion D. A. Monguss er-
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schienen und erscheinen Monographien, Sammelbidnde wissenschaftlicher Aufsitze,
Lehrmaterialien, Worterbiicher, aber auch Werke der tuwinischen Folklore, so zum
Beispiel zwei Binde der bekannten Reihe Pamjatniki fol’kiora narodov Sibiri i
Dal’nego Vostoka (“Denkmiler der Folklore der Volker Sibiriens und des Fernen
Ostens™), namlich Tuvinskie narodnye skazki (,,Tuwinische Volksmarchen*) und
Tuvinskij geroiceskij épos (,,Das tuwinische Heldenepos®), die 1994 und 1997 in
Novosibirsk herauskamen.

Uber Jahrzehnte hinweg verbindet D. A. Mongu§ seine eigene wissenschaftliche
Arbeit erfolgreich mit wissenschaftlich-organisatorischer Tatigkeit. Im TNIIJall
arbeitete er kontinuierlich als Leiter des Sektors Sprache und Schrifttum, als wissen-
schaftlicher Sekretiar und Vertreter des wissenschaftlichen Direktors des Instituts (in
letztgenanntem Amt 12 Jahre lang). Die Geisteswissenschaften in Tuwa sind in ihrer
Entwicklung auf vielfiltige Weise seiner Kompetenz als Leiter wissenschaftlicher
Forschungsarbeit verpflichtet.

Viele Forscher der jiingeren Generationen verdanken D. A. Mongu$ ihr Hinein-
wachsen in schopferisches Arbeiten, auch wenn er nicht ihr offizieller wissenschaft-
licher Betreuer war. Ein Stimulus bei ihrem Fortschreiten auf dem Weg in die Wis-
senschaft sind D. A. Monguss Gutachten zu Manuskripten zahlreicher Arbeiten ganz
unterschiedlichen Charakters: zu wissenschaftlichen Artikeln, Dissertationen,
Monographien, Lehrbiichern, Worterbiichern, denn oft wurden diese Gutachten von
ausfiihrlichen schriftlich abgefaBSten Bemerkungen und Vorschligen, Anregungen
begleitet, die unstrittig zu einer wesentlichen Verbesserung der Qualitit dieser Ar-
beiten beigetragen haben.

Alles in allem kann der Anteil D. A. Monguss bei der Aufgabe, junge Menschen
auf die nicht leichte Arbeit des Wissenschaftlers vorzubereiten, kaum tuberschitzt
werden, umso mehr, als er sich nicht nur auf die Arbeit an Manuskripten fremder,
nicht ganz fertiger Werke erstreckt. Denn hier macht sich auch der unmittelbare Ein-
fluB seiner Personlichkeit auf gerade am Anfang ihrer Laufbahn stehende Wissen-
schaftler bemerkbar, der EinfluB seines FleiBes und nicht minder der seiner
Bescheidenheit, seiner Hingabe an seine Arbeit, des wahrhaft ritterlichen Dienstes an
ihr. Eine betrdchtliche Wirkung auf die jungen Wissenschaftler ging auerdem natiir-
lich von den Werken D. A. Mornguss selbst aus.

Dieser Uberblick wire nicht vollstindig, spriche man nicht noch von einer
weiteren Seite des Wirkens des Jubilars. Sein Lebenslauf als Berufstitiger begann
nach AbschluB8 der Universitit zundchst als Methodiker am Institut fiir Lehrerquali-
fizierung des Tuwinischen Gebiets (Tuvinskij oblastnyj institut usoverSenstvovanija
ucitelej) und anschlieBend als Leiter des dortigen Muttersprachlichen Kabinetts.
Spiter setzte D. A. Mongu$ auch in dieser Richtung seine Arbeit fort, indem er
Autor oder Mitautor von einigen Schullehrbiichern war wie auch von methodischen



Jubildum eines Gelehrten 281

Hilfsmitteln fiir den Unterricht. Dadurch leistete er auch einen konkreten und
gewichtigen Beitrag zum Anliegen der Volksbildung Tuwas.

Die Bedeutung der Spur, die D. A. Mongus bis jetzt in Wissenschaft und Auf-
klarung hinterlieB, ist unumstritten. Dabei freut es uns sehr, daB er bis heute auf
vielen Arbeitsgebieten aktiv tétig ist.

Gute Gesundheit dem Jubilar, Gliick und weiterhin erfolgreiches Schaffen!

B. L. Tatarincev. In der Zeitschrift Basky (Der Lehrer) [Kyzyl], 1999, Heft 1, 67-68,
iibersetzt von E. Taube.

Dieser Wiirdigung seien ein paar Worte der Ubersetzerin fiir Dorug-ool Aldyn-
oolovi¢ Mongus nach seinem 70. Geburtstag hinzugefiigt:

Ublicherweise trigt ein Buch nur eine Widmung des Autors fiir einunddenselben
Beschenkten. Aber manchmal sind die Zeiten so, daB das Ubliche nicht das Normale
ist. So kam es, daB} ich ein Buch mit zwei Widmungen besitze, geschrieben mit ei-
nem zeitlichen Abstand von neun Jahren. Es handelt sich um das Orus-tyva slovar’ |
Russko-tuvinskij slovar’ (32 000 slov), das 1980 unter der Redaktion von D. A.
Mongus in Moskau erschien und an dem aufler ihm M. D. Bice-ool, A. K. Delger-
ool, A. C. Kunaa, K. B. Mart-ool, M. X. Sarykaj, J. S. Chertek und Z. B. Cadam-
ba mitgearbeitet haben. Seit Jahren ist es mir ein wichtiger Begleiter bei meiner
Arbeit, der mir unzdhlige Male weitergeholfen hat und den ich nicht mehr missen
mochte.

Die erste jener beiden Widmungen in meinem Exemplar des Orus-tyva slovar’
stammt schon vom Mirz 1984 und lautet: ,,Gluboko uvaZzaemoj kollege Erike Taube
s poZelanijami dal’nejSix bol’Six tvoréeskix uspexov [Der hoch verehrten Kollegin E.
T. mit Wiinschen fiir weitere grofle schopferische Erfolge] — D. Mongu$ 3.03.1984.
g. Kyzyl.*“ Aber erst am 2. August 1993 gelangte dieses Worterbuch in meine Hinde
— nach einer Reise per Post von Kyzyl nach Kyzyl via Moskau, wo ihm der amtliche
Vermerk beigefiigt worden war, Biicher diirften nicht ins Ausland verschickt werden
(dies widerfuhr iibrigens auch allen Biicherpickchen auBler einem, die das TNIIJaLl
mir im Herbst 1993 nachgeschickt hatte). Eingeladen von Zoja Kyrgysovna Kyrgys,
Direktorin des Internationalen wissenschaftlichen Choomej-Zentrums (Ulustar
arazynyy “Choomej” attyg értem tovii), hatte ich am friilhen Morgen jenes zweiten
Augusttags 1993 zum ersten Mal den Boden Tuwas betreten und besuchte am
Nachmittag das Tuwinische Forschungsinstitut fiir Sprache, Literatur und Geschichte
(Tuvinskij naucno-issledovatel’ skij institut jazyka, literatury i istorii — TNIlJaLl) in
Kyzyl. Wihrend ich mit meinen Kolleginnen und Kollegen zusammen im Sektor fiir
Folklore saB, ging plotzlich die Tiir auf und ein braungesichtiger, etwas élterer und —
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wie aus dem Verhalten der anderen leicht zu erkennen — hochgeschitzter Herr trat ein,

ein braunes Buch in der Hand. Es war Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ Mongus, der ge-

kommen war, mich zu begriiBen und mir nun endlich das mir ldngst zugedachte

Worterbuch personlich zu iibergeben. Und nachdem er mir von der oben erwéhnten

Odyssee des Worterbuchs erzihlt hatte, setzte er unter jene erste Widmung als zweite:

,,Ol-1a sosterimni kataptadym [Ich wiederhole jetzt diese meine Worte]. D. Mongus,

2.08.1993.

Nach dieser ersten Begegnung habe ich Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ wihrend meines
Aufenthalts in Tuwa noch mehrmals getroffen und ihn als einen sehr warmherzigen,
hilfsbereiten und iiberaus bescheidenen Menschen kennengelernt, der meine ganze
Zuneigung hat. Den Gelehrten kannte und schiitzte ich ja schon auf Grund des mir
zuginglichen Teils seiner wissenschaftlichen Arbeiten, von denen — wie auch im
Falle anderer Publikationen aus Tuwa — seit Jahren manches dank meiner Kollegin-
nen und Kollegen im damaligen Leningrad und in Moskau in meine Hinde gelangt
war. Ich meinerseits schickte meine Veroffentlichungen iiber die Tuwiner von Cengel
in der Westmongolei regelméBig an das Tuwinische Forschungsinstitut.

Es war Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ Monguss Artikel O jazyke tuvincev Severo-za-
padnoj Mongolii (,,JUber die Sprache der Tuwiner der Nordwest-Mongolei®),' dem
ich erste direkte ermutigende GewiBheit dariiber verdankte, da8 meine Arbeiten in
Tuwa angenommen wurden. Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ kennt die deutsche Sprache
sehr gut und liest nicht nur selbst die deutschsprachige wissenschaftliche Literatur,
sondern dient auch — wie ich mehrfach feststellen konnte — als ihr Vermittler fiir
Kollegen, die des Deutschen weniger oder nicht kundig sind. So zeigte er mir zum
Beispiel auch seine Ubersetzungen von einigen meiner Artikel. Wie schwer aller-
dings das Arbeiten oft gewesen ist unter den Bedingungen des Mangels an Literatur
von auBerhalb der ehemaligen Sowjetunion — von der Unméglichkeit der Teilnahme
an wissenschaftlichen Tagungen im Ausland ganz zu schweigen — dafiir spricht das
Folgende: Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ erzdhlte mir einmal, er habe sich vor vielen
Jahren Otto Minchen-Helfens Buch Reise ins asiatische Tuwa® mit der Hand ab-
geschrieben, da es in Tuwa lange kein Exemplar davon gab, und etwas spiter zeigte
" In: Voprosy tuvinskoj filologii, hrsg. von D. S. Kuular, B. I. Tatarincev und Ja. S.
Chertek unter der verantwortlichen Redaktion von D. A. Mongus, Kyzyl 1983, 127-
145.

*  Berlin: Verlag Der Biicherkreis 1931. 172 S., mit 28 Photobildern; englische Aus-
gabe: Journey to Tuva. Translated and annotated by Alan Leighton. Los Angeles: Eth-
nographics Press, University of Southern California 1992 [= Ethnographics Press Mo-
nograph Series No. 5]. XXIV, 292 S. (mit 2 ausfiihrlichen Vorworten, 2 Appendices,
Literaturverzeichnis, Index, Ausschlagkarte und zusitzlichen Abbildungen).
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er mir die Abschrift, die natiirlich der Abbildungen entbehrte. Heute besitzt er ein
Exemplar, das ich antiquarisch erwerben und ihm durch eine meiner Studentinnen
schicken konnte.

1993 hatte ich eine Kopie der Liedtexte aus meinem altaituwinischen Material —
noch in Arbeitsfassung — in Kyzyl gelassen zur Nutzung fiir meine Kollegen. Die
Musikwissenschaftlerin Zoja Kyrgysovna Kyrgys erwog eine Publikation in Tuwa
durch das Internationale Cho6mej-Forschungszentrum in Kyzyl, unter Mitarbeit von
D. A. Mongus. Dieser Gedanke wurde in Kyzyl sehr rasch zu einem konkreten
Vorhaben. Als mich ein diesbeziiglicher Brief erreichte, setzte ich mit Hilfe des
Computers die lateinische Transkription in eine kyrillische — nicht standardisierte —
um. Doch noch ehe meine Postsendung in Kyzyl eintraf, hatte Dorug-ool Aldyn-
oolovi¢ bereits alles mit der Schreibmaschine umgeschrieben. Er iibersetzte auBerdem
meine Anmerkungen — noch unvollstindig, da das Manuskript sich noch in statu
nascendi befand — ins Tuwinische. Vor allem aber ergénzte er die einzelnen Liedtexte
durch Worterklirungen, die lexikalische Unterschiede zwischen dem Dialekt von
Cengel im westmongolischen Altai und der tuwinischen Standardsprache veran-
schaulichen. Ich bin Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovi¢ von Herzen dankbar fiir seine Miihe,
denn es ist fiir diese Ausgabe ein groBer Gewinn, da3 damit ein feiner Kenner seiner
tuwinischen Muttersprache deutlich markiert, welche Worter fiir seine Landsleute in
der Republik Tyva offensichtlich einer Erklarung bediirfen und inwieweit andererseits
der im Gebiet von Cengel gesprochene Dialekt in Tuwa verstiandlich ist. — Es ist
dies nur ein Beispiel fiir seine selbstverstiandliche und selbstlose Hilfsbereitschaft,
die er nicht nur mir angedeihen lie und 146t. In sehr kurzer Zeit erschien dann das
kleine Biichlein Baryyn Moolda Sepgel tyvalarynyy yrlary (,,Lieder der Tuwiner von
Cengel in der Westmongolei‘).?

Nicht zuletzt mochte ich natiirlich D. A. Monguss Beitrag zur Bewahrung und
Publikation tuwinischer Volksdichtung wiirdigen, der nicht nur in verantwortlicher
redaktioneller Arbeit an mehreren Ausgaben der Reihe Tyva tooldar (,,Tuwinische
Mirchen*‘) besteht, sondern auch darin, daB er selbst Miarchen und andere Proben von
Volksdichtung von bekannten Erzihlern aufgezeichnet hat. In Tuvinskie narodnye
*  Erika Taube &yyp turguskan. Z. K. Kyrgys redaktorlaan. (E. Taube &yggan, turguskan
bolgas tajylbyrlaryn beletkéén. D. A. Mongu§ yrlarynyn tajylbyrlaryn nemec dyldan
oCuldurgan, tus Cernin sosterinin tajylbyrlaryn bergen, aZyldy parlalgaga beletkéén.)
Kyzyl 1995. — Siehe dazu E. Taube: Zu zwei Ausgaben altaituwinischer Lieder. In:
Demir, Nurettin, und Erika Taube (Hrsg.) 1998. Turkologie heute — Tradition und Per-
spektive. Materialien der 3. Deutschen Turkologen-Konferenz, Leipzig, 4.-7. Oktober
1994. (Veroffentlichungen der Societas Uralo-Altaica 48.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz in
Komm. 285-295.
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skazki (1994: 13) zeigt ihn ein Foto aus dem Jahre 1972 bei dieser Arbeit.

Zum Abschiedsfest am Abend vor meiner Abreise kam auch Dorug-ool Aldyn-
oolovi¢ Mongu$ mit seiner Frau Regina Raffailevna Begzi. Sie hatte zu jenen jungen
Leuten gehort, die — bald nach dem Krieg — voller Enthusiasmus und jugendlichem
Idealismus nach Abschluf} ihres Studiums an Universititen und Fachhochschulen aus
Moskau, Leningrad und anderen Stéddten in verschiedenste aulereuropiische Gebiete
der damaligen Sowjetunion wie eben Tuwa kamen, um daran mitzuwirken, den zum
Teil kleinen dort heimischen Vo6lkern moglichst rasch den Anschluf3 an die moderne
europdische Zivilisation und Zugang zu den Werten der Weltkultur zu ermdéglichen.
Regina Raffailevnas Wunsch war es, als Lehrerin in Tuwa zu arbeiten. ,,Zu Ful3 wirst
du aus Sibirien nach Hause zuriickkommen*, hatte man ihr gesagt, die sie erwarten-
den Entbehrungen ausmalend, und hatte sie doch nicht abbringen konnen von ihrem
EntschluB. ,,Und sehen Sie*, fiigte sie lichelnd hinzu, ,,ich bin immer noch hier*.
Regina Raffailevna arbeitete und arbeitet nicht nur als Lehrerin, zum Beispiel fiir
Deutsch, sie hat neben anderem auch Lehrbiicher fiir den Tuwinisch-Unterricht an den
russischsprachigen Schulen der Republik Tyva geschrieben und ist in manchem auch
Mitarbeiterin ihres Mannes, der sich um die Lehre von Sprache und Literatur an den
allgemeinbildenden Schulen groBe Verdienste erworben hat und dessen Heimat nun
schon seit langem auch die ihre ist.

Dorug-ool Aldyn-oolovic Mongus, der vielseitige, nicht nur wissenschaftlich
wirkende Gelehrte, konnte leider unserer Einladung zur 3. Deutschen Turkologenkon-
ferenz im Oktober 1994 in Leipzig nicht nachkommen, obwohl er nicht zuletzt
wegen seiner Kenntnis des Deutschen in besonderem Male pridestiniert gewesen
wire, an dieser Tagung teilzunehmen. Es wire eine groBe Freude nicht nur fiir uns
Leipziger gewesen, einen der bedeutendsten tuwinischen Gelehrten und hervor-
ragenden Sprachwissenschaftler am Ort tuwinischer Studien und Lehre willkommen
zu heilen. Mdgen ihn nun von hier aus nachtraglich ein herzlicher Gru8 und alle nur
denkbaren guten Wiinsche fiir Gesundheit, Wohlergehen und Kraft fiir weiteres ge-
deihliches Wirken auf seinem wissenschaftlichen Forschungsfeld erreichen, denen
sich — dessen bin ich gewiB — alle deutschen Turkologen gern anschlieBen.

OpruM XYHAYJIYr AnabiH-oon ority Hopyr-oomn,
KaJbIbIHAp ObIXHIT,

Ha3blHAp y3YH,

aXBbi/-IIOPYAYyra3bHap Yaarail cangapisr,
aMBbIibIPAIIbIHAP YBIPLITKBIIBIT 2aC-KEXMUKTHT Gomn3yH!
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Eva A. Csat6: Review of A. Sumru Ozsoy, Tiirk¢e. Turkish. Bogazigi Universitesi
yayinlari. Istanbul: Bogazigi Universitesi Dil Uygulama ve Aragtirma Merkezi, 1999.
ISBN 975-518-130-X.

Eva A. Csatd, Department of Asian and African Languages, Uppsala University, Box
527, SE-75120 Uppsala, Sweden. E-mail: eva.csato-johanson@afro.uu.se

This book by A. Sumru Ozsoy bears both a Turkish and an English title, Tiirkce /
Turkish, suggesting that texts, explanations of grammatical phenomena and glosses
are given in both languages. The laconic title itself does not, alas, give any clue
concerning the content and aim of this publication. At least a subtitle would have
been needed in order to set us on the right track. As explained by the author in the
Foreword, the book aims at providing the reader with an analysis of the complex
syntactic structures in Turkish.

Ozsoy’s book is the only textbook on Turkish morphosyntax written for students
at the intermediate and advanced level. Its potential readership also includes general
linguists interested in the structure of Turkish. Linguists with a basic knowledge of
Turkish can find useful information on Turkish syntax. The book is divided into 15
lessons, each of which consists of a dialogue presenting the morphosyntactic struc-
tures that are explained in the given lesson. A great number of varied exercises help
the students to use the newly learned structures. The lessons end with short readings
of different genres. Two appendices, a list of the glosses occurring in the book and
an index of morphosyntactic forms complete the volume.

The most innovative part of this highly useful book is the presentation of com-
plex clause structures. Diathetic forms, such as passive, causative, reflexive, recipro-
cal are presented with detailed descriptions of the clause structures in which they are
used. One of the main difficulties in learning embedded nominal clauses is to under-
stand the differences between clauses based on infinitives, participles or other verbal
nouns, such as the ones formed with the suffix -(y)Is. Ozsoy gives well-structured,
comprehensive descriptions of the structures and their meanings used in direct and
indirect speech as embedded statements, embedded questions, sentential subjects,
and sentential predicates. Many well-designed exercises teach the relevant clausal
structures together with semantically defined classes of predicates, which differ in
their preference of taking, for instance, object clause complements based on infini-
tives or participles. Relative clauses and gerundial clauses are explained in great
detail.

In addition to the structural description, some lessons are based on functional no-
tions. Ozsoy applies a functional approach, for instance, when presenting forms and
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structures with modal meanings, such as permission, ability, probability, obligation,
wish, etc. She gives a clear description of the meanings of the affirmative and ne-
gated forms of -(y)Abil-. Structures denoting reason, purpose, contrast and inference
are described in Lesson XI. In Lesson VIII, Ozsoy formulates rules accounting for the
use of different types of relative clauses, such as headed and headless structures,
relative clauses based on subject participles and object participles. Special attention
is paid to the use of ki as complementizer and conjunction, and as a means to ex-
press surprise and emphasis. Much of the grammatical information presented in this
book is hardly available in any other form. Ozsoy’s own research on Turkish syntax
and many years’ experience presenting it in an interesting and easily understandable
way constitute the unique value of the volume. Turcologists will also find it useful
to consult this book in order to find Turkish equivalents for English linguistic
terms. In the near future, a set of cassettes and a booklet containing keys to the exer-
cises will complete the book. The volume can be ordered via e-mail from the pub-
lisher bupress@buvak.org.tr.

Arienne M. Dwyer. Review of Gunnar Jarring. Central Asian Place-names — Lop nor
and Tarim area — An attempt at classification and explanation based on Sven Hedin’s
diaries and published works. Stockholm: The Sven Hedin Foundation, 1997. 524
pages. Hardcover. ISBN 91-85344 37 0.

Arienne M. Dwyer, Institute of Oriental Studies, Johannes Gutenberg-Universitit
Mainz, 55099 Mainz, Germany.

For those long captivated by the early Western exploration of Eastern Turkestan, the
place perhaps most shrouded in myth has been Lopnor. This region, once a marshy,
wooded area on the eastern edge of the arid Tarim basin, was popularized by Sven
Hedin with his account of the area’s eponymous “wandering lake”. Less than fifty
years ago, there were still swamps and large stands of virgin forest there, and a fish-
ing folk driven out of their homeland by natural and man-made climatic changes.
The Lopliks spoke one of the most interesting of the seven-odd dialects of modern
Uyghur; their isolation allowed large amounts of medieval Eastern Turkic to be
preserved in the dialect, while other features point to sustained contact with Kirghiz
and Mongol nomads. Since the Lopnor dialect has been extinct for thirty-odd years,
new materials on this dialect are particularly valuable.

The current work is based on published and unpublished materials of Sven He-
din’s extended trips to the Tarim Basin (1896, 1899-1902, 1927-1935), including
unpublished diaries with meticulously-recorded toponyms. Between Kashgar and
Khotan alone, Hedin (with the help of his secretary Mirza Iskender) noted over five
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hundred place names. Most materials were collected at the end of the 19th century,
but Hedin apparently worked on them until his death in 1952 (ii). Ambassador Jar-
ring is to be commended for the considerable time and effort it must have taken to
comb through the materials, organize, regularize, translate and analyze them.

This volume is much more than a list of place-names, as Ambassador Jarring’s
characteristically modest title would seem to imply. It actually approaches a sort of
early modern Central Tarim Turkic language dictionary, including many lexemes
noted by Hedin (mostly nouns and verbs) not occurring in toponyms. As Hedin
notes, since Tarim toponyms are generally composed of a substantive preceded by an
attribute, e.g. Qaracumagq ‘Black Cap,’ a sizeable portion of the lexicon can be stud-
ied by collecting toponyms.

The work is organized lexicon-style to facilitate such study: each lexeme is listed
separately as a head-word and glossed in English. Source reference codes (e.g. HCI:3)
precede Hedin’s own transcription (e.g. Kara-tschumak); when the lexeme occurs in
toponyms, a list of these follows. Helpfully, compound toponyms are redundantly
listed under all relevant simplex headwords, hence Qaracumagq is listed both under
qara and ¢umagq. Jarring has added cross-references to entries of other relevant Uyghur
dialect and comparative Turkic dictionaries as well as his own extremely useful anno-
tations and clarifications.

Hedin’s transcriptions, based on speakers in many locales over the span of nearly
forty years, show significant variation; those variants due to speaker differences (as
opposed to error) can be found in modern Uyghur dialects today, such as e ~ €, ¢ ~
u, u ~ i, r ~ j. Jarring’s foreword introduces phonetic and morphological features of
Hedin’s system and the language he recorded. The compiler offers us completely
regularized headword forms, with Hedin’s variant transcriptions (e.g. dkte ~ okti,
Okte, oktti ‘pool’) immediately following. Variant pronunciations (e.g. be§ ~ bis
‘five’) are noted and cross-referenced. The volume is thus of interest not only to
etymologists and cultural historians, but also to phonologists. And lest the relative-
clause fetishists in Turkology claim there is nothing here for them, we should note
the inclusion of phrasal and sentence-level toponyms, such as Qara 6c¢ke olturgdn
[agil] ‘“Where the Black Goat was Killed,” Sarig buga 6ldi ‘[Where] the Yellow Bull

These “full sentence place-names,” as Jarring calls them, actually fall into a class
of “microtoponyms”, used only in that specific locale and for a limited time, and
known only to those living there. While strictly speaking these are so fleeting and
limited they may better be considered ad hoc descriptions rather than toponyms, they
furnish important syntactic information, and shed light on the psychology of place-
naming. Names encompassing whole lakes, deserts, or the entire lengths of rivers
were quite foreign to the Lopliks. Nonetheless, some of the local terms have gained a
wide currency elsewhere and now designate entire systems: the Tarim Basin
(Standard Uyghur zarim oymanlisi), the Tarim River (tarim dariyasi). As Hedin
points out, tarim simply denotes ‘river’ (vi). Lopnor place names, reports Hedin,
were as fluid as the landscape itself, and as a river-basin changed shape, so did its
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name: ‘“The names become, as it were, like the lakes themselves—overgrown with
reeds; new basins come into existence and acquire new names” (id.).
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