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Four Uyghur fragments of Qian-zi-wen
‘Thousand Character Essay’

Masahiro Shogaito & Abdurishid Yakup

Shogaito, Masahiro & Yakup, Abdurishid 2001. Four Uyghur fragments of Qian-zi-wen
‘Thousand Character Essay’. Turkic Languages 5, 3-28.

Qian-zi-wen, ‘Thousand Character Essay’ is a Chinese poem formerly used as a primer. It
has 1,000 characters, not one of which is repeated. The author of this poem dedicated it to
the Emperor of the Liang dynasty. It has been said that the story was composed in a single
night. Four fragments of a Chinese-containing Uyghur scroll from the Krotkov collection
at the St. Petersburg Branch of Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences were
identified as the Old Uyghur translations of this famous Chinese work. The edition of
these four Uyghur fragments is the subject of this paper.

Masahiro Shégaito, Department of Linguistics, Faculty of Letters, Kyoto University, Sa-
kyo-ku Kyoto 606-8501, Japan.

Abdurishid Yakup, Institute of Oriental Studies, University of Mainz, D-55099 Germany.

0. Introcduction

So far most Uyghur texts containing Chinese characters have been identified as Bud-
dhist texts. However, the following Chinese-containing Uyghur scroll, which contains
Chinese characters and exists in four fragments catalogued as 4B Kr. 181 (13 cm x
47 cm), 4B Kr 182, 4b Kr 185 (13 cm x 26 cm) and 4b Kr 194 in the Krotkov col-
lection at the St. Petersburg Branch for Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of
Sciences, shows different features in its content from other Chinese-containing
Uyghur texts. It was identified as a fragment of the Uyghur translation of Qian-zi-wen
“Thousand Character Essay’, a Chinese poem formerly used as a primer.' Qian-zi-
wen has 1,000 characters, not one of which is repeated. Its author, Zhou Xingsi
(R, 4707-521) from the Liang Dynasty” dedicated it to the Emperor of 3 the
Liang dynasty. It has been said that the story was composed in a single night.

As far as we know, there are three Uyghur translations of Qian zi-wen. One of

' We would like to express our warmest thanks to Professor Akiyoshi Kida. Kyoto

University, for his kind help in identifying this text.
2 Cf. Ogawa & Kida (1997: 385); Giles (1898: 161. item 416).
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them is a block print catalogued as Ch/U 8152v in the Berlin collection and only
known in one line [ming uz]ik-lar-ning ciziy-i ‘The Essay of a Thousand Characters’,
should be the translation of the Chinese title just beside it.’ The second one includes
three fragments, 4b Kr 182 (= Fragment A), 4b Kr 194 (= Fragment B), 4b Kr 185 (=
Fragment D), in the Krotkov collection at the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of
Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences. Judging from its content, Fragment
B is a continuation of Fragment A, and Fragment D is a translation of the last parts of
Qian zi-wen. As a third version, 4b Kr 181 (= Fragment C) can be introduced. Ac-
cording to the handwriting and the content it should belong to another version. From
its content we can judge that it comes just after Fragment A and Fragment B, and its
first two lines (Il. 1-2) repeat the last three lines (ll. 11-13) of Fragment B. However,
the style and the method used in the second and third versions are totally identical:
First a leading Chinese character is provided, then an Uyghur translation of that line
follows. After the leading characters, there always follow three horizontal strokes that
stand for the next three Chinese characters. It should be noted that besides the leading
Chinese characters, some other Chinese characters are used, but these characters
should be considered as part of the Uyghur translation, since they were found as
original Chinese spellings of the Chinese words given in the Uyghur transcription or
just as a note for some Uyghur words used in special meanings. In this paper we will
edit the second and third versions in transliteration, transcription and translation, to-
gether with notes based on our comparison of these two versions with the parallel
Chinese passages. The order of fragments will be given according to their content
corresponding to the parallel Chinese text.

It is very well known that Qian zi-wen has many Chinese versions from different
ages, but which Chinese version underlies our versions is not clear to us. The orthog-
raphy of our two versions suggests that this text should be dated back to the thirteenth
century, like the block print version preserved in the Berlin collection.

1. On the Chinese pronunciation given in Uyghur script

The date of some Chinese words transcribed in Uyghur script can be fixed based on
their form. For example, [ is transcribed as yang in the London version of the Sdkiz
Yiitkmdk Yarug Sutra, but as yo in the Kyoto and Berlin versions. In the North-West-
ern dialect of Chinese at the end of the Tang dynasty, final -ng of [% yang is omitted,

' Cf. Nishiwaki, Tsuneki. Studien zu den chinesischen Fragmenten der Turfan-Sammlung zu

Berlin (in Japanese). 1997, Kyoto, pp. 98-109 + plate Ch/U8152v.

There is an English translation of Qian zi-wen by Giles: Herbert A. G. Giles (transl.) 1873.
The San Tzu Ching or Three Character Classic and the Ch'en Tzu Wen or Thousand
Character Essay. Shanghai. Our English translation of the Chinese text is mainly based on
Paar (1963) with consultation of the Japanese translation and commentary by Ogawa &
Kida (1997).
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and the Kyoto and Berlin versions display this omitted form. Consequently, the Lon-
don version displays the form before such an omission had appeared. On the other
hand, T ding is transcribed as ze in most Uyghur texts, but as ting in TT VII No. 18
from the 14th century. In this period a Chinese pronunciation containing the syllabic
ending -ng spread into the Western Region, and it was reflected in ting. However, the
Uyghurs developed an “Uyghur Chinese Pronunciation” (the Uyghur reading of Chi-
nese characters) based on the North-Western Chinese dialect used from the f& Tang
until the beginning of the 3R Song (dynasties), and this Uyghur Chinese Pronuncia-
tion was still used in the Yuan period. Therefore, in most cases it is difficult to date
the texts according to the Chinese pronunciation. The Chinese pronunciation found in
this text also displays forms that can be classified back to this Uyghur Chinese Pro-
nunciation. In Uyghur Chinese Pronunciation final -ng is omitted in the & dang, 1
geng rhyme groups. Unfortunately, the compound vowels which belong to this rhyme
group could not be found in this text. The finals -4, -, -b in the Chinese words were
lost in the Northern Chinese dialects of the Yuan period. Similar finals are frequently
dropped in the Uyghur texts, in particular in colophons. But these finals are preserved
in the Uyghur Chinese Pronunciation, e.g. Bl <kuak>, Uyg. quy (C36). In turn, fusion
of -m and -n found in late Uyghur texts also does not appear in this text: {& <diem>,
Uyg. tem (D10). However, compared to the developed Uyghur Chinese Pronuncia-
tion, this text preserves some old forms. For example, £ < ts’ai > fi§ <liugn> is indi-
cated as tsai luin (D11, ts’y Iwyn) in this text, but it is expressed as sai /un in Uyghur
Chinese Pronunciation. The following are the Chinese characters and their Uyghur
transcriptions found in this text.

£ <xua> <kuak>, Uyg. qw’ qwq xua quy (C22)
#t <do> 8 <ts’au>, Uyg. tww ts’v tuu tsav (C7)

X <viv> F <tsigi>, Uyg. vw sy fu 5i (C7)

BY<lio> 7 <po>, Uyg. lw pw lupu (D5)

8 <ts’io> £ <fiuan>, Uyg. cyw { } ciu fwang} (C35)
+& <bun><k’iei>, Uyg. p’nky panki (C21)
<piué>, Uyg. py pi (C20)

<ts’3i> 1 <liuén>, Uyg. ts’y lwyn tsai luin (D11)
<siei> B <¢ig>, Uyg. { } sy {si} §i (D16)
<deicu>E <kuak>, Uyg. { }w qwq {Ce}u quy (C36)
<ts’au>W <gio>, Uyg. ts’v sw tsav’ 5u (C8)

<lau>, Uyg. Iww luu (B4)

<tan>, Uyg. d'n dan (C26)

<kap>, Uyg. q’p qab (C26)

48 |m % 0 A2 B M R o

The compound vowel of & is usually transcribed as yw, and indicates iu.

# is fundamentally spelled as cw or cww. cyw probably also refers to # zhao.

Just as B is represented by tsav, there are also other examples for indicating final u with v.
Cf. Shogaito (1986: 65).
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P <vap> i <dauw>, Uyg. t'p tw tap to (B11)

¥ <deiuen> W <gio>, Uyg. cwn® sw cun 5u (C9)

$8 <lien>, Uyg. lyn len (C16)

F <ts’ien>, Uyg. syn sen (C15)

Bt <piun> §& <dziek>, Uyg. q’n tsyk (~sk) yan® tsek (D9)
# <ts’iot>, Uyg. tsyr tsir (C10)

¥ <mup> {E <diem>, Uyg. mwnk tym mung tem (D10)

2. Text

2.1. Fragment A (= 4b Kr 182)
2.1.1. Transliteration

1 ldygy ' EIl. ]

Hip’ky "wynt’dy[ ]

Inty I'r "wlwq I'r [

1/ ’n’ twyrw syn[ ]

Inysy ‘rsr B[]

1/ wgs’tmys t’k [ ]

lipyryydl ]

VI Pr k’mysty I’r [ ]

Iyp Elly'vsl ]
138 [k’ syklyk *ys kwydwk
Jllitwtmys twyrw syn tyn
J/t'ksylm’dy 1%]|| kwynkwl
'pr’s’r pylyk ywryllwr
Jkwysws q’nwr ||| *dyk

Jtwzwns’'v[ Jd[ ]

90 RON LA g i KD
—

[— p— p— p— — — — f— f— f— p— po— p—

1.
12.
13.
14.

—
W
p—

2.1.2. Transcription, translation and commentary

1.| qoldigi-lar k||| |: godigi-lar ‘of inferior men’ corresponds to Chin. 2
bei ‘low, humble’. The Chinese line connected with this word reads as %L B ®ER /i
bie zun bei ‘Rules of propriety, such as those in the Book of Rites, distinguish be-
tween superiors and inferiors’.

The Chinese line led by £ shang ‘superior, upper, supreme, first or best; the Em-
peror’ (Giles 1912: 9729), can be reconstructed as £ 1 FBE shang he xia mu ‘When
superiors are kindly, inferiors will be peaceful’. The Uyghur equivalent of this line is
missing.

2. | X]|||bégi iinté[di [drsdr ]: The Chinese letters can be reconstructed as
KOBURBE fu chang fu sui ‘The wife follows her husband’s lead’. bagi iintddi [drsar]

The compound vowel iuen is usually spelled as wyn, but there are also exceptions, e.g.
kwwn.

° P is usually spelled as kwn and represents gun.
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‘if her husband calls ...". Here bdgi corresponds to X fu ‘husband’ and iintd- ‘to call’
corresponds to Mg chang ‘to lead, call out’.

3.|44|| tdgi|nti-lir uluy-lar|-ning |: The Chinese line led by %+ wai is
N2 wai shou Jfu xun ‘Outside, away from home, the teacher’s instructions are
received’. [taginti-ldr uluy-lar[-ning] can be translated as ‘received greats’. In this
line, [tag]intildr ‘received’ corresponds to Chin. 5 shou ‘to receive, bear’. uluy ‘big,
great’, metaphorically also ‘grand(father); eldest (son)’ (Clauson 1972: 136). Here
uluy-lar certainly refers to ‘master’ or ‘teacher’, because its Chinese correspondence
is % fu ‘master, teacher’.

4. || ana tériisin: Meaning ‘mother’s instruction’, it is clearly connected with
3% mu yi ‘maternal instruction’ or ‘maternal precepts’. The Chinese line is
AEB# ru feng mu yi ‘Inside, at home, maternal precepts are respectfully re-
ceived’. Here ana ‘mother’ is an equivalent of £ mu ‘mother’, and férii ‘model, rule,
custom’ corresponds to {8 yi ‘etiquette, ceremony, rites’.

5. |qangning i|nisi drsir 3 ||| | [gangning i]nisi drsdr ‘if father’s younger
brother ....” . The original Chinese line is 534188 zhu gu bo shu ‘All paternal aunts
and paternal uncles’. Here [qangring i]nisi, also possibly [ataning ifnisi, since we
have ana in 1. 4 of this fragment, and whole phrase corresponds to #{ shu ‘father’s
younger brother’.

The Chinese line led by 3 you is #F LR you zi bi er means ‘(they should re-
gard their nephews) like their own sons or as comparable to their own children’.

6. |/ ox¥atmis tig | |: oxSatmis tdg ‘just as compared’, connects with Lt bi
‘compare, emulate; as...as,” in the Chinese text. This line is a continuation of the pre-
vious line.

The Uyghur sentence which corresponds to FLIB 5 & kong huai xiong di *Cher-
ish greatly your elder and younger brothers’ is missing.

7. [[@||] |bir yid[tin  |: The Chinese sentence led by [& tong reads &%
tong qi lian zhi ‘They share the same life with you; you and they are joined like
branches on the same tree’. bir yid means ‘same smell’ or ‘same breath’; here it
translates [8) 5% tong gi ‘same breath’ or ‘same origin’. bir yid[tin ] can be translated
as ‘from the same breath’ or ‘from the same origin’.

8. | 32|||)/-1ar kémisti-lir| |: The Chinese line led by 32 jiao reads X &K% % jiao
you tou fen ‘There is a sharing, a give and take, between those joined in friendship’.
kamisti-lar ‘they threw away’ translates Chin. #% tou ‘throw, fling; send’.

9. |drigli|3ip £<||| yava¥ | yarliganduéi |: Only /[darigld]sip ‘to give advice to
each other’ remains from the Uyghur translation of Y)EEfEHR gie mo -hen gui ‘Mu-
tual improving is a valuable lesson’. Here [drigld]s- translates f&& zhen ‘to pierce, to
warn, exhort’ in the Chinese sentence. In Uyghur texts dgriglds- appears together with
utlas- as a biverb (Erdal 1991: 556), and that is probably the case in this context, too.
If so, [ dtlasip drgild]sip also is a possible reconstruction, and certainly translates
& #R zhen gui ‘admonition, remonstrance’.

The Chinese line led by {= ren can be reconstructed as {Z R ren ci yin ce
‘Humanity, compassion, commiseration and sympathy’. yavas corresponds to {Z ren
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‘perfect virtue; benevolence’, and supposedly there should be yarligancuci for # ci
‘to sympathize’. But the reading of yavas is not so certain, and may have been erased
by a writer or copyist.

10. | ]:&|)| kasiglig i§ kiidiig[ ]: The Chinese line led by i& zao can be recon-
structed as &R zao Ji fu li ‘From these, even in moments of haste, we should
not be separated’. kdsiglig i§ kiidiig can be translated as ‘affairs to be done by turns’,
and it translates 3R zao ci ‘hurriedly, to be occupied’. In this context kdsiglig is
kudiig probably means ‘busy works (Hend.)’ or ‘busy affairs’.

11.| §f]|||tutmi§ térii-sin-tin: The Chinese sentence led by 8fi jie is 8 # BB
Jie yi lian tui ‘Moderation, righteousness, integrity, and humility’. tutmis torii-sin-tin
‘from the reasons that have been kept’. zut- ‘to hold’ here corresponds to #fi jie ‘to
regulate’, and téri ‘traditional law, customary’ (Clauson 1972: 531-532) translates #§
yi ‘righteousness, morality, loyalty, reason’. In Shogaito (1993: 365) térii also stands
for ;B ¥ daoli ‘right principle; doctrine; reason; argument’ and ¥ /i ‘principle, rule’,
which have similar meanings to i dao.

12. /tigSilmidi 1%)|| kégiiz | |: tagsilmddi means ‘were not altered’ or ‘were
not changed’, and corresponds to Chin. BE®E fei kui ‘should not be lacking; should
not be missing’ in the Chinese sentence RRiTBERE dian pei fei kui ‘these, even in
moments of danger, should not be lacking’.

Using 1§ ging as a leading character should be an error. The first character of this
Chinese sentence is 4 xing, and the whole line comes as £ 818 xing jing qing yi
‘If you are of a calm temper, your emotions will be quiet’. kdgiiz meaning ‘chest,
breast’, and also ‘thought’ and ‘mind’, here it translates 1§ ging ‘passion, feelings’. In
other texts kongiil also corresponds to 1 ging (Shogaito 1993: 281), and also trans-
lates 1Ly xin and®&. yi (Zieme & Kudara 985: 291-2; Shogaito 1993: 281).

13. |/D|||yiirék] tdprisir bilig yoril{l}ur:The original Chinese sentence led by
iy xin is \WEYMIR xin dong shen pi ‘but if your heart is excited, your spirit gets
weary ‘. [yirdk] taprdsdr bilig yorillur can be translated as ‘if the heart works, the
wisdom will be tired’. This is a word by word translation of the Chinese sentence,
yiirdk is an equivalent of 1> xin ‘heart, mind’, and tdprd- ‘to move, stir, shake’ corre-
sponds to B dong ‘to move, rouse, excite’ (the same case also can be found in Sho-
gaito 1993: 353). Usually bilig ‘wisdom’ translates Chin. &0 zhi, ¥ zhi, 3 shi (cf.
Shogaito 1993: 244; Shogaito 1982: 84), but here it corresponds to f# shen ‘deity,
spirit’. ywryllwr can be transcribed as yorillur or more correctly yoril{l}ur, and is an
erroneous rendering of ywrylwr yorilur ‘will be tired, will get weary’, an aorist of
yoril- ‘to be tired’ and comes from yor- ‘to tire’ + passive -i/. This verb exists in
Turkish in the form of yorul-, passive of yor- ‘to tire, to weary, to fatigue’ (cf. Red-
house 1998: 1261b, 1262a), and here it corresponds to §& pi ‘tired, weary, ex-
hausted’.

14.| SF|| | kiisii§ qanur ¥ ||| ddig: The original Chinese sentence led by 5
shou is SF W& shou zhen zhi man ‘Hold on to what is genuine, and your ambition
will be satisfied’. kiisiis ganur ‘wishes will be fulfilled’ translates & i# zhiman ‘the
ambition will be satisfied’.
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The original Chinese sentence led by & zhu is B zhu wu yi yi ‘In pursu-
ing worldly things, our thoughts become disoriented’. Only ddig, the objective case
form of dd ‘material property’ is preserved from the Uyghur translation. Here dd cor-
responds to ¥ wu ‘article, thing, matter, substance, goods’.

15.] B||| | tiiz-iin sdv]ig(?) |/d] |: The original Chinese sentence led by
BE jian is B¥5 MR jian chi ya cao ‘Hold firmly to a correct fidelity’. Only tiiz-iin
savig(?) ‘gentle and love’ is retained from its Uyghur translation. Supposedly tiiz-iin
savig(?) corresponds to H ya ‘correct, elegant, refined, polished’.

2.2. Fragment B (= 4b Kr 194)

2.2.1. Transliteration

Isynt’[  ]rt'ey(]
]’ ywwzynt’ ky §'n[ ]

] &|’'wrdw ry ny[ ]
14 (llww 'ry kwyrwnce Iwk I[ ]
1y'rqlyqcysyqlyq 'wlqwsI'ry [ ]
] b’dyz lyk "wl’rzy I'rqwtlwq [ ]
]k’ kwyrwr *vnynk y’nyn tyn[ ]
188l *wynklwk q’p yrw k’[]
] 'ry kwyrsy E&|twylt’klyk /[ ]
18| ' pritwr I'r *wywn[ ]

)/ tptw ¢’ kyrwr[ ]

)/ tksynwr qwl[]
1/yn[ ]

—
f—

W= O 006 X Oy s B N -

f— p— p— — — — f— p— p— fo—  fo—  po—

2.2.2. Transcription, translation and commentary

1. |]synt’[] rt’cy(?) | ]: Only some letters have remained in this line. This line
should be a translation of P8 —3 dong xi er jing ‘are Lo-yang in the East and
Ch’ang-an in the West’.

2.| #||| arq]a yiiiiz-inté ki 3an: The original Chinese sentence led by # bei is
# M@ /& bei mang mian luo ‘Behind Lo-yang is Mang Hill, in front is the river Lo’.
[arq]a yiiiiz-intd ki §an can be translated as ‘on its back side is Ki shan’. Clearly
[arq]a yiiiiz-intd corresponds to # bei ‘back, behind’. ki §an is a transcription of
(Ul gi shan or T81U gi shan, but does not correspond to T mang shan or ti51LL
mang shan ‘a mountain in the north of Lo Yang, old Chinese capital’, MChin. midp
sdn. Supposedly this is a mistaken reading by the Uyghur translator, and the Uyghur
text should be based on a Chinese text where the first character of this word is spelled
with (% mang, which is very similar to (% gi. The same spelling can be found in the
L% Ueno manuscript of the Qian Ziwen commentary (cf. Kuroda 1982: 48).

One Uyghur sentence which corresponds to i%;Ri#® Fu wei ju jing ‘Ch’ang-an
rises from the River Wei, and has the River Ching for its defense’ is missing.

3. || E||lordu-lari-ni|ng]: The Chinese sentence led by & gong can be recon-
structed as B B8 ¥ gong dian pan yu ‘In the capitals, there is a dense maze of pal-



10 Masahiro Shogaito & Abdurishid Yakup

aces and halls’. ordu ‘palace’ translates & gong ‘palace, mansion, temple’. In other
Uyghur texts, e.g. Shogaito (1982: 71), Zieme & Kudara (1985: 134), ordu also
equals toB gong.

4. | 1#||luu-lari koriné-lik ld[ri J: The Chinese sentence led by # /lou
reads #& R lou guan fei jing ‘There is a startling upsurge of soaring towers and
look-outs’. luu-lari korinc-lik-ldfri] means ‘many-storied buildings’ or ‘two-storied
buildings’. /uu is a phonetic transliteration for 4 lou. Here, luu-lari koriinc-lik-lafri]
corresponds to %R louguan ‘many storied-buildings’ (cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997:
175).

kériincliik appears in U Il 22:3-4: Braxmadati eligning koriincliiki qayu drki, and
at on the same page 5-6: Braxmadati eligning [koriincliiki] ona iraqtan koziinii turur.
Miiller translated it as ‘Abzeichen(?)’. Bang and Gabain supposed it to be ‘eine Art
von Schaugeriist oder gar einen Wagen’ (cf. Bang & von Gabain 1929: note 124).
Clauson preferred ‘a state chariot’ (Clauson 1972: 170, 746). DTS explained it as
‘the outward appearance, characteristic’ (DTS 319a). From our context it is clear that
together with /uu-lari it stands for ¥&#R louguan or ¥R louge ‘high building’ or
‘many-storied building’, especially the high buildings in the palace. The case in U Il
seems to be the same.

5. ||| | yaray-liy &isiy-liy ol qui-lari| |: The Chinese line led by @ ru is
EREM 1u xie gin shou ‘In the palaces there are pictures of birds and beasts’.
yaray-liycisiy-liy ol qus-lari ‘those birds which are made and drawn’. yaray-liy ‘use-
ful, suitable’ corresponds to [ s ‘a picture, a portrait’; ciziyliy comes from ciz- ‘to
stratch, to draw’ + -iyliy, is an equivalent of 3 xie ‘to write, to sketch’. qus-lari
‘birds’ is an equivalent of B gin ‘birds’. The Uyghur word for ¥k shou ‘animal,
beast’ is damaged.

6. | ] bddiz-lig ol arz-i-lar qutluy: ‘Those ornamented immortals, and blessed...’.
This is one part of the Uyghur translation of MR {UEE hua cai xian ling ‘and brightly
colored paintings of genii and spirits’.

ari-i < Skr. rsi, usually corresponds to Chin. {ll xian, #{lll shenxian ‘the genii,
immortal’; cf. SH 166a, 334b. In this text it also translates Chin. {lll xian. However, in
various Uyghur texts it translates different Chinese and Sanskrit words. For detailed
information and analysis cf. Rohrborn (1977-1998: 221-222). qutluy usually means
‘blessed’, but here corresponds to #& /ing ‘spirit, divine, supernatural’. In the Sdkiz
Yiikmdk Yarug Sutra B ling also is translated with qut waxsik ‘spirits (Hend.)’. Cf.
Haneda (1915, 11. 114, 373). waxsik < Sogd. w 'xsyk (Gharib 1995: 400).

7.1 Bl |-ki koriir dvning yanintin] ]: The Chinese line led by B bing
reads W& ERE bing she pang qi ‘On the sides of the palaces there are bright houses
that open out.” korir dvning yanintin means ‘from one side of the house which is
[faced] to ...’, and - ka korir av is ‘the house which [faced] to ...°, here koriir dv
translates I & bing she ‘third house in the palace’ or ‘a house by the side’, which
refers to the houses in the palace. yanintin corresponds to {5 pang ‘side’.

8. || B ||| 6ngliig qap y(a)ru kii[rikii(?) |: The Chinese line led by B jia reads
EAMEEHR jia zhang dui ying ‘First-quality screens are opposite the pillars’. onglig
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‘coloured’ translates B jia, which has the meaning ‘beautiful’ in this context (cf.
Ogawa & Kida 1997: 178). gap is a transcription of Chin. B jia, MChin. kap ‘first
Heavenly stem; shell; armour’(cf. Shogaito 1986: 140; Barat 1996: 60); y(a)ru should
be ‘side, direction’ (cf. Clauson 1972: 955-956), and is possibly connected with the
meaning ‘first Heavenly stem’ of B} jia. kd[rdkii(?)] ‘the lattice-work wooden frame’
(Clauson 1972: 744) probably corresponds to ¥ ying ‘a column, pillar’. But such a
reconstruction is not so certain.

9. ||-Pry kor3i E#| | |toltdg-lig /| |: korsi < kor-is-i, can be translated as ‘con-
trary, to face, in view of’, and appears in Arat (1991: 10.11 and 13.107), Tezcan
(1974: 940, 956). For an analysis see Tezcan (1974: 66, note 940), Kara (1983: 49-
50), Erdal (1991: 343). Here korsi translates ¥ dui ‘to be opposite to, to oppose, to
correspond with, to make a pair ..." in the previous line (1.8).

The original Chinese line led by E# si is BRSEZRFE si yan she xi ‘Various banquet
mats are spread out’. té/taglig ‘bedding that is spread out’ comes from télt + -d ‘to
provide with cushions, lay out cushions’ (Clauson 1972: 494; Erdal 1991: 425), and
here it corresponds to $ yan ‘bamboo mat’.

10. | | &)|| tapratiir-lir oyun| |: The Chinese sentence led by &% gu can be
reconstructed as AR E gu se chui sheng ‘Music is heard with the striking of the
se and the blowing of the sheng’. se is ‘a large horizontal stringed instrument’, and
sheng means ‘a small wind instrument with pipes of different lengths’. tapratiir-lar
‘to stir, move or shake something’ translates 8% gu ‘to drum, to rouse’. tapratiir-ldr
oyun certainly refers to the ‘playing of music’. This is also documented in other
Uyghur texts: Miiller (1920: 46.8-9): ¢(d)ngriddm ir oyun tdprdtip ‘playing heavenly
music’. Zieme & Kudara (1985: 202-203): ¢(@)ngriddm oyun [bddizi]in tdprat-
misldrin saqinyu ol ‘are playing heavenly music, thus one should think’.

11.[ F|| )/ taptu-8a kiriir] ]: The Chinese sentence led by # sheng is
FBESBE sheng jie na bi ‘Officials ascend the stairs and are presented at the steps of
the throne’. taptu-ca kirur can be translated as ‘enters by stairs ...” or ‘to enter in a
tramp’. taptu comes from Chin. #§18 ta dao, MChin. t‘ap d‘au ‘step, tread, tramp’.
For an analysis see Kara (1983: 48-50). Here taptu corresponds to P& jie ‘stairs, de-
grees’, and in this place it refers to the steps used by emperors when they enter or
leave the palace (Ogawa & Kida 1997: 183). kiriir translates 4 na ‘to enter, to be
appointed, to insert...” (Giles 1912: 8106).

12. [##|| |/ tégsiniir qw| |: The Chinese sentence led by # bian reads
F¥MEEE bian zhuan yi xing ‘The sight of their caps moving around makes one think
of a sky full of twinkling stars’. tdgsiniir ‘revolves, rotates, travels about’, spelled as
t’kz yn in Fragment D 20; here it translates ¥ zhuan ‘turn around, revolve’.

13. ... /yn...: only three letters remain, and nothing can be understood from this
line. Supposedly this line is a translation of & :BMMA you tong guang nei ‘On the
right you go through to the Guang nei Hall’. For an explanation of this Chinese sen-
tence see Ogawa & Kida (1997: 186-187); Paar (1963: 154).
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2.3. Fragment C (=4B Kr 181)

2.3.1. Transliteration
V' ywrrpy lyrcymqwy H[ ]

1 'n ’r BE||| g’nkly qwsmys [ ]
Iyz yk I'ryk t'prty ]| [ ]
1/11/ p’yyn E&||| qwsmys [ ]

L 1wg e & || 1 ]

20.[ ] Ir $hil py t's twaytdy [ ]
21.[ 1lip’nky B +FEE wykwz [ |
2. 1%pykqw’ qwqitE [ ]
23.[ ]pwl'r ykykw (| p'swt[ ]

24. [ ]swynkpwity JBRE ylyk[ ]

[
2.[ 1ryyrtyn twypync ¢’ [ 1
3. VKzyk’wyz’syzyklyk I'r /[ ]
4. [ ]kyrs’r Ukyr Z&BAtykm [ ]
5.0 1ty [ 1tyrylw yyq Iw | ]
6.1 1/sstePr[INCII "wyk[]
7.1 1vwsypylk’[ Jyk &t tww ts’v | 1
8. [ 1ts'vswEE wysykyrdy[ ]
9.[ 1/y//ncwnsw B tykm’ [ ]
10. [ Jill tsyr "wyz* pytydy tmtyn[ ]
1L [ ]Uryk BF ||Pwrdw 'yeynt’ [ ]
12.[ ] Pryk B8 (llywl ykytyrt’ [ |
13.[ vk ylyk Pryk Bl [ ]
14.[  1q’ry lyg k’ntyk ]| [ ]
15.[ ]synswwk 8| ydyz[ ]
[
[
[
[

25.[ JEE tlqyyr tkyBHE[ ]

26. [ Jlkycyk d’n’rk’n pwykw [ ]

27. [ 1yytyp b’lyq "yqwey qylty 48] ]
28. [ Jqwrtwp q’m’q p’kI’r yk pyrk’rtdy[ ]
29. [ ]/fty ’mytmys I'r yk ywl’dy %} [ ]
30. [ ]yk’wydl’p @y’ntwrdy i [ ]
31.[ V/tykynyqylm'dyn [ ]

32.( Vqa'ng 'yl p’sl’d’ey [ ]

33. [ Jtdy 'rm’z ’ys lyk [ ]

34, Jeynl’yw ’ync qylty [ ]

35. [ Vowyz’ E cyw[ ]

36. [ [ Jw qwq REE ]

37. [ Jtwgr’q 'mk’dy I'r [ ]
38. [ Iiywlwg [ ]

2.3.2. Transcription, translation and commentary

1. |] iirdr pilir &imyuy 8 | |: Can be translated as ‘blows the pilir and cimyuy’.
drdr meaning ‘blow(s)’, translates 8 gu ‘to drum’ in the Chinese text, but it was
translated with a rather general word tdprdt- ‘to stir, to play’ in I. 10 of Fragment B.
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pilir also appears in other Uyghur texts, as bilur in Tezcan (1974: 970), and as pilir in
Shogaito et. al. (1998: 1349). This word corresponds to Chin. 2% bei /i, MChin. #&
<figi> 5 <liot>. It is a compound of Z& bei ‘sad’ and ¥ /i ‘Bamboos used for spears,
punt-poles, etc. A kind of horn or pipe’ (Giles 1912: 6979). In Middle Chinese the
initial of #& is labio-dental /. This - was a bilabial when Qie Yun Y]& was estab-
lished. This initial found in Uyghur texts is represented by a labio-dental, excluding
some exceptions, such as bur(xan) {#. Supposedly pilir is not a borrowing of Chinese
#E bei li, but preferably was adopted from a Central Asian language other than Chi-
nese.

cimyuy also means ‘pipe’, and both pilir and cimyuy translate Chin. Z sheng ‘an
oboe, a pipe; a flute’. ¢imyuy should be a word from the same origin as cimyug in
Tezcan (1974), where it is explained as ‘eine Art Flote (?)’ (Tezcan 1974: 68, note
973).

The original Chinese sentence led by F sheng is RFEHBE sheng jie na bi. In
Fragment B . 11 there is taptu-ca kiriir for this sentence. It should be noted that here
5 sheng is given a different form from the one in Fragment B. This implies that
Fragment C is based on another version of the Chinese text, different from the Chi-
nese text that was a base for Fragment B, for example, a similar version which is ed-
ited in Kuroda (1982) and where we also found & instead of F. Cf. Kuroda (1982:
49).

2. |]-I’r yertin tiipin<€>-&i | |: yertin tipin<¢>-¢d ‘from the ground to the
root’ or ‘from the ground to the foundation’, here translates $4F£ na bi ‘to be pre-
sented at the steps of the throne’.

For the Chinese sentence led by # bian and its translation see Fragment B note
12. In Fragment B only tagsiniir is preserved as the translation of this sentence. In
this fragment there is kdzig iiz-d sez-iklig-lcr from its translation (cf. next line).

3. |] kézig iiz-4 sez-iklig-lir| ]: can be translated as ‘those who were suspi-
cious of its revolving’. In this context it should be a literal translation of ¥ & zhuan
yi, which can be directly translated as ‘to doubt about revolving’ (cf. Fragment B note
12; Paar 1963: 116).

4. || kirsir tagir B tegm(d) [ ordu-qa  |: ‘If (you) enter [from the left side],
you will reach the Chengming [Hall], namely ...". This line translates 7€ Z#&BH zuo
da cheng ming ‘On the left you penetrate into the Ch’eng-ming Hall’. Here tagir,
aorist of fdg- ‘to reach’, corresponds to 3 da ‘to penetrate, reach to’. #&BR Cheng-
ming, MChin. zién miap, probably its Uyghur pronunciation is *$iy me.

The Uyghur translation of 558 #MA you tong guang nei ‘On the right you go
through the Kuang-nei Hall’ before Z£:& & BA is missing.

5.1 B}yl | terilii yiy(D)lu | ]: The Chinese line reads BE#EIRER ji ji fen
dian ‘Here have been collected the three ‘fen’ and the five ‘tien’’. ‘fen’ (3K) and
‘tien’ (#2) are ‘books about the emperors and kings’; here it refers to all classic Chi-
nese books, cf. Ogawa & Kida (1997: 188). As a translation of fendian there is
S(a)st(i)r-lar in the next line.

Only ¢ty is visible from the first word. terilii yiy(i)lu ‘assembling and accumulating’
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or ‘collecting (Hend.)’ here translates # ji ‘to flock, group together, gather’. The
spelling of yiy(i)lu as yyq Iw is somehow special.

6. | ] $(a)st(i)r-lar [IR]|||lym]d 6k [ | : $(@)st(i)r < Toch. A/B. $astiar < Skr.
éastra, and translates $ dian ‘standard, rule, norm’ in 1. 5.

The Chinese sentence led by 7R yi reads IRZEBEE yi ju qun ying ‘Also, a multi-
tude of eminent men is assembled here’. [ym]d ¢k ‘moreover’ corresponds to IR yi
‘also’, the first word of the Chinese sentence.

7. fu §i bilgé-|lir)ig #t||| tuu tsau | |: fu §i bilgaldr ‘the wise masters’ trans-
lates B¥Z qunying ‘gifted people, people of talent’ or ‘scholars, wise people’ in 1. 6.
fu i goes back to Chin. X-F fu zi, MChin. fiu tsioi ‘a sage, a prophet, a hero; added
as a title of respect to the names of great teachers; the Master’ (Giles 1912: 3612), cf.
Bang & von Gabain (1929: note 106).

The Chinese sentence led by 4t du is B du gao zhong li ‘The manu-
script collections include grass calligraphy of Tu Cao and writing in ‘li-shu’ by Zhong
Yao’. & gao refers to Caoshu and R /i refers to Lishu in this Chinese sentence, and
the cao shu (L) and /i shu (3% %) are styles of writing of the Chinese characters
(cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997: 190-191).

tuu tsau is the transcription for ¥t#8 Du Cao, a prime minister of the Han dy-
nasty. It is said that he was a better hand at the Caoshu style of writing. Zhong Yao
(§8%%) was the military chief of the Wei dynasty. It is said that he improved the
xiaozhuan type of writing, and invented lishu (cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997: 191).

8. [tsav Su CAOSHU usik y(a)ratdi] |: ‘invented the CAOSHU charac-
ter, a rapid style of writing’. fsav su is a transliteration of Chin. 23 cao shu, MChin.
ts’au ¢io ‘the ‘grass’ character or running hand; said to be so-called of a document,
which was formerly written on straw paper’ (Giles 1912: 11, 634). usik ‘letter, font,
writing’, should be the category name for CAOSHU. Here it refers to # shu in CA-
OSHU.

9./ y//n/ &un¥u W tegmi/ : ‘cunsu refers to ZHUANSHU, a style of Chinese
calligraphy...’. ¢unsu is a transliteration of Chin. 3 zhuan shu , MChin. d.iuen gio
‘seal character, a style of Chinese calligraphy, often used on seals’ (HanYing: 1354).

10. | i%]|||tsir ©iz4 bitidi tam-tin|  |: The original Chinese sentence led by &
gi is ZRIBEAE gi shu bi jing ‘Also, there are old books written with varnish and clas-
sics that had been hidden in the wall’. tsir iizd bitidi means ‘wrote with varnish’. ssir
is a transcription for & gi, MChin. ts‘iEt ‘the varnish tree, (Rhus vernicifera or Venix
vernicia) from which the Chinese collect sap for lacquer ware; paint; to paint or var-
nish; black; sticky’ (Giles 1912: 1023). Concerning the system of such Uyghur tran-
scription cf. Shogaito 1995, p. 130.

tam-tin means ‘from the wall’, and tam translates B bi ‘wall, screen, partition’ in
the Chinese sentence.

11.| |-lirig K ||| ordu i&inté | |: /'ryk, probably can be reconstructed as /bit-
ig]ldrig ‘books’, which translates % jing ‘book, doctrine’ in the previous line.

The Chinese sentence led by fF fir reads FF #4348 fu luo jiang xiang ‘Generals
and ministers are in orderly formation in the halls of government’. ordu icintd means
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‘at the palace’. Here ordu translates ff fu ‘a store-house; a treasury; a palace’, also ‘a
political division or ‘prefecture’ as established under the Tang dynasty’ (Giles 1912:
3682). ]

12.| |-ldrig B% ||| yol ikitirtd] |: The Chinese sentence led by B& /u is
PREEBRIED /u xia huai ging ‘Out along the roadways there are high officials together
under the ‘huai’ trees’. yol ikitirtd ‘on the two sides of the road’, here yol is an
equivalent of #& /u ‘a road, a path, a journey’. ikitirtd probably comes from iki ‘two’
+ -tirtd. -tirtd is supposedly a variant of —tirti / -tiirti (cf. Clauson 1972: xI).

13.| big-lir]ig elig- lirig F || ||: bdgldrig elig-larig ‘officials and kings’
translates #89)  huai ging, which refers to dukes and ministers (cf. Ogawa & Kida
1997: 193).

The Chinese sentence led by F hu is F 3 /\8& hu feng ba xian ‘Some of these
officials are from families that have been invested with a fief of eight districts’.

14.| |qari- liq kiintig K|||| |: gariliq kdntig means ‘old aged town’. garilig
usually refers to the old age of a person, but in this text qualifies kdnt ‘town’ (< Sogd.
knd). In Osmanli garilig is ‘womanhood, wifehood’ (Clauson 1972: 659; Redhouse
1998: 607b). Here gariliq probably translates $t feng ‘to enfief; fief” (Pulleyblank
1991: 95), and kdnt translates & xian ‘district’. gariliq kdnt seems to refer to ‘a town
which is enfiefed’.

The Chinese sentence led by X jia reads R¥ T & jia gei gian bing ‘Each family
has been given a thousand soldiers’.

15.] |sen siiiig & ||| ediz: sen siisig means ‘a thousand soldiers’. sen is a tran-
scription for Chin. F gian, MChin. ts’ien ‘thousand’. sen siiiig translates F£% gian
bing ‘a thousand soldiers’ in the previous line. The Chinese sentence led by & gao
reads & @ FE® gao guan pei lian ‘Wearing high caps, they accompany the imperial
man-drawn carriage’. This sentence describes the situation of the high officials taking
the same carriage with princes; cf. Ogawa & Kida (1997: 200). ediz ‘high, lofty’ is an
equivalent of & gao ‘high, tall, lofty’ .

16.| | len-lir B&||| qangli qoSmi8 | |: /en is a transcription for ¥ /ian, MChin.

fien ‘man-drawn carriage’ (Pulleyblank 1991: 225) in the previous line. /en-ldr ‘man-
drawn carriages’.
The Chinese sentence led by & qu reads BEW R qu gu zhen ying ‘As the char-
iot is urged on, the wheels turn rapidly and the tassels on the officials’ caps get
shaken’. gangli gosmis ‘drive a wagon...” translates Chin. BB® gugu ‘drive the car-
riage’. gos- ‘to put to or drive a pair of beasts’ (cf. Redhouse 1998: 675b).

17. | tijz-ig-liirig taprit(d)i ||| |: [tijz-ig-ldrig tdprd(d)ti ‘shake the row’
translates #x#%® zhen ying ‘shake the tassels; shake the fringe’ in the previous line.

The Chinese sentence led by t# shi reads tH43% & shi lu chi fu ‘They have he-
reditary incomes and are wealthy enough to live on a lavish scale.’

18.| |/ bayin X||| qo¥mi| qangli |: bayin is the instrumental form of bay
‘rich, a rich man’. Here it corresponds to & fu ‘rich, wealthy’ (Pulleyblank 1991:
101) in the previous line.

The Chinese sentence led by B che reads R IB#E che jia fei ging “They yoke
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sleek steeds to their light chariots’. Here carriages (¥E), corpulent horse (AB), and
light leather overcoat (¥8) refer to the things used by the rich. gosmis [qangli] ‘a
joined chariot’, gosmis is a past participle form of gos- ‘to conjoin, unite (two things),
..." (Clauson 1972: 670), and here it translates Chin. ¥ jia ‘to yoke, harness; yoked
carriage; drive a chariot’.

19.| ton]luy-lar 3 ||| al | |: [ton]luy-lar ‘those who wear ... clothes’ is suppos-
edly a part of the phrase [yenik teri ton]luy-lar ‘those who wear light fur coats’,
which stands for ¥ ging ‘light’ in the previous line, the shortened form of #83% ging
qiu ‘light leather coat’. For teri ton ‘a fur coat’ (cf. Clauson 1972: 531).

The Chinese line led by % ce reads SR B ce gong mao shi ‘Their exuberant
plans and solid achievements’. The word a/ ‘device, method of doing something’ is
often used together with altay or cavis. Here it seems that al or al [altay] translates
¥& ce ‘a plan, a scheme, a stratagem’. Usually this is natural, since the meaning of
these two words is almost the same. Another meaning of % ce is ‘to write’ or ‘to ren-
der’ (cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997: 204-205).

20.| | I’r #|) bi ta3 toqitdi] |: /’r may be reconstructed as [arddm]-ldr ‘good-
ness, virtue, good qualities’ (Clauson 1972: 206), and supposedly translates Chin. B
shi ‘full, solid; fruit; true’ (Pulleyblank 1991: 283).

The Chinese sentence led by # le is $1/8%I|$% /e bei ke ming ‘have been com-
memorated with inscriptions engraved on stone tablets’. bi tas toqgitdi ‘had a memo-
rial stone carved / written’ is an exact translation of the Chinese sentence. bi can be
traced back to Chin. B8 bei, MChin. piu¢ ‘a large stone tablet; a tombstone’ (Giles
1912: 8764), and tas should have the same meaning as ## in this context.

A similar expression appears in KT S 12-13, BK(K)15: bdngii tas togitdim ‘1 had
a (memorial) stone carved’. Orkun translated it ‘abide tasini yontturdum’ in Orkun
(1994: 28), and Tekin as ‘I had the memorial stone inscribed’ in Tekin (1968: 263),
correctly. However, Clauson suggests “I had a (memorial) stone driven into (the
ground)” (1972: 467). Obviously, the key word in this sentence is togitdim. Clauson
explained it as “to have (something) woven” (1972: 467), and Erdal considers that
“*hewn’ or even ‘incised’ seems just as possible” (1991: 789). In our context fogit- is
clearly identical with Chin. $f) /e ‘a bridle; to curb; to coerce. to carve; to engrave’
(Giles 1912: 7316), and this interpretation can also be applied to the Orkhun inscrip-
tions. pi t[a]5 yaratdilar in Rohrborn (1991: 315-316) should be a similar expression
to bi tas togqitdi.

21.| B+&|| |banki H+FEZE giiz||: The Chinese sentence led byZ ban
is 5 +&ZFRF Ban xi Yi Yin ‘Those who are commemorated are famous men like
Lu Shang, the Tai Gong, who fished at Banki, and also the minister, Yi Yin’. Tai
Gong or Tai Gongwang (X2 XE) is a popular title of a high officer of state named Lii
Shang (& &1) who lived from the 11th to the 12th century B.C., during the Zhou dy-
nasty, cf. Giles (1898: 135-136, item 343; 708-709 item 1862). Yi Yin is a minister
who rendered outstanding service to Tangwang of the Yin dynasty (cf. Ogawa &
Kida 1997: 206-210).

Banki is an Uyghur transcription of & +#&, MChin. ban k"i ‘a rivulet at the
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South-Eastern part of present Baoji city, Shanxi province. According to legend
Lushang, from the time of Zhou, & used to angle there before his meeting with
Wenwang’ (Dacidian VII p. 1112). égiiz ‘river’ corresponds to ¥ xi ‘rivulet’.

22.| KX|% bilgi xua quy {EE []: [K]2 bilgd xua quy means ‘the wise man
Tai Gong’. Tai Gong bilgd refers to Tai Gongwang. It is said that he was a wise and
virtuous man, and there are many stories about him. Cf. Giles (1898) and Ogawa &
Kida (1997) (pages given in I. 21).

Xua quy is a transcription for{E B Auaguo, MChin. xua kuEk, and is probably an
error of [E| hua guo, a name for China. cf. Giles 1912: 5005.

23.| | bular ikigii {£||| basut | |: bular ikigii ‘both of them’ here refers to Tai
Gongwang and Yi Yin.

The Chinese sentence led by {& zuo is ¥ EFBa i zuo shi a heng ‘The former was
a timely help, a Man of the Hour; the other was given the title of ‘A-heng”’. Yi Yin
was a minister of Tang Wang and was called A-heng (Ba[flif) with respect. B a is a
‘familiar prefix to names and terms of relationship’, and # heng means ‘crosswise;
balance arm of a steelyard’.

basut ‘support, help’ here renders & zuo ‘to aid, to assist’.

24.| |song bolti 5T elig| |: ‘? became the king Tang wang’. B E Tang
wang, MChin. t'dy Aiiudy ‘King Tang’ was an emperor of the Yin dynasty. elig ‘king’
is an equivalent to Chin. E wang in HE Tang wang.

25. | ||| |E = atl(i)y yer-tiki Bi B : The Chinese sentence led by & yan reads
HEME yan zhai qu fu ‘[Zhou Gongdan] resided in Qu Fu for a long time’. Zhou
Gongdan (842 B), Duke of Zhou (J&4), who died in B.C. 1105, is known under the
title Dan (B), fourth son of Wen Wang and younger brother to Wu Wang, and is
generally known in history, though sometimes spoken of as ¥4 Ji Gong ‘Duke of
Ji°. Cf. Giles (1898: 162, item 418). BB Qu fu is a place name in Shandong prov-
ince, China. Once it was the capital of Lu State (& 841-476 B.C.) during the Zhou
dynasty, and is also known as a place where Kong Fuzi, a famous Chinese philoso-
pher, was born (cf. Cihai 1979: 1199).

Yanzhai atl(i)y yer-tdki Qu Fu can be translated as ‘Qu Fu at a place named
Yanzhai’. Interpreting Yanzhai as a place name is not correct. In this context #& yan
means ‘long, for long’, and S zhai is ‘to live, to stay’, and when put together they
mean ‘to stay for a long time’ or ‘live for a long time’ (cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997: 211-
212).

26.| f]||kitig dan drkiin bogii||: The Chinese sentence led by ¥ wei is
M B BE wei dan shu ying ‘Who, if not Dan, could have managed this?’. kicig dan
drkdn bogii means ‘when Zhou Gongdan was a child, he has wise ...". This sentence
can hardly be regarded as a literal translation of the Chinese. kicig dan seems to
translate # B wei dan. Usually ¥ wei has the meaning ‘small, minute’ (Pulleyblank
1991: 320), but here it means ‘were it not for...’. Translating it with kicig is not cor-
rect. Dan, Chin. B refers to &% HZhou Gongdan. However, this reading is not
certain.

27.| | yetip baliq ayyu&i qilti #8]||| |: yetip baliq ayyuci gilti means ‘arrived
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and made the governor of the city’. As the title ayyuci appears in many Uyghur
documents and religious texts in the form of i§ ayyuci, Sazin ayyuci, tamya ayyuci,
etc., in most cases it means ‘someone who is in charge of practical affairs’ (cf. Ume-
mura 1977: 253 (03)-252 (06); Réhrborn 1977-1998: 299-300). We also found balig
ayyuci in Yamada et al. (1991: Mi01, 19): goco baliq ayyuciqa bir kiimis yastuq ber-
ip ‘dem Befehlshaber der Stadt Qoco ein 1 Silber-yastuq geben’ and in Kara & Zieme
(1986: 382-383): muntada in(a)ru Qaycu ciu baliq ayyuci bdg dvindikildrkda ayip
artugraq kertgiintiirdi ‘Von nun an sprach (?) der die Stadt Huaizhou beherrschende
Bidg zu den Angehorigen seines Anwesens, und ihm wurde duBerst vertraut’. In the
latter sentence ayyuci bdg stands for Chin. FI58 ce shi ‘a governor of a province
under the Han dynasty; the magistrate of a Department under the Sung dynasty’
(Giles 1912: 12412). But in the previous two cases balig mostly seems to be a part of
the preceding place names Qoco and Qaycu ciu. In our text balig ayyuci is very obvi-
ously a title just as i§ ayyuci, Sazin ayyuci etc., and probably refers to ‘governor of the
city” or ‘mayor’. Here it concretely refers to Zhou Gongdan’s managing of Qu Fu, the
capital city, enfiefed by Lu State (cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997: 212).

The Chinese sentence led by #8 Huan reads $820E & Huan gong kuang he
‘Huan Kung united the feudal princes, and put the country right’. Huan Gong or Huan
Kung (684-642 B.C.) is the title of a duke of the Qi State, whose surname was &
Jiang, and whose given name was /N8 Xiaobai (cf. Giles 1898: 327-328, item 841).

28.| olyjurtup q(a)may béglir-ig birgértdi: ‘placed [the country] and assem-
bled all officials’. The whole sentence translates #8/AE & Huan gong kuang he in
the previous line. Here olyurt- ‘to place’ corresponds to E kuang ‘to aid, correct’,
q(a)may bdaglar “all officials’ translates 43 gong ‘duke, public just’, and birgdrt- ‘to
unite, assemble’ translates & Ae ‘to join, unite’.

29.[ | /fty dmitmiS-Kirig yiladi $8(||| |: dmitmis-ldrig yiilddi means ‘supported
those who were inclined to’. This sentence translates k{8 fu ging ‘overturned one’ in
HEGRHR1E gi ruo fu ging ‘He helped the weak, and helped up the falling’ in the Chi-
nese text. This sentence follows the sentence in . 28.

The Chinese line led by # gi is ¥138;2 8 Qi hui Han Hui ‘Qi Liji restored Hui
Di of the Han dynasty to the throne of crown prince’. Qi refers to Qi Liji ({§% ),
one of the Four Gray-heads, whose surname was %4 Zhu, and whose given name was
B Hui. Here he stands for the Four Gray-heads (PR#%), namely Tang Xuanlang
(EEE ), Cui Guang (# ), Zhou Shu (FE#T) and Qi Liji, of the Han dynasty; cf.
Ogawa & Kida (1997: 215-218); Giles (1898: 124, item 309; 164, item 423; 714,
item 714; 775, item 2038).

30.| |yk 6dldp 3 yanturdi j®: Can be translated as ‘gave advice to... and re-
turned Han...’. This line translates #3288 & ‘Qi Liji restored Hui Di of the Han dy-
nasty to the throne of crown prince’ in the previous line. 38 Aui usually means ‘to go
back; to return’, but here refers to Qi Liji and the other three virtuous men who
changed the situation and advised the emperor not to abolish Hui Di. Maybe this is
the reason for adding the Chinese character 38 before its Uyghur translation yanturdi
in order to clarify its special meaning.
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31.| oyul]uy tegin-i gilmadin[ |: Can be translated as ‘without making [the
son of ...] the prince’. Probably it is connected with the content of the previous line. It
is said that Liu Bang (2I#B), the first emperor of the Han dynasty, first wanted his
oldest son Liu Ying (2I&, whose emperor name is Hui Di %) to be the crown
prince. Later he loved his second wife and tried to abolish Liu Ying and make his son
by a concubine the crown prince. On the advice of the Four Gray-heads he changed
his idea and kept his first decision. tegin-i gilmadin is connected with this historical
matter (cf. Ogawa & Kida 1997: 216-217; Giles 1898: 553, item 1442).

32.| |/qqan-qa el baglada&i] |: ‘one who ruled the country for the king’. e/
basla- is identical with Chin. J&E zhi guo ‘to govern a country’ from a passage in
Uigurica 1 25 given with its Chinese parallel text: e/ baslayu tériisin otiniirsifz]lar
ayitu ‘fragt ihr mich nach dem Reichsregierungs-Gesetz’ (= Chin. f#AE:X).
There are two words (ut- and basla- in the Orkhun texts for this concept: girg yil el
tutdum bodun basladim ‘for forty years | held the realm and ruled the people’, and
these two verbs should have a similar meaning to e/ basla-. In this line ganga el
basladaci translates 8 %) mi wu ‘one who works hard; minister who participates in
confidential matters of the country’; cf. Ogawa & Kida (1997: 220).

The original Chinese sentence reads & X & %) jun yi mi wu ‘Thus, superior and
able men have exerted themselves in the service of the emperors’.

33.| |tdy drmiéz i§-lig| &r  |: drmdz may be connected with the verb preced-
ing it. i§-lig/ dr] ‘hard-working person’, is possibly an another translation of % %) mi
wu. Kagyari (Dankoff & Kelly 1982-1985: 244) has isliy dr meaning ‘a man who
completes a job and leaves nothing over for someone else’. Clauson quotes Turkmen
isli ‘busy, fully occupied’ (1972: 262).

34.| |&inlayu eni qilti| ]: Can be translated as ‘really made in peace’ or
‘really made peaceful’. The Chinese sentence is % XT3 duo shi shi ning ‘With the
help of these many scholars, there was a true peace in the empire’. cinlayu enc qilti
corresponds to BB shi ning ‘really at peace’.

35.| |iizd B X &u |wang |: iizd means ‘above, on high’ and has several other
meanings as a postposition (cf. Clauson 1972: 280). ¥ E Chuwang ‘ruler of the feu-
dal Chu State’, here it refers to a feudal state in Hu Guang under the Zhou dynasty
(cf. Paar:1963: 143). ¢iu wang is an Uyghur transcription for # X Chuwang, MChin.
ts’io iup (cf. Dacidian IV p. 1148).

The original Chinese sentence reads H 288 Jin Chu geng ba ‘Jin and Chu
were, one after the other, the chiefs of the feudal states’. Jin and Chu are state names
during the time of Chun Qiu (F¥X). This sentence also refers to Wen Gong of Jin,
and Zhuang Wang of Chu both becoming the supreme rulers (cf. Ogawa & Kida
1997: 222). The Uyghur translation seems to be based on the latter explanation.

36.| &iJuquy|): ¢iu quy is an Uyghur transcription of #8E Zhaoguo ‘an an-
cient state name during the time of the Warring States (¥iE Zhanguo 475-221
B.C.)’. Dacidian IX p. 1132.

The Chinese sentence reads ¥¥REME Zhao Wei kun heng ‘Zhao and Wei en-
countered difficulties due to the system of alliances that created a horizontal barrier



20 Masahiro Shogaito & Abdurishid Yakup

across China’. Here Zhao and Wei are state names during the time of the Warring
States.

37.| ar]tuqraq @mgidi-lir| |: Can be translated as ‘they excessively suffered’.
[ar]tugraq dmgadi-ldr translates B kun ‘to torment, to torture, to hurt, to distress’ in
the previous line.

38. | {1l yoluy| |: The Chinese sentence led by f& jia is BRi& BB jia tu
mie Guo ‘Duke Xian of Qin, under false pretences, obtained permission to pass
through Yu, in order to subjugate Guo’. yol ‘road, way’ translates i& tu ‘path, road-
way’ in the Chinese sentence.

2.4. Fragment D (= 4b Kr 185)

2.4.1. Transliteration

1. [ W't wyz ynt’ky kyryk s[ ]
2.[  Jkwys'ywr swqyq yq Sl |
3.0 Jqyr 'r BXjlywkwrwp sykryp [ ]
4. [ ]|’wylwrmys pycmys k’rk’k *wqry[ ]
5.0 lkyaqy 'ryq fif| lwpw  &[ ]
6.[ 1/t °wz’nm’qlyq’ty BET] 1
7.0 Jkd’rty #EZ kyswq [ ]
8. 1Mu#E tq wywney syqyrq’ly [ ]
9.[ 1tntsyk<qnsk>fBE& tlyq[ ]
10. [ ]/ mwnk tym 348 “tigkysy] ]
L[ ] B ts’y Iwyn 54/ [ ]
12.[ ] 89%5p’ qunk| ]
13. [ 1/ pwytydm’k t'[ ] *wz 'nm’q [ ]
14. [ 1//°wyz > bwlq’nmys s’ry ’'ryq[ ]
15.[ 1l pyry’nklqp’rc’ yyk "dkw [ ]
16.[ Jsy BHE “tiqpw ykyqyz[ |
17.1 1y rqlyqpwldy 't T /// | ]
18. [ Jkyn lyk kwylcyrk” ywwz lwk][ ]
19.[ ] tmys 'wq t’k twrq’rw[ ]
20. [ Jvswrw t’kz ynyp ////sy[ ]
21 [ 1 kwyk q’lyq t” [ ]
22. [ 1/Mdy’wyz’’y[ ]
23. [ Jswrwky 'wyz’ [ ]

2.4.2. Transcription, translation and commentary

1.|  B%|)|| 4t 6z-intiki kirig sluv-da  |: The Chinese sentence led by #% hai
reads #R%YEHIB hai gou xiang yu ‘When the body is dirty, one thinks of bathing’.
dat’oz-intaki kirig s{uv-daj ‘with water (wants / hopes to wash) the dirt on the body’,
is an almost word by word translation of the Chinese sentence.

Usually dt'6z corresponds to &K ti, & shen (cf. Shogaito 1993: 234a, etc.), but
here it translates #% kai ‘bones of the body, skeleton’.
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2. |8l Ikiisdyiir soyiq-iy B&E|||| |: The Chinese sentence led by $A zhi is
HEARRIR zhi re yuan liang ‘When you have taken hold of something hot, you wish
for something cold’. kiisayiir soyig-iy ‘desire for cold (thing)’, corresponds word by
word to FEiR yuan liang in the Chinese sentence.

The Chinese sentence led by &8 /i is BEERRYF /i /uo du te ‘Donkeys, mules,
calves and bulls’.

3. | silyir-lar B%|||yiigiiriip sekrip|]: /si]yirlar means ‘oxen’, and here it trans-
lates %¥ te “bulls’. The Chinese sentence led by §% hai is BXFE#BER hai yue chao xi-
ang ‘when startled, will leap more than a spirited horse’. yigiiriip sekrip ‘running and
jumping’ corresponds to HE#BER yue chao xiang ‘leap over a spirited horse’ in the
Chinese sentence. The Uyghur word which corresponds to B% hai ‘startled, fright-
ened’ is missing, and supposedly there is a converb of #rk- ‘to be startled, scared,
frightened’ (Clauson 1972: 221).

4. | ¥k||| 6liirmi§ bi¢mi§ kirgik oyri|-lariy |: The Chinese sentence led by
zhu reads FEBTREE zhu zhan zei dao ‘Thieves and robbers are punished and be-
headed’. oliirmis bicmis kdrgdk oyrif[-lariy ] can be translated as ‘should kill and cut
the thieves’ or ‘should kill (Hend.) the thieves’. bi¢- ‘to cut’ is used in the same
meaning as o/ir- ‘to kill’ in some texts. Examine the following verse in Ka§yarl
(Dankoff & Kelly 1982-1985: 327):

%II

tinla bila bastimiz we attacked them at night;

tagmd yanaq bustimiz we lay in ambush on every side;

kdasmdldrin kdastimiz then we cut their horses’ forelocks;

minlaq drin bictimiz and killed the men of miplaq (a place name).

Obviously, in our text 6l/iirmis bicmis translates # zhan ‘to behead, to cut into’.

5. | tutmis k(d)rg|dk yayi-lariy ||| 16pu &: [tutmis k(@)rgdk] yayi-lariy ‘should
catch the enemies’. This sentence translates & ¥R = pu huo pan wang ‘Rebels and
fugitives are seized and arrested’ in the Chinese text. In the Uyghur translation
yayilar ‘enemies; hostiles’ corresponds to R 1= panwang ‘to forsake and escape’ in
the Chinese text, and /tutmis k(d)rgdak] ‘should capture’ corresponds to ¥ pu huo
‘to seize, to capture’.

The Chinese sentence led by #i bu is #i§H: B Bu she Liao wan ‘Lii Bu was
skilled as an archer, and Yi Liao excelled in shooting clay balls’. /6 pu is a transcrip-
tion for &# Lu Bu, MChin. lio po (?-198), the name of a famous general of the Late
Han dynasty, who was born in Jiu Yuan, and whose honorific name is Fengxian. He
killed Dong Zhuo, surrendered to Yuan Chao and was killed by Cao Cao (cf. Kokan
Jiten p. 554). Yi Liao (B i), whose full name is Xiong Yiliao (K& B i¥), was a native
of Chu during the Warring States. It is recorded that he played ball excellently; cf.
Ogawa & Kida (1997: 329).

6.[] t’ uz-anmagqliy #drti B T| |: ¢’ uz-anmagliy drti means ‘was master in...",
and it should be part of the Uyghur translation of the Chinese sentence in the previous
line.
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B Tyi liao is another spelling for Ei¥. According to Ogawa & Kida, the Chi-
nese characters for & liao are different in various Qian zi-wen versions. Some texts
use & and others use fi€. Using T in this text should be another variant; cf. Ogawa
& Kida (1997: 329-330).

7. | 1kiid drti #£Z kiSuy |[FEH |: kad drti ‘were extremely good’. f&ZF Ji Qin is
the name of a stringed musical instrument which was invented by #&BJi Kang, an
ideologist and poet during the time of Three-States and Wei. His honorific name is
B Shuye. kisoq is an Uyghur transcription of ##% Ji Shu, MChin. xiSuy, which
was coined by the Uyghurs taking xi (Uyghur pronunciation is 4i), the Kei Kang’s
surname, and # Shu (Uyghur Chinese pronunciation is Suy ) from his honorific name
I Shuye. In some Chinese records we found #&##Ji Shuye, composed of Kei
Kang’s surname # Ji and his honorific name ##& Shuye. kisuy F&# should be a
name made by the Uyghurs in a similar way, or it could also be based on f##. For
more detailed information see Kokan Jiten vol.1, p. 1099c; Jinshu (pp. 1369-1372);
Ma Zonghu (1982: 461-471.

The Chinese sentence is 7 ZHtM Ji gin Ruan xiao ‘Ji Kang was master in play-
ing the Chinese lute, Ruan Ji was skillful in flute playing’.

8. |) Br## atl(i)yy oyuni siyiryali | |: ‘A musician named Ruan Ji [was skillful] in
whistling’, is a translation of [TtH in the previous line. [FL¥& Ruan Ji (210-263 AD.),
was a poet and ideologist of Wei during the Three-States Period, and his honorific
name is Si Zong (f@7R). He is one of the seven virtuous men at the Groves of Bam-
boo’ (Kokanjiten vol. 3 p. 1086b). For more detailed information see Jinshu (pp.
1359-1362); Cihai (1979: 408b). Here he is mentioned as oyunci < oyun + ¢i ‘musi-
cian’ or ‘one who loves amusement’. This word also can be read as 6¢¢i, which comes
from ¢t ‘advise’ + ¢i, literally meaning ‘someone who gives advice’. Here it probably
stands for Chin. B A xian ren ‘virtuous man’. It should be noted that this line has
been circled by the writer or the copyist; therefore, it may be that this line was erased.

9. | Itan tsik BTEE atliy BR| | : tan tsik is an Uyghur transcription for Ft§ Ruan
Ji, MChin. niun dziek .This transliteration was corrected to yan s(i)k, and it is written
beside the word with a thin pen. tsyk is an early Chinese pronunciation of #& Ji, which
later changed to s(i)k, and tan is for [it; it may also represent an early pronunciation
of it or is an error for yan.

[t#& arliy means ‘(a person) named RUANJI’. Concerning Bt Ruan Ji see our
note in 1.8.

10.| |/ mung tim ¥ 1% atl(i))y ki8i[]: Can be translated as ‘a person named
Meng Tian’. mung tim is a transliteration of 31% Meng Tian, which is the name of a
general in the time of Qin (). He worked as Neishi (%) ‘officers of the Censor-
ate under the Han dynasty’ at the time of Qin Shihuang (ZE3 2). He led an army of
30,000, drove Huns out, and constructed the Great Wall; in the time of the second
ruler of Qin, he was sentenced to death (?-210 B.C.). It was recorded in Shi Ji (58 &8)
‘Historical Records’ that he invented the writing brush. Some other records also say
that he improved the writing brush (cf. Kokan Jiten vol. 3, p. 440a; Cihai 1979:
1627b).
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The Chinese sentence is 15 #MM#K Tian bi Lun zhi ‘Meng Tian invented the
writing brush, Cai Lun invented paper’.

11.| 3% R4 ts’y lwyn B | | [3%) W Cai Lun zhi means ‘a paper in-
vented by Cai Lun’ or ‘paper of Cai Lun’. Since Cai Lun was a lord (f& hou ‘mar-
quis’) of Long Ting (B&%), this paper is also called #4{&#& Cai Hou zhi ‘paper of
Lord Cai’; cf. Dacidian vol. IX p. 538; Kokan Jiten vol. 3 p. 456b.

ts’y lwyn is a transliteration of the next Chinese characters ¥%ffi Cai Lun, MChin.
ts’ai liuén.

12.| | %E#$9 paqong| |: The Chinese sentence is EH&IES) Jun giao Ren
diao ‘Ma Jun was a skillful artificer, Ren Gongzi excelled in fishing’. B#3Jun giao
in this text is a citation from the first two characters of the Chinese sentence. pa gong
is a transcription for Ma Gong (&%), which is composed of Ma Jun’s family name
Ma, MChin. ma, and the first letter of Ren Gongzi’s given name Gong, MChin. kun.

Ma Jun (55#9) was a scholar of Wei during the time of the Three-States. Ren
Gongzi (fE22F) is a person of the First Qin (5£%8). For detailed information cf.
Ogawa & Kida (1997: 335-336).

13. [ | ///l/ botidmék-td uz-anmaq| ]: Can be translated as ‘to be master in
making dance’. bddit- ‘to make dance (a person or one’s feet)’. KasyarT (Dankoff &
Kelly 1982-1985: 416): ol oylini boditti ‘He made his son dance’. uzanmag ‘to be
master’, the preceding noun always with the locative (examples and analyses cf.
Clauson 1972: 289; Erdal 1991: 768, also cf. . 6 of this fragment). -#d is not clear
from the photograph.

According to Zhuang Zi ( T#F) ), Ma Jun made a doll from wood, and dressed
it with colourful silk cloth. The doll danced by itself without being any different from
human beings. This line is connected to this story. For details cf. Ogawa & Kida
(1997: 336).

14.| | iiz-d bulyanmis sav-lariy | |: This phrase can be translated as ‘disor-
dered affairs by ...". The Chinese sentence is ¥} FI{# shi fen li su ‘They cleared up
confusion and they were of profit to the commonalty’. bulyanmis sav-lar ‘disodered
affairs, confused matters’ corresponds to 2 fen ‘confused, disorderly, mixed’.

15.] 1fi))|| bir yangliy barfa yeg #dgii [drti |: The Chinese sentence reads
W & {E W bing jie jia miao “They were all excellent and admirable men’. bir yangliy
barca yeg ddgii [drti ] ‘all was best and good of one kind’ is an almost word by word
translation of the Chinese sentence.

16. [mau ¢oFE W4%i|3i 78 fE  atl(i)y bu iki giz: This line can be translated as
‘Mao Qiang, Xi Shi these two girls...”. Both Mao Qiang and Xi Shi were remarkable
for their great beauty at the time of Chunqiu (770 - 476 B.C.). A Chinese classic book
entitled ZhiZi, XiaoCheng (¥ F. /M) thus records: Ei¥, M, X TZ2E A
‘Mao Qiang and Xi Shi are the beauties of the world’ (Dacidian vol. VIII pp. 744-5).
For detailed information also see Giles (1898: 271, item 679; 575, item 1497). $i §i is
a transcription of &5 Xi Shi, MChin. siei gié.

The Chinese sentence is EfEi#&E Mao Shi shu zi ‘Mao Qiang and Xi Shi were
beautiful and charming’.
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17.| |yaray-liy boldi-lar X///| |: yaray-liy boldi-lar can be translated as ‘be-
came suitable...” or ‘became useful’. yarayliy means * ‘suitable, opportune, useful’
and the like’ (Clauson 1972: 964). Here it is used to describe the beauty of Mao
Qiang and Xi Shi.

18.| |kin -lig kiildirgé yiiiiz-lig: This phrase means ‘beautiful and smiling
faced’. kinlig ‘beautiful’ comes from kin < Chin. #ffyan , MChin. gien which means
‘beautiful’ (Pulleyblank 1991: 356) + -lig. kiilcirgd comes from kiilcir- ‘to smile’ (<
kiil- ‘to laugh’ + -¢ir) + gd. kiilcirga yiizliig appears in Tezcan (1974: 998): kiilcirgd
yiizligin ‘mit ldchelndem Gesicht’, and as a name in BT VII A 152 and 621, and kiil-
cird yiz appearing in TT X 322 and MaitriH. 1450, 2418, etc. also has the same
meaning (cf. Clauson 1972: 716; Tezcan 1974: 70, note 998; Erdal 1991: 377, 537-
538).

The Chinese sentence is T+ 3888 gong pin yan xiao ‘The one seemed to
have achieved a work of art when she knit her brows; the other was beautiful when
she smiled’. This sentence also describes the beauty of Mao Qiang and Xi Shi.

19.| | atmiS oq tég turqaru | ]: This phrase can be translated as ‘like a shot ar-
row, always...’. The Chinese sentence comes as & K8 nian shi mei cui ‘The years
fly like arrows, each pushing on the other’.

20. [ qa]v3uru tigz-inip ////sy| |: [ga]vSuru tdgz-inip can be translated as ‘re-
volving together ...". This line should be connected to 3t E + 8 888 xuan ji xuan e
“The astrolabe hangs and turns’ in the Chinese text. tdgzinip corresponds to §§ e ‘to
revolve’. Concerning the Chinese character corresponding to [qa]vsuru ‘collecting,
bringing together, putting together’ we have no clear idea.

21.| |kok qaliy-ta| |: kok qaliy-ta means ‘on the sky’ , it is certainly connected
with the Chinese sentence in the previous line.

22.| | //dy iiz-4 ay| |: ‘by / with ... the moon ...>. This line is connected
with BERERER hui po huan zhao ‘The moon wanes and becomes dark, then after a
circuit it shines again’. Supposedly ay ‘moon’ together with the word before it corre-
sponds to BE% /ui po *hidden moon at the end of the month’.

23.| |siiriigi iiz-4 | |: sdrig (spelled as swrwk) means ‘something driven’
(Clauson 1972: 850) or ‘a flock, herd’ (Erdal 1991: 205). siriigi iiz-c ‘on the herd’,
can also be read suriik ‘within the deadline’ (Modern Uyghur siiriik corresponds to
Chin. ¥8R gijian, BAPR gixian ‘time limit, deadline’). In this text the latter one is the
most probable.
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al a plan C19
ana mother
ana toriisin A4 3%
arqa back & B2
artugraq excessively
a. amgadi-lar C37 B
arZi immortal {lli
a.-lar B6
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a-mi§ oq D19 &
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C25D8,9,10,16
ay moon D22
#d property ¥
i-ig Al4
#Adgii good B D15
amgi- to hurt, to distress
artugraq 4.-di-lar C37

#mit- to incline to
4.-mi§-larig C29

4r man C33

dr-to be
4.-sdr A2,5
4.-kdn C26
4.-miz C33
uzanmagqliy 4.-ti D6

kéad a.-ti D7

yeg adgi d.-ti D15
it°6z body B%

.-tdki D1
iv house &

koriir 4.-ning B7 A&
baliq city

b. ayyuci C27
banki < Chin. banke

name of a river

c21 A+HEE
baréaall & DI5
basut help £ C23
basladaéi leader

qanqa el b. & %] C32
bay rich &

b.-in C18
bidizlig ornamented 3 B6
biig husband %k

b.-i A2

b.-larig C13, 27
bi < Chin. i epitaph &

b. ta§ C20
big- to cut g

b.-mi§ D4
bilgii wise man 3 C22

b.-lar C7

bilig wisdom f# A13
bilir < Chin. 35 5§
C1 a musical instrument
bir one [
b. yid A7
b. yangliy D15
birgirt- to assemble &
C28
biti- to write T
b.-di C10
bol- to become
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0. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to investigate the passive, reflexive, reciprocal, causative
and decausative in Modern Standard Azerbaijanian and to compare them with the
corresponding categories in the oldest texts of this language. The categories in ques-
tion are important means of conveying subject-object relations, which hold a cardinal
place in practical and perceptual activities of language-speakers. Many problems of
the mentioned categories, especially the syntactical aspect, have not been considered
in Azerbaijanian linguistics up to now, nor have they been studied in Old Azerbai-
janian (henceforth OA) material.

We will not discuss the question whether the passive, reflexive, reciprocal, causa-
tive and decausative are the elements of one and the same category or whether they
are different independent categories. Their common feature is that their functioning
changes the verb valency, and consequently, the syntactic structure. We call this their
diathetical aspect. Nevertheless, the corresponding meanings, e.g. reflexive or recip-
rocal, can be expressed by non-diathetical means too.

The changes in the verb valency mostly involve the morphological modification
of the verb form, i.e. the passive, reflexive, reciprocal, causative and decausative
affixes are markers of the corresponding syntactical transformations. This paper in-
vestigates both the syntactical constructions and morphological affixes, but not simi-
lar lexical forms such as, e.g. yayin- ‘to evade‘ < yay- ‘to spread‘, because they do
not denote regular transformations.

The data of OA are taken from the texts of the XIII-XIV centuries, namely, the
verses of Izzeddin Hasan-ogly, the poem Dastan‘i Ahmed Herami (The Story of
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Robber Ahmed) by an unknown author, Qazi Burhaneddin’s Divan, the works of
Imadeddin Nesimi, Yusif Meddah’s Varga and Gulshah, Ibn Muhanna’s dictionary
Kitab’i Hilyat'ul Insan ve Hilbat' ul Lisan, three different Yusif and Zuleykha poems
by Khatayi, ' Mustafa Zarir and Suli Feqih, and also the epic Kitab'i Dede Qorqud
(The Book of Dede Qorqud), both existing manuscripts of which are probably from
the sixteenth century; however, “as to the language of the text, it is consistent with
the books belonging to the late fourteenth or early fifteenth century” (Lewis 1974:
22).

Ibn Muhanna’s Dictionary and the poems of Mustafa Zarir and Suli Feqih are
used only as additional sources and quoted sparingly in this paper, because they can
equally be considered Turkish sources in their own right. ? The point is that in the
XII-XIV centuries Azerbaijanian and Turkish had not yet emerged as separate dis-
tinct branches of Oghuz Turkic. Yet in the rest of the mentioned texts Azerbaijanian
elements are dominant, and these texts are mostly regarded as Azerbaijanian sources
rather than Ottoman ones. The following remarks by Muharrem Ergin regarding Qazi
Burhaneddin’s Divan could be applied equally well to all of them:

“It is true that in the fourteenth century the Azeri Turkic and Anatolian dialects
had not developed yet along their separate lines, and two or three centuries more
were needed for this. However, Kadi Biirhaneddin’s language does differ slightly
from other Anatolian texts and bears certain of the distinguishing features of Azeri
Turkic, which gave promise of its becoming a separate dialect. In view of this, al-
though it is not possible to consider the work entirely a product of Azeri Turkic,
yet it is not far off the mark to consider it the product of the period when the Azeri
Turkic dialect was heading straight towards separation.” (Ergin 1952: 287)’

We have also used the poem Qisse’i Yusif (The Story of Joseph) written in 1213 by
Ali, about whose life there is practically no information. Unknown also is the place
where he lived. The prevalent point of view in this matter is the opinion of Tatar
philologists, according to whom the poem was created in Tatarstan. However, this
opinion does not correspond to the facts. Analysis of the oldest manuscripts of the
poem shows that they were written in an Oghuz language rather than in a Kipchak
one. The Kipchak-Tatar elements are only predominant in the manuscripts dated XVI
century and later, i.e. they are a consequence of later alterations. Nevertheless, since
the poem’s belonging to Azerbaijanian is questionable, this paper contains only few
examples from it.

The texts in question have been published, except Khatayi’s poem. Beside the
manuscripts, we have used the Baku editions of the mentioned sources and the St.

! Not to be confused with Shah Ismail Khatayi (XV century).

2 Ibn Muhanna’s dictionary also contains many Kipchak elements.
> The translation by Burril (1972: 46).
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Petersburg edition of Ibn Muhanna’s Dictionary. Their list is given at the end of the
paper with the corresponding abbreviations.

The investigated data of Modern Azerbaijanian (henceforth MA) are taken from
the standard language.

The modern Latin-based script of Azerbaijanian is used both for the presentation
of the MA material and the transliteration of the examples from the OA texts. All
examples are translated by the author of the paper, except the data from KDQ, for
which the translations in Lewis 1974 and Siimer et al. 1972 are used.

1. Passive

1.1. Semantics and syntax

Passive constructions are derived ones and they are in opposition with their basic
forms—active constructions. Within passive constructions the hierarchy of the se-
mantic actants does not correspond to that of the syntactic ones. The semantic actants
are such elements as agent, patient, recipient, instrument, etc. The given order of
semantic actants reflects their hierarchy, established psycho-linguistically (Axutina
1989), typologically (Givén 1984) and lexicographically (Xrakovskij 1974). The
syntactic actants occupy the syntactic valency-slots of verbs. They are also hierarchi-
cally ordered. The first position belongs to the surface, i.e. syntactic subject
(henceforth S,,,), and the second one is the position of surface objects, i.e. comple-
ments. There are micro-hierarchy relations among complements too: direct object >
indirect object, expressed with case endings > indirect object, expressed with post-
positions.

In active constructions the semantic actants of a given verb correspond to the syn-
tactic actants hierarchically, i.e. the S, realizes the agent, and complements express
non-agentive roles according to their ranks; e.g.:

(1) a. Ganc ustalar bir ev tikdilor.
young master:PL a house build:PAST/3PL
‘The young masters built a house.’

Passive constructions appear when the Agent-S;, correspondence is obliterated, i.e.
when the agent is realized by a different syntactic actant than S,, or not at all (see
Xrakovskij 1974). This transformation does not change the given situation (state of
affairs) or the propositional meaning of the main verb (cf. Xolodovi¢ 1979).

There are different types of passive constructions in Azerbaijanian.

1.1.1. Canonical passive constructions

The canonical passive is the exact opposite of the active diathesis. Here the syntactic
positions of the S, , and a complement are occupied by a non-agentive role and the
agent, respectively; cf.:
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(1) b. Ev ganc ustalar tarafindan tikildi.
house young master:PL. POSP build:PASS:PAST
‘The house was built by the young masters.’

Since within the canonical passive constructions the agent is realized by a comple-
ment, the latter is traditionally called “agentive complement”. In MA this comple-
ment is expressed by a noun phrase plus the postposition tarafindan ‘by’, which
literally means ‘from the side of’ (side:POSS:ABL). In OA the morpheme
-dan (-dan) was added directly to the noun phrase avoiding the word faraf ‘side’, i.e.
the complement was formed with the ablative affix. Cf. in Nesimi:

(2) Ey evin Haqgdon yapilmig ... (N 191)
o house:POSS Truth:ABL build:PASS:PART
‘O you, whose house has been created by God... ’

(3) Ham yena sondan  diiziilmiig
CONIJ again you:ABL put right:PASS:PF

ughbu bazarim maonim. (N 148)
this  bazaar:POSS/1SG I.GEN
‘And this my bazaar has been put right again by you.’

(4) Cox koniillor yagmaland: san Uizl mehparadan. (N 154)
many heart:PL pillage:PASS:PAST you face:POSS piece of moon:ABL
‘Many hearts were pillaged by you, moon-faced.’

(5) Vazribu® buyruldu Hagdan, ham  buyurdu Mustafa. (N 527)
wadribu order:PASS:PAST Truth ABL CONJ order:PAST Mustafa
““Wadribu™ was ordered by God, and Mustafa (i.e. Prophet Muhammed) ordered
(the same).’

In MA the “agentive” complement of the passive constructions derived from some
transitive verbs denoting unintentional action has the dative form; e.g.:

* The transliteration fazrabu in the Baku edition is not correct. The word is a quotation

from the Qur’an: wadribu (Al-Nisa: 35), which has (at least) two interpretations. Ah-
med Ali (1988: 78) has translated it ‘and go to bed with them’, based on Raghib’s Li-
san al-‘Arab, where the author points out that daraba metaphorically means ‘to have
intercourse’. Another interpretation of wadribu, and one which is widespread, is ‘and
punish them’, e.g. “and scourge them” (Pickthall 1952: 97); “and beat them” (Palmer
1949: 70). Nesimi surely meant the ‘punish’ meaning, as the first line of his distich
indicates: Tiirabiler elinde Ziilfigar semgirii-tig (N 527) ‘At the hands of the people of
Turab (the nickname of Imam Ali) the Zulfigar (Ali’s sword) is a saber and sword’.
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(6) Uzagda biza Savalan
far:LOC we:DAT Savalan

daginin zirvasi goriiniirdi.
mountain:POSS:GEN top:POSS see:PASS:PRES:PAST
“The top of the mountain Savalan was seen by us in the distance.’

We set the word “agentive” in inverted commas because from the semantic point of
view the subjects of verbs denoting unintentional action, like gér- ‘to see’, egit- ‘to
hear’, are not real agents, i.e. they are neither active nor volitional substances. Con-
structions of type (6) are to some extent similar to ergative structures. Such ergative-
like constructions exist in the OA texts too; cf.:

(7) Ol ¢oyla adam degildir kim, sana gorina. (KDQ 54)
she such man not:COPCONJ you:DAT see:PASS:SUBJ
‘She is not the sort of person who would show herself (lit. be seen, V. S.) to
you.” (Stimer et al. 1972: 46)

(8) ... Maliknin qulagina egitiildi. (A 6)
lord:GEN  ear:POSS:DAT hear:PASS:PAST
‘... was heard by the lord’s ear.’

As passive constructions are used with the purpose of “focusing”, i.e. putting in the
forefront the object of the action, the expression of the agentive complement is op-
tional, and in speech these constructions usually occur without it. It is the same in
the OA texts, where one finds few examples with the agentive complement.

In the case of canonical passives the omission of an agentive complement is not a
fact of deletion, but only a grammatical ellipsis’, i.e. one can reconstruct this posi-
tion. It means that in the canonical passive transformation the syntactic valency of
the main verb does not change quantitatively. However, it changes qualitatively,
because the agentive complement is lower than the direct object of the related basic
diathesis in rank.

1.1.2. Adversative constructions

In Azerbaijanian the adversative constructions fall into two groups. The first group is
formed in MA on the basis of four verbs: basil- ‘to be defeated’ (< bas- ‘to defeat’),
doyiil- ‘to be beaten’ (< doy- ‘to beat’), yenil- ‘to be conquered’ (< yen- ‘to conquer’)
and uduz- ‘to lose’ (< ud- ‘to win’). In these constructions the agentive complement
is formed with the dative affix; e.g.:

3 This kind of ellipsis is different from contextual ellipsis (cf. Lyons 1968: 174).
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(9) Osmanlilar italyanlara basildilar. (C. Mammadquluzada)
Ottoman:PL Italian:PL:DAT defeat:PASS:PAST/3PL
‘The Ottomans were defeated by the Italians.’

The adversative constructions have the same characteristics in OA. Cf.:

(10) Bu qiza basilacaq olursam...
this girthDAT defeat:PASS:PART be:COND/1SG
‘If I am beaten by this girl...” (Lewis 1974: 64)

The adversative construction focuses the object of the related basic verb and denotes
an action / event unfavorable to the animate (mostly human) referent of this object.
Thus, the adversative combines semantic features of the canonical passive, on the one
hand, and the non-volitional permissive-causative, on the other hand (cf. Malchukov
1993). It is not by mere chance that the above-mentioned verbs take the passive -(2)/
and the causative -uz (see section 4.2.4) affixes. However, unlike both canonical
passive and permissive, within the first group of the adversative constructions the
focused participant of the situation is not a non-active, but an active referent, which
shows a certain resistance to the action of the agent.

Nevertheless, one can consider the mentioned constructions to be a kind of pas-
sive. First, syntactically, the adversative transformation is similar to passivization.
Second, semantically, the initial situation as well as the propositional meaning of
the main verb do not change. And finally, the affinity of adversative to the passive
can be proved in many cases by substitution testing. For example, the above-illus-
trated sentence (9) can be used as a canonical passive:

(9) a. Osmanlilar italyanlar tarafindan basildilar.
Ottoman:PL Italian:PL. POSP defeat:PASS:PAST/3PL
“The Ottomans were defeated by the Italians.’

The second group of the adversative constructions is formed only on the basis of the
verb tut- ‘to seize’ (> tutul- ‘to catch’) ; e.g.:

(11) a. Usagqlan xastalik tutdu.
child:PL:ACC illness seize:PAST
lit. ‘An illness seized the children.’ (basic)

(11) b. Usaglar xastaliya  tutuldular.
child:PL illness:DAT seize:PAST/3PL
‘The children caught an illness.” (adversative).

This type of adversative construction is semantically closer to the permissive rather
than to the passive. Indeed it is distinguished to a considerable extent from the first
group mentioned. This adversative construction denotes the situation where there are
not two, but one animate participant, and the latter has a quite passive role within
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the “unpleasant” event, which does not depend on him / her. However, since the
syntactic valency of the main verb does not increase, one cannot consider transforma-
tions like (11a)-(11b) to be permissive-causative. On the other hand, the fact that in
these transformations the S;,, and the complement exchange their positions and the
valency of the verb is decreasing only in rank gives grounds for relating the adversa-
tive to the passive constructions.

The second group of adversative constructions exists in OA too; e.g.:

(12) Qulincima togranayin!
sword:POSS/1SG:DAT slice:PASS:SUBJ

Oxima sancilayin! ... (KDQ 59)

arrow:POSS/1SG:DAT spit:PASS:SUBJ

‘May I be sliced on my own sword, may I be spitted on my own arrow ...”
(Lewis 1974: 73)

(13) Yaxildim esqina manandi-Macnun. (N 194)
burn:PASS:PAST:1SG love:POSS/2SG:DAT like Majnun
‘I was burned with your love, like Majnun.’

(14) Neca tutilmayam ban ol tuzaga. (QB 454)
how catch:PASS:NEG:SUBJ/I1SG I that trap:DAT
‘How can I not be caught in that trap?’

In OA the adversative constructions formed on the basis of the verb tur- could also
be related to the first group. This can be indirectly proved by the following instance,
where the tut- root of the predicate demands a noun in the dative denoting an animate
participant: ¢

(15) Yoagqin bildi kim, ogh kafara tutsagdir (KDQ 74)
for certain know:PAST CONJ son:POSS infidel:DAT captive:COP
‘He knew then for certain that his son had been captured by the infidels.’
(Siimer et al. 1972: 81)

As one can see from the instances above, the spectrum of verbs forming adversative
constructions in OA was wider than now. It is interesting to note that the verb aldan-
‘to be deceived, tempted, enticed’ also belonged to this domain. Cf.:

(16) Ey Xotayi, omra aldanma kim ... (X 11b)
o Khatayi order:DAT deceive:PASS:NEG CONJ
‘O Khatayi, don’t be deceived by the order that ...’

It is not by mere chance that Siimer et al. translated this predicate into English as a
passive verb.
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(17) Aldanma anin alina ... (N 42)
entice:PASS:NEG he:GEN lie:POSS:DAT
‘Don’t be enticed by his lie.’

Similar constructions, like Onun sdziina aldandim ‘1 was enticed by his word’ cannot
be considered in MA as derived ones, because there is no basic verb form alda- ‘to
tempt, entice, deceive’, which, on the other hand, we meet in the OA texts; e.g.:

(18) Aldayuban ar  tutmaq Ovrat isidir (KDQ 124)
Deceive:GER man take:INF woman work:POSS:COP
‘To take a man by deceit is woman’s work.’ (Lewis 1974: 185)

1.1.3. Conversive constructions

The conversive constructions are formed on the basis of such verbs as biiriin-,
dovralan-, ortiil-, and so on, which mean ‘to be surrounded’, ‘to be covered’. Here
the initial S, , is demoted to the complement position, the marker of which is not
the postposition tarafindan, but ila ‘with’; e.g.:

(19) a. Sam agaclar bu daglan ortmiigdii.
pine tree:PL:POSS this mountain:PL:ACC cover:PF:PAST
lit. ‘Pine trees had covered these mountains.’

(19) b. Bu daglar sam agaclar ila ortiilmiigdii.
this mountain:PL pine tree:PL:POSS POSP cover:PASS:PF:PAST
‘These mountains had been covered with pine trees.’

The complement of conversive constructions differs from the agentive complement of
canonical passives not only formally, but also semantically, since it does not denote
an agent, an animate and volitional actor of action. Both participants of the
“conversive” situation possess equal rights from the natural activity (or precisely,
inactivity) point of view, and the agent / non-agent division of their semantic roles is
a conditional division. Therefore, in the semantic respect, both (19a) and (19b) can
be viewed as basic (or quite the reverse, derived) constructions.

However, as the verb is marked in (19b), only this construction is considered to
be a derived diathesis. The form of the verb marker and the syntactic transformation
(demotion of the initial S, to an indirect object position) are characteristic for the
passive.

The conversive constructions in the OA texts do not differ from the contemporary
examples; cf.:

(20) Havanin yizi toz ila biiriindii. (DH 29)
weather:GEN surface:POSS dust POSP cover:PASS:PAST
“The sky was covered with dust.’
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1.1.4. Modal-passive constructions

In these constructions the object of the action is realized with S, but the agent does
not have any syntactic expression, as in (21b):

(21) a. Daniz suyunu i¢mazlar.
sea water:POSS:ACC drink:NEG:AOR/3PL
‘One cannot drink sea-water.’

(21) b. Daniz suyu icilmaz.
sea water:POSS drink:PASS:NEG:AOR
‘Sea-water cannot be drunk.’

Unlike canonical passive, in (21b) one cannot add an agentive complement, i.e. in
this case we have a fact of deletion rather than a grammatical ellipsis. Thus, in the
modal-passive transformation the valency of the verb is changed quantitatively, de-
creasing by one.

In MA the modal-passive constructions convey two kinds of modal meaning:
possibility / impossibility and assessment, as illustrated in (22) and (23), respec-
tively.

(22) Koasfiyyatgilar ag xalatda
scout:Pl white cloak:LOC

qardan secilmirdilar.
snow:ABL distinguish:PASS:NEG:PRES:PAST/3PL
‘One could not distinguish the scouts in white cloaks from snow.’

(23) Migar iti olanda agac asan kasilir.
saw  sharp be:GER tree easy cut:PASS:AOR
‘It is easy to cut a tree when the saw is sharp.’

When the modal-passive constructions have the possibility / impossibility meaning
the verb is usually used in negative aorist form. The modal-passive constructions of
assessment meaning usually have an adverbial modifier of manner, such as asan
‘easy’, ¢atin ‘hard’, tez ‘quickly’, etc.

Only transitive verbs have a modal-passive diathesis. Furthermore, the modal-
passive transformation occurs only on the basis of non-causative transitive verbs,
such as oxu- ‘to read’, ye- ‘to eat’, tik- ‘to build’, whose object undergoes (or appears
as a result of) the action of animate creatures but not elemental forces, and where the
action cannot be spontaneous. Hence one can claim that despite the deletion of the
syntactic actant in the modal-passive transformation the semantic role structure of the
verb is not changed, i.e. the agent does not disappear, because the action cannot be
conceived without an agent.



38 Viigar Sultanzade

We have met only the possibility / impossibility meaning of modal-passive con-
structions in the investigated material of OA. The semantico-syntactical features of
these constructions do not differ from the ones in the modern language. Cf.:

(24) Segilmaz bir-birindan sozlari gand. (DH 41)
distinguish:PASS:NEG:AOR each other:ABL word:PL:POSS candy
‘Their sweet words cannot be distinguished from each other’

(25) Bulunma: diinyada bir yari- sadig. (DH 44)
find:PASS:NEG:AOR world:LOC a friend:EZ devoted
‘A devoted friend cannot be found in the world.’

(26) Qaracuga qiymaynca yol alinmaz. (KDQ 31)
Qaracuq:DAT not sacrifice:NEG:GER way take:PASS:NEG:AOR
‘Distances cannot be covered without spurring the horse.’

(Siimer et al. 1972: 4)

(27) Omriin kecani kegdivii
life:GEN past:PART:POSS past:PAST:CONJ

bagqisi bilinmaz. (QB 355)

remaining:POSS know:PASS:NEG:AOR

‘What has passed in life is past and it is impossible to know
about what remains.’

1.1.5. Impersonal constructions

While the canonical passive transformations are possible only on the basis of transi-
tive verbs, the main verb of the related basic structure of the impersonal construction
is an intransitive verb. The impersonal construction has no S, position. Here the
agent occupies the position of indirect (agentive) complement, and as for the initial
indirect object, it changes neither its syntactic position nor its morphological form;
e.g.

(28) a. Komissiya masalaya baxd.
commission problem:DAT consider:PAST
‘The commission considered the problem.’

(28) b. Masalaya komissiya tarafindan baxild:.
problem:DAT commission POSP consider:PASS:PAST
‘The problem was considered by the commission.’

In other respects impersonal constructions do not differ from the canonical passive,
even functionally. Thus they are used mainly for the purpose of focusing on the
object of the action.

The impersonal construction is a rare phenomenon in OA but does exist:
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(29) Nola bir mamlakatds gar azila. (QB 264)
what be:SUBJ a  country:LOC if lose:PASS:SUBJ
‘No wonder if one gets lost in a country.’

1.1.6. Modal-impersonal constructions

The modal-impersonal constructions are also possible only on the basis of intransi-
tive two-valent verbs. This diathesis of a verb occurs as a result of deletion of the
initial S, position. In this transformation the initial complement does not change
its syntactic position nor its grammatical features; e.g.:

(30) a. [Tadgiqat¢ilar] Azarbaycanda
researcher:PL  Azerbaijan:LOC

bu  bitkilara rast galirlar.
this plant:PL:DAT meet-with:PRES/3PL
‘Researchers meet these plants in Azerbaijan.’

(30) b. Azarbaycanda bu bitkilora rast galinir.
Azerbaijan:LOC this plant:PL:DAT meet-with:PASS:PRES
“These plants are found in Azerbaijan.’;
lit. ‘These plants can be met in Azerbaijan.’

As distinct from the impersonal constructions, it is impossible to add an agentive
complement here. In this respect and in their property of expressing modality
(possibility), the modal-impersonal constructions are rather similar to the modal-
passive ones.

Modal-impersonal constructions are rare both in MA and OA. In the OA texts we
have found the following instance, which is a hapax legomenon:

(31) Omiir axar suya banzar
life  flowing water:DAT resemble:AOR

kegana yetilmaz. (QB 134)
past:PART:DAT reach:PASS:NEG:AOR
‘Life is like flowing water: the past cannot be reached (again).’

1.2. Morphology and morphonology

The passive transformations in Modern Standard Azerbaijanian are marked in the
morphological structure of the verb by the -(1)/ morpheme, which has the phonetic
variants -1/, -il, -ul and -iil due to vowel harmony; e.g.: agil- ‘to be opened’; secil-
‘to be elected / selected’; duyul- ‘to be felt’; siiziil- ‘to be filtered / strained’, etc. In
two cases this morpheme is replaced by its allomorph -n (with the phonetic variants:
-in, -in, -un, -tin): (a) when the verb base has a consonant ending in /; e.g.: alin- ‘to
be bought’; bilin- ‘to be known’, etc.; (b) when the verb base has a vowel ending
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(except monosyllabic roots); e.g.: dogran- ‘to be sliced; be chopped’; yaralan- ‘to be
wounded’, etc.

The verb gor- ‘to see’ is the only exception to the mentioned distribution rule. It
is used with the affix -iin. However, when the verb has a figurative meaning, it takes
the normal -iil; e.g.:

(32) Bu iglar da baladiyya tarafindan goriiliir.
This work:PL CONJ municipality POSP see:PASS:PRES
‘And these works are done (lit. seen) by the municipality.’

In the OA texts, beside gor-, there are two verbs which have double passive markers,
yet the use of the affix -in in these cases is occasional. Cf.: satin- (QB 96) vs. satul-
(A 8, 9) ‘to be sold’; yaxin- (QB 526) vs. yax:l- (N 194; YM 174; QB 117, 130,
189, 314 ...) ‘to be burned’. The occasional passive marker of the verb gor- is -iil (as
in MA); cf.: goriil- (DH 14) vs. goriin- (DH 26, 29; KDQ 38, 72, 73, 79; N 262,
266 ...) ‘to be seen’.

The passive diathesis of the verb gor- was marked also by a unique morpheme
-lik (-ik); e.g.:

(33) Goriikmaz goziima
see:PASS:NEG:AOR eye:POSS/1SG:DAT

zarraca agyar, na yar. (N 531)
very small rivals CONJ lover
‘Neither rivals nor the lover are visible to my eyes at all.’

(34) Ban yaxiluram tiitiin - gorikmaz. (QB 101)
I burn:PASS:PRES/1SG smoke see:PASS:NEG:AOR
‘T am burned (but) the smoke cannot be seen.’

The verb goriik- is still used in Azerbaijanian dialects. The affix -(ii)k seems to
originally have been a denominal verb form and not just a passive marker. There are
more than 30 verbs in this denominal formation in Old Turkic texts (see Erdal 1991:
492). The affix -(ii)k was added to the noun goz ‘eye’ to form the verb géziik- ‘to be
seen’, which was then changed to gériik-.

The verb gozik- is attested in QB (117,133, 160, 163 ...). It disappeared in MA
but remains in Turkish.

Another difference between MA and OA is in the passive forms of the monosyl-
labic verb stems ending in a vowel. There are three such verbs in MA: de- ‘to say,
tell’, ye- ‘to eat’ and yu- ‘to wash’. They take the affixes -il / -ul with a buffer con-
sonant y: deyil- ‘to be said, be told’, yeyil- ‘to be eaten’ and yuyul- ‘to be washed’.

Beside the mentioned monosyllabic verbs, we also encounter in OA the verbs go-
(KDQ 43, 50; N 275, 381, 417 ...) ‘to put, place’ and si- (KDQ 40, 47; QB 339,
585) ‘to break’. The passive forms of the verbs de- and go- were used with different
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buffer consonants, namely » and y; cf.: denildi (N 564) ‘was said’, denilmasaydi
(KDQ 564) ‘if it was not said’ vs. deyiliir (QB 165) ‘is told’, deyila (QB 208) ‘if it
be said’; and gonuldu (DH 64) ‘was put’ vs. goyulibdir (KDQ 61) ‘has been put’.

In the OA texts the passive marker of the verb ye- is the affix -n; cf.:

(35) I¢ildi sarbat anda, yendi ¢iin  xon. (DH 31)
drink:PASS:PAST serbet there:LOC eat:PASS:PAST CONIJ food
‘As serbet (a kind of syrup) was drunk and food was eaten there.’

As for the verbs yu- and si-, they are not used in the passive in the OA texts.

In the majority of the investigated sources the passive markers are used in con-
formity with vowel harmony; e.g.: yazildi (H 25) ‘was written’; verilibdi (YM 137)
‘has been given’; bulunmaz (MZ 240) ‘cannot be found’; zikr olundi (SF 40) ‘was
mentioned’; asildi (N 104) ‘was hanged’; qurulmus (N 197) ‘has been established’;
¢alirur (N 197) ‘is played’.

In QB the passive morphemes do not obey the labial harmony; cf.: dokiliir (QB
18) “is poured (out)’, tutilur (QB 64) ‘is caught’, diizildi (QB 139) ‘was arranged’,
urild: (QB 347) ‘was beaten’, bulinur (QB 357) ‘can be found’, yolindi (QB 467)
‘was plucked’, etc. Ibn Muhanna also wrote the -/ with kesre in passive forms; e.g.:
sindurildi ‘was broken’, acildi ‘was opened’, vurildi ‘was beaten’ (IM LIV). This
might be an influence of the Ottoman language (more precisely, orthography), where
not only the passive but also reflexive and reciprocal morphemes were used only
with non-labialized vowels, i.e. in two phonetic variants (see Ergin 1962: 192-198).

We see this practice in Dede Qorqud too, although in few instances and further-
more, with the normal parallel forms; cf.: dogil- (KDQ 126) yet dogiil- (KDQ 66,
75) ‘to be beaten’; quril- (KDQ 68) yet qurul- (KDQ 42, 95) ‘to be built’; tokil-
(KDQ 45) yet dokiil- (KDQ 90) ‘to be poured’; tutil- (KDQ 53, 82) yet tutul- (KDQ
77) ‘to be caught’.

In Ali’s poem, quite to the contrary, the passive markers are used with labialized
vowels; e.g.: egitiil- (A 6) ‘to be heard’, satul- (A 8) ‘to be sold’, ayrul- (All) ‘to be
separated’, etc. The fact that the affixes -ul, -iil do not obey the labial harmony of
verb bases also obtains in Old Turkic texts (see Ercilasun 1984:28). This “anomaly”
might be a trace of the verb ol-, which, according to Sterbak (1981:107-108), is at
the origin of the passive morpheme.

It should be noted that the verb ol- ‘to be’ itself can take the passive morpheme,
even though it is an intransitive verb. In all such cases ol- appears as an auxiliary
verb. Here are instances both from MA and OA:

(36) Uca daglar sam va ardic  agaclarn
high mountain:PL pine CONJ juniper tree:PL:POSS

ila ahata olunmugdu. (1. Valizada)
POSP surrounding be:PASS:PF:PAST



42 Viigar Sultanzade

‘The high mountains had been surrounded
by pine and juniper trees.’

(37) Hoargiz hall olunmad: bu  miigkil. (DH 27)
never solution be:PASS:NEG:PAST this problem
“This problem was by no means solved.’

(38) Niyyatin tasdiq olunmaz ... (N 502)
resolve:POSS/2SG affirmation be:PASS:NEG:AOR
‘Your resolve cannot be affirmed.’

The given sentences can be considered to be passive constructions, yet their related
basic syntactic structures are formed by another auxiliary verb: et- ‘to do’. For in-
stance, the active structure of (36) is (36a) and not (36b):

(36) a. Sam va ardic  agaclan
pine CONJ juniper tree:PL:POSS

uca daglar ahata etmigdi.
high mountain:PL:ACC surrounding do:PF:PAST
‘Pine and juniper trees had surrounded the high mountains.’

(36) b. *Sam va ardic agaclari
pine CONIJ juniper tree:PL:POSS

uca daglari ahata olmugsdu.
high mountain:PL:ACC surrounding be:PF:PAST
*‘Pine and juniper trees had surrounded the high mountains’

On the other hand, the verb er- itself has the passive form: edil- ‘to be done’. Within
complex verbs edil- and olun- have one and the same meaning. In MA olun- can
always be substituted with edil- but not vice versa, i.e. the spectrum of olun- is
restricted. This spectrum seems to be wider in OA. For instance, in YM we find the
following line:

(39) Yeddi giin diigiin olundu miidam. (YM 151)
seven day wedding be:PASS:PAST continually

‘The wedding was celebrated seven days continually.’

The phrase toy’ olundu is not used in MA, but it is possible to say toy edildi ‘the
wedding was celebrated’ or toy oldu ‘there was a wedding ceremony’.

7 The word toy is the contemporary equivalent of diigiin ‘wedding’.
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2. Reflexive

The reflexive constructions can be divided into two groups: diathetical and non-
diathetical.

2.1. Diathetical reflexive constructions

2.1.1. Semantics and syntax

The diathetical reflexive construction occurs as a result of deletion of the initial com-
plement. Within this transformation the basic Agent ~ S, relation remains, but at
the same time the S, takes the semantic “load” of the deleted complement; e.g.:

(40) a. Arzu qiz1 bazadi.
Arzu girl:ACC beautify:PAST
‘Arzu beautified the girl’

(40) b. Arzu bazondi.
Arzu  beautify:REF:PAST
‘Arzu beautified herself.’

The double semantic function of the S, , is possible in (40b) because here the agent
and patient have the same referent. In reflexive transformations like (40a) — (40b)
the syntactic valency of the main verb is decreased by one.

The canonical reflexive constructions denote situations where a referent carries out
the function of the subject performing action and at the same time the same referent,
or more precisely, his / her body or body-part, is the object undergoing this action.
Thus one of the distinctive features of the reflexive constructions is the fact that here
the S, position is occupied only by the word (or phrase) denoting an animate par-
ticipant.

Beside the canonical type, there are also two semantic types of the reflexive: au-
tive and benefactive. As distinct from the canonical reflexive, the autive meaning
expresses the action of the subject by means of his / her body and not on his / her
body; e.g.: atil- ‘to throw oneself’ (< at- ‘to throw’). The autive transformations are
to some extent like decausative ones of the type bog- ‘to choke (tr.)’ — bogul- ‘to
choke (intr.)’, yix- ‘to pull down’ — yuxi/- ‘to fall down’ (see section 5). However,
in autive transformations the position of the initial complement and not the S, is
deleted. And secondly, unlike decausatives, the autive verbs denote intentional ac-
tions.

The benefactive reflexive denotes the situations in which the subject takes action
for his / her own benefit. In these constructions the agent and beneficiant roles of the
verb are coreferents.
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2.1.2. Semantics and morphology

2.1.2.1. Canonical reflexive

The canonical reflexive transformations are marked in the morphological structure of
the verb by the -(7)n morpheme. The morpheme is subject to vowel harmony when it
is added to bases ending in a consonant, i.e. it has the -in, -in, -un, -iin variants.

In MA the reflexive affix -» is added indirectly to the monosyllabic verb yu- ‘to
wash’, using the buffer consonant y: yuyun- ‘to wash oneself’. In the OA texts we
find the affix -n connected directly to the verb: yundilar- (DH 66).

It should be noted that in MA the canonical reflexive transformation is not pro-
ductive. In other words, the number of verbs which have this diathesis is limited to
the following simple verbs only: boya- ‘to paint’, biirii- ‘to cover’, gagi- ‘to scratch’,
qoru- ‘to defend’, dara- ‘to comb’, yu- ‘to wash’, drt- ‘to cover’, sari- ‘to wind’. And
yet a couple of derivative verbs like atirla- ‘to scent’, xinala- ‘to dye with henna’,
taking the morpheme -7, make canonical reflexive constructions.

However, in OA the canonical reflexive was characteristic for more verbs. Cf.:

(41) Oglan, yiiziigi alib tagindinmi? (KDQ 101)
boy ring:ACC take:GER put on:REFL:PAST/2SG:PART
‘Young man, did you put on the ring?’ (Siimer et al. 1972: 129)

(42) Dizcik, qaruciq baglandi. (KDQ 112)
greave armlet tie:REFL:PAST
‘He tied on his greaves and his armlets.” (Lewis 1974: 165)

(43) Qazan galgan yapind: ... (KDQ 126)
Qazan shield shut:REFL:PAST
‘Kazan took up his shield.” (Lewis 1974: 188)

(44) Qagan xurgid ki, magrigdan goriindi,
when sun  PART east:ABL see:PASS:PAST

ulu  daglar qamu  nur tac urundi. (DH 26)
great mountain:PL all light crown put:REFL:PAST
‘When the sun appeared from the East, all the great mountains
were crowned by light.’

(45) Yar  goriir dzini, ¢linki giizgiiya  baxinur. (QB 526)
lover see:PRES PRN:ACC CONJ mirror:DAT look:REFL:PRES
‘The lover sees herself because she is looking
(lit. looking at herself) in a mirror.’

2.1.2.2. Autive forms

The main autive markers in Azerbaijanian are the affixes -(1)n / -(1)] and their pho-
netic variants. The rule of their distribution is mostly the same as the above-men-
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tioned distribution rule of the passive markers. Cf.: firlan- ‘to whirl (intr.)’ (< firla-
‘to whirl (tr.)”); atil- ‘to throw oneself’ (< at- ‘to throw’); ¢evril- ‘to turn (intr.)’” (<
¢evir- ‘to turn (tr.)"); qosul- ‘to join (intr.)’ (< gos- ‘to join (tr.)’); diiziil- ‘to line up
(intr.)’ (< diiz- ‘to line up (tr.)’); in OA: qirq inca qiz yayildilar (KDQ 39) ‘the forty
slender maidens scattered’ (Lewis 1974: 37); kopak ¢cakildi (KDQ 45) ‘the dog slunk
off” (Lewis 1974: 47); ol xalayiq biikiilmiisdiir (YM 163) ‘that people have stooped’.
However, there are some verbs ending in a consonant but forming the autive by
means of the affix -(1)r instead of the expected -(1)/: ¢irp- ‘to flutter (tr.); to beat’ >
¢irpin- ‘to flutter (intr.); to struggle’; cf.: cirbin- (KDQ118); dart- ‘to stretch, pull’ >
dartin- ‘to stretch oneself, to pull oneself’; cf. tarnn- (QB 367, 384...); diirt- ‘to
plunge (tr.), thrust’ > diirtiin- (in parallel with diirtiil-) ‘to plunge (intr.); gis- ‘to
press’ > gusin- (in parallel with gisi/-) ‘to press oneself close’.

In the OA texts we even find atin- (QB 96) ‘to throw oneself’ and gogin- (QB
261) ‘to join’.

In the old period the autive affix -» was added directly to the mono-syllabic verb
go- ‘to put’; e.g.:

(46) Bu yandan daxi bazirganlar  galiibani
this side:ABL PART merchant:PL come:GER

Qara Darvand agzina qonmiglardi. (KDQ 53)

Qara Dervend mouth:POSS:DAT put:REFL:PF/3PL:PAST
‘Meanwhile, the merchants had come to the Pass of Kara Dervent,
in Pasin, and had set up camp [lit. put themselves, V. S.] there.’
(Siimer et al. 1972: 42)

The verb gon- ‘to settle; to perch’ exists in MA too, but it cannot be considered a
morphological reflexive, because there is no basic go- form. Besides, the semantics
of gon- has changed and become narrow: its first actant can denote not all animated
objects but only birds and flying insects.

There is a type of autive verb characterized by collective subjects, i.e. these verbs
describe the activity / action of more than one referent. They can express gathering,
joining, parting and arrangement. The verbs which express gathering have double
forms in MA, with -n / -1l and -(1)s affixes. They are the following verbs: camlan- /
camlag- ‘to assemble, gather together’ (< camls- ‘to sum up, put together’); ciitlan- /
ciitlag- ‘to pair (intr.)’ (< ciitla- ‘to pair (ir.)’; qosalan- [ qosalag- ‘to pair (intr.)’ (<
gosala- ‘to pair (tr.)’); toplan- / toplas- ‘to gather (intr.)’ (< topla- ‘to gather (tr.)’);
vigil- | yigig- ‘to gather (intr.)’ (< y1¢- ‘to gather (tr.)’). Cf.:

(47) a. Bir daqiqada  arvad-usaq
a minute:LOC household



46 Viigar Sultanzade

galinin basina toplandi. (Y. V. Comanzominli)
bride:GEN head:POSS:DAT gather:REFL:PAST
‘Within a minute the household gathered around the bride.’

(47) b. Bu vaxt karvan oglanlarinin hamis
this time caravan boy:PL:POSS:GEN all:POSS

bir ocaq bagina bir-bir  toplagmigdi. (4. Mammadxanli)
a fireplace head:POSS:DAT one-one gather:REFL:PF:PAST
‘At this time all of the caravan boys gathered one by one by a fireplace.’

(48) a. Onlar: otiirmak dgtin  xeyli adam yigilnugdr. (I. Hfondiyev)
they:ACC see off:INF POSP many man gather:REFL:PF:PAST
‘Many people have gathered to see them off.’

(48) b. No vaxt ki Tiflisda oldum,
what time CONJ Tbilisi:LOC be:PAST/1SG

goriigib Mirza Saofigila yigisariq. (4. Nicat)
see:REC:GER Mirza Shafi:COLL:DAT gather:REFL:AOR/1SG
‘Always when I’'m in Tbilisi, we are meeting and gathering at Mirza Shafi’s.’

We have not come across any -(1)s uses of autive verbs in the OA texts. Another
difference between MA and OA is in the use of some archaic autive verbs; e.g.:

(49) Yumurianib yerindan uru turdi. (KDQ 38)
rol:REFL:GER  place:POSS:ABL rise up:PAST
‘She gathered herself and rose up.’ (Lewis 1974: 33)

(50) I¢ Oguz, Tas Oguz baglari
inner Oghuz outher Oghuz noble:PL:POSS

sohbata  doarilmigdi. (KDQ 94)

chat:DAT gather:REFL:PF:PAST

‘The nobles of the Inner Oghuz and Outer Oghuz
had assembled to the gathering’ (Lewis 1974: 33)

The semantics of the illustrated verbs has changed, and they can be used in MA as
passive (yurmurlan- ‘to be rolled, rounded’; daril- ‘to be picked, gathered’) or decausa-
tive (yumurlan- ‘to get / become rounded’) forms only.

2.1.2.3. Benefactive reflexive

In comparison to OA, not only the number of reflexive verbs but also the spectrum
of reflexive meanings are limited in MA today. The benefactive type of reflexive
meanings has no morphological representation in MA, whereas the morphologically
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marked benefactive reflexive was wide-spread in Old Turkic languages as well as in
OA. Cf.:

(51) Boan axiratlik sani qardas  edindim,
I adopted you:ACC brother do:REFL:PAST/ISG

Gdoniildan yarii ham  yoldag edindim. (DH 55)
heart: ABL friend:CONJ CONJ companion do:REFL:PAST/ISG
‘I sincerely adopted you as a brother, and as a friend and a companion.’

(52) Bagd: gordi kandiinin daniz qulun:
look:PAST see:PAST own:GEN sea  foal:POSS

Boz aygir  bunda otlanub turar. (KDQ 60)

gray stallion here:LOC graze:REFL:GER stay:PRES

‘When he looked about, he saw his own gray stallion grazing at hand.’
(Siimer et al. 1972: 56)

(53) Konliimiin Moansuri ciinkim
heart:POSS/1SG:GEN Mansur:POSS CONJ

zulfiini edindi dar ... (N 64)
lovelock:POSS/2SG:ACC do:REFL:PAST gallows
‘Since the Mansur of my heart made (for himself)

your lovelock a gallows ...

(54) Ol nigarin kandi halin soylaniir. (YM 118)
that beautiful girl own state:POSS talk:REFL:PRES
‘That beautiful girl is talking to herself about her own state.’

(55) Hoar kim ki i¢ina
everybody CONJ drink:REFL:SUBJ

labi cami ila ayax ... (QB 598)
lip:POSS cup:POSS POSP drinking cup
‘Everybody who drinks (lit. drinks for himself) from her lip cup ...’

The reflexive morpheme as well as the benefactive reflexive marker are not subject to
labial harmony in QB; cf.: Bir sarbat agizundan umaram yutinam (QB 210) ‘I hope
to swallow (lit. to swallow for myself) a serbet from your mouth’; Hiisni-rangin esqi
glinki dutina konli vatan ... (QB 591) ‘Since love of beauty holds (i.e. considers) the
heart as (its) motherland...’

The verbs deyin- (< de- ‘to tell, say’), soylan- (< séyla- ‘to tell’) and dilan- (<
dila- ‘to wish’) preserve signs of the benefactive reflexive in MA, however, the affix
-(yi)n now appears rather as a lexical, word-building affix than as a morphological
one, because it marks non-regular, non-standard transformations: the verbs deyin- and



48 Viigar Sultanzade

soylan- convey the meanings ‘to mutter, grumble; to complain’ and not just ‘to tell
oneself’, and the verb dilan- means ‘to beg as a mendicant’ and not just ‘to wish /
ask for oneself’.

2.2. Non-diathetical reflexive constructions

2.2.1. Semantics and syntax

The canonical, autive and benefactive types of reflexive meaning are characteristic for
these constructions also. The transformation from the corresponding basic structures
to the non-diathetical reflexive constructions does not change the syntactic valency of
the main verbs; cf.:

(40) a. Arzu qizi bazadi.
Arzu  gir: ACC beautify:PAST
‘Arzu beautified the girl.’

(40) c. Arzu oziinii bazadi.
Arzu herself:ACC beautify:PAST
‘Arzu beautified herself.’

In these constructions the reflexive meaning is expressed using reflexive pronouns or
nouns that denote body-parts. In OA it was possible to use the personal pronouns
instead of reflexive ones; e.g.:

(56) Gordiinmi man mana netdim? (KDQ 86)
see:PAST/2SG:PART 1 I:DAT what do:PAST/1SG
‘Did you see what I did?’ (Siimer et al. 1972: 100);
lit. ‘Did you see what I did to me?’

(57) Varga aydur: San sanin igini qil. (YM 174)
Varqa say:PRES you you:GEN business:POSS:ACC do
‘Varga says: You do your business (affairs).’

(58) Bandan bani aldi goziin,
I:IABL I:ACC take:PAST eye:POSS/2SG

ziilfiinda yitirdiim bani. (QB 39)
hair:POSS/2SG:ABL lose:CAUS:PAST/1SG I (mole):ACC
lit. ‘Your eye(s) took me from me, I lost myself in your hair’

The limited number of examples shows that such constructions were archaic even for
the investigated period. Qazi Burhaneddin, for instance, used (58) just to play upon
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the word han, which indicates not only the first person but also means ‘mole’.® In
other cases he always used reflexive pronouns; e.g.: yazd: kandiizini (QB 73) ‘he
wrote himself’; banzadiiram éz-6ziimi (QB 169) ‘I am resembling myself’, etc. How-
ever, it should be noted that constructions with a reflexive use of personal pronouns
are found in the following centuries too (see Islamov 1986).

2.2.2. Morphology

In MA the non-diathetical reflexive constructions are not marked in the morphologi-
cal structure of the main verbs. However, in OA the verbs of these constructions took
the morpheme -n (with its phonetic variants); e.g.:

(59) Solug dom belina qtlic  qugand:. (DH 22)
that time waist:POSS:DAT sword gird:REFL:PAST
“That time (the robber) girded (lit. girded himself) his waist with a sword.’

(60) Haga agri bagan gozdan
Truth:DAT slantwise look:PART eye:ABL

yasinur yizini dilbar. (NDL 545)
hid:REFL:PRES face:POSS:ACC beloved

“The beloved is hiding his face from the eye

which looks at God with evil intention.’

(61) Gizlandi giinag, ylizina dutindi sitara. (QB 170)
hid:REFL:PAST sun face:POSS:DAT hold:REFL:PAST veil
‘The sun hid itself, veiled its face.’

(62) Cii esqiin odina
CONJ love:GEN fire:POSS:DAT

canum ozini ud edinmigdiir. (QB 397)
soul:POSS/1SG itself:ACC aloe do:REFL:PF:COP
‘Because my soul has made itself an aloe for the fire of love.’

In each of the given clauses the reflexive meaning is given twice: by the morpheme
-(1)n and by reflexive pronouns or body-part names. Cf. also: San ... dz-dziini sinan
(QB 113) ‘You try yourself’; Asiq ... can oynin 6zina sud edinmigdiir (QB 397) ‘The
lover has made use of the play with his life’; Qagsi qamzasi alindan basumi
qgasimimazam (QB 199) ‘lit. I cannot scratch my head because of her eyebrow (and)
coquetry’; Beliima miigk saguni, saha, kamarlaniiram (QB 535) ‘O my ruler, I am
girdling my waist with your hair’; etc.

¥ That is why the phrase zilfiindan yitirdiim bani has the second translation: °I lost the

mole in your hair’ (i.e. ‘your hair hid the mole in your face from me’).
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Languages always try to get rid of pleonasms. In this case the affix -(z)n has lost
its position, and in MA it is never used in non-diathetical reflexive constructions.

3. Reciprocal

In reciprocal transformations the denoted initial situation yields to a new,
“symmetrical” one, where two referents are required to perform the same action with
respect to each other. The reciprocal constructions are also of diathetical and non-
diathetical types.

3.1. Diathetical reciprocal constructions

3.1.1. Semantics and syntax

In diathetical reciprocal constructions the referents, which are simultaneously the
subjects and objects of the corresponding action, have two kinds of syntactical repre-
sentation.

(a) One of the referents is represented by the S,, and another one by the comple-
ment formed with the postposition ila ‘with’. This is the result of the canonical type
of reciprocal transformations, where the syntactic valency of the main verb is de-
creased in rank: the initial complement with a case ending is demoted to the com-
plement position formed with a postposition. Within this transformation the S, is
not formally changed; however, it (as well as the complement), unlike the basic
diathesis, corresponds to two semantic actants; e.g.:

(63) a. Ata  oglunu qucaqladi.
father son:POSS:ACC embrace:PAST
‘The father embraced his son.’

(63) b. Ata  oglu ila qucagqlagdl.
father son:POSS POSP embrace:REC:PAST
‘The father embraced with his son.’

(b) The referents are represented at the syntactic level by one actant (S,,,) and are
expressed as homogenous parts or as a (pro)noun in the plural. The second syntactic
actant of this structure is also the complement governed by the postposition il2 yet
the postposition is added here to the phrase bir-biri ‘each other’, which can change
according to persons (bir-birimizla, bir-birinizls, bir-birlari il2) and which indicates
that the action is directed between the subjects themselves; e.g.:

(63) c. Ata va ogul bir-biri  ila qucagqlagdilar.
father CONJ son each other POSP embrace:REC:PAST/3PL
‘The father and the son embraced’; lit. ‘The father and the son
embraced each other.’
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In many cases such constructions are used in a grammatically elliptic form where the
phrase bir-biri il is not realized; cf.:

(63) d. Ata  va ogul qucaglagdilar.
father CONJ son embrace:REC:PAST/3PL
‘The father and the son embraced.’

All of the syntactical structures mentioned have parallels in OA; cf.:

(64) Varga tayisila ham  qucugdular. (YM 175)
Varga uncle:POSS:POSP CONJ embrace:REC:PAST/3PL
‘And Varga embraced with his uncle.’

(65) Iki xurma rali biri biriyla sevigdilar. (QB 493)
two date flower bud each other:POSP love:REC:PAST/3PL
‘Two handsome youths (lit. flower bud of the date palm) loved each other.’

(66) Bulusgdu ol ki badri- minavvar. (DH 65)
meet:REC:PAST that two full moon:EZ enlightened
‘Those two handsome youths (lit. enlightened full moon) met.’

The quoted reciprocal constructions are derived on the basis of two-valent verbs. In
MA few three-valent verbs have the reciprocal diathesis. As a result of reciprocal
transformation these verbs become two-valent ones, because they lose their second
syntactic actant (direct object). Other actants change according to the above-men-
tioned general rule of the reciprocal transformation. Cf.:

(67) a. O, Budaga giilla  atdr.
he Budaq:DAT bullet throw:PAST
‘He fired (lit. threw a bullet) at Budaq.’

(67) b. O, Budagla atigdi.
he Budaq:POSP throw:REC:PAST
‘He exchanged fire (lit. threw at each other) with Budaq.’

(68) a. O, dostuna maktub yazd.
he friend:POSS:DAT letter write:PAST
‘He wrote a letter to his friend.’

(68) b. O, dostu ila yazigdi.
he friend:POSS POSP write:REC:PAST
‘He corresponded with his friend.’

The initial direct object is not realized in the derived constructions because the sem
structures of the verbs afig- and yazig- contain the meanings ‘bullet’ and ‘letter’,
respectively. In such reciprocal clauses the double semantic function is realized not
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on the basis of the subject and object but of the subject and addressee of the action.
That is why the corresponding constructions are called addressative reciprocals.

In the OA texts the realization of the direct object is possible within addressative
reciprocals; e.g.:

(69) Soylagir idi ki, bu sozii bular ... (YM 179)
tell:REC:PRES COP:PAST CONJ this word:ACC they
‘When they were discussing (lit. telling each other) this word ...’

3.1.2. Morphology

The reciprocal diathesis is marked in the verb by the morpheme -5. The morpheme is
added to bases with a final consonant with a buffer vowel which appears in four
variants due to vowel harmony. It is the same in the OA texts; e.g.: At tizarindan
ikisi qarvagdilar, tartigdilar (KDQ 109) ‘They grappled while riding their horses,
pushing and pulling (Siimer et al. 1972: 143); ... sevigmiglor ol iki mahi-ru (YM
150) ‘those two moon-faced (ones) have loved each other’; Anunla cang edalim
urugalim (DH 52); ‘Let us quarrel, fight with him’; Barii gal, dogiisalim (KDQ 108)
‘Come and let us fight’ (Stimer et al. 1972: 142); etc. In QB the buffer vowel is not
subject to labial harmony; cf.: gorisayiim (QB 351); sorigayum (QB 352); etc.

The affix -§ is directly added to polysyllabic bases with a final vowel; e.g.: Us
0q, Boz Oq qarsulagdilar (< garsula- ‘to meet*) (KDQ 126) ‘The Uch Ok and the Boz
Ok met face to face’ (Lewis 1974: 188); soylag- (< sdyla- ‘to tell’) (DH 71; KDQ 47)
‘to tell each other’. In the investigated texts this morphonological norm is violated
only once: oxgayisum (< oxga- ‘to be like’) (QB 232).

3.2. Non-diathetical reciprocal constructions

3.2.1. Semantics and syntax

The non-diathetical reciprocal constructions also denote that a referent exerts an influ-
ence on another referent and at the same time is subject to this kind of influence from
the second referent. Within these constructions the semantics of mutual activity is
conveyed by the phrase bir-biri ‘each other’ in the accusative, dative or ablative. The
case form depends on the main verb, which demands the same case in basic construc-
tions also. This means that, as distinct from the bir-biri ila forms, the transforma-
tions from the corresponding basic non-reciprocal constructions to such structures are
not accompanied by changes in the syntactic valency of the main verbs. Cf.

(70) a. Sattar tokrar Mahmuda baxd.
Sattar again Mahmud :DAT look:PAST
‘Sattar looked at Mahmud again.’
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(70) b. Sartarla Mahmud taokrar bir-birina baxdilar.
Sattar:POSP Mahmud again each other:DAT look:PAST/3PL
‘Sattar and Mahmud looked again at each other.’

In other words, within transformations like (70a) — (70b) the basic syntactic “S,, —
complement in a case form — Verb” structure is not changed. This is the principal
difference between diathetical and non-diathetical reciprocal constructions.

3.2.2. Morphology

In MA the transformations in question are not marked in the morphological structure
of the verb by any endings. However, in OA the affix -(1)s marked the verbs of non-
diathetical reciprocal constructions, too; e.g.:

(71) Moktab iginda bular biri-birin
school inside:POSS:LOC they each other:ACC

Can icinda sevigib qildi barin. (YM 150)
soul inside:POSS:LOC love:REC:GER do:PAST sublime
‘At school they truly loved and glorified each other.’

(72) Qomzalor  bir-birini qovlagurlar. (QB 622)
twinkle:PL each other:ACC chase:REC:PRES/3PL
“The coquettish glances are chasing each other.’

(73) Bir-birina baqisurlar, ey omu. (MZ 278)
each other:DAT look:REC:PRES/3PL o uncle
‘They are looking at each other, o uncle.’

The same holds for non-diathetical addressative reciprocals; e.g.: Bir-birina soz
atisdilar (KDQ 94) ‘They exchanged (harsh) words’ (Lewis 1974: 134); Bir-birina
ipini sunugdular (YM 171) ‘They handed the string to each other’.

In the quoted instances the morpheme -(2)s is pleonastic because the reciprocal
meaning is already given by the phrases bir-birini and bir-birina.

In QB the non-diathetical reciprocal construction has another and very rare type,
which occurs without the bir-biri phrase. This type is realized in the following in-
stances:

(74) Yiiziimi ay yiizina strigayiim. (QB 351)
face:POSS/1SG:ACC moon face:POSS:DAT rub:REC:SUBJ/1SG
‘Let me rub my face against her moon face
(and at the same time be rubbed by her).’

(75) Boan agizumi agizina anun,
1 mouth:POSS/1SG:ACC mouth:POSS:DAT she:GEN
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Qamzasini canuma urigayum. (OB 352)
twinkle:POSS:ACC soul:POSS/1SG:DAT touch:REC:SUBJ/1SG
‘Let me touch my mouth to her mouth (and) her coquettish
glance to my soul face (and at the same time be touched by her).’

The affix -1§ /-is is the only element carrying the reciprocal meaning here. Syntacti-
cally, these constructions do not differ from their basic counterparts; cf. (74a) with
(74):

(74) a. Yiiziimi ay yiizina sirayiim.
face:POSS/1SG:ACC moon face:POSS:DAT rub: SUBJ/ISG
‘Let me rub my face against her moon face.’

Since there is no syntactical derivation, sentences like (74), (75) should be consid-
ered non-diathetical constructions. Their limited use shows that they were already
archaic in the investigated period.

3.3. Cooperative verbs

The morpheme -(1)s can be added to one-valent verbs also. In this case, and the case
of some intransitive two-valent verbs, the morpheme adds to the bases a cooperative
meaning. Such transformations do not change either the syntactic valency of the verb
or the correspondence between its syntactic and semantic actants. Cf.:

(76) a. Ugaqglar agladilar.
child:PL cry:PAST/3PL
‘The children cried.’

(76) b. Usaglar aglagdilar.
child:PL cry:COOP:PAST/3PL
‘The children cried (together).’

In the OA texts the affix -(z)s is used in cooperative meaning not only with intransi-
tive but also with some transitive verbs; e.g.: Ag boz atlar biniiban yortigdilar (<
yort- ‘to gallop (tr.)’) (KDQ 103) ‘They mounted grey-white horses and galloped
away’ (Lewis 1974: 149); Hranlar diismanlori avlagurlar (< avla- ‘to hunt’) (QB 622)
‘Brave men are collectively hunting the enemies’.

Compared with the current period, in OA the affix could be added to more verbs.
Such reciprocal and cooperative verbs as yilag- (KDQ 93, 97) ‘to smell each other’;
bogiirig- (KDQ 58) ‘to lament together’; yortug- (KDQ 93) ‘to gallop together’; azig-
(QB 320) ‘to get lost (together)’; ddag- (QB 508) ‘to pay each other’; kiikrag- (QB
622) ‘to roar together’ and so on are not used in MA.
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4. Causative

4.1. Semantics and syntax

There are different ways of expressing causal relationship in Turkic languages (see
Johanson 1993). Only one of them involves the valency modification of the verb. It
is the following type of derivation where the main verb gains an additional semantic
actant:

(77) a. Sam  sondii.
candle go-out:PAST
‘The candle went out.’

(77) b. Arzu sam sondiirdii.
Arzu candle:ACC blow-out: CAUS:PAST
‘Arzu blew the candle out.’

In such cases the derivative construction denotes a new, complex situation consisting
of at least two micro-situations, one of which is the initial situation. As these micro-
situations are connected with causal relations, the complex situation and the corre-
sponding syntactic structure are called causative.

As a result of the causative derivation both the semantic and the syntactic valency
of the main verb are increased by one. Within the derivative structures the new se-
mantic actant always occupies the S, position. The initial S, is demoted to a
complement position. The morphological form of the latter depends as a rule on the
basic verb, i.e. it is in the accusative case if the verb is intransitive, and in the dative
if the verb is transitive. The same was true in OA; cf.:

(78) a. Yer ditrayirdi.
earth shake:PRES:PAST
‘The earth was shaking.’

(78) b. Ditradirdi yeri tablin garvagi. (YM 168)
shake:CAUS:PRES:PAST earth:ACC drum:GEN beat:POSS
‘The drum-beat shook the earth.’

(79) a. Zindangt qapuy:  agdi.
jailer door:ACC open:PAST
“The jailer opened the door.’

(79) b. Xatun ... zindangiya qapuy: agdirdr. (KDQ 116)
lady jailer:DAT door:ACC open:CAUS:PAST
‘The lady had the jailer open the door.” (Lewis 1974: 172)

Causation on the basis of three-valent verbs is very limited. When such a possibility
is realized, only the facultative (optional) valency of the verb is increased.
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Causative constructions have mostly factitive and permissive meanings. The fac-
titive meaning is more characteristic in Azerbaijanian: the realization of the permis-
sive meaning, as a rule, requires special contextual conditions. In the OA texts the
frequency of permissive constructions and the number of verbs which may have
permissive meaning are greater than in the modern language. Consider the following
example from KDQ, where there are three permissive verbs in a brief passage:

(80) Xanm baba, qorxuram sagirdarkan Qonur atin siriicdirsan. Savagdiigin
vagtin kandiini tutdurasan. Gafilliica gézal bagin kasdiirasan. (KDQ 74)
‘My Khan my father, I am afraid, As you gallop you may let your chestnut
horse stumble, As you fight you may let yourself be taken, may let your
lovely head be cut off before you know it.” (Lewis 1974: 100).

Today, it is impossible to use the verbs siiriigdiir- ‘to slip / slide’ and kasdiir- ‘to
make cut (off)’® to denote permissive content.

According to another semantic principle, it is possible to distinguish distant and
contact types of causative meaning (Nedjalkov, Sil’nickij 1969). In the terminology
of M. Shibatani (1976) they correspond to the directive and manipulative types. The
distant (or directive) type signifies such relations between the subject and the state of
causation where the effect necessary for the subject of causation is not produced by
the subject. The contact type of causation does not imply such a meaning.

As a rule, the causative derivations of intransitive and transitive verb bases corre-
spondingly give the contact and distant meanings; cf.:

(81) a. O, masiu bogaltdi. (< bogal- (intr.) ‘to get unloaded’)
he truck:ACC get unloaded:CAUS:PAST
‘He unloaded the truck.’

(81) b. O, masin fahlalara bogaltdirdi. (< bogalt- (tr.) ‘to unload’)
he truck:ACC worker:PL:DAT get unloaded:CAUS:CAUS:PAST
‘He had the workers unload the truck.’

In some cases the mentioned principle is violated. For instance, the affix -izdir in
combination with a transitive verb am- ‘to suck’ expresses contact causation:
amizdir- ‘to suckle’. Intransitive verbs denoting consciously performed actions can
express distant causation, combining a causative indicator: yiiyiir- ‘to run’ — yiiyiirt-
‘to make somebody run’; oyna- ‘to dance’ — oynat- ‘to make somebody dance’; sus-
‘to become silent’ — susdur- ‘to make silent’, etc.

° The current forms of siiriicdir- and kasdiir-, respectively.
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4.2. Morphology

The syntactical causative derivations in MA are marked in the morphological struc-
ture of the verb by the affixes -t (-u¢, -it, -ut, -iit); -dir (-dir, -dur, -diir, -dar, -dar); -ir
(-ir, -ur, -iir, -ar, -ar); -iz (-uz); -izdir (-izdir, -uzdur); -guz; -kaz; -sat. They also exist
in the OA texts, except the forms -1zdir (-izdir, -uzdur) and -kaz, instead of which -zir
/ -ziir, and -kiiz, -kiir [ -giir [ -gur are used.

Only the affixes -(1)t and -d(1)r are productive. They realize both contact and dis-
tant types of causation. Other, less productive ones express only contact causation.

4.2.1. -t (-ut, -it, -ut, -iit)

Actually the consonant of the morpheme is d and not ¢. It becomes voiceless at the
end of words, according to the general phonetic rule of the Turkic languages, yet it
displays its original appearance before all affixes starting with a vowel. Cf.: aglat- ‘to
make someone cry’ vs. agladir MA) / agladur (QB 270) ‘he makes cry’; ganat- ‘to
bleed (tr.)’ vs. ganadim (MA) / ganadayim (QB 313) ‘let me bleed’; sagalt- ‘to cure’
vs. sagaldir (MA) / sagaldur (QB 167) ‘he is curing’; yiiyiirt- ‘to make someone run’
vs. yiiyiirdan (MA) / yiigiirdan (KDQ 45) ‘who makes run’; etc. In one place in KDQ
the morpheme keeps d even before a consonant: Qaraqucin oynaddr Uruz ... (KDQ
71) ‘Uruz let his black horse prance’ (Siimer et al. 1972: 76).

The morpheme is added to bases with a final vowel or the final / and r conso-
nants (except monosyllabic stems); cf.: agri- ‘to hurt, cause to ache’; saralt- ‘to
yellow, cause to yellow’; yagart- ‘to water, cause to water’; in OA: San aritdiin odlara
yagim baniim (H 25) ‘You melted my ointment in fire’; Yasadub bir kogki
bazatmigdi ol (X 8) ‘He had caused (someone) to prepare a palace and to decorate it’;
barkitdi- (KDQ 43) ‘fastened’; garartdi (KDQ 71; N 295) ‘blackened’; baliirdiiram
(QB 301) ‘I am making clear’; sagaldur (QB 167) ‘is curing’; dirilt- (N 254, 276,
286; QB 133, 136, 167...) ‘to bring to life; to revive’; etc.

A few other verbs, namely, ax- (which has the ag- variant in OA) ‘to flow’; qurp-
‘to pluck’; gorx- (which has the gorg- variant in OA) ‘to be frightened’; hiirk- (the
old form: iirk-) ‘to be startled’; and in addition, in OA az- ‘to go astray; to lose
(one’s way)’; tiit- ‘to smoke; to fume’ take the morpheme -f in the causative too. The
morpheme is added to these verbs with a buffer vowel, which in some places in the
OA texts does not obey labial harmony; cf.: tititmaz (QB 495) ‘it does not smoke’;
trkitdi (KDQ 113) ‘he startled’, but gorqudan, iirkiidan (KDQ 45), qorxudir (KDQ
57). The form azit- (QB 299, 332) is used in parallel with azdur- (QB 444) and azdir-
(YM 153) ‘to make lose one’s way’. Only the last form is characteristic for MA.

4.2.2. -dir (-dir, -dur, -diir, -dar, -dar)

This is another principle causative marker. The morpheme is mainly added to bases
ending in consonants. Here are examples from the OA texts: Sana erta bitilor
yazdirayim (< yaz- ‘to write’), Hakima daxi sarbat diizdiirayim (< diiz- ‘to prepare’)
(DH 81) ‘Let me tomorrow have prescriptions written for you and have the doctor
prepare serbet’; Giini galdi, yen-yaqalar dikdiirayim (< dik- ‘to stitch’) saningiin ...
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Giini galdi, kafar bagin kasdiirayim (< kas- ‘to cut’) saningiin (KDQ 70) ‘Its day has
come, I shall have sleeves and collar stitched for you ... Their day has come, I shall
have them cut off infidel heads for you (Lewis 1974: 92); Toquzin: bir yerina say-
durayim (< say- ‘ to count’), Urugmadan, dégiismadan alami toldurayim (< tol- ‘to
fill’) (KDQ ) ‘I shall make nine of them count as little as one; I shall fill the world
with battle and slaughter (Lewis 1974: 103); Yandurub (< yan- ‘to burn’) esqin mani
xar eyladi (X 5b) ‘Your love burnt and disgraced me’; Oldiiriir (< 6l- ‘to die’) yetmig
bahadir, ey axi (YM 165) ‘He kills seventy valiants, o brother’; Andururlar (< an- ‘to
call to mind’) kdnliima Hindustan (QB 157) ‘lit. They recall India to my soul’; etc.

The morpheme is also added to the monosyllabic verb stems ending in vowels;
e.g.: dediir- (QB 373) ‘to cause someone to say’; yediir- (A 18; QB 97) / yedir- (DH
40; KDQ 60, 73; N 216) ‘to feed’. The modern morphonological norm requires
double causative affixes for these forms; cf.: dedirt-; yedirt- (or yedizdir-); yudurt- (or
yuduzdur-) ‘to cause someone to wash’.

As apparent from the instances above, the morpheme, which is subject to vowel
harmony in MA, was mostly used with rounded vowels in the old period. However,
there are also counter-examples, where the bases contain a rounded vowel, yet the
causative affix has the form -dir: qurdirnugd: (KDQ 34), qusdiran (KDQ 49, 50),
soldiran, toldiran (KDQ 33), etc.

The morpheme has -dar (-dar) allomorphs, which is common in the Chuvash and
Yakut languages. In MA it is used with two verbs only: don- ‘to turn (intr.)’ and
gon- ‘to settle; to perch’. The affix -dar has been petrified in the verbs andar- ‘to pour
out’ and géndar- ‘to send’. In the OA texts the shapes ddndar- (A 15; KDQ 37, 40,
112, 118) ‘to turn (tr.)’, gondar- (KDQ 39; QB 87) ‘to put / place on’ and géndor-
(YM 183, N 414) are used in parallel with dondiir- (KDQ 33; QB 315), gondur-
(KDQ 34, 99; NDL 404) and géndiir- (YM 176).

In MA the morpheme -d(1)r has no voiceless variants, which were dominant in
Old Turkic (see Erdal 1991: 799-831). They are petrified in the verbs gatir- ‘to bring’
and otur- ‘to sit’, the original forms of which we encounter in Ali’s Qisse’i Yusif:
galtiir- (Haciyev & Valiyev 1983: 107), from gal- ‘to come’ and oltur- (A 4), from
ol- ‘to be’, respectively. Beside these, we have attested only two verbs with the
voiceless variants in the OA texts: astiir- ‘to cause to blow’ (< as- ‘to blow’) and
yastur- ‘to cause to flatten’ (< yas- ‘to flatten’) (QB 372).

4.2.3. -ir (-ir, -ur, -iir, -ar, -ar)
The morpheme is subject to labial harmony in MA. Yet in OA it was normally used
with rounded vowels; e.g.: artur- (KDQ 41; YM 199; NDL 37; QB 88, 119...) ‘to
raise, increase’; bigiir- (KDQ 46, 99; QB 268, 273...) / pisiir- (KDQ 99; NDL 160)
‘to cook’; ugur- (KDQ 38, 73, 119; QB 281, 599) ‘to pull / bring down’; yetiir-
(KDQ 53, 56, 60; QB 39, 60...) ‘to deliver, cause to reach’; yitiir- (NDL 549; QB
315319, 624) ‘to lose’; etc.

Only the following causative verbs contained the allomorph -ar / -ar: ¢ixar- (KDQ
36; N 271; QB 53, 65 ...) ‘to take / pull out’, from ¢ix- ‘to go out’; ¢okart- (QB
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304) ‘to cause to collapse’, in parallel with ¢okiir- (KDQ 88, 103), from ¢dk- ‘to
collapse; to kneel down’); donar- (YM 184) ‘to turn (tr.)’, in parallel with déndar-
and dondiir-, from don- ‘to turn (intr.)’; gedar- / gidar- (DH 29; QB 132, 133...) ‘to
send / drive away; to remove’, in parallel with gedir- (N 357, 416), from get- ‘to go’;
qaytar- (QB 180, 233, 456) ‘to return (tr.)’, from gayit- ‘to return (intr.)’; qopar-
(KDQ 46, 99; NDL 405; QB 155, 218...) ‘to pluck, tear away’, from qop- ‘to tear /
come off”).'°

The mentioned verbs exist in MA too, except those used in parallel forms, i.e.
¢cOkart-, donar-, gedar-. In MA the causative forms of the verbs ¢dk- and dén- are
¢Okdiir- and dondar-, respectively. The causative counterpart of the verb ger- is a
suppletive form: apar- ‘to carry, drive’.

In comparison to the OA texts, the morpheme -(1)r now has a very narrow use
spectrum. In MA it is added only to bases ending in ¢, ¢ and § consonants. Yet his-
torically there was no such limitation, and the morpheme -(i)r could be added to
more verbs; cf.: basur- (QB 570) ‘to bury’, from bas- ‘to push’; bifiir- (QB 236, 270)
‘to inform’, from bil- ‘to know’; ¢okiir- (KDQ 88, 103) ‘to cause to collapse; to
make kneel down’, from ¢dk- ‘to collapse; to kneel down’); dagiir- (NDL 245; QB
84) ‘to bring’, from dag- ‘to touch; to reach’; entir- (A 28) ‘to cause to descend’, from
en- ‘to descend’; geyiir- (A 28; KDQ 31, 65; NDL 445; QB 166, 171, 224) ‘to
dress’, from gey- ‘to put on, wear’; iriir- (NDL 114; QB 30, 37...) ‘to cause to
reach’, from ir- ‘to reach’; sagir- (KDQ 38) ‘to ask / cause someone to milk’, from
sag- ‘to milk’; siniir- (QB 219) ‘to absorb’, from sin- ‘to subside and be absorbed’;
toyur- (QB 465; KDQ 35, 38 ...) ‘to satiate, satisfy, fill’, from toy- ‘to become filled
and satiated’; yanur- (YM 181) ‘to burn (tr.)’, from yan- © to burn (intr.).

All these verbs (except iriir-, the base of which has become archaic) are now used
with the morpheme -d(1)r, instead of -(1)r. The bases of almost 40% of the above-
mentioned verbs (namely, bas-, bil-, gey- and sag-) are transitive, whereas the mor-
pheme can be added only to one transitive verb in MA: i¢ir- ‘to give to drink; to get
someone drunk’, from i¢- * to drink’.

The morpheme denotes contact causation. Only within one verb did it have dis-
tant causation meaning:

(82) Dapa kibi at  yigdim,
hill POSP meat heap:PAST/1SG

gol kibi  qimiz sagirdim. (KDQ 38)

lake POSP koumiss milk:CAUS:PAST/1SG

‘I had meat heaped up like a hill; I had lakefuls of koumiss fermented
(lit. caused smb. to milk, V.S.).” (Siimer et al. 1972: 16)

1" There is also a verb gizar- (QB 136, 279 ..) ‘to turn / grow red, redden’, yet it has no
causative relationship with its base giz- ‘to get / grow warmer’.
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It should be noted that in the modern spoken language the morpheme -(1)r is in many
cases expanded with -¢ without any change in meaning; e.g.: kegirt- ‘to pass (tr.)’;
kociirt- ‘to move, cause to migrate’; sigirt- ‘to blow up; to inflate’; ¢ixart- ‘to take
out, extract’; gopart- ‘to tear away; to pluck’; etc. These verbs convey a single causa-
tion and not a double one. Such use of the -(1)+¢ combination is not characteristic for
the OA texts, where there are few instances of it: kegirt- (YM 206), ¢okart- (QB 304).

4.2.4. -1z (-iz, -uz)

In MA the morpheme -(1)z can be added to three verbs, namely dad- ‘to taste’, galx-
‘to rise, stand up’ and gorx- ‘to be frightened, scared’: dadiz- ‘to ask / cause to taste’;
qalxiz- ‘to raise’; gorxuz- ‘to frighten, scare’.

All three of these verbs have morphological variants which are more appropriate
for the standard language: daddir- [ dadizdir-; qaldir- and gorxut-, respectively.

The morpheme was unproductive in OA too, occurring with only one verb in the
texts: amiz- ‘to suckle’ (< am- ‘to suck’). We have found it in the Baku manuscript
of Varqa and Gulshah:

(83) Dayalar  amizdi bir yil onlari. (YMB la)
nurse:PL  suck:CAUS:PAST one year they:ACC
“The nurses suckled them one year.’

In the corresponding place of the Istanbul manuscript, upon which the printed edition
was based, the verb has the form amziirdi (YM 149).

4.2.5. -zir [ -ziir and -1zdir (-izdir, -uzdur)

The above-mentioned causative verb is also attested in KDQ, but in the shape amzir-
(KDQ 33, 82). We have not come across any other verbs with the -zir / -ziir affixes.
They are not used in MA either.

The corresponding form of the verb amzir- in the modern language is amizdir-.
Both -zir and -izdir affixes are originally double causative formants: -z + ir and -iz +
dir. The morpheme -izdir has the phonetic variants -1zdir and -uzdur. They can be
added to few bases; e.g.: dadizdir- ‘to ask / cause someone to taste’, from dad- ‘to
taste’; damizdir- ‘to pour out drop by drop’, from dam- * drip’; doguzdur- ‘to help
to give birth’, from dog- ‘to give birth’; doyuzdur- ‘to satiate’, from doy- ‘to be
satiated’; icizdir- ‘to give to drink’, from i¢- ‘to drink’; yanizdir- ‘to put to bed, to
lull to sleep’, from yat- ‘to sleep’.

Most of these verbs convey a more or less assistive semantics. The verbs dam-,
doy-, yat- are intransitives, while dad-, dog-, i¢- and am- are transitives. Contrary to
the general rule, the morpheme adds to transitive bases the contact causation meaning
and not the distant one. This can be explained by the fact that all transitive bases
taking the morpheme are non-causative verbs.

The morpheme does not exist in the OA texts.
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4.2.6. -guz | -giz

In MA there is only one verb with this affix: durguz- ‘to raise’. Only this verb form
occurs also in the OA prosaic and poetical works of the investigated period: turgiz-
(KDQ 104). However, the forms durguz- and turgiz- differ not only phonetically (the
d ~ t, u ~ 1 alternations) but also semantically. The verb dur- has three main mean-
ings: (1) ‘to rise, get up’; (2) ‘to stop (intr.)’; and (3) ‘to stand; to be’. In the modern
language the verb can only take the affix -guz when it has the first meaning. The
morphological way of realizing causation is not possible for other meanings; they are
expressed by suppletive means, cf.: dur- ‘to stop (intr.)’ — saxla- (or ayla-) ‘to stop
(tr.)’; dur- ‘to stand; to be’ — goy- ‘to put; to leave’.

Yet in KDQ the affix -giz is added to the verb when the latter has the meaning ‘to
stop (intr.)’:

(84) Haman yay: bilagindan ¢iqarardi,
that bow:ACC wrist:POSS:ABL go out:CAUS:AOR:PAST

buganmin- siginin boynina atardi,
bull:GEN cattle:GEN neck:POSS:DAT throw:AOR:PAST

¢akib turgizardi. (KDQ 104)

pull:GER stop:CAUS:AOR:PAST

‘He used to remove his bow from over his wrist and just throw it around the
neck of the male deer or wild cattle, and stop the animal by pulling it.’
(Siimer et al. 1972: 135)

Beside durguz-, the following four verbs with the affix -guz are attested in Ibn
Muhanna’s Dictionary: yatguz- ‘to put to bed’; toyguz- ‘to satiate’; oyanguz- ‘to
wake’; amgiiz- ‘suckle’.

Yet as the author himself noted (IM 035), they were rarely used.

4.2.7. -kaz | -kiiz and -sat

All of these affixes can be added to one and the same verb: gor- ‘to see’. There is a
chronological distribution with the use of -kaz and -kiiz, i.e. gérkaz- in MA and
gorkiiz- in OA (IM 0111) ‘to show’.

The affix -sat exists both in MA and OA. In the OA texts it is a rare form:
gorsat- (N 114; QB 224) ‘to show’. The meaning ‘to show’ was usually expressed by
the verb gastar- (KDQ 69, 86, 113; QB 64, 94, 331; N 268, 287, 293 ...), which is
normal for the modern standard language as well. The forms gorkaz- and gorsat- are
mostly used in the spoken language.

The forms gorsat- and gostar- are alike. Probably, Kononov (1956: 203) was right
in asserting that the affix -sar appeared as a result of the metathesis: gorset < goster <
gozter.
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4.2.8. -gur [ -giir [ -kiir

These affixes, which can be considered phonetic variants of one and the same mor-
pheme, do not exist in MA. They were already archaic in the XIII-XIV centuries. We
have found only the following verbs in the investigated texts: turgur- (KDQ 118) ‘to
leave’, from tur- ‘to stand’; irgiir- (KDQ 73; QB 252; YM 159; MZ 286) ‘to cause to
reach’, from ir- ‘to reach’; dirgiir- (KDQ 40, 119) ‘to let someone live’, from dir-
(QB 212) ‘to live’; yetkiir- (A 8) ‘to make enough’, from yet- ‘to be enough’.

5. Decausative

5.1. Semantics and syntax

Transformations like (78a)-(78b) have a syntactically double character. They are char-
acterized as causation from the point of view of (78a). Yet if we take (78b) as a start-
ing point of the transformation, (78b) — (78a) is a decausation process.

Decausation is characterized by one-unit reduction of the syntactic actants, in
other words, by a decrease in the syntactic valency of the verb by one. Semantically,
it indicates the simplification of the sem structure of the verb, i.e. it is a transforma-
tion in a negative sense in that the “cause” component is withdrawn from the verb.

5.2. Morphology

In Azerbaijanian there exist possibilities of marking the decausative transformation in
the morphological structure of the verb; e.g.:

(85) a. Tabil sasi yeri silkaladi.
drum beat:POSS earth:ACC shake:PAST
‘The drum-beat shook the earth.’

(85) b. Yer silkalandi.
earth shake:DEC:PAST
‘The earth was shaken.’

The markers of decausation are the affixes -i/, -il, -ul, -iil; -n, -in, -in, -un, -in, -,
-t§, -i§, -ug, -tig. The main decausative morphemes are -(i)/ and -(1)n, whose allo-
morphs and distribution rule are the same as the passive ones. Here are some exam-
ples of decausative verbs from OA: yiqil- (KDQ 36, 38) ‘to be overthrown’; giril-
(KDQ 41) ‘to be broken’; bogul- (KDQ 60) ‘to choke’; boyan- (QB 144, 196...) ‘to
be stained’, etc. Again in QB the distribution rule is violated in some places,
namely, in asin- (QB 253) ‘to hang (intr.)’ (< as- ‘to hang (tr.)’); aymn- (QB 330) ‘to
sober up’ (< ay- ‘to sober’) and bayin- (QB 330) ‘to faint’ (< bay- ‘to cause to faint’)
the affix -in is used instead of the normal -i/.

In MA the affix -(1)5 as a decausative indicator is seen in the following few verbs:
bulag- (also attested in OA: KDQ 39; QB 101, 529, 569) ‘to become smeared’, from
bula- ‘to smear’; calag- ‘to be inoculated’, from cala- ‘to inoculate’; gatig- ‘to mix
(intr.)’, from gat- ‘to mix (tr.)’.
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Bulag- and calag- are used in parallel with the forms bulan- (also found in the OA
texts: YM 189) and calan-, respectively.

5.3. Decausative vs. causatives

The relations between syntactic constructions, formed with non-causative verbs on
the one hand, and causative verbs on the other, irrespective of the direction of mor-
phological derivation, are always the same; cf. (78a) and (78b) with (85b) and (85a).
The semantic correlations ditra — ditrat and silkalan — silkalo also have the same
character despite the fact that their opposite poles are marked. It is irrelevant to the
semantics whether the first or second pole is marked. Diachronically, morphological
markers can move from one pole to another one without changing the causal rela-
tions. For instance, in OA the causal relations ‘to be broken — to break’; ‘to sober up
— to sober’ and ‘to faint — to cause to faint’ were morphologically marked in the first,
i.e. non-causative pole:

sin- (YM 167; QB 314) ‘to be broken’ — si- (KDQ 40, 47; QB 339, 585) ‘to break’
ayil- (QB 73, 93, 150) ‘to sober up’ — ay- (QB 108, 322) ‘to sober’
bayil- (QB 73, 345, 371) ‘to faint’ — bay- (QB 108, 322) ‘to cause to faint’

However, in MA the verbs si-, ay-, bay- have became archaic, and the mentioned
causal relations are marked in the second, i.e. causative pole: sin- / sindir- ‘to break’;
ayil- [ ayilt- ‘to sober’; bayil- / bayilt- ‘to cause to faint’.

Another instance is the relation ‘to be born — to bear’, which is marked in the
non-causative pole in MA:

dogul- ‘to be born’ —dog- ‘to bear (children)’

In OA the dog- verb meant ‘to be born’, and consequently, the mentioned relation
had the morphological marker (-ur) in its causative part:

dog- (X 16b; YM 149) /
tog- (KDQ 49; QB 127) ‘to be born” - rogur- (KDQ 35; NDL 345).

In Azerbaijanian some causal relations are morphologically marked in either pole.
They are the following verbal sets:

dagil- ‘to scatter (intr)’;

to fall to pieces’ — dagit- ‘to scatter (tr)’; to break to pieces’
isin- ‘to grow warm’ — isit- ‘to warm’

islan- ‘to get wet’ — islat- ‘to wet’

ovun- ‘to be consoled’ - ovutz- ‘to console’

qurtul- ‘to escape’ — qurtar- ‘to save, rescue’

tarpan- ‘to move (intr.)’ — rarpat- ‘to move (tr.)’

tiikan- ‘to be exhausted” - tiikat- ‘to exhaust’
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uzan- ‘to be extended,
to become lengthened” - uzat- ‘to extend, to lengthen’.

Compare in the OA texts:

dagil- (DH 65) / —dagu- (N 268, 283, 285...) / tagit-
tagil- (KDQ 91,125; NDL 335; QB 635) (KDQ 44, 69,92; QB 23,133 ...)
avin- (DH 62; YM 151) ‘to get distracted’ —aviz- (YM 186) ‘to distract’
ovan- (KDQ 116; N 186, 404, 416; QB 38, — oyar- (KDQ 91, 113; N 110;

130...) QB 49, 328,385 ...)

qurtul- (KDQ 56, 117; YM 169, 175) / - qurtar- (KDQ 35,46; YM 168,
qurntil- (KDQ 88; QB 64, 69) 175; N 464; QB 23, 58 ...)
dapran- (NDL 234; QB 229, 246 ...) /

dabran- (DH 23) —daprat- (KDQ 77; QB 25,42 ..)

titkan- (KDQ 50; N 278, 291, 303; QB 182,
210 ...) / diikan- ( KDQ 44, 65, 95; NDL 255;

QB 147,212 ..) — diikat- (KDQ 99)
uzan- (KDQ 44; QB 60, 107, 135 ...) —uzat- (YM 186; N 355, 451;
QB 73,84 ..).

The mentioned verbs in MA are simplexes. However, the binary semantic and formal
opposition of the counterparts allows us to differentiate formal bases and suffixes;
e.g.: dag+il | dag+it; qurt+ul | qurt+ar; tiika+n [ tika+r; etc. The differentiated suf-
fixes (-1/, -r) and (-t, -ar) are just decausative and causative markers, respectively.

The formal bases dag- (or tag-), isi-, isla-, qurt-, ovu- (or avu-), oya-, tarpa- (or
tapra- | dapra-), tiika- (or diika-) and uza- were apparently used as independent verbs
in proto-Turkic, yet they are not attested in OA, except the verb uza- (YM 159; QB
288) ‘to extend’.

Some of the above-mentioned decausative verbs can take a causative affix: isin-
dir-, ovundur-, oyandir- (also attested in the OA texts: N 258) and uzandir-. The
verbs isindir- and isit-, ovundur- and ovut-, oyandir- and oyat- are synonyms, but
uzandir- and uzat- have different meanings. The verb uzandir- ‘to help to lay down’ is
the causative of the verb uzan- in the autive meaning (i.e. ‘to lie, stretch oneself’) and
not in the decausative one. It expresses the assistive type of causative meaning, while
the verb uzat- has the factitive semantics.

In Azerbaijanian a causative affix can be added not only to the incorporated de-
causative marker. There are some instances where the combination of the decausative
and causative markers takes place despite the fact that the verbal bases exist as inde-
pendent words. In these cases the affixes having opposite functions neutralize each
other, and as a result the meaning of the base is not changed; e.g.:

zaharlandir- (< zaharlan- ‘to be poisoned’) ‘to poison’ = zaharla- ‘to poison’,
calagdir- (< calag- ‘to be inoculated’) ‘to inoculate’ = cala- ‘to inoculate’
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However, in some instances the combination of the affixes appears as a word-build-
ing element; cf.:

siiriindiir- (< siriin- ‘to drag (intr.)’) ‘to procrastinate’, yet sirii- ‘to drag (tr.)’.

In the above-mentioned cases the decausative marker is always -n or -g and never
-(1)l. However, in OA we found an exception: yorult- (KDQ 75, 114) ‘to weary, tire’
(< yorul- ‘to be tired’ < yor- ‘to weary, tire’).

6. Conclusion

In general, the passive, reflexive, reciprocal, causative and decausative meanings and
forms are almost the same in Modern and Old Azerbaijanian. However, the present
investigation shows that there are also differences in the use of the categories in
question.

The reflexive, reciprocal-cooperative, permissive causative forms and the adversa-
tive type of passives are characteristic for more verbs in OA, in comparison to the
contemporary period. On the other hand, the modal-assessment semantics of passive
found im MA is not present in the old texts.

The agentive complement in passive constructions is not common in Azerbai-
janian; when it does occur, MA uses the postposition rarafindan ‘by’ to mark it, yet
the same complement is formed with the ablative affix in OA. From the syntactical
point of view, the modern language is unlike OA also in that it avoids the direct
object in addressative reciprocal constructions and does not use the personal pro-
nouns to express the reflexive meaning.

Both in MA and OA the passive, autive and decausative transformations are
marked in the morphological structure of the verb by the morpheme -(1)/ and its
allomorph -(1)n. In the current language some autive verbs are also formed with the
affix -(1)s, which is not encountered in the old texts.

The canonical reflexive marker is the affix -(z)n. In addition, in OA the affix also
marks the main verbs of the benefactive reflexive and non-diathetical reflexive con-
structions, which have no morphological marker in MA.

The morpheme -(1)s indicates all reciprocals in OA, yet it marks only diathetical
reciprocals in the current language.

In MA the causative derivation is marked in the verb by the affixes -(1)z, -d(1)r,
-(1r, -(1)z, -guz, -sat, -(1)zd(1)r and -kaz. With the exception of the latter two, they
also exist in the OA texts. Other causative affixes existing in the old texts— -zir /
-ziir, -kiiz, -kiir [ -giir / -gur—have disappeared in the modern language, and the affix
-(1)r, which was used with many verbs in OA, has become unproductive.

All affixes mentioned are subject to vowel harmony both in MA and OA. Yet la-
bial harmony is not strong in the old texts, especially in QB, where the passive,
reflexive and reciprocal morphemes are used only with unrounded vowels, whereas
most of the causative affixes appear with rounded ones.
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Abbreviations / sources

A = Ali. Qisse’i Yusif. [MS in the Institute of Manuscripts in Baku: B — 3422. The facsim-
ile of the MS in: Ke¢migimizdan galan saslar 1. Baki: Elm, 1983]

DH = Dastani- Hhmad Harami. Baki: Gonclik, 1978.

H = Izzoddin Hosonoglu. In: XI{I-XVI asrlar Azarbaycan ge’ri 3. Baki: Elm, 1984, 24-25.

IM = Melioranskij, P. 1900 (ed.) Arab-filolog o tureckom jazyke. Sankt-Peterburg.

KDQ = Kitab-1 Dada Qorqud. Baki: Yazigi, 1988.

MZ = Mustafa Zorir. Yusif va Ziileyxa. Baki: Elm, 1991.

N = Nasimi. Segilmig asarlari. Baki: Azarbaycan Dovlat Nogriyyati, 1973.

NDL = Qshromanov, C. 1970. Nasimi “Divan” inin leksikas:. Baki: Elm.

QB = Qazi Biirhanaddin. Divan. Baki: Azarnasr, 1988.

SF = Suli Fagqih. Yusif va Ziileyxa. Baki: Maarif, 1991.

X = Xotai. Yusif va Ziileyxa. [MS in the Institute of Manuscripts in Baku: M — 185/2438.]

YM = Yusif Maddah. Varga va Giilsah. In: XIII-XVI asrlar Azarbaycan ge’ri 3. Baki: Elm,
1984. 148-207.

YMB = Yusif Maddah. Varqa va Giilsah. [MS in the Institute of Manuscripts in Baku: B —
4228/5853.]
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The topic of this paper is the tabooing of plant names in the Turkic area, a matter
hardly dealt with in the literature. We have chosen toxic plants as objects of our study
as they have from early times inspired awe and fear, leading men to taboo their names
through superstition or religion. Although not quite definitive, our research leads to
the result that different parts of the Turkic world applied such taboo to differing de-
grees: such plant names were replaced by euphemisms mainly in South Siberia and
Central Asia but not all in the South West. The remaining parts of the Turkic world
take an intermediary position.

Ingeborg Hauenschild, Am Tiergarten 28, 60316 Frankfurt a.M., Germany.

1. Zum Sprachtabu bei Giftpflanzen

Das universale Phinomen des Sprachtabus ist im tiirksprachigen Bereich wenig er-
forscht. Hinweise zu dieser Thematik finden sich bei Zelenin, der in seiner zweiteili-
gen Abhandlung Tabu slov u narodov vostoénoj Evropy i severnoj Azii (1929-1930)
u.a. zahlreiche tiirkische Ersatzworter fiir tabuierte Tiernamen vorgestellt hat, sowie
bei Brands (1973: 92-94), der ein Worttabu innerhalb der Turcia speziell fiir Tierbe-
zeichnungen geltend macht.

In einer jiingeren Studie iiber Euphemismen im Altaitiirkischen fiihrt Jaimova
(1990: 63-64) eine Reihe von Pflanzen an, die in der Frauensprache mit Hiillwortern
benannt werden. Es handelt sich dabei vornehmlich um Kriuter, Bdaume und Striu-
cher, deren Fruchtstinde die Frauen fiir den Nahrungsbedarf einsammeln. Die Liste
der in der Minnersprache iiblichen Decknamen enthélt keine Pflanzen, erfalt aber
viele jagdbare Tiere, die teilweise mit vergifteten Kodern zur Strecke gebracht wer-
den. Obgleich der Einsatz von Giftpflanzen zu Jagdzwecken ein Sprachtabu wahr-
scheinlich macht, scheinen entsprechende Auskiinfte vermutlich aus abergldubischen
Bedenken vermieden worden zu sein.

Auf ein Sprachtabu bei toxischen Gewichsen weist Zelenin (1929: 112) hin; er
vermerkt, daB sich ebenso wie bestimmte Tiere auch gewisse Pflanzen iiber die Nen-
nung ihres Namens erziirmen sollen. Als Beispiel zitiert er den giftigen Wasserschier-
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ling, den die Jakuten aus diesem Grund euphemistisch mit ahii ot umschreiben,
anstatt ihn mit seinem eigentlichen Namen tabay ot zu benennen (s. 2.5).

In der tiirksprachigen Pflanzenlexik lassen sich in bezug auf Giftgewichse vor al-
lem bei den siidsibirischen und zentralasiatischen Tiirkvolkern diverse Bezeichnungen
belegen, die — in Ubereinstimmung mit Zelenins Angabe — offensichtlich eine
euphemistische Funktion haben. Die Termini sind hauptséchlich in modernen Quel-
len nachweisbar und stammen wohl auch zumeist aus jiingerer Zeit. Dies ist darauf
zuriickzufiihren, dal Decknamen allmihlich in den allgemeinen Sprachschatz inte-
griert und tabubedingt durch neue Hiillworter ersetzt werden.

Zu den frithesten Belegen fiir Giftpflanzennamen mit euphemistischer Tendenz
gehoren die von Kasyari vermerkten Begriffe gara ot ‘Sturmhut’, garamug ‘Komrade’
und ilriik ~ ildriik bzw. vizarlik ‘Steppenraute’. Gemessen an der groen Bedeutung,
die giftigen Gewdichsen auch als Zauber- oder Heilpflanzen zukommt, und in Rela-
tion zu den tiber 180 botanischen Eintrdgen im Divan luyat at-turk ist dies eine er-
staunlich geringe Anzahl. Sie konnte aus einer gewissen Zuriickhaltung bei der Er-
wihnung toxischer Pflanzen resultieren; ein latenter Vorbehalt gegeniiber dem Sujet
scheint noch heute zu bestehen und diirfte die mitunter spirlichen oder fehlenden
Daten erkliren.

Pflanzen sind im Gegensatz zu Tieren an einen festen Standort gebunden; ein gif-
tiges Gewichs wird deshalb nicht als unmittelbare Bedrohung betrachtet und folglich
auch mit Namen bezeichnet, die auf seine toxische Natur hindeuten. Trotzdem haftet
einer Giftpflanze der Ruch des Unheimlichen an; sie stellt eine potentielle Gefahr dar
und 16st damit unterschwellige Angste aus. Die Wirkung ihrer giftigen Substanzen
kann sie selbst zwar lediglich dann entfalten, wenn sie von einem ahnungslosen Tier
gefressen wird, in der Hand des Menschen ist ihr Gift jedoch ein gezielt eingesetztes
Mittel zum Toten oder Zaubern, zur BewuBtseinserweiterung oder zur Heilung, wo-
bei jeweils eine unterschiedliche Dosierung den beabsichtigten Effekt erzielt.

Wenn manche Pflanze, wie der Volksglaube meint, iiber die Nennung ihres Na-
mens in Zorn gerét, so setzt dies voraus, daB sie die Sprache der auf demselben Terri-
torium wohnenden Menschen versteht — eine primitive Vorstellung, die von vielen
Volkerschaften im Hinblick auf Jagdtiere gehegt wird (Havers 1946: 28-31) und die
offenbar auch fiir Pflanzen gilt. Bei einem giftigen Gewichs kann das Aussprechen
des Namens nicht nur dessen Unwillen erregen, sondern zugleich seine Eigenschaften
ansprechen; dem begegnet man mit der Verwendung von Ersatzwortern. Sie sind
einerseits Ausdruck einer von der Norm abweichenden individuellen Meinung und
daher der Pflanze nicht verstiandlich. Andererseits stellen sie Hoflichkeitsbezeugungen
dar, die verstanden und gewiirdigt werden. Decknamen scheinen die Abwehr oder
Beschwichtigung der unheilvollen Krifte von Giftpflanzen zu bezwecken, aber ebenso
einer Verschleierung ihrer Rolle bei zauberischen oder rituellen Handlungen zu die-
nen.

Der Gebrauch von Hiillwortern ist nur in Gegenwart der Pflanze geboten, d.h. in
dem Moment, wenn ihre Wirkstoffe sich aktivieren konnen oder aktiviert werden.
Vertuscht wird also nicht die toxische Ingredienz des Gewichses, sondern dessen
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toxische Effizienz, und zwar in dem fiir den Sprecher wiinschenswerten Sinn. Im
Zusammenhang mit Tieren kann dies bedeuten, da3 eine Periphrase einerseits das
Weidevieh vor einer méglichen Vergiftung schiitzen, andererseits das Raubwild iiber
entsprechende jidgerische Praktiken hinwegtiduschen soll. Benennungen, die ein Ge-
wichs unmiBverstindlich als Morder von Nutz- oder Raubtieren definieren, sind
lediglich in der oghusischen Gruppe belegbar — ein Faktum, das auf die Tabuierung
von Giftpflanzen bei anderen Tiirkvolkern hinweist, aber ein regionales oder lokales
Wortverbot im Siidwesten der Turcia nicht ausschlieBen muB.

Ein Sprachtabu bei Giftpflanzen kann auf abergldubischen oder animistischen
Vorstellungen beruhen und sowohl von Furcht wie von Ehrfurcht geprigt sein. Es
erklirt sich nicht zuletzt aus der ambivalenten Natur toxischer Gewichse, deren Gift
zum einen gravierende physische und psychische Verdnderungen verursacht, zum
andern bei analogen Krankheitserscheinungen therapeutisch genutzt wird. Dieselbe
Doppelwertigkeit kommt ihnen in der Magie zu; sie konnen Zauber bewirken und
Zauber entgegenwirken. Von besonderer Relevanz ist bei den siidsibirischen Tiirk-
volkern ein Sprachtabu aus religidser Scheu. Es gilt fiir Giftpflanzen, die bei scha-
manistischen Ritualen verwendet werden. Zu dem religidsen Aspekt des Wortverbots
vermerkt Beth (1927: 131): ,,Tabu ist das, was zu meiden ist, und zwar weniger
deshalb, weil es gefihrlich ist, als vielmehr deshalb, weil eine gewisse Ehrfurcht vor
dem Objekt empfunden wird*.

Ob ein Sprachtabu vorliegt, 148t sich hdufig nur aus Benennungen folgern, die
eine Tendenz zur Verhiillung aufzeigen und daher als Ersatznamen fiir ein verbotenes
Wort gebraucht sein konnten. Im folgenden werden die wichtigsten Giftpflanzen aus
pharmakologischer und ethnologischer Sicht vorgestellt und ihre bei den verschiede-
nen Tirkvolkern gebriduchlichen Bezeichnungen auf eine verhiillende Funktion hin
untersucht. Die Zitate beziehen sich — falls nicht anders angegeben — auf Hauenschild
(1989).

2. Giftpflanzennamen unter euphemistischem Aspekt

2.1. Sturmhut

Der Sturmhut, Aconitum sp., der von alters her als Gift- und Zauberpflanze bekannt
und gefiirchtet ist (Rétsch 1988: 31-32), wird im Divan luyat at-turk mit gara ot
(DLT 543) zitiert. KaSyari iibersetzt den Begriff mit ,,bi§“, der arabischen Benennung
fiir die Indische Akonitknolle, Aconitum ferox, und fiigt hinzu, daBl es sich dabei um
eine Art Pflanzengift handelt (cf. Hauenschild 1994: 57). Das Gewichs ist mit zahl-
reichen Arten in der gesamten Turcia verbreitet; es enthélt in sdmtlichen Organen das
hochgiftige Akonitin, das iiber Haut und Schleimhaut resorbiert wird, Atemnot so-
wie Unempfindlichkeit im gesamten Korperbereich auslost und durch Atemldahmung
schlieBlich den Tod herbeifiihrt.

Das Hiillwort gara ot, das die Pflanze nicht als schwarz, sondern als todbringend
umschreibt, verweist auf die todliche Effizienz des Sturmhuts. Dieselbe Funktion
kommt kasachisch uwgoryasin bzw. kirgisisch uw goryosun zu; der Ausdruck ver-
fremdet die graubraunen Wurzelknollen zu giftigen Bleiklumpen und verwischt damit
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jeden Bezug zur Pflanze. Ebenso ritselhaft ist tatarisch dfkelderek ‘dachzend’ < of +
kelderd- ‘tonen, rasseln’, das vermutlich die fiir eine Akonitintoxikation symptomati-
schen Atembeschwerden wiedergibt und die Pflanze nach dem Opfer ihres Giftes
bzw. nach dessen Verhalten bezeichnet. Das Onomatopoetikum Jf ahmt den kni-
sternden Laut nach, der beim Loschen des Feuers entsteht, und entspricht damit dem
letzten Lebenshauch. Auch jakutisch ciimdci ot ‘Kerzenkraut’ konnte sich auf das
Niederbrennen der Lebensflamme und ihr allmihliches Erloschen beziehen, da eine
Assoziation mit den meist blauvioletten helmférmigen Bliiten kaum gegeben ist.

Die Bliite des Sturmhuts wird mit kirgisisch quluncuq ‘kleines Fohlen’ euphemi-
stisch als ungezihmtes Tier erfaft; auf ihre zoomorphe Erscheinung verweisen gleich-
falls aserbaidschanisch kdpdndkcicdk ‘Schmetterlingsblume’ und tatarisch kdkiikcitek
‘Kuckucksstiefel’, die zudem die Pflanze in einen animistischen Zusammenhang
stellen, da sowohl Schmetterling wie Kuckuck zu den Seelentieren zihlen.

Als Ausdruck der Reverenz sind vermutlich baschkirisch ayiw kdpSdhe und tata-
risch ayu kopSdse ‘Birenrohr’ sowie baschkirisch ayiw tabani, tatarisch ayu tabani
und usbekisch ayigtdawdn ‘Birensohle’ zu bewerten; denn sie verbinden die Stengel
und Blitter der stattlichen Pflanze mit der GroBe und Gefdhrlichkeit des Biren. Auf-
falligerweise wird der Bar in Schmeichelnamen stets mit ayiw etc. bezeichnet, ob-
wohl der Begriff unter bestimmten Bedingungen tabuiert ist. Dies diirfte auf die
Vorstellung zuriickgehen, daB eine Pflanze die Sprache der Menschen nur dann ver-
steht, wenn sie mit der Norm iibereinstimmt.

Ein Extrakt der Wurzelknollen wird zum Préparieren von Wolfskodern benutzt.
Der narkotische Effekt von Aconitum entspricht dem u.a. von den altaischen Volkern
bei ddmonischen Tieren ausgeiibten Totungsritus, der aus Furcht vor magischen
Einfliissen einen unblutigen und moglichst qualfreien Tod vorschreibt (cf. Havers
1946: 41-42 und Harva 1938: 421). Auf die Verwendung der Akonitknollen bei der
Wolfsjagd deutet tschuwaschisch kaskdr timarri ‘Wolfswurzel’ hin, die tédliche Wir-
kung auf bestimmte Tiere wird jedoch nur mit tiirkeitiirkisch kurtbogan, aserbaid-
schanisch gurdboyan ‘Wolfswiirger’ sowie tiirkeitiirkisch kaplanbogan ‘Leoparden-
wiirger’ und ithogan ‘Hundewiirger’ ausgedriickt.

Schon in der Antike hat man der Sturmhutwurzel eine lihmende Wirkung auf
Skorpione zugeschrieben. Sie galt immer als bewihrtes Antidot, um einen Berufzau-
ber unwirksam zu machen oder ihm vorzubeugen. Im tiirksprachigen Bereich werden
einigen Sturmhutarten ebenfalls magische Fihigkeiten zugesprochen. Auf die Bann-
kraft der Pflanze verweisen kumiikisch obur ot ‘Hexenkraut’ sowie kasachisch bdrpi,
usbekisch parpi und tiirkeitiirkisch perpi, eine Benennung, die von dem gegen
Schlangenbisse verwendeten Serpentinstein auf den Sturmhut iibertragen wurde.

Als Deckname fiir Aconitum dient zudem das persische Lehnwort kucila; es be-
zeichnet in eigentlicher Bedeutung den in Indien heimischen BrechnuBbaum,
Strychnos nux-vomica, der einen dhnlichen Ruf wie der Sturmhut hat, cf. usbekisch
kucala, kasachisch, karakalpakisch kiiSala. In Sinkiang nennen die Uiguren den
Sturmhut biyis < arabisch bis und bowand ~ buwand (< 7).
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2.2. Kornrade

Die Kornrade, Agrostemma githago ist im Divan luyat at-turk mit qaramug (DLT
244) vermerkt und wird von KasSyari als ,,zu’an at-ta‘am‘ (Taumelloch im Getreide)
definiert (cf. Hauenschild 1994: 57). Der Taumelloch, Lolium temulentum, der nur
im westlichen Teil der Turcia vorkommt, ist ein Ackerunkraut. Wenn seine giftigen
Samen mit dem Korn vermahlen werden, konnen sie bei Mensch und Tier zu
Schwindelanfillen und schlielich zum Tod fiihren.

Eine dhnliche Effizienz haben die schwarzen kiimmelartigen Samen der im gesam-
ten Bereich der Turcia verbreiteten Kornrade. Auch sie geraten bei der Ernte ins Fut-
ter- oder Brotgetreide; die in ihnen enthaltenen Saponine werden im Magen-Darm-
Trakt weitgehend resorbiert und 16sen Schwindel und Krimpfe, in schweren Fillen
Atemldhmung aus. Der Name garamugq benennt die Pflanze nicht nach der fiir sie
charakteristischen Farbe, wie Erdal (1991: 100) unzutreffend vermutet (,,a black plant
which grows among wheat*), sondern nach ihren schwirzlichen bzw. todbringenden
Samenkdrnern.

Als Bezeichnung der Kornrade hat sich der Ausdruck mit tiirkeitiirkisch karamuk,
aserbaidschanisch garamug, kasachisch, kirgisisch garamig, usbekisch gdramiq und
neuuigurisch garimugq erhalten, seine Funktion als Hiillwort jedoch weitgehend ein-
gebiiBt, wie die Ubertragung auf Pflanzen mit #hnlichen, aber ungiftigen Samenkor-
nern nahelegt. Die Abwandlungen kumiikisch garamciq, kasachisch garamigsa, no-
gaisch garamatav, kirgisisch gara koé und karakalpakisch yaram §op sind hingegen
euphemistische Weiterbildungen, die durch phonetische Veridnderungen oder — wie
bei gara kéo ‘todbringender Ruf3’ und yaram sép ‘unreines Kraut’ — durch inhaltliche
Umdeutungen entstanden sind.

In der siidsibirischen Gruppe ist gardmuq vollig durch Decknamen ersetzt worden.
Mit chakassisch yirliy ‘das Geschliffene’ und tuvinisch girliygara ‘das geschliffene
Schwarze’ werden die Samen als ein scharfer Gegenstand umschrieben; denn die von
ihnen ausgeldsten Darmkoliken verursachen schneidende Schmerzen. Auf die narkoti-
sche Wirkung des Giftes verweist altaitiirkisch alapis < alan- ‘verwirrt sein’.

Die Tschuwaschen, Baschkiren und Tataren benutzen anstelle von garamuq ein
Lehnwort, das vermutlich auf tscheremissisch pokro ‘Komnrade’ zuriickgeht, cf.
tschuwaschisch pukra, baschkirisch bayra ~ bagra sowie tatarisch bagra ~ bagira, das
im Dialekt der Ural-Tataren zu bagqir titdy (TTDS 590) ‘Kupferblume’, umgeformt
wurde. Egorov (1964: 164) bringt pukra ~ bagra wohl félschlich in einen Zusam-
menhang mit kdkrd; der Terminus kdkrd ist bereits bei KaSyar1 (DLT 212) als Name
einer Futterpflanze fiir Kamele belegt und benennt heute vornehmlich die zur Step-
penflora gehorige Flockenblumenart Centaurea repens (cf. Hauenschild 1994: 49).

2.3. Steppenraute

Fiir die Steppenraute, Peganum harmala fithrt Kasyari neben dem in Kasgar gebriuch-
lichen Namen yidiy ot ‘wohlriechendes Kraut’ zwei weitere Bezeichnungen an, die
vermutlich als Ersatzworter zu betrachten sind — ilriik (DLT 65) ~ ildriik (DLT 449
bzw. 622) in der Mundart von U¢ und Barsyan sowie yuzdrlik (DLT 449) im Dialekt
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der Oyuz, jeweils mit ,,al-harmal* definiert (cf. Hauenschild 1994: 57, 86-87). Die
Steppenraute ist innerhalb der Turcia in Siidosteuropa, in Kleinasien und in Tur-
kestan verbreitet; ihre hochgiftigen Samen werden u.a. als Zauber- und Rauschmittel
verwendet (Ritsch 1988: 146-148).

Der Ausdruck ilriik ~ ildriik, der nur bei Kasyari belegt ist, leitet sich von ildiir-
‘aufhéingen lassen’ her und bezieht sich wahrscheinlich auf den Gebrauch der Samen
als Abwehrzauber. Die Amulette, an denen die Samenkiigelchen in langen Schniiren
befestigt sind, werden um den Hals getragen oder iiber den Tiiren aufgehingt. Auf die
berauschende Wirkung der Steppenraute diirfte yizdrlik anspielen; es ist ein Derivat
von yiizdr < yiiz- ‘schwimmen’ und scheint den Zustand von Menschen zu beschrei-
ben, die auf den Wogen des Rausches treiben. Der Terminus yuzdrlik findet sich u.a.
im Bulyat al-mustaq fi luyat at-turk wa-I-qifjaq mit dem Eintrag ,,al-harmal® yiizerliik
(Zajaczkowski 1958: 7,3).

Als Benennung der Steppenraute ist yuzdrlik in der oghusischen Gruppe mit
krimtatarisch yiizerlik (Hauenschild 1993: 175), tiirkeitiirkisch iizerlik, aserbaidscha-
nisch, tiirkmenisch iizdrlik bewahrt, cf. im anatolischen Dialektgebiet yiizellik ~
yiizelik ~ yiizerlik ,halk inancina gore nazara karsi kullanilan bir ot (DS XI: 4336)
und ilezik ,jizerlik otu* (DS VII: 2521). Der urspriingliche Sinn des Namens ist
offenbar verloren gegangen; auch eine euphemistische Tendenz 148t sich nicht mehr
wahrnehmen; die Verwendung der Samen als Amulett oder als Rauchermittel gegen
den bosen Blick wird eindeutig mit tiirkeitiirkisch nazarotu ‘Boser-Blick-Kraut’
angesprochen.

Die zentralasiatischen Tiirkvolker bezeichnen die Steppenraute heute mit
kasachisch adiraspan, kirgisisch adirasman, neuuigurisch ddrasman. Der ritselhafte
Ausdruck bedeutet wortlich ‘Hiigelhimmel’ und konnte die Pflanze nach ihrer psy-
chedelischen Wirkung benennen, cf. neuuigurisch giil asman ‘Blumenhimmel’. Dies
diirfte ebenso fiir den von den Kasachen in Sinkiang benutzten Terminus ajirig < ajir-
‘abgetrennt werden’ zutreffen, der offenbar den entriickten Zustand eines Berauschten
erfalit. Mit usbekisch isirig < isi- ‘heil werden’ wird hingegen auf das Rduchern der
Samen zu magischen Zwecken angespielt.

2.4. Gefleckter Schierling

Der Gefleckte Schierling, Conium maculatum ist im gesamten Bereich der Turcia
verbreitet. Er enthélt in allen Teilen, besonders aber in den unreifen Friichten, das
stark giftige Coniin, das schon in der Antike bei der Bereitung des Schierlingsbe-
chers eine unriihmliche Rolle gespielt hat.

Im Westen und in der Mitte der Turcia wird der Schierling mit baldiran, baldiryan
und baltiryan bezeichnet, einem Terminus, der in vielen Tiirksprachen auch fiir andere
Doldengewichse oder fiir hochgewachsene Pflanzen mit doldenartigen Bliitensténden,
speziell fiir den Bérenklau, Heracleum sp., belegt ist. Die Benennung wird erstmals
im Kitab al-idrak li-lisan al-atrak (Caferoglu 1931: 36) mit baldaran ,naw‘ mina n-
nabat“ (eine Art Pflanze) zitiert.
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Sevortjan (ESTJa II: 55) leitet den Namen von einer Basis bal- oder baldir- ab.
Ein Verb bal- ist in den modemnen Tiirksprachen nicht nachweisbar, bei Kasyari aber
als Variante von ban- ‘festgebunden werden’ (DLT 278) vermerkt. Mit baldiryan ~
baldiran < balduryan konnte demnach eine Pflanze gemeint sein, die Bewegungslo-
sigkeit bewirkt. Eine solche Deutung bietet sich jedoch nur dann an, wenn der Aus-
druck urspriinglich eine Giftpflanze bezeichnet hat, deren Substanzen Lahmungser-
scheinungen hervorrufen. Dies trifft einzig fiir den Schierling zu, da sein giftiges
Ingredienz Coniin von den Beinen her aufsteigende Lihmungen verursacht, die
schlieBlich einen Atemstillstand herbeifiihren.

In ESTJa (II: 56) wird auf eine Anmerkung von Ergin verwiesen, der einen mog-
lichen Zusammenhang zwischen baldiryan ~ baldiran und balir ~ baldir, einer Benen-
nung fiir Tang und andere Wasserpflanzen, sieht. Auch balir ~ baldir ist vermutlich
mit bal- gebildet; es beschreibt den Zustand von Gewichsen, die mit der Stromung
treiben, sich aber nicht 16sen konnen, weil sie am Grund fest verwurzelt sind. Bei
baldiryan ~ baldiran handelt es sich hingegen um ein Hiillwort, das der Pflanze unter-
stellt, einen analogen Zustand bei dem Opfer ihres Giftes zu erzeugen.

Die Ubertragung von baldiryan ~ baldiran auf habituell dhnliche, aber meist ungif-
tige Pflanzen 148t vermuten, daBl die Bezeichnung unverstindlich geworden war und
ihre euphemistische Funktion verloren hatte. Es ist nicht auszuschlieBen, daf die
Volksetymologie die Komponente baldir in ‘Wade, Schienbein’ umgedeutet und auf
die hohen, rohrenartigen Stengel der Doldenbliitler bezogen hat. Ein derartiges Be-
nennungsmotiv findet sich bereits bei KaSyari (DLT 228) mit dem Pflanzennamen
tawyac yodasi ‘Chinesenschenkel’ (cf. Hauenschild 1994: 74). Die Bedeutungserwei-
terung von baldiryan ~ baldiran zu einer generellen Benennung fiir gleichartige Pflan-
zen wird durch den Gebrauch von attributiven Ergénzungen zur Differenzierung der
einzelnen Arten unterstrichen; cf. u.a. kasachisch uwbaldiryan ‘Schierling’, kirgisisch
ayuw baltirqan ‘Bérenklau’, aserbaidschanisch subaldiryani ‘Wasserschierling’,
kasachisch qoy baldiryan ‘Engelwurz’ oder tiirkeitiirkisch tatl:  baldiran
‘Klettenkerbel’.

In Hinsicht auf den Schierling hat diese Entwicklung zur Bildung von neuen Er-
satzwortern gefiihrt, die sich — wie z.B. baschkirisch ayiw wuti ‘Giftkraut’ und
kasachisch uwtamir ‘Giftwurzel’ — gleichfalls auf die giftige Wirkung des Schierlings
beziehen. Auf die schon friih einsetzende BewuBtseinstriibung verweist baschkirisch
monar kopsdhe ‘Nebelrohr’. In Form einer Antithese kennzeichnet tatarisch su miltiyi
die hdufig an feuchten Stellen wachsende Pflanze als ‘Wassergewehr’. Mit tatarisch
sasigay, tschuwaschisch §dr§lakkay, neuuigurisch sesig ot und usbekisch sassiq alaf
wird der Schierling als stinkend umschrieben, denn das Coniin verleiht ihm einen
widerlichen Miusegeruch. Der im Tschuwaschischen gebriduchliche Name karas§ képsi
‘Wachtelkonigstengel’ deutet indirekt auf die Verwendung des Schierlings als Toll-
koder zum Vogelfangen hin. Im Sinne einer captatio benevolentiae diirfte baschki-
risch ayiw kopsdhe ‘Barenrohr’ benutzt sein.
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2.5. Wasserschierling

Der Wasserschierling, Cicuta virosa kommt nur im nordlichen Areal der Turcia vor;
er enthilt in Kraut, Frucht und Wurzelstock, besonders aber im Saft des Stengels,
das gefihrliche Cicutoxin, das epileptiforme Kriampfe hervorruft und einen Tod durch
Atemldahmung bewirkt. Getrockneter Wasserschierling wird von den Schamanen
geraucht, um sich in Trance zu versetzen. Auf diesen Vorgang scheint sich bei den
Jakuten der tabuierte Name tabay ot ‘Tabakskraut’ zu beziehen, der die geheime Ver-
wendung der Pflanze beschreibt und deshalb ihren Groll erregen konnte. Tabuver-
dichtig ist auch die Bezeichnung itirik ot ‘berauschendes Kraut’ (DSJaJa 376), die
gleichfalls auf schamanistische Gebriuche verweist.

Als Ersatzworter verwenden die Jakuten aba ot ‘Giftkraut’, ahii ot ‘bitteres Kraut’,
siiogdy ot ‘Bittersahnekraut’ (DSJaJa 380) und burut ot ‘Zankkraut’. Der Ausdruck
burut ot spielt offensichtlich auf die von Toben und Schreien begleiteten Krampfan-
fille an. Auf die vom Cicutoxin ausgelosten Kriampfe deutet ebenso tatarisch tin-
derbas < tiinder- ‘niederwerfen’ hin. Der Terminus kennzeichnet die Pflanze nach
ihrem doldenartigen Bliitenstand als bas$ ‘Kopf’; er wird auch fiir den habituell @hnli-
chen Gefleckten Schierling benutzt. Die Tschuwaschen benennen den Wasserschier-
ling mit dem Schmeichelnamen upa képsi ‘Bérenstengel’.

2.6. WeiBler Germer

Der Germer ist innerhalb der Turcia mit zwei Arten vertreten — dem WeiBlen Germer,
Veratrum album und dem Schwarzen Germer, Veratrum nigrum. Im asiatischen Teil
des Areals beschrinkt sich das Vorkommen des Weillen Germers auf Siidsibirien,
wihrend der Schwarze Germer in Mittelasien verbreitet ist. Euphemistische Tenden-
zen lassen sich nur bei Benennungen des WeiBlen Germers beobachten, der seit alters-
her im Ruf einer Gift- und Zauberpflanze steht (Rétsch 1988: 112-113). Fiir den
Schwarzen Germer, dessen toxische Bestandteile von miBiger Wirkung sind, gibt es
offenbar keine Hiillworter. Er wird von allen zentralasiatischen Tiirkvélkern nach der
Gestalt seiner Blétter mit maralqulayi ‘Maralohr’ benannt.

Die in Veratrum album enthaltenen Alkaloide Protoveratrin und Germarin werden
perkutan resorbiert; sie verursachen eine Reizung an den Nervenenden in der Haut
und l6sen damit u.a. ein heftiges Niesen aus. Dieser Wirkung verdankt die Pflanze
ihren tiirkischen Namen agsiryag < agsir- ‘niesen’, der schon bei KaSyar1 mit der
Variante asurtyu ot (DLT 635) < asurt- ‘zum Niesen reizen’ belegt ist (cf. Hauen-
schild 1994: 31-32). In hoherer Dosierung fiihren die Giftstoffe des Weiflen Germers
zu Muskelzuckungen und Lahmungen und schlieBlich zum Herzstillstand. Opfer
seiner todlichen Effizienz sind vornehmlich junge Weidetiere. Auf das Ausrduchern
von Tierhohlen mit Germer weist tiirkeitiirkisch kunduzkékii ‘Biberwurzel’ hin,
ebenso der anatolische Dialektausdruck kunduzagu ~ kunduzavu ‘Bibergift’, der sich
auBerdem mit der durch Umstellung der Komponenten verfremdeten Variante
agukunduzu (Baytop 1994: 23) bezeugen ldBt und im Karatschai-Balkarischen
euphemistisch zu kuntus ~ kiindii§ abgewandelt worden ist.
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Die sibirischen Schamanen gebrauchen den WeiBlen Germer als narkotisches Rau-
chermittel, um sich in Trance zu versetzen. Auch bei der Inhalation von gepulvertem
Germer wird zunidchst ein starker Niesreiz ausgelost. Da im Zusammenhang mit
schamanistischen Praktiken die Nennung des Mittels einem Sprachtabu unterliegt,
wurde der Terminus agsiryaq, der die spezielle Wirkung des WeiBen Germers eindeu-
tig kennzeichnet, in der siidsibirischen Gruppe durch Hiillworter ersetzt. Die Deck-
namen beziehen sich auf die fiir den Rauschzustand typischen Symptome und kénn-
ten gleichfalls fiir dhnlich genutzte Giftpflanzen gelten: chakassisch yalcup < yal
‘wirr’ und tuvinisch alanyiis < alan- ‘verwirrt sein’.

Sowohl den magischen wie den psychedelischen Aspekt des Weilen Germers be-
tont der jakutische Terminus kdyd kulgaaya ‘Kuckucksohr’, der in Form einer Anti-
these die mit dem Kuckuck verbundenen animistischen Vorstellungen und wahr-
scheinlich auch die ihm zugeschriebenen seherischen Eigenschaften auf die Pflanze
tibertrigt.

2.7. Sumpfporst

Der Sumpfporst, Ledum palustre, der als Heil- und Zauberpflanze verwendet wird
(Rétsch 1988: 148-151), kommt vorwiegend in Nordeuropa und Nordasien vor; seine
siidliche Verbreitungsgrenze erstreckt sich iiber Altai und Aralsee bis zum Don. Er
enthilt in allen Teilen ein #therisches Ol, dessen Hauptwirkstoff — das giftige Ledol
— Krimpfe und rauschartige Erregungszustinde verursachen kann. Die sibirischen
Schamanen benutzen die Pflanze zur Erzeugung der Trance, und zwar durch Einatmen
des Rauches oder durch Auskauen der Wurzel.

Nach seinem Standort wird der Sumpfporst mit tatarisch sazanaq (TaRS 462) und
baschkirisch hazanaq (TBS 122) < saz ‘Sumpf’ benannt; eine tabubedingte Abwand-
lung konnte kasachisch gazanag (Indjoudjian 1983: 72) sein. Bei den siidsibirischen
Tiirkvolkern sind Decknamen iiblich, die sich auf die berauschende Effizienz des
Sumpfporsts beziehen. Mit tuvinisch évddnci ~ dygdadmci (TuvRS 330, 334) < oy-
‘umherwilzen’ werden offenbar die deliranten Erscheinungen umschrieben, die der
GenuB von Ledum palustre auslost, cf. tofalarisch 6"ypenji ~ 6"yfenji (TofRS 56).
Der jakutische Ausdruck sdppdrddk ~ sdkpdrddak (Pekarskij 1958-1959: 2167) <
sdppdrddy ‘Senkblei’ vergleicht die Wirkung des Ledols mit einem Senkblei, das den
Konsumenten wie ein Fischernetz in die Tiefe zieht, moglicherweise eine Anspielung
auf das ‘Eintauchen’ der Schamanen in die Unterwelt (Harva 1938: 552).

Auch jakutisch sugun abayata scheint euphemistisch gebraucht zu sein; es kenn-
zeichnet den Sumpfporst kaum als ‘Trunkelbeerenerle’, wie die Zuordnung bei Pe-
karskij (1958-1959: 3) nahelegt, da es fiir eine solche Assoziation kein tertium com-
parationis gibt. Vielmehr diirfte der Begriff im Sinne von ‘dlterer Bruder des Vaters
der Trunkelbeere’ gebraucht sein.

Verwandtschaftsbenennungen dienen als Besinftigungs- oder Schmeichelnamen
fiir ein tabuiertes Objekt; so wird z.B. der Bir von den Jakuten mit dghd ‘GroBvater’,
obiigd ‘UrgroBvater’ und abaya angeredet. Dieselbe Motivation diirfte fiir sugun
abayata gelten; der Terminus ist eine Geste der Reverenz, die dem hochgewachsenen
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Sumpfporst gegeniiber der kleineren Trunkelbeere, Vaccinium uliginosum die Stel-
lung eines Onkels einrdaumt und zugleich eine narkotische Effizienz zuspricht, mit der
sich die nur schwach berauschende Trunkelbeere nicht zu messen vermag. Pflanzen-
namen, die nur aus habituellen Griinden eine Verwandtschaftsbeziechung ausdriicken,
aber gleichwohl den Generationenunterschied betonen, sind aserbaidschanisch
gijitkdnanasi ‘Mutter der Brennessel’ (= Taubnessel) und neuuigurisch kewdzanisi
‘Mutter der Baumwolle’ (= Malve).

Die Jakuten bezeichnen den Sumpfporst auBerdem mit den Lehnwortern
babialignik (DSJaJa 56) < russisch bagul’nik und hdngdrd (DSJaJa 230) < tungusisch
sangkira. Auf die durch Inhalation des Rauches herbeigefiihrte psychedelische Wir-
kung des Sumpfporsts konnte auch der bei den Uiguren in Sinkiang gebriuchliche
Name kanaygiil ‘Pfeifenblume’ (XUL 182) hinweisen; die Tschuwaschen benennen
den Sumpfporst mit uhmah jivdssi ‘Tollstrauch’ (RCS 6).

2.8. Bilsenkraut

Das im gesamten Areal der Turcia verbreitete Bilsenkraut, Hyoscyamus niger wurde
schon in der Antike als Heil- und Zauberpflanze geschitzt und hat diesen Ruf bis
heute bewahrt (Ratsch 1988: 47-49). Es enthilt insbesondere in Kraut und Samen das
giftige Hyoscyamin, das — ebenso wie das nur schwach nachweisbare Atropin — in
geringer Dosierung Rede- und Bewegungsdrang, bei hoheren Gaben Halluzinationen,
Tobsuchtsanfille und Lihmungen bewirkt. Die psychedelische Effizienz des Bilsen-
krautes verursacht das Gefiihl des Fliegens, die Wahmehmung iibersinnlicher Pha-
nomene sowie erotische Wunschtraume und hat die Pflanze deshalb zu einem begehr-
ten Rauschmittel gemacht.

Fiir das Bilsenkraut werden vornehmlich Decknamen benutzt, die sich auf das
Opfer seiner toxischen Wirkung beziehen. Die Osttiirken bezeichnen das Gewichs mit
usbekisch mipdewdna und neuuigurisch mipdivand ‘tausend Verriickte’, wobei mip
‘tausend’ moglicherweise als eine volksetymologische Umbildung von persisch
mang ~ meng ‘Bilsenkraut’ zu betrachten ist. Phonetisch abgewandelt sind
kasachisch menduana, kirgisisch mepdubana und karakalpakisch mdpduwana. Im
Karatschai-Balkarischen 148t sich die Variante mipilan belegen; sie konnte sich in
dem vermutlich durch Kontamination entstandenen tatarischen Hiillwort tile mildn
(TTDS 604) wiederfinden, cf. krimtatarisch deli-midan (Hauenschild 1993: 157).

Auf den Konsumenten des Giftes verweisen gleichfalls chakassisch coycan ot
‘Giftnehmerkraut’, kumiikisch gezegen ‘einer, der eine Reise macht’ und tschuwa-
schisch uhmah kurdke ‘Narrenkraut’. In Form einer Antithese vergleicht tatarisch tile
kiike ‘toller Kuckuck’ (TTDS 604) einen vom Bilsenkraut Berauschten wegen seines
ungehemmten wirren Geschwitzes mit einem pausenlos rufenden Kuckuck. Der us-
bekische Terminus e§akmiya ‘EselssiiBholz’ deutet ebenso hintergriindig auf die
Symptome hin, die durch die Einnahme des meist mit einer Siiigkeit vermengten
Giftes entstehen.

Mit tatarisch und baschkirisch tilebdrdn bzw. tschuwaschisch tilpéren ‘tolles
Lamm’ wird der Zustand eines Lammes nach dem Verzehr von Bilsenkraut beschrie-
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ben. Die Volksetymologie hat tatarisch tilebdrdn beschonigend in tilebdrdrggese
‘Tollkartoffel’ (TTDS 604) abgeédndert. Der tiirkmenische Begriff cagjagunduz, der
vermutlich durch Umkehrung der Komponenten aus *gunduzcagja ‘Fischotter-
Schnupftabaksdose’ gebildet worden ist, konnte auf den Einsatz des Bilsenkrautes
bei der Jagd, d.h. auf das Ausrdauchern von Otterbauten, hindeuten. Eine dhnliche
Wortbildung findet sich im anatolischen Dialektgebiet mit agukunduzu ‘Bibergift’,
womit der Weille Germer benannt wird. Lediglich tiirkmenisch mangirlag < man
‘dreijdhriger Schafbock’ + gir- ‘zerbrechen, téten’ bringt unmiBverstdndlich die todli-
che Wirkung des Giftes auf Tiere zum Ausdruck.

Als Rauschmittel verwendet man speziell die Samen des Bilsenkrautes; sie reifen
in einer Kapsel heran, die in einem fiinfzipfeligen Bliitenkelch sitzt. Nach der Form
des Kelches wird die Pflanze mit tiirkeitiirkisch ¢anak otu und ¢émlek otu
“Topfkraut’ bezeichnet. Im Usbekischen findet sich dasselbe Benennungsmotiv; der
Bliitenkelch ist jedoch wegen seines iiblen Inhalts verfremdend als mdaydvkdsa
‘verfluchter Becher’ oder Saytdnkasa ‘Teufelsbecher’ erfafit. Auch altaitiirkisch yiragi
olép ‘Krugkraut’ verweist euphemistisch auf die berauschende Wirkung der Samen;
denn unter yiraqi ist ein guBeisernes GefaB zu verstehen, in dem man durch Destilla-
tion aus Kumys einen Milchbranntwein, den Ardka, bereitet. Zur Benennung des
Bilsenkrautes benutzen die Altaitiirken auBBerdem das Lehnwort bele < russisch be-
lena ‘Bilsenkraut’.

Ein ungewohnlicher und im tiirksprachigen Bereich einzigartiger Name des Bil-
senkrautes ist tiirkeitiirkisch gdvur haghasi ‘Unglaubigenhaschisch’. Obgleich der
Gebrauch von Bilsenkraut zu narkotischen Zwecken im Vorderen Orient auBler Frage
steht, kennzeichnet der Terminus die Pflanze als eine Droge, die von den Europédern
anstelle von Haschisch konsumiert wird. Der Audruck scheint historische Erfahrun-
gen zu tradieren; denn die Wundirzte der Kreuzfahrerheere benutzten Bilsenkraut zur
Schmerzlinderung, und mancher Kreuzfahrer diirfte sich mit einer Prise des auch im
Okzident sehr geschitzten Rauschmittels eine bessere Welt vorgegaukelt haben.

2.9. Stechapfel

Der Stechapfel, der zu den am meisten gefiirchteten Gift- und Zauberpflanzen des
Orients z#hlt (Ritsch 1988: 138-140), ist in den wirmeren Regionen der Turcia mit
den Arten Datura stramonium und Datura metel vertreten. Beide Spezies enthalten
wie das Bilsenkraut — jedoch wesentlich konzentrierter — die Alkaloide Hyoscyamin
und Atropin, die von zentral-erregender oder peripher-ldhmender Wirkung sind und
zu deliranten Halluzinationen fiihren.

Nach der bestachelten kastanienférmigen Frucht, die einen unangenehmen Geruch
verbreitet, wird der Stechapfel mit kasachisch iytjapyag und neu-uigurisch ityapyiyi
‘HundenuB}’ sowie kirgisisch cocgo Zanyaq ‘Schweinenuf8’ bezeichnet. Das Benen-
nungsmotiv assoziiert das struppige, stinkende Fell von Hund und Wildschwein mit
der dhnlich gearteten Fruchtkapsel von Datura, involviert aber zudem den Ruch der
Unreinheit, der diesen Tieren im islamischen Bereich anhaftet. Auf die Beschaffen-
heit der Frucht verweisen in verbramter Form gleichfalls karatschai-balkarisch
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kobdiirewiik < kébdiiriiw ‘ Anschwellen, Aufblasen’ und tiirkeitiirkisch seytan arabas
‘Teufelswagen’ bzw. seytan elmas: ‘Teufelsapfel’.

Mit tatarisch mingerdtke¢ < mingerdt- ‘benebeln’ und altaitiirkisch ap dldn
‘betdubendes Kraut’ wird der Stechapfel beschonigend als Verursacher von Verwir-
rungszustinden umschrieben; hingegen definiert aserbaidschanisch bihusdari die
Samen eindeutig als eine Art Hirse, die bewuBtlos macht. Der nogaische Terminus
tarsildawiq < tarsildaw ‘Krachmachen’ erfa8t nicht die Pflanze selbst, sondern das
tobsiichtige Verhalten, das ihr Gift bei dem Opfer bewirkt, cf. daneben nogaisch
duwsolmek ‘Tolltopf’.

Die einzige Benennung, die den Stechapfel als Mittel zum Vergiften von Tieren
kennzeichnet, findet sich in der oghusischen Gruppe mit tiirkmenisch itoldiirgic
‘Hundetoter’. Auch die Verwendung des Stechapfels zu magischen Zwecken wird nur
im Siidwesten der Turcia mit tiirkeitiirkisch sihirbazotu ‘Zaubererkraut’ ausgedriickt.

2.10. Fliegenpilz

Der Fliegenpilz, Amanita muscaria, der in den Wéldern Europas und Nordasiens
vorkommt, ist eine altbekannte Gift- und Zauberpflanze (Ritsch 1988: 62-63). Unter
seinen giftigen Bestandteilen kommt vornehmlich dem Muscaridin eine besondere
Effizienz zu, denn es verursacht rauschartige Erregungs- und Verwirrungszustinde,
die mit tiirkeitiirkisch deli mantar (Baytop 1994: 290) ‘Tollpilz’ eindeutig angespro-
chen werden.

Die Hohe des Giftgehalts von Fliegenpilzen ist innerhalb ihres Verbreitungsgebie-
tes unterschiedlich bemessen; wenn der Pilz eine starke Anreicherung von Muscaridin
hat, kann eine Fliegenpilzintoxikation tédlich enden. Darauf scheint der baschkiri-
sche Terminus min-tirgi§ (TSB 107) hinzudeuten, der vermutlich auf mip
‘Muttermal’ + tirqis ‘Scheusal’ zuriickgeht und ein spezifisches Merkmal des Pilzes,
den Besatz des roten Hutes mit weiBlichen Flocken, aufgreift. Hingegen verweist
tschuwaschisch sélen kampi (Egorov 1960: 193) ‘Schlangenpilz’ nicht auf die Form
die Fliegenpilzes, sondern auf dessen toxische Wirkung, die indirekt durch den Ver-
gleich mit einer Schlange angesprochen wird.

Um in Trance zu verfallen, konsumieren die sibirischen Schamanen getrocknete
Fliegenpilzhiite oder Stiicke, die zur Intensivierung des Rausches in dem ausgepreB-
ten Saft der Trunkelbeere, Vaccinium uliginosum oder des Waldweidenrdschens,
Epilobium angustifolium eingelegt worden sind. Auf die Verwendung des Fliegen-
pilzes als Droge bezieht sich der chakassische Deckname ooycap ot (XRS 128)
‘Giftnehmerkraut’, der auch das dhnlich wirksame Bilsenkraut benennt.

Die sibirischen Nomaden benutzen frischen oder getrockneten Fliegenpilz gleich-
falls als Rauschmittel; von ihnen wird jedoch vor allem der dem Rauschzustand
folgende tiefe, mit Wunschtradumen verbundene Schlaf angestrebt. Obwohl dieser
Usus bei Tschirch (1910: 1020) fiir die Jakuten bezeugt ist, sind keine jakutischen
Bezeichnungen fiir den Fliegenpilz belegbar. Dies konnte damit zusammenhéngen,
daf} die Einnahme von Fliegenpilz sowohl von den Schamanen wie von der Bevolke-
rung praktiziert wird. Es besteht folglich ein generelles Bediirfnis zur Vertuschung,
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das sich in duBerster Zuriickhaltung bei der Nennung von tabuierten Namen oder von
Hiillwortern niederschlégt.

Zerschnittene frische Fliegenpilze werden — in Milch eingeweicht — als Fliegen-
koder angewendet; sie enthalten eine fliichtige Substanz, die auf Fliegen tddlich
wirkt, ansonsten aber weder Tier noch Mensch schadet. Auch die Tiirkvolker verwen-
den den Fliegenpilz, um sich der Stubenfliegen zu entledigen. Dieser Sachverhalt
wird mit tiirkmenisch sigek giran (RTuS 332 s.v. muxomor) ‘Fliegenttter’ eindeutig
¢imin qiryi¢c (RKiS 372 s.v. muxomor) ‘Fliegenschabeisen’ jedoch in Form einer
Antithese verbramt, wobei vermutlich die in Nord- und Zentralasien verbreitete aber-
glaubische Vorstellung, daB Fliegen die Ausgeburten von Damonen sind, eine we-
sentliche Rolle spielen diirfte.

Erstaunlicherweise findet sich im Chakassischen aber gleichfalls eine Bezeich-
nung, die den Fliegenpilz als ‘Fliegentoter’ definiert, ndmlich seek ddirjen (RXS 383
s.v. muxomor). Es handelt sich um keine Ubersetzung eines literarischen Zitats wie
z.B. bei tatarisch ceben gémbdse (TaRS 632) ‘Fliegenpilz’, sondern um eine origi-
nire Wortbildung, die vielleicht aus der Feder eines Gelehrten stammt. Der Ausdruck
ist die einzige nichtoghusische Benennung, die auf die Effizienz einer Giftpflanze
unmiBverstindlich hinweist.

Der ritselhafte kumiikische Terminus irgiciv (RKuS 418 s.v. muxomor) kénnte
eine Kontraktion aus it ‘Hund’ + gicitiv ‘Kratzen, Jucken’ sein und eine Abwandlung

--------

s Vee ee

diesem Fall wire ein Bezug auf die Hundetollwut gegeben, die dhnliche Symptome
wie eine Fliegenpilzvergiftung zeigt cf. zudem die tatarische Dialektbezeichnung ezt
gombdse (TTDS 537) ‘Hundspilz’.

3. Formen der Substitution tabuierter Giftpflanzennamen

Die einfachste Methode, einem Sprachtabu zu begegnen, ist die lautliche Abwand-
lung des verbotenen Ausdrucks durch Vokaleinfiigung, Metathese, Wortverkiirzung,
Suffigierung u.a. oder die Kontamination sinnverwandter Termini. Diese Ersatzmittel
werden bei Giftpflanzen vornehmlich auf bereits eingebiirgerte Decknamen angewen-
det, um deren euphemistische Funktion wieder herzustellen.

Im allgemeinen substituiert man tabuierte Worter durch ein Epitheton ornans, das
in keinem Zusammenhang mit dem Denotat zu stehen scheint oder Eigenschaften
erfaBt, die nicht zwangsldufig auf das Denotat schlieBen lassen. Derartige Periphra-
sen, zu denen auch die Antithese zahlt, lassen sich hdufig als Benennung fiir Gift-
pflanzen nachweisen.

Ein Epitheton ornans kann ebenso als Besinftigungsname dienen und mit einer
unverhiillten Schmeichelei auf das Wohlwollen des Gewichses hinzielen. Begriffe,
die einc captatio benevolentiae beinhalten, betreffen den imposanten Habitus der
Pflanze und indirekt auch die Intensitit ihres Giftes, denn das Vergleichsobjekt steht
immer symbolhaft fiir GroBe und Kraft bzw. Gefahrlichkeit.
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Der Gebrauch von Lehnwortern ist eine weitere Moglichkeit zur Umgehung des
Sprachtabus und findet sich gleichfalls in der einschlédgigen Pflanzenlexik. Einheimi-
sche Giftgewichse werden mit ihren bei benachbarten Volkerschaften iiblichen Namen
oder mit der origindren Bezeichnung fiir eine dhnlich wirksame exotische Pflanze
benannt. Auch diesem Usus diirfte die primitive Vorstellung zugrunde liegen, daf
ein Gewichs einzig die Landessprache versteht.

Fiir Giftpflanzen gibt es zudem Decknamen, die sich speziell mit deren toxischer
Wirkung befassen, jedoch eine deutliche Distanz zum Denotat wahren. Auf die Effi-
zienz eines giftigen Gewichses kann mit einem deverbalen Nomen verwiesen werden,
das die Pflanze als Erreger bestimmter Intoxikationserscheinungen beschreibt, einen
direkten Bezug allerdings ausspart. Dieser Benennungstyp ist bei nahezu allen Tiirk-
volkern belegbar; lediglich in der oghusischen Gruppe wird eine Giftpflanze unver-
hohlen als Morder gekennzeichnet, und zwar meist in Form eines Rektionskompo-
situms, dessen Objekt mit dem Opfer identisch ist.

Eine vollige Verschleierung der Aktivititen von Giftpflanzen bezwecken Termini,
die sich auf den Konsumenten der Wirkstoffe bzw. auf dessen Verhalten bei einer
Intoxikation beziehen. Die elliptischen Bezeichnungen setzen die Kenntnis des Ver-
ursachers der Vergiftung voraus und machen ihn nur indirekt durch die Nennung der
von ihm erzeugten Symptome namhaft. Ausdriicke dieser Art sind auch insofern
bemerkenswert, als sie von dem fiir tiirkische Pflanzennamen charakteristischen visu-
ellen Aspekt abweichen und stattdessen in nahezu abstrakter Form eine materielle
Bewertung beinhalten, die meist auf realer Erfahrung beruht.

4. Zusammenfassung

Die in der vorliegenden Untersuchung verwerteten Daten erlauben von der unter-
schiedlichen Quellenlage her keine definitive Aussage zu einem Sprachtabu bei Gift-
pflanzen. Sie lassen jedoch eine auffillige Tendenz zum Euphemismus erkennen, die
bei den in Osteuropa ansdssigen Tiirkvolkern teilweise auf slavische Einfliisse zu-
riickgehen konnte, in Zentralasien und vor allem in Siidsibirien jedoch zweifellos mit
animistischen Vorstellungen und schamanistischen Praktiken zusammenhingt. Le-
diglich in der oghusischen Gruppe ist — abgesehen von einigen wenigen regional oder
lokal gebriauchlichen Ausdriicken — keine Neigung zu einem Wortverbot auszuma-
chen.

Wie die ausgewihlten Beispiele zeigen, werden im Siidwesten der Turcia Gift-
pflanzen eindeutig nach ihrer Effizienz bzw. nach deren Nutzung bezeichnet, wihrend
die iibrigen Tiirkvolker einen solchen Bezug offensichtlich durch Hiillworter vertu-
schen. Dies 148t sich auch anhand von zahlreichen Benennungen fiir andere mehr oder
minder toxische Gewichse belegen.

Fiir die kritische Lektiire mochte ich Dr. habil. Claus Schonig sehr herzlich danken.
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Turkish-German dictionaries, the present article deals with the changing conditions
for lexicographic work of this kind. In particular, the author stresses the importance of
adding grammmatical remarks to the lexical entries.
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Im folgenden soll nur von zweisprachigen Worterbiichern mit Gewicht auf Deutsch-
Tiirkisch und vice versa die Rede sein; in diesem Bereich bin ich als freier Mitarbei-
ter der Langenscheidt KG (Berlin und Miinchen) mehr als drei Jahrzehnte nebenberuf-
lich tdtig gewesen. Zudem handelte es sich um Worterbiicher geringeren Umfangs,
deren Seitenzahl in einem Verlagsprogramm in voraus festgelegt wurden.

Derartige Worterbiicher werden von der Kritik oft nicht als wissenschaftliche Ar-
beit angesehen; man meint, daB es doch leicht und wenig wissenschaftlich sei, gegen
15000 oder 30000 Stichworter unter Beriicksichtigung der Zielgruppen bzw. Kaufer
auszuwihlen, bestimmte Worter aufzunehmen und andere zu verwerfen. Hier geht es
nicht um die Bearbeitung eines zuvor statistisch errechneten Grundwortschatzes von
500 oder 2000 Wortern. Die Auswahl der Worter bei einem Rahmen von etwa 15000
ist eine zeitraubende Qual, keineswegs einfach aus anderen Werken abgeschrieben und
selbstredend vielen subjektiven Bewertungen in der Weise unterworfen, ob etwa bei
der Beriicksichtigung der Zielgruppe die Aufnahme eines bestimmten Stichwortes
sinnvoll sein wiirde oder nicht.

Bei solchen Worterbiichern sollte es selbstverstidndlich sein, daB grammatische
Anmerkungen auch fiir beide Sprachen vorgenommen werden; es handelt sich ja nicht
um sog. Miniatur- oder Liliput-Worterbiicher, bei denen man gewohnlich auf einen
grammatischen Apparat verzichtet. Ansonsten ist es unwichtig, ob es um allgemein-
sprachliche oder fachlich gebundene zweisprachige Worterbiicher geht. Dieser Hin-
weis ist nicht banal, denn eine meiner ersten Aufgaben, die Neubearbeitung von
Langenscheidts Universalworterbuch Tiirkisch, bestand gerade darin, neben einer
griindlichen Uberpriifung des Wortschatzes die grammatischen Erginzungen in beiden
Sprachen einzufiihren; die dltere Ausgabe stellte die Lexeme beider Sprachen meist
ohne Anmerkungen nebeneinander.
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Hierbei war ich in volliger Ubereinstimmung mit Heinz Friedrich Wendt, etwa
ebenso lange bei der Firma Langenscheidt als Leiter des Lektorats Orientalische
Sprachen in Berlin titig und selbst bekannt durch Langenscheidts Praktische Lehrbii-
cher Neugriechisch (1965) und Tiirkisch (1972), durch beide Teile von Langen-
scheidts Taschenwdrterbuch der neugriechischen und deutschen Sprache (1969), aber
auch durch das Fischer Lexikon Sprachen (1961).

Die allerwichtigsten grammatischen Angaben in einem Worterbuch geringeren
Umfangs, wo auf Satzbeispiele verzichtet werden muB, sind fiir das Deutsche an sich
bekannt: Bei den Substantiven Geschlecht und Flexion (Genitiv, Plural), bei den
Adjektiven moglichst die Steigerungsformen, bei den Verben die Besonderheiten bei
den Stammformen und im Prisens, unbedingt aber Rektion und Pripositionen beim
Objekt. Letzteres ist fiir Angehorige beider Sprachriume besonders wichtig, blieb
aber selbst in den groBten zweisprachigen Worterbiichern frilher meist unbeachtet,
wofiir es diverse Beispiele aus dem nahostlichen Raum gibt. Fiir das Englische und
Franzosische gilt es natiirlich, ganz dhnliche entsprechende Anmerkungen zu finden,
wobei man im Englischen um die Tatsache ringen muf}, daB die Kasus oft nicht zu
erkennen und auch die Wortarten nicht immer auf Anhieb zu definieren sind.

Das Tiirkische im Worterbuch bietet weniger Probleme, da vieles engen Regeln
unterworfen ist, doch gibt es die Besonderheiten beim Aoristvokal, die Palatalisie-
rung bestimmter Endkonsonanten, die folgende Vokale verindern; sechs oder sieben
Kasus des Substantivs (Lokativ, Ablativ, Instrumentalis) treten fiir viele Wendungen
mit Prépositionen im Deutschen ein. In den tiirkisch-deutschen Teilen miissen aber
auch tiirkische kausative, reflexive und passive Verben iibersetzt werden und nicht
nur, wie es z.B. in Karl Steuerwalds Tiirkisch-Deutschem Worterbuch geschieht
(1972, 1988) mit ,,Passiv zu ... abgetan werden. Die Auswahl der tiirkischen Stich-
worter wie auch Ubersetzungen fiihrte immer zu der Frage, ob das jeweilige spiitos-
manisch-tiirkische oder das éztiirkce Wort Vorrang haben und an erster Stelle bzw.
angesichts des geringen Umfangs des Buches allein aufgenommen werden sollte. Ein
Beispiel soll fiir die Problematik der damaligen Wortauswahl dienen. Im Friihjahr
1958 — mit den Vorarbeiten hatte ich 1957 begonnen — erschienen an einem Wochen-
tag drei tiirkische Tageszeitungen mit dhnlichen Uberschriften, in denen der Begriff
,»otaatsprisident” vorkam. Die der Republikanischen Volkspartei (CHP) nahestehende
Zeitung ,,Ulus* schrieb modern cumhurbagkan:, die Zeitung ,Zafer der Demokrat
Parti (DP) der Menderes-Regierung unter der iiblichen Wiederbelebung des Spétos-
manischen reisicumhur, die linksliberale ,,Cumhuriyet” als goldene Mitte cumhur-
reisi. Welche Form(en) sollte ich nun in das kleine Worterbuch aufnehmen? 1961
anderte sich zudem mit dem Regierungswechsel auch wieder die Sprachpolitik, und
ich mufite meine Manuskripte bzw. Fahnen soweit moglich iiberarbeiten.

Verzichten sollte man aber auf grammatische Anmerkungen auf keinen Fall; wenn
es Probleme mit dem Verlag wegen des vorgegebenen Umfangs des Worterbuchs
gibt, ist es besser, auf das eine oder andere Stichwort zu verzichten. Wenn in dem
groBen Langenscheidts Handworterbuch Englisch (Ausgabe Berlin / Miinchen 1988,
S. 21-22) eine Spalte: ,,Grammatik auch im Worterbuch?** mit der Entschuldigung:
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»~Etwas Grammatik wollen wir Ihnen zumuten ...“ beginnt, ist das mit Verlaub ab-
surd.

Was nun die Zielgruppen bei zweisprachigen Worterbiichern fiir beide Sprachen
betrifft, so sind sie in erster Linie wohl Personen, die in der jeweiligen Zielsprache
noch weitgehend unwissend sind. Zum Teil scheinen es aber auch Studierende zu
sein, die aus Kostengriinden zunichst und oft auf lingere Zeit zu diesen Worterbii-
chern greifen und ansonsten hoffen, dal die Seminarbibliothek ihnen groere Worter-
biicher zugénglich machen kann. Nicht nur diejenigen, die keine Sprachwissenschaft-
ler sind und die Mehrheit darstellen diirften, werden mit wenig verstidndlichen Ab-
kiirzungen, mehrseitigen Einleitungen, die vielleicht erst in MuBestunden nach mehr-
facher Benutzung des Worterbuches gelesen werden, und Fachtermini nichts anfangen
konnen, und der Zweck, der ja eine Hilfe fiir den Benutzer sein soll, wird verfehit.
Deshalb finde ich, daB moglichst viele Hinweise bereits bei den Stichwortern unter-
gebracht werden sollten, wo man ja zuerst sucht, und neben einem méaBigen Abkiir-
zungsverzeichnis nur eine kurze Einleitung aufgenommen wird.

Es war klar, da3 man bei Ubereinstimmungen in beiden Sprachen, etwa bei tran-
sitiven Verben, und die Kasus sind bei Deutsch / Englisch / Franzosisch auf der
einen und Tiirkisch auf der anderen Seite gottseidank vergleichbar, fiir beide Sprachen
giiltige grammatische Anmerkungen nur einmal bringt, doch es stellte sich die prak-
tische Frage, ob man z.B. einfach A (fiir Akkusativ) oder das ,,wissenschaftlichere*
v/t (transitives Verb) schreiben sollte, was auch eine leichtere Kennzeichnung der
intransitiven Verben (v/i) ermoglichte. Beides vollig fortzulassen konnte ich mich
noch immer nicht entschlieBen, auch wenn es wohl bei den kleineren Worterbiichern
(z.B. das PONS-Standardworterbuch tiirkisch-deutsch, deutsch-tiirkisch des Ernst
Klett Verlages, Stuttgart 1989) iiblich ist.

Man glaube aber nicht, daB z.B. Sprachstudenten, die bei Klausuren Worterbiicher
einsetzen durften, die dort enthaltenen Abkiirzungen und anderen Hilfen wirklich
immer ausschopfen; hier habe ich bei meiner Lehrtitigkeit oft die sonderbarsten
Erfahrungen gemacht.

Die Form der Wiedergabe grammatischer Hinweise in meinen Worterbiichern
zeigte in den beiden ersten Bearbeitungen des Universal-Wérterbuchs Tiirkisch (1961,
1976) noch manche Schwiche des Experimentierens; ich hoffte, sie in der dritten
Ausgabe, die fiir 1990/1991 vorgesehen war, zu iiberwinden, doch zu dieser Neubear-
beitung ist es auf Druck der Redaktion des Verlages Langenscheidt in Miinchen nicht
mehr gekommen. Auf den Korrekturfahnen war ein grofer Teil meiner grammati-
schen Anmerkungen von der Redaktion gestrichen worden; darauthin zog ich meinen
Namen als Verfasser zuriick, und das Worterbuch erscheint seitdem in den Anmer-
kungen bei den Stichwortern verkiirzt unter der Autorenschaft der Langenscheidtre-
daktion. Im Langenscheidt-Katalog 1994 (Miinchen 1994) hieB es dann aber zu Lan-
genscheidts Euroworterbuch Englisch, es sei durch Erlduterungen in beiden Sprach-
richtungen fiir den deutschsprachigen und fiir den englischsprachigen Benutzer glei-
chermaBen geeignet und enthalte Erlauterungen zur Grammatik und Bedeutungser-
kldrungen in beiden Teilen ... .
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Vor vielen Jahren sagte mir einmal eine Kollegin, die wie ich lange Zeit im
Deutschunterricht fiir Ausldnder titig gewesen war, sie bewerte die Giite eines
deutsch-fremdsprachigen Worterbuches danach, wie es verdanken und verdenken
iibersetzt. GewiB ein brauchbares Kriterium. Ahnliches diirfte im Englischen fiir die
Verben to adapt und to adopt gelten. Bei arabischen Studierenden habe ich es mehr-
fach erlebt, dafl sie die beiden Verben verwechselten, wohl beeinfluBt durch den
schwankenden Lautwert der Vokale im Hocharabischen und in den diversen Dialek-
ten.

Dal3 die Erstellung von allgemeinsprachigen Worterbiichern kleineren Umfangs
von Fachkollegen meist nicht als wissenschaftliche Aufgabe angesehen wird, wurde
bereits erwihnt. Kritiker sehen 999 richtige und treffende Ubersetzungen nicht, ver-
breiten sich u.U. aber geniiBlich iiber die tausendste, die vielleicht wirklich fehlerhaft
ist oder nicht aufgenommen wurde.
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Turkish has a large number of ideophones. These are generally sound-symbolic forms,
which means that there is to a certain extent a correspondence between phonological
and semantic features. Depending on the degree of iconicity, these correspondences
can be more or less obvious. However, like all linguistic signs, ideophones are also
based on convention. Another characteristic property of Turkish ideophones is their
modifying function. Adverbial use is most frequent and can be considered prototypi-
cal. When used as adverbs, ideophones amplify a verb’s meaning, but may contain fur-
ther semantic information as well. The most frequent construction for adverbial ideo-
phones is that of reduplicated secondary forms for continuous, repeated impressions,
whereas sudden, single impressions are expressed by using quotative constructions
or derived forms. Other semantic nuances may be conveyed by vowel and consonant
alternation. The pragmatic function of ideophones is to convey subjective impres-
sions, to evoke whole ideas, i.e. foster imagination, and make discourse more expres-
sive or dramatic.
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1. Introduction

1.1. Research on Turkish ideophones

Although Turkish has a great number of ideophones and makes frequent use of them,
they seem to have been neglected in Western Turkish grammars and manuals as well
as in recent linguistic research. The literature on Turkish ideophones is anything but
abundant: two articles in German are Dmitrijev (1927) and Marchand (1953). House-
holder’s contribution (1962) deals with sound-symbolic forms in Azerbaijanian. As
for works by Turkish linguists, Ziilfikar published a book in 1995 that deals with
sound-symbolic forms in Turkish and contains extensive appendices. It is the most
important work so far available treating Turkish ideophones. Demircan’s contribu-
tions (1996a, 1996b, 1997) deal with the relationships between phonology and se-
mantics of sound-symbolic forms in Turkish. Other authors have briefly mentioned
ideophonic sound-symbolic forms, for example when dealing with the origin of
language or reduplication, e.g. Hatiboglu (1981).
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It is important to remark that these authors do not make use of the term
“ideophone”, but treat the issue under the labels “onomatopes” or “sound-symbol-
ism”. However, ideophones, in Turkish as well as universally, have special functions
and additional properties that are not inferable from their sound-symbolic origin. In
order to justify this terminological preference, § 1.2. will provide some theoretical
background to the study of ideophones.

1.2. Theoretical prerequisites

1.2.1. Sound symbolism

Ideophones are generally based on sound symbolism, i.e. a direct, non-arbitrary link
between sound and meaning. Sound symbolism constitutes an exception from the
general principle of arbitrariness of the linguistic sign, where the transition from total
motivation to total arbitrariness can be located on a continuum. The most motivated
form of sound symbolism is found in corporal sound symbolism used for the ex-
pression of physical or emotional states. This form of sound symbolism is only
limited by the articulatory mechanism of human speech and exceeds the phonologi-
cally allowed sounds of individual languages (Hinton & Nichols & Ohala 1994: 2-
12). This property explains the phonological violations and the stylistic markedness
of ideophones. Imitative sound symbolism includes onomatopes which have acoustic
denotata on the one hand and movement imitatives with non-acoustic denotata on the
other. Onomatopoeia is very present in “baby talk” used by adults when addressing
children and is then imitated by the children. It should be noted that onomatopoeia
is not a pure imitation of natural sounds but also depends on individual associations
and phonotactic constraints (Wissemann 1954: 84, 133, 236). Movement imitatives
represent rhythmic movements that can be associated with sounds. This phenomenon
is linked to synesthesia. With increasing arbitrariness, we find conventional sound
symbolism whereby particular phonemes may be associated with a semantic feature
of the words where they appear.

All forms of sound symbolism share certain features such as frequent reduplica-
tion, use of unusual segments, violations of phonotactic constraints and association
of phoneme classes with semantic domains. The sound-symbolic origin explains the
presence of these features in ideophones.

1.2.2. Ideophony

The term “ideophone’ was first used by Doke (1935) in a description of Bantu lan-
guages to designate “a vivid representation of an idea in sound” which is often ono-
matopoetic and “describes a predicate, qualificative or adverb in respect to manner,
colour, smell, action, state, or intensity”. He defines it as “a special part of speech,
resembling to a certain extent in function an adverb” (Doke 1935: 118). The most
controversial point remains whether ideophones do constitute a special part of
speech. I will show for Turkish that they do not.



90 Gerd Jendraschek

Sound symbolism is an important property of ideophones. It is basically a semi-
otic principle that reduces symbolicity in a linguistic sign and increases its iconicity.
Between the two there is a continuum which implies that ideophones can diachroni-
cally lose their iconic properties by conventionalization and cannot be separated from
the rest of the lexicon. Being iconic therefore does not imply the absence of conven-
tion as “convention is necessary to the understanding of any sign, however iconic or
indexical it is” (Fiske in Chandler 1999: ch. 2).

One of the reasons for the phonological peculiarities of ideophones is thus their
sound-symbolic nature. Another reason is the objective to make the imitation more
precise then phonotactic rules would allow. Fidelity to the acoustic stimulus may
thus oblige the language user to violate language-specific rules. Moreover,
phonological violation displays an expressive function as it shows the addressee that
the sign he receives is not an ordinary, purely conventional one. Ideophones therefore
“show a correlation between semantic expressiveness and formal markedness”, where
“expressive semantics is matched with ‘marked’ phonotactic and morphological
properties” (Klamer 1999: 4).

It would be confusing to use the term “onomatope” when dealing with ideo-
phones, because onomatopes are limited to audition impressions, whereas ideo-
phones can also express visual impressions and emotional attitudes. The most im-
portant difference is however the fact that ideophones are not only defined phonol-
ogically, but do also allow of morphological (reduplication, special derivational
morphemes) and syntagmatic criteria (particular constructions, selection constraints).
Onomatopoeia and other manifestations of sound symbolism exist in every language,
whereas the number and use of ideophones largely differ among languages, going
from some dozens with very restricted, stylistically marginalized use (most European
languages) to several hundred (Turkish, Korean, Japanese, African languages, etc.)
where they can serve to express fine semantic nuances.

2. Structural properties of Turkish ideophones and their functional
correlations

2.1. Morphology
2.1.1. Primary and secondary forms

Turkish ideophones have a monosyllabic root that imitates—in the case of onomato-
poeic ideophones—the natural noise as faithfully as possible. An obvious example is
¢ing, which imitates the sound of metal objects clinking. Other roots express fine
nuances displayed by variation in form: ¢at, ¢it, ¢it; tak, tik, tik, tok, etc. (Ziilfikar
1995: 6). This variation may also be conditioned by individual differences in the
perception of the sound. Variation of the signified thus induces variation of the sig-
nifier. These monosyllabic roots are called primary form (Turkish “birincil bigim-
ler”). Primary forms usually have the structure CVC. Those beginning with a vowel
are rare (Marchand 1953: 61).
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Most ideophones in Turkish are formed by adding the suffixes -ir (-ir, -ur, -iir)
and -1/ (-il, -ul, -iil) to the primary forms. These suffixes can be resumed as being a
combination of a closed vowel and a liquid. They express continuity or duration of
the situation that gives rise to the use of the ideophone. Primary forms ending in a
nasal or lateral consonant are usually followed by an epenthetic vowel, as illustrated
by the comparison of synonymous primary and secondary forms:

(1) Dan dan konug-uyor.
rude rude speak-PROG(3.SG)
‘He/she speaks impolitely.” (TDK 1988 s.v. dan dan)

(2) Dangil dungul konug-mak
rude rude speak-INF
‘speak impolitely’ (TDK 1988 s.v. dangil dungul)

The two suffixes -ir and -1/ are allomorphs in arbitrary distribution. In some cases
where both endings are attested on the same primary form as in fisil / fisir
‘whispering; crackling, burning’ and vizil / vizir ‘humming; rapidly’, informants
either have preferences (“fisir and vizir sound better / more correct”) or accept both
forms equally. The Tiirkce sozliik (TDK 1988) also displays examples that show that
the choice of the final liquid does not lead to oppositions. This choice is rather arbi-
trary and may change in derivation. Thus, the adverbial form cumbul gives rise to
the noun cumburtu ‘noise when shaking liquids’, whereas for the verbal derivation
both cumbuldamak and cumburdamak are attested in TDK 1988.

The suffix -ir / -1l is called a continuity suffix. Ideophones with the continuity
suffix must appear reduplicated in adverbial use (Hatiboglu 1981: 15). Roots with
this suffix are called secondary forms (Turkish “ikincil bigimler”). Different parts of
speech can then be derived frome these.

Another suffix used in the formation of secondary forms is -5 and its allomorphs
conditioned by vowel harmony. Finally, there are reduplications where only a vowel
is added to the primary form, as in bict bici yapmak ‘to wash oneself” or vidi vidi
etmek ‘to say stupid things’. Even more marginal are endings such as -(1)n (mirin
kirin ‘protesting’) or -(1)k (civik civik ‘watery’, metaphorically ‘making boring
jokes’). Most ideophones are however derived by adding -1r / -1l.

2.1.2. Reduplication

Reduplication is an iconic operation generally used for reinforcement. In many lan-
guages it expresses concepts like plurality, repetition, habitual occupations, size or
duration. Reduplication is quite frequent in Turkish and is not restricted to ideo-
phones (cf. Hatiboglu 1981: 9). With these, reduplication expresses repetition. For
events without repetition, primary forms followed by the quotative particle diye
must be used, as exemplified by (3).
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(3) Askeri bir cip.. apartman-in kapi-si
military one jeep building-GEN door-POSS.3

on-li-nde zink diye dur-du.
front-POSS.3-LOC stop QUOT stand-PAST(3.SG)
‘A military jeep stopped abruptly in front of the
building.” (Demircan 1996b: 184)

Alternation means that the two parts of a reduplication are not identical. Vowels and
consonants may be exchanged in order to come closer to the original sound. Alterna-
tion can also occur with primary forms, as in cang, cing, cing, cong, cunk, used for
imitating clincking metal or glass objects, where the different phonemes correspond
to acoustic nuances, either objectively when noises are different, or subjectively when
identical sounds are perceived differently. With reduplicated forms, alternation is
used when successive sounds differ, as in an echo (4). These sounds are perceived as
being less monotonous than those where ideophones do not display alternation (5).

(4) Kopek yemeg-i-ni sapir supur
dog food-POSS.3-ACC noisily noisily

ye-di bit-ir-di.
eat-PAST(3.SG) end-CAUS-PAST(3.SG)
‘The dog noisily ate his food.” (TDK 1988 s.v. gapir supur)

(5) Yagmur sakir sakir  yag-iyor.
rain pouring pouring rain-PROG(3.SG)
‘It’s pouring.’

In alternation of Turkish ideophones, the vowel sequence a-u is the most frequent
one (Marchand 1953: 53). For front vowels, the sequence is e-ii. Some reduplicated
ideophones also display consonant alternations. A frequent pattern is p-k (6).

(6) Cocuk paldir  kiildiir merdiven-den diig-tii.
child rumble rumble stairs-ABL fall-PAST(3.SG)
“The child noisily fell down the stairs.” (TDK s.v. paldir kiildiir)

2.2. Phonological structure

The canonical segmental structure of the primary form is C1VC2 or C1VC2C3. In
the latter case, C2 is a sonant and C3 an occlusive. VC is possible but less frequent.
After a labial consonant (b, p, m, v), the vowel of the second syllable (which is
formed by adding the continuity suffix) is often rounded. When adding further suf-
fixes, syncope can occur, as in hikrilmak from hik-ir. Moreover, the final consonant
of the primary form can be geminated in order to prevent the distribution of the
primary form over two syllables when a vowel-initial suffix is added (Ziilfikar 1995:
84).
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Particularly remarkable are differences in the distribution of consonants. Whereas
the phonemes c, f, h, m, p, r, 5, z usually do not occur as the initial consonant of
common words of Turkish origin, these restrictions do not concern sound-symbolic
forms. In the primary CVC forms one consonant establishes an association with the
imitated sound, whereas the other consonant only has a back-up role. Combinations
of unvoiced and voiced consonants are avoided, since unvoiced consonants are asso-
ciated with stronger impressions.

Vowel alternation often correlates with the intensity of the imitated sound. The
vowels i and : are associated with low intensity, a and o with high intensity and
louder noises. Thus, guril giril is used for expressing that water flows in small quan-
tity and rather monotonously, whereas garil saril indicates loud noise produced by
large quantities of water. A similar case is fisir vs. fagir. Elicited examples for the
opposition of closed vs. open vowels are (7) vs. (8) and (9) vs. (10).

(7) Adam tin tin uzak-lag-t1.
man softly softly far-PROC-PAST(3.SG)
‘The man tiptoed away.’

(8) Adam tan tan uzak-lag-t.
man noisily noisily far-PROC-PAST(3.SG)
‘The man withdrew with great noise.’

(9) Patlak hortum-dan su fiss  diye  fiskir-di.
burst pipe-ABL  water spurt QUOT spurt-PAST(3.SG)
‘Water was spurting from the broken pipe.’

(10) Sifon-u ¢cek-ince su foss dive ak-t1.
water.flush-ACC draw-PART water rush QUOT  flow-PAST(3.SG)
‘Giving the toilet a flush, the water rushed down.’

However, the above-mentioned semantic opposition does not apply everywhere. A
counter-example would be paril paril vs. piril piril. Both mean ‘glittering’, but differ
in their metaphorical meanings. The latter form can thus mean ‘clean’, ‘new’ or
‘brilliant’ (TDK 1988 s.v. puril piril).

Consonants are often associated with particular sounds and situations. As an ex-
ample, note that § (which we have seen in some of the examples above) is associated
with the flowing or pouring of water, provided that it is the associative consonant. In
the primary form gap, which is used for kissing, it is only the back-up consonant and
does not therefore convey this meaning.

2.3. Parts of speech and derivation

Secondary forms can be nominalized by adding -di / -f1 and their allomorphs. The
use of this suffix seems to be restricted to ideophones. These nouns therefore have
abstract meanings. Their use is exemplified by the opposition of (11) vs. (12).
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(11) Su-yun fokur  fokur
water-GEN  bubble bubble

kayna-dig-1-ni duy-uyor  mu-sun?
boil-OBLPART-POSS.3-ACC hear-PROG INT-2.SG
‘Do you hear the water bubbling?’

(12) Su-yun fokur-tu-su-nu duy-uyor  mu-sun?
water-GEN  bubble-NR-POSS.3-ACC hear-PROG INT-2.SG
‘Do you hear the bubbling of the water?’

Verbalization occurs by adding -da to secondary forms or -kir to primary forms.
These suffixes have allomorphs in accordance with vowel and consonant harmony as
well. The use of these suffixes is restricted to ideophones. This restriction thus con-
stitutes a structural criterion for the definition of ideophones. However, some pri-
mary forms can also give rise to derived verbs by the addition of the very productive
suffix -le / -la. When there is an alternative choice between derived primary and de-
rived secondary form, the difference is one of intensity. Thus, sounds or impressions
are weaker in the a.-versions of (13) and (14).

(13) a. Elif horl-uyor.
Elif snore-PROG(3.SG)
‘Elif snores.’

b. Elif horuld-uyor.
Elif snore-PROG(3.SG)
‘Elif snores.’

(14) a. Dere giirl-iiyor.
brook rush-PROG(3.SG)
‘The water of the brook is rushing.’

b. Dere giiriild-iiyor
brook rush-PROG(3.SG)
“The water of the brook is rushing.’

Ideophones can be used as adjectives. Some of these can be equally used adverbially
(e.g. piri piril ‘brilliant’), others only allow adjectival use (e.g. pryrim piyrim ‘wom
out’). Attributive (15) and predicative uses (16) are equally attested.

(15) Sen piril pril bir ogrenci-sin.
you brilliant brilliant one pupil-2.SG
‘You are a brilliant pupil.’
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(16) Bu dgrenci piril puril.
D1 pupil  brilliant brilliant
“This pupil is brilliant.’

Adjectival ideophones, like ideophones in general, display distributional restrictions
due to their pragmatic function, which is to convey that the speaker is being im-
pressed. This is why they are not used in negation or comparisons.

Adverbial use is most frequent and can be considered prototypical. Adjectival and
adverbial use can be subsumed under modification. The most frequent construction
for adverbial ideophones is that of reduplicated secondary forms. Another construc-
tion consists of the primary form combined with the quotative particle diye, which is
derived from the verb demek ‘to say’ (17a.). Instead of being used with the quotative
particle, primary forms may appear reduplicated, too (17b.).

(17) a. Kug pir(r) diye ug-tu.
bird flutter QUOT fly-PAST(3.SG)

b. Kus puwr pir ug-tu.
bird flutter flutter fly-PAST(3.SG)
“The bird fluttered away.’

Different constructions are not semantically equivalent. In addition to the construc-
tions seen so far, the suffixes -adak / -adan express sudden and unexpected events.
This semantic feature can supersede the original meaning of the primary form.

(18) Koca dolma-y1  loppadak
enormous dolma-ACC gobble:SPONT

agz-1-na at-ti.
mouth-POSS.3-ALL throw-PAST(3.SG)
‘He greedily gobbled down the enormous dolma.’

In (18), the construction of the reduplicated secondary form lopur lopur cannot be
used, since it would require that eating takes place in a more continuous manner
where eating the food consists of taking a certain amount of it several times, with
each instance lasting a certain time. The verb atmak ‘to throw’ excludes such an
interpretation. The semantic properties of the different constructions can be summa-
rized as follows:

— Reduplicated secondary forms (lopur lopur) express continuous,
repeated impressions.

— Reduplicated primary forms (lop lop) express compact, short,
but repeated impressions.

— Primary forms express single impressions. They must be combined
with the quotative particle (lop diye).
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— Forms in -adak (loppadak) lay emphasis on the fact that an event
takes place suddenly, spontaneously and rapidly.

The different constructions can be located on a continuum as shown in S1:

|7 ST A e —— r—-—-=-—=-=-=-=--

I spontaneous : loppadak lop diye lopur lopur 1 continuous :
| sudden | @ » . lasting |
:single instance : repeated
I I

! ]

2.4. Syntactic properties

Ideophones are integrated into the clause by means of different operations. Often
there are close syntagmatic relations between adverbial ideophones and the verbs they
modify. For instance, reduplicated primary and secondary forms often co-occur with
the auxiliary etmek. Its only function is to form a transitive verb. The semantic
content of the verbal phrase is thus exclusively conveyed by the ideophone (19).

(19) Merdiven basamak-lar-1 gicir gicir  ed-iyor-du.
stairs step-PL-POSS.3 creak creak AUX.TR-PROG-PAST(3.SG)
“The stairs were creaking.” (TDK 1988 s.v. gicir gicir)

Other ideophones are only used in combination with particular verbs. Such a colloca-
tion is exemplified by (20).

(20) .. bdyle  bangir bangir bagir-an kim?
like.this shout shout shout-SBJPART who
‘... who’s shouting there like this?’

Some ideophones specifying the event expressed by the main verb (21a.) may also be
combined with the auxiliary etmek. The semantic restrictions of the modifying slot
thereby become semantic features of the ideophone. The main verb can thus be dis-
pensed with (21b.).

(21) a. Su fokur  fokur  kayn-iyor.
water bubble bubble boil-PROG(3.SG)

b. Su fokur  fokur  ed-iyor.
water bubble bubble AUX.TR-PROG(3.SG)
“The water is bubbling.’

Co-occurrence of reduplicated primary or secondary forms with verbs derived from
them is also possible (22). This construction is called “iigleme” by Hatiboglu (1981:
23), which could be translated as ‘triplication’.
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(22) Goz-ler-i tipkt  bir giines gibi
eye-PL-POSS.3 exactly one sun like

puril puril pirild-ryor.
brilliant brilliant shine-PROG(3.SG)
‘His eyes were shining exactly like a sun.’

3. The role of ideophones in language

3.1. Amplification vs. distinction

Ideophones may be characterized as amplifying the main verb’s meaning. This case is
most evident in triplications and many other collocations where the ideophone only
reinforces the main verb without conveying a particular semantic content on its own.
Other ideophones allow of different interpretations depending on the context (23)-
(25).

(23) Konak ¢atir ¢atir  yan-di.
palace crack crack bumn-PAST(3.SG)
‘The palace was ablaze.” (TDK 1988 s.v. catir ¢atir)

(24) Al-acag-im-1 caur ¢atir  al-ir-im.
take-PART.FUT-POSS.1.SG-ACC crack crack take-DISP-1.SG
‘What I want to take, I take it by force.” (TDK 1988 s.v. ¢atir ¢catir)

(25) Ingilizce-yi ¢canr ¢atir  konug-uyor.
English-ACC crack crack speak-PROG(3.SG)
‘He speaks English fluently.” (TDK 1988 s.v. ¢atir catir)

On the other hand, we can find ideophones having a specific meaning and being in
paradigmatic opposition to other ideophones, as is the case with (26) vs. (27). In
addition to their amplifying function, these ideophones thus have a distinctive func-
tion as well.

(26) Dere giiril giiril ak-tyor.
brook rush rush flow-PROG(3.SG)
“The water of the brook is rushing.’

(27) Dere giril surtl ak-iyor.
brook murmur murmur flow-PROG(3.SG)
‘The brook is murmuring.’

3.2. Semantic domains

Ideophones tend to concentrate in certain semantic domains. They concern sounds
produced by movements in nature or by animals, human noises, appearance and other
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impressions appealing to the senses. The following table gives a survey of the se-
mantic domains of those ideophones attested in TDK 1988.

Semantic domains of Turkish ideophones and their frequency

Semantic domains Percentage of all ideophones
of the sample (n = 187)

activity of respiratory organs (articulation, 21%

communication, breathing, sobbing, snoring,

laughing, etc.)

physical nature and corresponding sounds 19%
movement 13%
appearance, form 12%
moral or emotional judgments, emotional 11%
state, physical sensation

water sounds 10%
burning (fire, frying, roasting) 5%
eating, chewing, biting, drinking 3%
manner 3%
temporal expressions 3%

3.3. Semantic change, secondary sound symbolism and pragmatic functions

Sound-symbolic forms can move away from the iconic pole by means of convention-
alization and thereby receive a very specific meaning. An example of this process
might be mirin kirin etmek, the exact meaning of which is ‘advance several reasons
in order to avoid granting somebody’s request’. The degree of conventionalization
differs among ideophones. When the meaning is very specific, we do not simply
have an imitation, as in the case of highly iconic forms. The principle of obtaining
words by sound symbolism is rather used in a creative way to provide a specific
concept with a signifier. Thus, sound symbolism does not only consist of the appli-
cation of an iconic principle, but may also imply word formation in analogy to real
(primary) sound-symbolic forms. The difference consists in the degree and the im-
mediacy of motivatedness. Primary sound-symbolic forms are based on universal
correspondences between phonological and semantic properties. Secondary sound-
symbolic forms are restricted to one language system and are consequently more
conventional and closer to the symbolic pole. However, they have been formally
adapted to the primary forms and cannot be distinguished from them at first sight. A
good example is piuril puril, which imitates exactly the structure of other ideophones
although it is based on the loanword pirlanta ‘diamond’. Only after a phonosemantic
reanalysis was it integrated into the sound-symbolic lexicon and has behaved from
there on like the rest of this lexicon, deriving verbs and nouns (piril-damak and piril-
#1) and participating in vowel alternation (piril vs. paril), even if not with the same
semantic effect (see section 2.2.).
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Another kind of semantic change is metaphorization. Impressions caused by
movements in nature can be transferred to emotional states. Marchand (1953: 51)
mentions the primary form cog, which originally refers to the foaming water of a
stormy sea or of a rushing river but has been metaphorically associated with great
joy.

The pragmatic function of ideophones is to convey subjective impressions, to
evoke whole ideas, i.e. foster imagination, and make discourse more expressive or
dramatic. It is a more direct, image-like representation of an event and is therefore
very popular in story-telling.

4. Typological status of ideophones

4.1. Ideophonic structures in other languages

Ideophones in several other Asian languages, e.g. Japanese, Korean or Tamil, behave
in a similar way to Turkish ideophones. The most striking similarity is their modi-
fier status. The situation is less homogeneous in African languages. Ideophones are
for example feminine nouns in Somali (Salaad Dhoorre & Tosco 1998: 129),
whereas in Southern Sotho, they are closest to verbs (Kunene 1978: 32).

As for phonology, it can be observed that some East Asian languages have differ-
ent correlations between vowels and semantic content. It has been shown that in
Turkish, ideophones with open vowels denote loud noises or large size, whereas
closed vowels refer to fainter impressions. In Bahnar, which belongs to the Mon-
Khmer family and is spoken in Vietnam (Diffloth 1994: 112), as well as in Korean
(Lee 1992: 103), things are exactly the opposite. As Diffloth (1994: 113) and Lee
(1992: 227) point out, different iconic correspondences might be responsible. Thus,
in Turkish, denotata size correlates with oral cavity, whereas in East Asian languages
it correlates with pharyngal cavity or tongue volume.

Associations between consonants and semantics seem to be more universal. Oc-
clusives usually correspond to sharp sounds, fricatives to continuous noises, etc.
Iconic lengthening of final fricatives or vibrants corresponds to sounds lasting for a
certain time. Examples of iconic lengthening in Turkish are figs or fogs (seen in (9)
and (10)). Childs (1994: 193) notes similar examples in African languages.

Further interesting similarities can be observed for the syntagmatic behaviour of
ideophones in different languages. It has been shown above that some ideophones in
Turkish can be combined with verbs derived from them, which gives rise to so-called
triplications (22). Similar constructions exist in other languages. Here is an example
from Korean:

(28) Ku ai-nun hulccekhulccok hulccok-keli-n-za.
D3 child-TOP sob.sob sob-VR-INCMPL-DECL
‘The child is sobbing terribly.” (Shin, p.c.)

Other ideophones combine with auxiliaries, like etmek in (19). For Korean, the
auxiliary is hanta.
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(29) Suni-ka pithulpithul ha-n-ta.
Suni-NOM totter.totter do-INCMPL-DECL
‘Suni is tottering.” (Shin 1999: 7)

Another group of ideophones is combined with main verbs. The ideophone has no
specific meaning of its own and only amplifies the meaning of the main verb. Let us
first examine a Turkish example:

(30) Kopek korku-dan tiril  tiril  titr-iyor.
dog fear-ABL shake shake shake-PROG(3.SG)
‘The dog is shaking with fear.’

The same construction can be found in Korean:

(31) k# yoca-nun putdlputul ttel-ess-ta.
D3 woman-TOP shake.shake shake-CMPL-DECL
‘The woman was shaking terribly.” (Shin, p.c.)

A last group of ideophones bears distinctive information and specifies the main verb.
Turkish examples are (26) vs. (27). As we might expect, we find analogous construc-
tions with Korean ideophones:

(32) kuk-mul-i phelphel kkulh-nun-ta
soup-water-NOM bubble.bubble boil-INCMPL-DECL
‘The soup bubbles (= boils to such a degree that it bubbles).” (Shin, p.c.)

In the light of the examples above, it is possible to say that the various ideophonic
constructions existing in genetically and geographically unrelated languages are char-
acteristic of ideophones. However, some ideophones can appear in several of these
constructions.

4.2. Languages with high vs. low ideophonicity

Some languages, such as German or English, prefer sound-symbolic verbs to modifi-
ers. However, the combination of an ideophone with different verbs permits the
expression of nuances that are lost when the sound-symbolic form is verbalized, as in
the Turkish examples below:

(33) Elif hiingiir hiingiir agl-iyor-du.
Elif weep weep  cry-PROG-PAST(3.SG)
‘Elif was crying her eyes out.’

(34) Elif hiingiir hiingiir inl-iyor-du.
Elif weep weep  wail-PROG-PAST(3.SG)
‘Elif was wailing miserably.’
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(35) Elif hiingiir hiingiir yas dok-iiyor-du.
Elif weep weep  tear shed-PROG-PAST(3.SG)
‘Elif was bitterly shedding tears.’

(36) Elif hiingiir-d-iiyor-du.
Elif weep-VR-PROG-PAST(3.SG)
‘Elif was weeping.’

The function of an ideophone is to amplify the meaning of the main verb. It can
better fulfil this function when it appears in addition to the verb instead of replacing
it. Furthermore, ideophones may permit the expression of aspectual nuances that
would be lost in verbalization. An example was the opposition of the forms lop-
padak / lop diye / lop lop | lopur lopur seen in section 2.3.

Estimating the number of Turkish ideophones is a difficult endeavour. Indeed,
many ideophones have dialectal or less frequent alternative forms. As for reduplicated
secondary forms, Ziilfikar (1995) mentions more than seven hundred, whereas the
Tiirkge sozliik (TDK 1988) only contains about 130 of these. As an example, let us
consider apul apul ‘waddling’, the only form with this meaning attested in TDK
1988, of which Ziilfikar (1995) also mentions the variants abal abal, abil abil, abil
dubul, abul abul, apil apil, apir zipur and apul apul. Whatever the absolute number of
Turkish ideophones may be, it is by far superior to the number of comparable items
in Germanic or Romance languages. Turkish and other languages, like Korean, are of
high ideophonicity, permitting alternative constructions, vowel and consonant alter-
nation and the choice of adverbial vs. verbal sound-symbolic forms. Germanic and
Romance languages are of low ideophonicity, as alternation possibilities are limited
and sound-symbolic forms are almost exclusively available as verbs, which leads to
loss of information (see above).

5. Conclusion

The study of Turkish ideophones enables us to confirm the existence of particular
ideophonic features that have been discovered in other languages where ideophones
have been studied so far. The most characteristic feature is their origin in sound
symbolism. As sound-symbolic motivatedness can fade away with diachronic
change, ideophones can best be defined in terms of prototypes. The correlations
between phonological and semantic features may thus be more or less evident. Being
sound-symbolic, they show phonological peculiarities, as e.g. violation of the usual
phonotactic constraints of the language. Provided that an ideophone expresses a
continuous impression, it appears reduplicated. Ideophones show a close affinity
with the modifier role. Their pragmatic function is to facilitate the visualization of a
reported situation, to call the listener’s attention or to express an emotional, subjec-
tive attitude. Ideophones concern only a few semantic domains, mainly those that
have to do with perception.
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Abbreviations of grammatical category labels

1 first person INF infinitive

2 second person LOC locative

3 third person NR nominalization morpheme

ABL ablative OBLPART participle for oblique constituents

ACC accusative PART participle

ALL allative PAST past tense

AUX auxiliary PL plural

CAUS  causative POSS possessive

CMPL  completive PROC processive

CONT  continuity marker PROG progressive

D deictic QUOT quotative particle

DECL  declarative SBJPART  participle for subject constituents

DISP dispositive SG singular

FUT future SPONT spontaneity marker

GEN genitive TR transitive

INCMPL incompletive VR verbalization morpheme
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1. Turkic paradigms

Turkic languages are paragons of morphological regularity. Paradigms are typically
characterised by one-to-one relations between grammatical concepts. Stems and suf-
fixes can be unequivocally segmented, morphological variation is easily predictable
by phonological rules; see, e.g. Plank (1991). This extreme inflectional economy is a
synchronic feature which has been continuously re-established by processes resulting
in the restructuring of non-conforming paradigms, loss of converging categories or
reinforcement of distinctiveness between converging paradigms. The drift to a high
degree of inflectional economy is reinforced by the fact that Turkic has been used as a
lingua franca in multilingual communities (Johanson 1992).

The few synchronic morphological irregularities involve simple morpho-
phonological processes, such as contraction, assimilation, etc., which have taken
place diachronically and remain synchronically transparent, the contact assimilation
between stem and suffix consonants in git-ti ‘went’ versus al-di ‘took’, portmanteau
morphemes resulting from contraction, and the like. However, there are also some
types of irregularities which do not have any straightforward explanations. Their
origin must be sought in far-reaching complex processes. The paradigms of intrater-
minal verb forms are the most notorious examples of a palimpsest produced by di-
verse layers of intricate historical changes. Even closely related Turkic dialects may
differ considerably and in unpredictable ways with regard to the intraterminal para-
digms.

Intraterminality is a viewpoint or aspect category conveying the speaker’s perspec-
tive as directed at the event in its course. The speaker presents the event as ‘on-go-
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ing’ without taking its limits, i.e. its beginning and the point when it is regarded as
accomplished, into account. I refer to Johanson (2000) for a detailed account of the
terminology applied here. Intraterminality may be combined with different temporal
markers. Intraterminal present forms are the nonfocal aorists, such as Turkish gelir
‘comes, has the habit to come’ and the so-called ‘new presents’ that emerged as high-
focal intraterminal categories, as, for instance, Turkish geliyor ‘is coming / comes’.
Intraterminal pasts include the Turkish past aorist gelirdi ‘would come / used to
come’ and the high-focal intraterminal past geliyordu ‘was coming’. A high degree of
focality implies more focus on the situation prevailing at the deictic nunc. The Eng-
lish progressive, for instance, is high-focal. A well-documented diachronic tendency
is for present categories to become gradually defocalised and this, in its turn, triggers
the emergence of new high-focal presents. The history of Turkic intraterminal catego-
ries manifests itself as a chain of such developments.

The discussion here will mostly be confined to the present tense use of the in-
traterminals. Therefore, the term ‘present’ will in some contexts be used as referring
to intraterminal forms, such as gelir and geliyor, in general. In some other contexts,
it will denote, as is traditional in Turcology, a particular historical category of Turkic
languages called ‘the new present’, such as geliyor versus the older intraterminal
category, the aorist.

The historical relationship between the markers employed in the different in-
traterminal paradigms, i.e. between the old aorists and the more recent present forms,
in Southwestern (Oghuz) Turkic are difficult to give a simple account for; see Johan-
son (1975), (1976), and (1989). The irregularity of the aorist paradigm is an old
phenomenon observed in the earliest records of Turkic.

2. Intraterminal paradigms in diachronic perspectives

The aorist paradigm in Old Turkic was irregularly formed with phonologically un-
predictable suffixes “-yUr, or rarely -r, after vowels, -Ur after causative, passive,
reflexive and co-operative-reciprocal stems, -Ir after -(X)t stems, and -Ar after most
simple stems and denominal and deverbal stems in -(X)K” (Erdal 1998: 145-146).
Allomorphic variation of both high and low vowels in a suffix is unusual in Turkic,
as one and the same suffix has either only low or only high vowels. Thus, we nor-
mally find either a variation between a, e (0, 0) or between the high vowels i, i, u, i.
The morphologically and lexically ruled variation between high and low vowels in
the aorist suffix is, thus, exceptional. This can be explained by assuming that it
developed from a compound:

“The so-called ‘aorist’ in -(y)Vr, the first known intraterminal form of Turkic, func-
tions as the only present tense in Old Turkic, as it still does in Yakut. It is proba-
bly a combination of the old converb ending in -(y)V and a form of the old copula
verb er- ‘be’. In Old Turkic, the suffix variant -yUr is preserved after stem-final
vowels, e.g. baslayur ‘lead’, but it was later on contracted, e.g. baslayur > baslar >
baslar. There had probably been a similar development after originally short stem-
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final vowels, forms such as *atdyur and *keliyur being contracted to atar ‘throws’,
kelir ‘comes’, etc” (Johanson 1998: 116).

The converb suffix of the lexical verb combined with the copula ‘be’ meaning ‘V-ing
is’ developed into the grammaticalised marker of intraterminality.

The aorist marker underwent further processes of semantic and formal weakening.
Its original morphological form has become opaque. From a high-focal intraterminal
category it developed into a general intraterminal conveying a vague meaning of
general habit, inclination to do something, etc., and its original function was, in
many Turkic varieties, taken over by new high-focal present forms. They developed
as a result of grammaticalisations of postverb constructions, which originally ex-
pressed actionality contents such as durativity (see Johanson 1998: 114-115). The
postverb constructions were based on a converb in -(y)V or -Ib and the aorist of a
postverb expressing position or movement, such as ‘sit’, ‘lie’, ‘stand’ and ‘move’.
These new intraterminality markers rendered a high-focal, i.e. more to the actual
present oriented meaning, e.g., the Uzbek high-focal form kél-e-ydtir [come-CONVERB
lie-AORIST] ‘is just coming’. Verbs meaning ‘move’ were grammaticalized as presents
in Oghuz dialects, as, for example, yaz-a yorir [write-CONVERB move-AORIST] ‘moves
writing’ > ‘is writing’ > ‘writes’.

As a result of such innovations, most Turkic languages today have competing in-
traterminal paradigms, the aorist and another so-called ‘new present’. The new pres-
ent developed from a converb suffix and the aorist of the postverb. This morphologi-
cal form was analogue to the historical material that the aorist suffix itself developed
from. The forms of both markers are, consequently, morphologically closely related
and contain similar morphemic material. The formal distinction between them could
easily become fuzzy, due to assimilation, contraction and other morphophonological
processes. The morphophonological changes are enhanced by the fact that the post-
verb does not, as a rule, bear stress. Since Turkic languages drift towards economic
and regular morphology the two paradigms have undergone changes that result in
clearer formal distinctions. It is not the task of this article to account for the complex
processes involved; the aim of the following discussion is more modest. I would
like to indicate here only some aspects of the actual changes in a schematic way in
order to outline some tendencies relevant for the treatment of the Kashkay material.

3. Intraterminal paradigms in Oghuz

The historical development of the aorist has been the subject of many investigations
(e.g. Adamovic (1985), Johanson (1975), (1976) and (1989) and the references given
in them, especially to the important work of Gerhard Doerfer). In Old Anatolian, the
variants of the aorist suffix were reduced to -A(r) attached to monosyllabic stems and
-U(r) attached to polysyllabic stems and a closed set of monosyllabic stems. This
variation is preserved in modern standard Turkish manifesting an archaic feature of
this language. The suffix variant containing a high vowel—in standard notation /—
has four variants in Turkish. Thus, we have seven variants in Standard Turkish:
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anla-r ‘understands’, sal-ar ‘sets free’, don-er ‘turns’, konug-ur ‘speaks’, éldiir-iir
‘kills’, getir-ir *brings’ and anlat-ir ‘explains’. A lexically defined group of mono-
syllabic verbs take high suffixes, for instance, al-ir ‘takes’, gel-ir ‘comes’, ol-ur
‘becomes’ and Jl-iir ‘dies’.

Azerbaijanian, the most important Turkic language in Iran, has two intraterminal
paradigms: the old aorist built with -(y)Ar and the new present formed with -(y)Ir.
The aorist has undergone some changes, as its standardised form reveals. Analogous
to the present, it is consistently introduced by a y after vowel stems. Moreover, the
vowel is always low. Thus, the present of the verb al- ‘take’ is al-ir and the aorist is
al-ar. The shift from high vowel to low vowel in the aorist was motivated by the
emergence of the so-called neutral vowels.

“It is sometimes thought that the generalization (of the aorist vowel) took place as a
result of the rise of a present tense form of the type biliir, which thus happened to co-
incide with the aorist. This view does not seem to be correct. It is certainly true that
the aorist unification was necessary to distinguish the aorist from the present tense
(with its high suffixal vowels). But the process of differentiation started long before
the modern type of present tense arose, so that the actual historical coincidence of an
aorist (biliir) with a present tense (bilir) is highly improbable. The way to the aorist
(biler) seems to have gone via (bilar). At the so-called indifferent stage, the original
labial vowel was subject to the attraction of the unequivocally low morphophonemes.
In other words: for the restructuring of the Azerbaijanian aorist we assume (1) a shift
from {U} to central vowels of the {a} type and (2) a further lowering to {A}” (Johanson
1989:101).

Neutral vowels in the aorist are documented in some Kashkay varieties; see the dis-
cussion below. As a result of the standardisation of the two markers, both paradigms
have become highly economical with phonologically predictable suffix variants.
Similar standardisation of the aorist vowel is observed in languages belonging to
other sub-branches of the Turkic language family, as well. The aorist in Standard
Uzbek, for instance, is built, with few exceptions, with the suffix -(A)r.

The paradigms in non-standard Turkic varieties show greater variation. For in-
stance, some Northern dialects have a present form in -iy, such as geliy ‘comes’,
which is also found, among others, in some Black Sea dialects of Turkish
(Brendemoen, forthcoming) and in Northeastern Bulgaria.

The morphological distinction between the paradigms is made in Standard Turk-
men in a different way. The aorist is -A:r with fusion of the stem final vowel and the
present -yA:r. Thus the aorist of the verb al- ‘take’ is al-a:r and its present is al-ya.r.
Here, it is not the vowel quality but the syllabic structure of the suffix that has a
distinctive function.

The systems of intraterminals in different Southwestern dialects spoken in the
Kashkay confederacy show variation that has not yet been described. In the follow-
ing, I will discuss what types of variation are present in the scanty material that is
accessible for survey at present and outline a specific case of two dialects spoken in



108 Eva A. Csat6

the Abivardi district in Shiraz. Keeping in mind the unpredictability of the develop-
ment of the intraterminal paradigms, it is not possible to assign some sporadic forms
unequivocally to one of the two paradigms without knowing whether the given dia-
lect has two intraterminal paradigms or not and if it has, what morphological mark-
ing is applied in distinguishing between the two.

4. The Kashkay tribal union

The Kashkay tribal union is ethnolinguistically heterogeneous. It is predominantly
Turkic-speaking. The speakers call their language turki. The tribal confederacy also
contains groups speaking dialects of the Iranian languages Luri and Kurdish. Most of
the Kashkay are bilingual and speak Persian. The Turkic tribes have different histori-
cal and linguistic background, so that a description of the Kashkay varieties must,
presumably, distinguish between different grammatical systems. It is, therefore,
important to keep in mind that the forms occurring in the published Kashkay texts
may belong to different grammars. The tribal affiliation of the speakers is not always
a sufficient clue in order to define a variety. Speakers belonging to the same tribe
may have developed different linguistic habits. Especially those who have settled
down in towns and use the language differently from nomads of the same tribe. The
term “Kashkay dialects” is used here in a historical / political sense, as, for instance
the term Uzbek or Turkish in referring to all the dialects spoken in the respective
countries. Consequently, I use the name Kashkay to refer to Southwestern Turkic
dialects spoken in the Kashkay confederacy. It is not yet clear what levelling has
taken place among them. There are, most probably, some shared isoglosses, for in-
stance, the personal suffixes. On the other hand, differences between the dialects are
important signals of tribal identity and, they are maintained in the contact situation.

In the light of what is known about the development of intraterminal categories, I
will review the evidence for the Kashkay paradigms based on currently available
material.

5. Intraterminals in Kashkay dialects

5.1. Stein’s texts surveyed by Kowalski (1937)

Kowalski (1937) described the Aynallu dialect on the basis of Sir Aurel Stein’s notes
taken during an archeological expedition in the province of Fars. It should be men-
tioned here that the Aynallu dialect was not spoken within the Kashkay confederacy.
The nomads in Fars were organised in two confederations at the time Stein collected
his data: the Kashkay confederation and the so-called iliiate-e-xamse (Kowalski 1937:
2), which contained, among others, the Aynallu tribe. The Aynallu lived southeast of
Shiraz.

The Aynallu dialect, according to Kowalski, formed the aorist, as Old Anatolian
Turkic, with -r, -ar, -er, -ur or -iir, as, for instance, ile-r ‘does’, tut-ar ‘holds’, diis-er
“falls’, gal-ur ‘remains’, di-iir ‘dies’, tok-er-em ‘1 pour’, gel-ir ‘comes’. In addition to
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the analogue form ol-ar ‘is’, the old form ol-ur is also used. The negative forms
oldor-mem ‘1 will not kill’, bér-mez also vér-meéz ‘doesn’t give’ occur in the texts.

The present has the following variants: qory-ir ‘is afraid’, oyi-ir ‘reads’ (in
Stein’s transcription okhair), géd-ir-ler-imis ‘they are travelling’, toy-i-lar ‘they
weave’. The distinction between the two intraterminals is signalled by the vowel
quality. The present contains | whereas the aorist is standardised with low unrounded
or high rounded vowels. The negative suffix is -mir, as in ol-mir ‘doesn’t become’,
tap-mir-ek ‘we don’t find’, soy-mi-lar ‘they don’t rob’. The vowel ¢ appears in the
transcription in the negated present in tdk-mél-ler ‘they don’t pour’, and in some
other suffixes, such as in the optative in gdr-ém ‘I should see’, in the negated ib-
past: gérmdp ‘haven’t seen’, in the di-past gordom.

Another type of present based on -A or -y is found in Stein’s material.

“Neben dem Prisens auf -ir scheint auch eine von dem Gerundium auf a-, ¢- ab-
geleitete, von dem #hnlich gebildeten Subjunktiv verschiedene Prisensform vorzu-
kommen: alaman 76 ‘ich nehme’, almaisan (< almaiasan) 152, 153 ‘du nimmst nicht’,
salmaisan 155 ‘du wirfst nicht zu’. Da die zwei letzteren Formen aus einer Ubersetzung
aus dem Osttiirkischen stammen, sind sie mit Vorbehalt anzunehmen.” (Kowalski
1937: 61-62)

Analogous forms built with -y or -a are also present in Menges’ material, see below.
Kowalski compared the Aynallu material with the Kashkay texts published by Ro-
maskevic (1925).

5.2. Romaskevi¢’s texts

Romaskevic’s texts include 35 songs collected during his visit to Fars in the year
1914. 1 give the Kashkay words here in a transliteration of the Cyrillic original. The
symbol [] marks stress. The following indicative present tense forms occur in the
first song: g’al-i'r-am ‘1 come’, ver-ma’m ‘I don’t give’, bdt-md’z ‘doesn’t set’, yat-
md’z ‘doesn’t sleep’, 6l-ii'r-am ‘I die’. There is also a form dlda’m ‘I am dying’,
which Romaskevi¢ explains as a variant of 6/i’ram.' This song may represent a dia-
lect in which there is no other evidence of present forms. However, the fact that Ro-
maskevi¢ at least mentions the form 6/i'ram may give some indirect evidence for
assuming that he heard other analogue forms. Also in most of the other songs the
intraterminal present forms can be interpreted as belonging to an aorist paradigm, for
instance, ged-ma’z ‘does not go’, ol-u’r ‘becomes’ (song 2); eyla-r-a’p ‘you do’,
baxd'-r ‘looks’ (song 7); cak’al-la’r (< Cek-er-ler)‘they draw’, eyla’-r ‘does’, g’al-i'r
‘comes’, ¢dp-d’r ‘raids’, vur-u'r ‘attacks’, pozd’-r ‘destroys’, d¢-dr ‘opens’, ¢ak’a’r
‘draws’ (song 8); day-ma’z ‘does not touch’, bdxd’-r ‘looks’ (song 9). Saslan-i'r ‘calls
out’ in song 3 may be a present form. Song 12 contains a negated aorist and a ne-

' I thank Christiane Bulut for informing me that she has found similar variation in the

Sonqor dialect between -d and -ir, e.g. danishdum instead of danishirem ‘I speak’.
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gated present: iiz-ma’n-am ‘1 do not take away’, bil-mir-a’m ‘I don’t know’. Further
forms are ver-man-a’m ‘I don’t give’, ged-a’r-am ‘1 go’, n-e¢'d-ar-am (ne éderem)
‘what shall I do’. Some examples of past aorists are iig’-a’r-di-y ‘you praised’, soy-
a’r- di-n ‘(translated as) you scolded’. A non-negated present, saz-i’r-um ‘I sell’, oc-
curs only once in song 14 together with some contracted forms, such as g’ati’r-r-am
‘I bring’, iti"-r-ram ‘I lose’, yeti’r-r-am ‘1 attain’ and ol-ur-dum ‘1 was becoming’.
Another contracted form, ver-r-a’m ‘I give’ is used in song 24. Such contracted forms
can be explained either as presents, e.g. g’ati’r-r-am (< getir-ir-em) or as aorists (<
getir-er-em). In the same text the personal suffix in the present form sdt-i'r-um is -
um. This form of the first person personal suffix is used also in song 28 in dyld-r-um
‘I cry’. Song 16 contains a polysyllabic verb in the aorist formed with -ur: alus-ur
‘catches fire’.

In addition to the forms such as bil-ir ‘knows’, gdl-u’r ‘remains’, dl-tir ‘dies’,
ve'r-man-am ‘1 don’t give’, song 21 contains a form ¢akiyu'r ‘draws’, which is inter-
preted by Kowalski as a present form. The present suffix is -iyu’r. The reason for the
length of the i may be due to metric requirements. The vowel u is more common in
the aorists than in the present. In Old Turkic and in modern Turkic dialects, such as
Khalaj, -yur is an allomorph of the aorist after vowel stems (Doerfer 1988: 156). In
the present, we would expect ¢akiyo’r and not ¢akiyu'r. Note that Doerfer’s texts also
contain an analogue form -iyur; see below. I quote here the context in which this
form is used in song 21.

Doulatli’ doulati'n akiyu'r ranji'n

Mayzinnd'n Siri‘'n siiz niSand” qélu’'r. (Romaskevi¢ 1925: 596)
‘The wealthy (makes use of) his prosperity and endures annoyance.
His sweet words (i.e. his poetry) remain as a memory from Mahzun.’

Stein’s texts contain the Aynallu version of this poem. It is based on the aorist. The
corresponding expression is, however, in the optative.

kim apara gonje, kim Cdkd rdnje

giddr dauldtlinen ddulate ganje,

Mahzunnan Sirin séz nisana galur.

‘(in der) einer eine Knospe pfliickt, ein anderer (nur lauter) Miihe davontragt.
Dem Michtigen geht die Macht und der Schatz verloren.

Nach (dem Tode des) Mahziin wird (sein) siiBes Wort zum Zeichen
(Andenken) bleiben.” (Kowalski 1937: 35-36)

Romaskevic¢’s song 21 also includes the aorists ol-u’r ‘becomes’, cex-a’r ‘takes out’,
bul-u’r ‘finds’, the form dil-i’r ‘pierces’ built with -ir and de-ya’r ‘says’ with -yar.
Some aorists of polysyllabic verbs are formed with -ur. This occurs in song 27:
uyan-u'r ‘wakes up’ and ddydn-u'r ‘leans’.

In summary: The texts contain aorists formed with the suffixes -r after vowel
stems, except for de-yar ‘says’ and with -ar, -er, -ur and -iir after consonant stems.
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The suffix -iyur in ¢ak-iyu’r ‘draws’ may be a special, non-contracted form of the
aorist. The verb forms geli’r ‘comes’, dil-i’r ‘pierces’, seslen-i'r ‘calls out’ may be-
long to the present paradigm but not necessarily. In Stein’s Aynallu texts the form
seslenirep ‘you sound’ is undoubtedly a present. The only clearly present form is sat-
i'r-um ‘I sell’. The same form of the personal suffix -um is used in text 28 in the
aorists dyla’-r-um ‘1 cry’. Contracted forms, such as yeti’r-r-am ‘I attain’ may belong
to both the aorist and the present paradigms. The negated aorist in the first person
has two variants: ver-man-a’m and verma’m ‘I don’t give’.

Most of the later presentations of Kashkay, as, for instance, Doerfer (1970), are
based on Kowalski’s observations:

“Even less than Azerbaijani have the Turkish languages in Southern Persia, those
of the Qashqais and the Aynallus, been explored. As a matter of fact, the older ma-
terial (Romaskevi¢, Sir A. Stein), already embodied in Kowalski 1937, has re-

mained nearly the only source of our knowledge of these dialects.” (Doerfer
1970a: 219)

5.3. Menges’ texts

Menges collected some texts in 1950 in Samirum-i ‘Ulja (Upper Samirum) south of
Shiraz. Three of them were published in Doerfer et alii (eds.) (1990); see also
Menges (1951). The following indicative present tense forms occur in these texts.

The aorist is formed with -r after vowel stems, e. g., ye-r ‘eats’, dé-r ‘says’, with
-ur or -ir in ol-ur ‘becomes’, qoy-ur ‘puts’, vur-ur ‘shoots’, bulun-ur ‘is’, yat-ir ‘lies’,
yaz-ir ‘writes’, sal-ir ‘casts’, gel-ir ‘comes’, getir-il-ler (< getir-ir-ler) ‘they bring’ and
-Ar in monosyllabics gid-er ‘goes’, éd-er ‘does’, tut-ar ‘holds’, ¢ix-ar ‘comes out’. If
these forms really belong to one paradigm, then the aorist is built in this dialect in a
similar way to Old Anatolian Turkish. The i in, for instance, sal-ir may represent a
neutral vowel, see quotation of Johanson (1989) under 3.

The negated forms are interesting. One is the negated aorist formed with -mas,
e.g. ¢ix-mas ‘does not go out’. The other is a compound consisting of -me + yér,
e.g. git-mi-yer-ek ‘we do not go’, yé-me-yer-ek ‘we do not eat’. These forms may be
a reflection of an older uncontracted aorist.

According to Caferoglu & Doerfer (1959: 306), the form dé-me-y-ler ‘they do not
say’ in Menges’ text is a present tense form derived from the above mentioned suffix
of the present -A / -y.

5.4. Doerfer’s texts

In 1990 Doerfer published some Kashkay poems recorded in Firiz-abad during the
first Gottingen-expedition 1968. The poems were read from a manuscript containing
specimens of Kashkay literature.

The Kashkay informant commented on the poems in his vernacular. These com-
ments contain the forms ux-iyur-am ‘I read’, de-r-ek ‘we call’ and the non-present
forms de-mis ‘he said’ and de-r-d-ik ‘we have used to call’. The first form is built
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with the suffix -iyu’r with fusion of the stem final vowel. The form is analogous to
the present form Cak-iyw’r in Romaskevi¢’s texts, which was discussed above. The
second one is an aorist formed with -r.

The present forms occurring in the literary texts are similar to the Azerbaijanian
forms with the suffix -(y)Ir. The y appears after a vowel, e.g. de-yir ‘he says’. The
suffix vowel is front in sat-ir-am ‘I sell’. A contracted form gdydir-am ‘I put on’ (<
gaydir-ir-am ?7) also occurs.

The aorist forms are built with -r, -Ar and -ur, e.g. agla-r ‘cries’, ele-r ‘does’,
oyna-r-am ‘1 play’, de-r-em ‘1 say’, uxu-l-lar (< uxu-r-lar) ‘they read’, diis-er ‘falls’,
ged-er ‘goes’, ed-er ‘does’. Two polysyllabic stems are formed with -ir, e.g. dulan-ir
‘goes around’ and yan-ir ‘burns’ in the same text. The aorist of o/- ‘become, be’ is
ol-ur and that of bul- ‘find’ bullam (< bul-ur-am) ‘I find’. Doerfer accounts for the
form var-r-am as a contracted form of (< vur-ur-am) ‘I shoot’. Two negated forms are
iiz-men-em ‘1 do not take back’ and ul-maz ‘it will not be’.

5.5. Jarring’s texts

Gunnar Jarring collected Kashkay texts during the war in Teheran. Jarring’s infor-
mant was a well-educated Kashkay of the Amaleh tribe, who spoke several lan-
guages. His dialect seems to be very near to Azerbaijanian, employing both the pres-
ent and the aorist paradigms. The first person personal suffix he uses is -Am and not
-Um, as in some other Kashkay varieties.

The aorist is formed with the suffixes -r, -ar, -er, -ur, -iir, and -ir, for instance,
kisne-r-em ‘I neigh’, cek-er-em ‘1 draw’, ise-r-em ‘1 want’, bil-l-egiz (< bil-er-epiz)
‘you know’, ol-al-lar (< ol-ar-lar), assimilation r{ > /I ‘they will be’, gdriiren “you
see’, as-ir-di ‘hanged up’. The aorist in the past sometimes exhibit forms in -ur, e. g.
vur-ur-di ‘used to shoot’, whereas in the present tense it is formed with -Ar, e. g.
vur-al-lar (< vur-ar-lar) ‘they will hit’. The negated forms are bil-me-m ‘I don’t
know’, go-ma-y ‘you don’t allow’, ol-maz ‘it doesn’t become’, bulas-maz-di ‘it
wouldn’t have sticked into’.

The present forms are built with -(y)Ir, e.g. ed-ir-em ‘I do’, de-yir-ep ‘you say’,
ged-ir ‘goes’, is-ir-ler (< ise-yir-ler) ‘they want’. Negated forms are, e.g., bil-mir-em
‘I don’t know’, getir-mir-epiz ‘you don’t bring’. Past tense intraterminals based on
-(y)Ir are, e.g. is-ir-di-m (< ise-yir-di-m) ‘1 wanted’, cagir-il-ler-di (< Cagir-ir-ler-di),
assimilation r/ > I/ ‘they were calling’, d:1-ir-di ‘was dying’.

5.6. Soper’s presentation

Soper’s Kashkay informants, like Jarring’s, belonged to the Amaleh tribe. But as
Soper remarks, their speech is not necessarily representative of the whole tribe:

“The Qashgay speech represented below was elicited from two educated males [...]
Both are from the Amaleh tribe, which is associated with the paramount tribal
leadership. Even within such a small community as the Qashqgays, noticeable lin-
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guistic differences exist [...] and it should not be assumed that the language cited
here represents that of the tribe as a whole.” (Soper 1996: 243)

The Kashkay dialect described by Soper (1996) has a present formed with -iyr and
the aorist in -dr.

“The suffix -iyr is invariant and is actually pronounced [i:r]. When it is preceded
by a vowel in the stem, either that vowel or the initial suffix vowel -i may drop,
except in the case of monosyllabic stems. Suffixes after -iyr observe vowel har-
mony, adhering to the frontness or backness of the last stem vowel unless that
vowel is a phonemic i.” (Soper 1996: 254)

For instance, bisir-iyr ‘cooks’, ox-iyr ‘reads’, oxo-miyr ‘doesn’t read’, éd-iyr-em ‘1
do’, de-yr-ep ‘you say’, gel-iyr-eg ‘we come’. The aorist is built with -(A)r, or -ir,
e.g., qal-ar-am ‘I live’, gel-er ‘comes’, bil-mem ‘I cannot’, de-yer ‘says’, gel-ir
‘comes’, al-ir-di-g ‘we would buy’, bulun-ir ‘are found’.

6. The paradigms

The variation between the two present tense forms indicates that the distinction be-
tween the aorist and the new present has been kept in the varieties just mentioned.
The morphological means employed for marking the distinction vary.

Table 1. Some examples of marking the distinction between the old aorist and the new
present

Aorist Negated Present Negated
aorist present
Old Anatolian -r, -Ar, -Ur
Turkish -r,-A’r,-I'r  i-mAm, -mAzsin, -I'yor with fusion i-mlIyor
-maz, -mAylz, of the stem final
-mAzsinlz, -mAzIArivowel
Turkmen A’y -(y)AZr
Azerbaijanian -(y)A’r -(y)l'r
Aynallu -r, -ar, -mem, -mez, -mdz  i-ir (with fusion of i-mir, -mér,
-er, -ur, -ir the stem final -mirek, -milar
vowel) -A, -y
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Kashkay -r, -yar, -yer, i-mAm, -mAnAm -ir (-d?) -mirem
Romaskevi¢ -ur, -ir, -ar, -er i-mAs -iyur (?)
Kashkay Menges :-r, -ur, -mAs or -meyer Al -y -meyler
-ir, -ar, -er
Kashkay Doerfer 1;-r, -mem, -meq, -mez i-iyur with fusion i-mirem,
of the stem final i-miregiz, -mir
vowel &
Kashkay Doerfer 2-r, -ar, -(y)ir
-er, -ur, -ir
Kashkay Jarring i-r, -ar, -er, -mem, -maz, -mazdi i-(y)ir -mirem,
-ur, -ur, -ir -mireniz
Kashkay Soper :i-ar,-er,-ir -maz -iyr [i:r] with -miyr
fusion of the stem
final vowel

The published Kaskay texts do not provide us with sufficient evidence for establish-
ing clearcut parameters of dialectal variation. Some cautious assumptions can, never-
theless, be made for further scrutiny. First, the texts attest intraterminal forms be-
longing to two paradigms, but much care must be taken in assigning individual
forms to one paradigm or the other. Doerfer’s and Jarring’s texts give unequivocal
evidence for the use of two paradigms. In the texts of Romaskevi¢ and Menges, in
which the aorist is almost exclusively used, the evidence is not as clear. Second, the
aorist shows different degrees of the standardisation of the suffix vowel. Less varia-
tion may also be due to the fact that the material is very limited. The suffix vowel
may be high or low, but there also are neutral vowels, as, for example, in Soper’s
account, in which the high vowel is replaced by a neutral [9] written as i. Variants of
the present marker are: -(y)ir or -iyr [i:r]. Less well attested is the use of -iyur and -A
/ -y as present markers. The present is frequently used in Jarring’s texts.

The last part of this short survey will deal with a Kashkay variety, which has
only one intraterminal category, the old aorist.

7. The Abivardi variety

“The largest single settled Qashqa’i group with a specific identity is the Abivardi
(Bolvardi represents a more informal usage). The Abivardi originated in Khorasan
and is Turkic by origin, possibly Afshar. Members of the group today believe that
Nader Shah sent their ancestors to Fars in the eighteenth century [..]. Abivardi
consisted of a settled component (Abivardi Khaki, ‘Abivardi of the Earth’) and a
nomadic one (Abivardi Badi, ‘Abivardi the Wind’).” (Beck 1986: 185)

The variety of turki spoken by the majority of speakers living in the Abivardi district
has only one intraterminal category: the old aorist. It is plausible to assume that the
renewal of the present tense did not take place in this dialect. The aorist is formed
with the suffix -7, -ar, -er. The suffix vowel is sometimes realised as a middle high
neutral vowel 2, as in salor ‘sets free’, danis-ar-em ‘I speak’ and in some particular
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words -/, such as gel-ir ‘comes’. The i occurs in the third person plural ol-il-ler (< ol-
ir-ler) ‘they are’ and ver-il-ler (< ver-ir-ler) ‘they give’. In some monosyllabic stems
the suffix is introduced by a glide y, for instance, bil-er-em ‘I know’, al-ar-em ‘I
take’, ayla-r-am ‘I cry’, but yu-yar-em ‘I wash’, di-yer-em ‘I say’.

Table 2. Present tense in the Abivardi dialect spoken in Shiraz

bil- ‘know’ Aorist

1sG bil-er-em  bil-mem
2sG bil-er-éy  bil-méy
3sG bil-er bil-me:z
IPL bil-er-ek bil-mek
2PL bil-er-éyiz bil-méyiz
3pPL bil-el-ler  bil-mezler

8. The role of code-copying in the history of the paradigms

The Abivardis use the name Kashkay to denote the nomadic Kashkays in particular.
Therefore, the Kashkay who have recently moved to the Abivardi district in Shiraz
are called “Kashkay”. The Abivardis regard the language of these “Kashkay” as repre-
senting a purer type of Turkic as their own variety. The Abivardis today live in close
contact with these Kashkay. There are intermarriages between the groups but the
original tribal differences continue to play an important role. The linguistic differ-
ences are consciously maintained. The dialectal differences between the present tense
forms are especially important and serve as a shibboleth of tribal identity.

The Kashkay texts discussed above, represent varieties that have both the aorist
and the present. A system of two intraterminal present paradigms can be regarded as
usual in Kashkay, as the analyses of the texts shows.

Table 3. The two paradigms in some Kashkay dialects

bil- ‘know’  Present Aorist

1sG bil-ir-em bil-er-em
258G bil-ir-ep bil-er-ep
3sG bil-ir bil-er

1PL bil-ir-ek bil-er-ek
2PL bil-ir-epiz bil-er-epiz
3pPL bil-il-ler bil-el-ler

The aorist paradigm corresponds to the Abivardi paradigm. The present paradigm, on
the other hand, is in many cases the translational equivalent of Abivardi aorist forms.
Therefore, the Abivardi speakers identify the “Kashkay” present as corresponding to
the Abivardi aorist. My observation, which has to be tested in later field work, is
that there is a tendency today for non-Abivardi Kashkay speakers living in the
Abivardi district to use only the present paradigm, which is formed with the suffix
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-ir. The forms built with the suffix -Ar, are identified as Abivardi forms. Thus the
following forms are used in the same function in the two varieties:

Table 4. Translational equivalents in the two varieties spoken in Abivardi

Abivardi “Kashkay” spoken in Abivardi
‘I escape’ qac-er-em qac-ir-em
‘I love’ sev-er-em sev-ir-em
‘I shoot’ vur-r-am vur-ir-am
‘I come’ gel-l-em gel-ir-em
‘I wash’ yu-yar-am yu-yir-am

Consider the following examples of the use of the -ir-forms used by a “Kashkay”
speaker in Shiraz.

Her tayfenin dili fark edir.
each tribe-GEN language-3POSS difference make:PRESENT
‘Each tribe has a different language.’

Babamin babasi
father-POSS1SG-GEN father-POSS3SG

olir menim biyig boam.
become:PRESENT I-GEN great father-POSS1SG
‘My father’s father is my grandfather.’

The present in the nomadic dialects and the old aorist in the Abivardi variety have
become functional equivalents due to the specific contact situation. Interestingly, the
speakers do not identify the Abivardi aorist form gelir ‘comes’ used in spontaneous
speech with the “Kashkay” present gelir. When asked whether this form is an
Abivardi form, the answer is that the Abivardi form is geler. The two varieties are in
other respects converging and copying in both directions is frequent. Speakers also
use present forms copied from the other variety.

I do not have sufficient data to conclude that the “Kashkay” variety has lost a
category, namely the aorist, because of the present contact situation. There are other
Southwestern Turkic dialects in which the aorist has been lost and its function has
been taken over by the new present. This seems to be the case, for instance, in the
Galigah dialect described by Doerfer (1990), in which only the -ir forms are used, as
shown in Table 5 below. But it is plausible that if the speakers had two paradigms
in their original varieties, the contact with the Abivardi dialect could lead them to
avoid the use of the aorist.
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Table 5. Present in the Galiigah dialect (Doerfer 1990: 28)

geli’rem ‘I come’ geli’rik ‘we come’
geli’sen ‘you come’ geli’siiz ‘you come’
geli’ ‘(s)he comes’  geli’ller ‘they come’

Moreover, the Abivardi, the “Kashkay” in Shiraz, and the Galiigah dialect have a new
type high-focal present copied from Persian.

Table 6. High-focal present in the Galagah dialect (Doerfer 1990: 28)

Persian model Galagah copy
daram miyayam ‘I am coming’ vara'm geli’rem
dari miyayi ‘you are coming’ va'rsan geli’sen
darad miyayad ‘he is coming’ var gelir

darim miyayim ‘we are coming’ va'rikgeli’rik
darid miyayid ‘you are coming’ va’'rsiiz geli’siiz
darand miyayand ‘they are coming’ var'lar geli’ller

The Persian construction is based on the auxiliary verb dar ‘have’ and an imperfective
form of the lexical verb (Windfuhr 1979: 102). Turkic does not have a verb ‘have’;
thus the copies include the nominal element var ‘existing’—used in possessive con-
structions—with a possessive suffix agreeing with the person of the inflected lexical
verb, e.g. Abivardi varim giderem [existing-POSS1SG go-AORIST-1SG] ‘I am just
going’. This construction functions as the new high-focal present. The renewal of the
high-focal intraterminal category is a characteristic drift in Turkic languages. The
copied construction is therefore both typologically and areally motivated. In some
cases the development of a new category is “actually more a renewal and a reinforce-
ment of a previously or already existing category” (Joseph 1998: 355).

9. Differentiation in Turkic morphology

The linguistic mechanisms that change paradigms are unpredictable but not haphaz-
ard. There are typical, re-occurring types of morphological changes (cf. Joseph 1998:
366). The basic triggering factors are morphophonological processes, restructuring of
paradigms, and the development of new categories. This article focuses on the role of
differentiation,” a factor triggering different types of morphological changes, which
have played a crucial role in forming the inflectional paradigms of Turkic. I use the
term here to denote the reinforcement or maintenance of

? The term differentiaton was introduced by Meillet to account for sound changes char-

acterisable as a change to prevent assimilation, see Staffan Fridell (2001), who sur-
veys how this term has been applied in historical linguistics.
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(i) formal distinctions between inflectional paradigms, e.g. the markers of the
aorist and the new present;

(ii) the morphological coding of grammaticalised semantic distinctions, e.g. the
reintroduction of high-focal categories;

(iii) oppositions between dialects, which are regarded by the speakers as identity
markers, e.g. the paradigm of present in Abivardi.’

The role of contact between different varieties of Turkic has been emphasised. It is
undoubtly significant in the history of Turkic in general because the linguistic situa-
tion in the Kashkay confederation, in which Turkic varieties with different historical
backgrounds are spoken in one politically defined communicative area, is a scenario
typical of many periods in the history of the Turkic languages.

Acknowledgements

I would like to express my gratitude to Gunnar Jarring for giving me permission to
work on his Kashkay material and to the Linguistic Faculty of Uppsala University
and the Institute for Asian and African Languages for their generous support of my
research. I am grateful to Christiane Bulut and Lars Johanson for their most helpful
comments. I thank particularly my Kashkay friends in the Khalegi and Moradi fami-
lies, and my dear colleagues Mana Mohammad Aghaee, Hashem Ahmadzadeh, Ashk
Dahlén and Filiz Kiral working in Turkic and Iranian studies for their support.

References

Adamovié, Milan 1985. Konjugationsgeschichte der tiirkischen Sprache. Leiden: Brill.

Beck, Lois 1986. The Qashqa’i of Iran. New Haven, London: Yale University Press.

Bodrogligeti, Andras 1968. On the Turkish vocabulary of the Isfahan anonymous. Acta
Orientalia Hungaricae 21, 15-43.

Brendemoen, Bernt (forthcoming). The Turkish dialects of Trabzon. Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz.

Caferoglu, Ahmet & Doerfer, Gerhard 1959. Das Aserbaidschanische. In: Deny, Jean &
Grgnbech, Kaare & Scheel, Helmuth & Togan, Zeki Velidi (eds.) Philologiae turcicae
fundemanta 1. Wiesbaden: Steiner. 280-307.

Doerfer, Gerhard 1970. Irano-Altaistica: Turkish and Mongolian languages of Persia and
Afghanistan. In: Sebeok, Thomas A. (ed.) Current trends in linguistics 6. The Hague,
Paris: Mouton. 217-234.

Doerfer, Gerhard 1989. Grammatik des Chaladsch. (Turcologica 4.) Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz.

Doerfer, Gerhard & Hesche, Wolfram & Ravanyar, Jamshid (eds.) 1990. Oghusica aus Iran.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

> The term naboopposition ‘neighbour-opposition’ was introduced by the Norwegian

dialectologist Amund B. Larsen in his article “Naboopposition — knot”. Maal og
minne 1917, 34-46. (Quoted in Fridell 2001)



Present in Kashkay 119

Erdal, Marcel 1998. Old Turkic. In: Johanson, Lars & Csat6, Eva A. (eds.) The Turkic lan-
guages. London, New York: Routledge. 138-157.

Fridell, Staffan 2001. Differentiation. A neglected concept in historical linguistics?
[Paper presented at the XVth International Conference on Historical Linguistics. La
Trobe University, Melbourne, 13-17 August 2001.]

Johanson, Lars 1975. Das tschuwaschische Aoristthema. Orientalia Suecana 23-24, 106-
158.

Johanson, Lars 1976. Zum Prisens der nordwestlichen und mittelasiatischen Tiirkspra-
chen. Acta Orientalia Hungaricae 37, 57-74.

Johanson, Lars 1989. Aorist and present tense in West Oghuz languages. Journal of Turk-
ish Studies 13, 99-105.

Johanson, Lars 1992. Strukturelle Faktoren in tiirkischen Sprachkontakten.
(Sitzungsberichte der Wissenschaftlichen Gesellschaft an der J. W. Goethe-Universitit
Frankfurt am Main, 29: 5.) Stuttgart: Steiner. [To appear in English translation with
Curzon 2001.]

Johanson, Lars 1998. The history of Turkic. In Johanson, Lars & Csatd, Eva A. (eds.) The
Turkic Languages. London, New York: Routledge. 81-125.

Johanson, Lars 2000. Viewpoint operators in European languages. In: Dahl, Osten (ed.)
Tense and aspect in the languages of Europe. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.
27-187.

Joseph, Brian D. 1998. Diachronic morphology. In: Spencer, Andrew & Zwicky, Armold M.
(eds.) The handbook of morphology. Oxford: Blackwell. 351-373.

Kowalski, Tadeusz 1937. Sir Aurel Stein’s Sprachaufzeichnungen im Ainallu-Dialekt aus
Siidpersien. Krakéw: Polska Akademia Umijgtnosci.

Menges, Karl Heinrich 1951. Research in the Turkic dialects of Iran. Preliminary report on
a trip to Persia. Oriens 4, 273-279.

Menges, Karl Heinrich 1990. Drei Qasqa’i-Texte. In: Doerfer et al. (eds.), 135-138.

Plank, Frans 1991. Of abundance and scantiness in inflection: A typological prelude. In:
Plank, Frans (ed.) Paradigms. The economy of inflection. Berlin, New York: Mouton de
Gruyter. 1-39.

Romaskevi¢, A. A. 1925. Pysni kaSkajcev’. Shornik Muzeja Antropologii i Etnografii
Akademija Nauk 5.2, 573-610.

Soper, John 1996. Loan syntax in Turkic and Iranian. (Eurasian Language Archives 2.)
Bloomington, Indiana: Eurolingua.

Windfuhr, Gernot L. 1979. Persian grammar. History and state of its study. The Hague,
Paris, New York: Mouton.



Early European grammars of Ottoman Turkish
in Greek translation: A Greek version of

Du Ryer’s “Rudimenta Grammatices Linguae
Turcicae” (1630)

Matthias Kappler

Kappler, Matthias 2001. Early European grammars of Ottoman Turkish in Greek trans-
lation: A Greek version of Du Ryer’s “Rudimenta Grammatices Linguae Turcicae”
(1630). Turkic Languages 5, 120-137.

The Athos manuscript 1299 contains two grammar sketches, both of them adaptations
of European grammars of Turkish and earliest examples of Ottoman grammar activity
in Modern Greek. After the edition of the first manuscript (a 1664 translation of
Molino’s “Rudimenti del parlar turchesco”), the present article is dedicated to the
presentation of the second, unfortunately undated, example, a partial adaptation of Du
Ryer’s “Rudimenta” (Paris 1630). The manuscript is precious not only because it
completes Du Ryer’s grammar from a phonetic point of view, providing the Turkish
data in Greek characters while the Latin original uses Arabic letters, but also because
it provides interesting insight into the reception of grammar description in the still
nearly unstudied field of Greco-Turkish linguistic tradition.

Matthias Kappler, University of Cyprus, Department of Turkish Studies, P.O. Box
20537, CY-1678 Nicosia, Cyprus. E-mail: mkappler@ucy.ac.cy

The most recent research in the Greek reception of 17th century Turkish grammars
printed in Europe can be summarized in the following manner:

1. Two manuscripts of Turkish grammars written in Modern Greek are conserved
in the Athos monastery of Megisti Lavra. One of them, entitled Z0vTopotr kavéves
™s Twv Tolpkwv StarékTou and published in a recent contribution (Kappler
1999), appears to be the first dated (1664) translation of a Turkish grammar in
Greek, namely of the Rudimenti del parlar turchesco by Giovanni Molino (printed in
Rome in 1641 as an appendix to the second edition of Molino’s Dizionario della
Lingua Italiana Turchesca; cf. Adamovi¢ 1974).

2. Molino’s grammar has further been copied (a) 1668 in an incomplete Hungar-
ian version (not translation, the newer text being Italian as in the original, but the
Turkish words and paradigms being transcribed according to Hungarian orthogra-
phy), part of the well-known Illéshdzy manuscript (see Németh 1970; cf. Mollova
1997: 49, 54, apparently unaware that she is dealing with an adaptation and not an
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original work) and (b) 1677 in another Italian printed work, the Rudimenti gram-
maticali per ben tradurre I'idioma Toscano in Turchesco, part of the Vocabolario
toscano e turchesco by Antonio Mascis (Drimba 1992).

A comparison of these copies with the Greek translation shows that the latter in-
troduces a new element: while the Turkish data are regularly transcribed in Greek
letters within the text of the grammar, there is an appendix (f. 153r-158v) containing
a list of all quoted Ottoman words in Arabic script. While the Hungarian compiler
has faithfully provided us with the pronunciation of his own Balkan Turkish dialect,
the Greek translator seems to have had a more profound knowledge of literary Otto-
man. Beyond the mentioned appendix with the forms in Arabic script in the Greek
version, none of the adapters / translators adds passages or remarks of their own.

3. The Greek translation of Molino’s grammar is all the more valuable since its
author, date and place of compilation are known. It bears, indeed, a bilingual (Greek
and Arabic) colophon which indicates a certain Papa Damaskinos, a monk perhaps of
Syrian origin, the year 1074 Hidjra-1664 A.D., and Athens as the place of compila-
tion (Kappler 1999: 273). Thus, the manuscript can be ascribed to the Athenian
milieu of Theodore Korydaleus’ new-Aristotelian school, founded in 1646, and
where Damaskinos (whom we identify as the leromonachos Damaskinos of the Greek
sources) was a renowned teacher.

The second manuscript kept in the Lavra monastery forms the subject of the pres-
ent contribution.

The manuscript constitutes an anonymous undated compilation entitled ['pap-
HaTLkhy Toupkiky), kavéves (“Turkish grammar, rules”), and has been conserved
together with Damaskinos’ Z0vTopol kavdves in the same fascicle no. 1299 of the
Athos Greek manuscripts, of which it forms leaves 160r-165v. It is written in quite a
homogeneous hand, each paragraph being marked with a majuscule. The handwriting
is very different from Damaskinos’, and we do not know whether the compilation
has any historical connection to the Athenian environment of that period (recall that
the ZUvTopor kavéves are dated 1664), although we suppose that the translation
dates back to the second or last third of the 17th century, perhaps even being the
earliest example of Greco-Ottoman grammatical activity. A detailed examination of
the paper and the handwriting could lead to more validated findings, but unfortu-
nately we only had the chance to see the manuscript on microfilm (which can be
viewed in the Patriarchal Institute for Patristic Studies in Thessaloniki).

As in the case of the twin manuscript (and of Illéshazy, too), the unknown author
does not mention the original source which he translated / adapted; at first sight it
might appear to be an original text. At a closer glance, however, it turns out to be a
partial translation of the Rudimenta grammatices linguae turcicae written by André
Du Ryer (which, in spite of the name, has no immediate relationship with Molino’s

I am obliged to Panagiotis Kyranoudis, Monastery of Simonos Petras, and Prof. Theo-
doros Giagkou, Thessaloniki for their help in providing the microfilm.
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Rudimenti mentioned above), printed in Paris in 1630, and followed by a second
edition in 1633,

André Du Ryer-Malezair was a French consul in Egypt until 1629 (see Kalus
1992: 83 and frontispiece of Rudimenta : “... Andreae Du Ryer Marciniacensi Pro
Christianissimo Rege et eius Nationibus in Aegypto Exconsule”). His grammar was
printed by Antoine Vitray and represents the first printed Turkish grammar in France
(apart from the very first sketch of a description of Turkish, the Instruction des mots
de la langue turquesque les plus communs, Paris 1575, by Guillaume Postel, see
Kalus 1992: 82), though not in Europe, which is Hieronymus Megiser’s Institu-
tionum linguae turcicae libri IV (Lipsia 1612). The aim of the publication appears to
be to provide missionaries in the East with the necessary linguistic knowledge, as
apparent in the “privilege du Roi” in the second edition (p. [VII]): “a la charge qu’ils
imprimeroient les Nouveaux Testaments, les Catechismes et les Grammaires des
Langues Orientales: et en donneroient gratuitement certain nombre, qui sera envoyé
aux Missionaires d’Orient, pour les distribuer a ceux qu’ils désireroient instruire en
la verité de nostre Religion”.

Unlike the other 17th century European grammarians, Du Ryer chooses to give
his Turkish examples and paradigms in Arabic script, though wholly vocalized and
therefore informative at least concerning the labial vocalism. The grammar is none-
theless judged “of lesser value” by some scholars (see the observations in Kenessey
1974: 122, which regard some passages of Du Ryer’s grammar copied by F. M.
Maggio in his Syntagmaton linguarum orientalium [Rome 1643]). Turning back to
our case, the Greek adapter, except for a few cases conceming single characters or
suffixes, transcribes the Turkish text into the Greek alphabet, probably according to
his own speech, which makes the translation a valuable completion to the original.

As pointed out above, the Greek manuscript (henceforward called GRAMMATIKI)
is not a complete translation of Du Ryer’s work (henceforward RUDIMENTA; for the
present contribution a copy of the second edition [1633], conserved at St. Mark’s
Library in Venice, was consulted). The following overview of the contents may serve
to illustrate this:

RUDIMENTA P. iGRAMMATIKI f.
Turcicum Alphabetum 2

Caput Primum (De Pronunciatione Lit-;8 i----
terarum, earumque Figuris)

Caput II (De Vocalibus) 9 i----

Caput III 11:Eis 1d ovépara... 160r
(De Nomine eiusque accidentibus)

Caput IV (De Pronomine) 20:Al mpwTOTUTAL avTwvuplat... i161r
Caput V (De Verbo et Formatione 29:iTlept pjpaTos 162r
Modorum, Temporum ac Personarum)

Caput VI (Coniugatio verbi) 35:3vluyla TOv pnudTwy 163r

Caput VII 46iTlept TOU oYMUATIOUOU TOV  i164Vi
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(De Formatione Passivorum) TabnTLKWY

Caput VIII 47iTept Twv mONWY éykMoewv 1651
(De variis verborum classibus) Twv Sladdpwy pnudTwy

Caput IX (De Verbis negativis) i51illepl Twv dpvnTikwy pnudTov i165v
Caput X (De Coniugatione 60:----

verbi substantivi sum)

Caput XI 68i-—

(De verbo substantivo Negationis)

Caput XII (De Syntaxi Linguae 78i----

Turcicae)

Caput XIII (De Particulis Orationis) 83:i----

De Numerorum 89:i----

Exercitatio Lectionis Linguae Turcicae: 94 :----

Thus, GRAMMATIKI ends at RUDIMENTA’s p. 55, after the paradigm “Futurum Indica-
tivi Non amabo”. Whether it remained uncompleted or whether the other leaves have
been lost cannot be told for certain. Therefore, the conjugation paradigms of chapter
X and XI and Du Ryer’s observations about syntax (more properly a chapter about
morphosyntax, such as verb government, genitival constructions / izafet groups and,
in chapter XIII, about postpositions [p. 84: “Praepositiones postponuntur Nomini
aut Verbo cum quo iunguntur”]) remain outside the range of our Greek adaptation.

Within the single sections of the grammar, the Greek translator decided not to
take over the whole original text. Thus, for instance, the tables in RUDIMENTA
(chapter III, IV, VI, IX) with complete paradigms in all cases / persons are not
quoted in GRAMMATIKI, where we find only some selected examples for each para-
digm. Also a lot of other examples are omitted in GRAMMATIKI; generally speaking,
we find for every discussed occurrence just one or two examples, whereas
RUDIMENTA might present more Turkish material, as if the Greek translator aimed to
supply just an abridged version of the original text.

In a few instances, examples in GRAMMATIKI differ from those to be found in
RUDIMENTA. This is the case when the noun derivational suffix {lI} is discussed
(RUDIMENTA 15, GRAMMATIKI 160v). In the Latin original we find the words odun
‘lignum’ — odunlu ‘ligneus’, gok ‘coelum’ — géklii ‘coelestis’, zinet ‘ornamentum’ —
zinetlii ‘ornatus’, tas ‘saxum’ — taslu ‘saxeus’; the Greek version adopts only the first
two examples, but one of them with a different suffix (évrovr ‘€bhov’ — dvTouvr-
Aovk ‘EUNwoV’, yytdk ‘obpavds’ — yytokdov ‘T6 olpdviov’) adding the example
oov ‘16 vepdy’ —ocovAl ‘Té vepourdv’. The interesting feature of the present case
is that Du Ryer’s examples odunlu and goklii are not attested in Ottoman sources
(goklii can be considered a phantom word which also entered Molino’s grammar and
its versions; see Adamovic¢ 1974: 43, 61; Németh 1970: 44; Kappler 1999: 288); in
fact, the Greek translator changes *odunlu into the more familiar odunluk (although
the suffix {llk} is discussed elsewhere); he adopts *gdkli, but adds suli (> sulu),
not necessarily a new addition, since the example might appear in the first edition of
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Du Ryer’s grammar, which was not available to us. But if we compare GRAMMATIKI
with the other Greek Athos manuscript (henceforward KANONES) and with Molino’s
grammar, we find the same example cov ‘TO U8wp’ — covAod ‘TO UdaTwdes’
(KANONES 144r) and su ‘acqua’ — suli ‘acquato’ (cf. Adamovi¢ 1974: 61; also in
Illéshdzy, see Németh 1970: 44) respectively. The example shows that, even when
GRAMMATIKI presents different lexemes from those found in RUDIMENTA, they still
belong within the same tradition of the European (and thus Latin / Ancient Greek)
linguistic system (the most typical evidence of this being, obviously, the lexeme
used in all verbal paradigms, which must and cannot be anything other than sev-
‘amare’). It has to be stated at this point that, generally speaking, all grammars from
the 17th century since Megiser’s (1612) have more or less the same formal structure
and are very similar as far as paradigms, examples and terminology are concerned,
due to the (sometimes explicitly stated, sometimes not even mentioned) reliance of
the later grammars on the previous ones. The further question of how the model of
the Latin / Greek system determined the description of Ottoman Turkish in these
early grammars is certainly a topic worthy of thorough investigation in a more theo-
retical context (cf. the study of the application of the Arabic linguistic model to the
description of Turkic in Ermers 1999).

The aim of the following paragraphs is to present the most striking features of
the Modern Greek translation compared with its Latin original in the fields of gra-
phematics, phonetics and morphonology.

Graphematics

The phonetic notation is not unusual for 17th and 18th century Turkish texts in
Greek script. Thus, no auxiliary signs or diagritic points are used, and some pho-
nemes, such as /b/ or /g/, are transcribed by compound graphemes, according to the
corresponding signs used in the orthography of Modern Greek. Such cases are:

/bl <um>.

/g/ <yy>; palatal g’ is noted by <yyv>, as in f. 160r yyLouléX giizel.

/d/ <vt> and <v6>, fluctuating (e.g. f. 165r oePBvTovpuék sevdurmek -
oeBvdoupoyt sevdurum); rarely <6> (e.g. f. 164r oeBdoik sevduk); to make
clear the difference between /d/ and /t/, the latter is once noted by <t> (f.
162v at{itTel agn versus aT{wdel agdi), but in one case it seems to mean
exactly the opposite, namely <t7> for /d/: yyeTT00 gedis (164v).

Compound graphemes for phonemes not existing in the phonematic system of stan-
dard Greek are:

&l <t> (e.g. f. 165r itlipék icmek, 162v at{idk agmak, 160v éxpekT(l
ekmekgi).

/il <yy>(e.g. f. 164r oeBeyyéx sevecek, 164v aeBLyyn sevici), <vt{(L)>
(e.g. 160v evvtllk evcik).

/s/ <oo>.
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/y/  <yy>; rarely (at the beginning of the manuscript, ff. 160-161) <vy>.

No distinction is made between /o/ — /6/ and /u/ — /ii/, both noted as <o> and <ov>
respectively.

It would be incorrect to suppose that the Greek translator distinguishes between
/i/ and /1/, both transcribed with either <1> or <n> (or <et>, see below; also <v> in
the last syllable of the possessive suffix of the 3rd person singular), though one
could assume an attempt to express palatal-velar variation in cases such as dM\axA\rik
Allahlik — épXik erlik (160v). Moreover, there is one instance (d\evpdk alinmak,
165v) of rendering /1/ as a semi-closed vowel (here graphically <e>), as can be found
frequently in European Turkish texts in Latin script (see Stein 1979: 60). It should
be noted, however, that the corresponding example in Arabic script, as Du Ryer
entered it into his RUDIMENTA (p. 51), has alenmaq with the same vocalization (fetha
over /am). Interestingly enough, there is also an instance of the same notation in
palatal surroundings: RUDIMENTA 50 sevenmegq (sic; Du Ryer always writes infini-
tives with gaf, even after palatal syllables) — GRAMMATIKI 165r oePevpéxk.

There are two occurrences for <eL>, once in the word kim (kelpuhép, xép Kelp,
xepkeLpelyy, f. 162r, but also kip in the same paragraph), and once in the past
tense marker {DI} (aT{tTTel acn and aT{ivdel agdi, f. 162v). It is interesting that
kim appears always as <kelp> in the twin manuscript, too (KANONES 1451, see
Kappler 1999: 277-278), although no explanation for this use can be provided for the
time being. The case of the {DI}-suffix, however, can be explained by the Greek
infinitive aorist form in -et, used for the formation of the past perfect in Modemn
Greek. This phenomenon is quite frequent in “Karamanli” prints of the 18th century,
namely those edited by Serafeim (see Kappler forthcoming: footnote 38).

A systematical comparison of the transcription with RUDIMENTA cannot be drawn
because of the Arabic writing in the latter. However, some of the graphical choices
made in GRAMMATIKI correspond to the European tradition, such as the use of <yy>
for /j/, influenced by the Italian orthography. Strangely enough, GRAMMATIKI adopts
Greek graphical patterns, just where RUDIMENTA uses, in one of its few entries in
Latin script, <g>, i.e. gic (for the diminutive suffix, RUDIMENTA 17) — v1{ix
(GRAMMATIKI 160v), whereas in most of the other cases we find <yy>, as pointed
out above.

Compared with the notation in the twin manuscript KANONES, we can state that
GRAMMATIKI is a little more precise: only two variants for /n/, compared to four in
KANONES (Kappler 1999: 289); a strict distinction between /s/ and /s/, no use of <T>
for /d/ (except once {eLTowTéVv — zeydunden [160v], but then again {eLvTouvouvy
aty — zeidunup at [161v]), although there are other fluctuations concerning /d/ (see
above). On the other hand, both grammars share general features such as the use of
compound graphemes (<pm>, <vT>, <yy>) and the parallel application of <yy> and
<71{(L)> for fj/. A shortcoming of both grammars is consequently the threefold use of
<yy>, which can be read as /g/, /j/ or /y/.
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Accents are regularly set, as stress markers in polysyllabic words, but also in
monosyllabic entries, according to the Greek orthography of the time. Usually we
find acute and grave markers (not always discernible in handwriting, therefore our
examples are always given with acute markers); only in last syllables containing the
vowel /u/ do we have circumflex (<ov>), with but a few exceptions. Like in
KANONES, there are occurrences of primary and secondary stress, such as cefpiooivr-
Sovp — sevmigidum (f. 163v). As has been pointed out for the Turkish grammar of
Thomas Vaughan (published in 1709, see Gilson 1987: 21, 29), accents (as stress
markers, or, in the case of monosyllabic words, perhaps length markers) can be
found in European grammars, too. An influence of Greek prototypes has been sup-
posed (Gilson 1987: 23) although no evidence was provided. It should, however, be
kept in mind that the setting of stress markers can easily be derived from the Italian
tradition, too (cf. the extended accent system in Argenti’s Regola del parlare turco
[1533], see Bombaci 1938: 65-66). Moreover, whether the Oriental Greek manu-
scripts (since no printed books are known for that time) were spread about Europe
and whether they came into Western hands is hard to say, but, as far as our Greek
grammars are concerned, rather improbable (the only Greco-Turkish text known for
certain in European circles is Gennadios’ confession of faith, published in Tiibingen
by Martinus Crusius in 1584). Be that as it may, the fact remains that these two
early texts, at least theoretically, might have served as sources for the compilation of
other grammars.

Phonetics and morphonology

Due to the scarce lexical material contained in our grammar, a comprehensive analy-
sis of phonetic changes cannot be carried out. Presumable phonetic phenomena can
often be interpreted as graphical, too. Thus, ceBLooNép sevisiler (GRAMMATIKI
165r) versus sevigirler (RUDIMENTA 50) can be interpreted as loss of r, very frequent
in Istanbul pronunciation (see Bergstrisser 1918: 251), but also in Rumelian and
Anatolian dialects (see Caferoglu 1959: 249), although it could simply reflect a
graphical error. A change ¢ > ii can be assumed in the entry oUkovvpék iyiinmek
(GRAMMATIKI 165r; the Arabic script in RUDIMENTA does not allow an unequivocal
reading). In another case, RUDIMENTA 16 etmek ‘panis’ corresponds to GRAMMATIKI
160v ékpék ‘Pwpl’, the latter thus choosing a more colloquial form (cf. Redhouse
1890: 23 “etmek, vulg. ekmek™), a tendency in GRAMMATIKI of which we will see
more evidence below.

Much more material is provided in the field of morphonology, thanks to the rela-
tively wide range of grammatical patterns and suffix variation.

n/

Concerning the phoneme /1/, a very interesting point emerges from the second para-
graph of GRAMMATIKI (f. 160r): in one of the rare cases that the paradigms in the
Greek text differ from those in the Latin original, we read genitive forms in -n
(umenvolv, pmenAepoly — beynun, beylerun), while RUDIMENTA 13 (where adem is



Early European grammars of Ottoman Turkish in Greek translation 127

chosen as an example) reports ademury, ademleruy. From the following paragraph
onwards, GRAMMATIKI adopts /n/ in all genitive forms, according to Du Ryer’s
grammar (cf. RUDIMENTA 15 beynurn, GRAMMATIKI 160r pmenvoivy; but there is
still one instance of /n/ in the sentence (eLTouvvouv oeBdikTévooyypa (sic) —
zeidunun sevdikten sogra [164r], versus RUDIMENTA 44 zeydunup sevdiginden
sopra). A conclusion which could be drawn is that the Greek translator already used
in his speech, or knew from the speech familiar to him, the more progressive /n/
instead of older /g/, but he applies such variants only in cases where the original text
is not followed as faithfully as usual.

{1Ar}

Palatal-velar assimilation is particularly interesting when we have the chance to
compare a text in Arabic script with a complementary one in Greek (or Latin) script.
In our text, the plural marker {lAr}, written throughout <lr> with fetha-vocalization
in RUDIMENTA, shows up as <Aep> — ler after velar stems in the Greek version:
avhép — anler, pmouvNép — bunler (161r), KouAepoup, kouNepLpotl —
kullerum, kullerimuz (161r), aTheplyy({ — atleripiz, aThepl — atleri (161v), dTAép —
atler, dT\epovp — atlerum, dTAepoupovyy — atlerumur, dThepoupé — atlerume,
aThepouvpl — atlerumi, dTepovpvTév — atlerumden (162r). Unfortunately, we have
no entries with verbal forms (Rumelian and Eastern Black Sea dialects as well as
“transcription texts” show nominal plural forms harmonized, while verbal forms
appear only in palatal variants; see Johanson 1981). Our data with palatalized plural
markers correspond to most of the other grammars and word lists of the 16th and
17th centuries (Molino, see Adamovié 1974: 42-43; Lubenau, see Adamovi¢ 1977:
27; Vaughan, see Gilson 1987: 83-84), as well as to texts in Greek writing
(Gennadios’ confession, see Halasi-Kun 1992: 56-60; “Karamanli” texts, see Eck-
mann 1950: 182) and are certainly not due to dialectal variation, but rather to the
tradition of learned pronunciation, a well-known effect of the usual palatalization of
palatal-velar suffixes in loanwords.

{DAn}, {(y)A}

Very few occurrences of the ablative and dative markers impede a thorough discus-
sion of these suffixes. It is, however, noteworthy that {DAn} appears, unlike the
plural marker, in both velar and palatal variants: umoAvTdv — baldan, (€L TouvTéV —
zeydunden (160v), dTouuvTtév — atumden, dThepovpvtév — atlerumden (162r),
avtév — anden (161r). There is but one occurrence of {(y)A} after velar stem: pmaj-
mayé — babaye (160r). This coincides with some data available from 15th to 17th
century texts (cf. Hazai 1973: 383, Halasi-Kun 1992: 52).

Labial harmony in possessive markers
1st person:

The author of the original grammar (i.e., Du Ryer) is aware of the difference be-
tween illabial and labial forms, although he does not explain where the respective
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form has to be used: “sonatque in Singulari ut em aut um, et in Plurali ut miz vel
muz” (RUDIMENTA 21; cf. GRAMMATIKI 161r: “kdpver wodv éu % oly €is T6
évikdy, kal dodv pil f poud els 16 TANBuYTKOY” — ‘It makes em or um in the
singular, and miz or muz in the plural’).

In the corresponding examples of GRAMMATIKI, fluctuation can be observed be-
tween labial and illabial forms after illabial stems: ebip — evim (161r), dToup —
atum (161v); after plural suffix always labial: eOAepovp — evierum, KOUAAE poUL —
kullerum (161r), aThepovp — atlerum (162r). Declined forms with vowel elision:
€VpOVYY — evmun, eVpé — evme, €Vpl — evmi (161v), dTpé — atme, aTpl — atmi
(162r), but: atovpotyy — atumup (161v; RUDIMENTA 24 atmury). Vowel elision as
well in one plural form: eUpé( — evmez (161r; RUDIMENTA 20 evmiz); the others are
labial forms: kovAovpoU{ - kulumuz, eVAepovpoVl{ - evlerumuz (16lr;
RUDIMENTA 20 eviermiz); interesting is one diachronically intermediate form:
koUMepLpoUl — kullerimuz (161r; RUDIMENTA 21 qullermuz).

2nd person:

Du Ryer only explains the labial variant, and so does the Greek translator; the
following vocalized forms in the Greek version, however, show both illabial and
labial suffixes: “Secundae personae Possessivum formatur addita fini eius littera kef
agemi, ..., et sonat ut ung” (Rudimenta 21; cf. GRAMMATIKI 161r-v: “Tov &ev-
Tépou Tpoowmou TO KTNTIkOV yiveTar pé TO 1 [in Arabic script] dtlept
kalovpevov, €ls T6 Télos, kal WAel wodv olvy” — “The possessive of the
second person is formed by the p acemi at the end, and is pronounced as up”). The
subsequent forms in GRAMMATIKI 161v are: eliy — evig, dTouwvy — atug. As corre-
sponding plural forms the following are given: eleyyl{ — evepiz, eUNepLyyl{ —
evlerigiz, atuyyl{ — anupz, dTAepLyyll — atleripiz (161v).

3rd person:

No peculiarity can be noted, except the curious notation -U in the Greek version
(€00 — evi, aty — an; 161v). The forms after stems ending in vowels show the
“regular” notation -oi (xalveol — haznesi, prapmaci — babasi, Tayypnol — tagrisi;
161v).

Labial harmony in personal markers

Personal suffixes attached to verbs are introduced in RUDIMENTA’s chapter V (“De
Verbo...”, p. 29); for the aorist both labial and illabial forms are considered to be
added to all stems: “Itaque modi Indicativi tempus praesens ab Infinitivo effluit,
relicta syllaba meg et assumpta syllaba rem aut rum ut sevmeq id est ‘amare’,
severem ‘amo’, vel severum, quod idem est.” (p. 30; cf. GRAMMATIKI 162v:
“ToloutoTpbdmws & Xpévos & éEveaTus Tou OpLoTikou yivetar damdé T
dmapépdatov, ddivovtas pék kal mpooBéTovTtas péu 1 poud, wodv oeBuék,
vd dyamom, oePépep 1) oeBépouy, dyamw.” — “In the same way, the present
tense indicative is made from the infinitive, leaving aside mek and adding rem or
rum, such as sevmek ‘to love’, severem or severum ‘I love’”). The vocalization in

GRAMMATIKI is always labial in the following few occurrences, partially influenced
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by preceding suffixes: gefBépovp — severum (163r), ceBihotpoup — sevilurum
(164v), oeBrdouvpoup — sevdurum (165r). Whether the actual form has to be consid-
ered velar or palatal (severiim, seviliiriim, sevdiiriim) cannot be told for certain. The
other personal markers in the paradigm are illabial (cePepl{ — severiz, geBépar( /
oePéporyl — seversiz | seversin(i)z (163v), but there are no entries with labial stem.
The data correspond to the Latin original, being the paradigm for the aorist
(“Indicativi Praesens”) in RUDIMENTA (p. 35): severum, seversen, sever, severiz,
seversiz, severler. Cf. also Meninski’s Grammatica Turcica (Vienna 1680), p. 72
(“sewerim, vel sewerem, vel communiter seweriim’), apparently relying on Megiser
(1612; see Stein 1993: 178).

{DI}

The di-past marker is always labial in the first person, and illabial in the third per-
son. These are the examples after illabial syllables: oeBépvTovp (162v),
oeBépvdoup (163v) — severdum (or: severdiim; the palatal reading could also be
supposed for all the following forms); oceBépvTouk — severduk (162v);
oeBuél[Slovy, oeBueldovk — sevmezdum, sevmezduk (165v); oeBrtovp (162v),
oeBrdoup, ceBrdolk (163v) — sevdum, sevduk; ceBn\vTovp — sevildum (164v);
oéBuevdovy, oéBuevdovk — sevmedum, sevmeduk (165v); oeBpioo ONdnvdoup
— sevmig olaydum (164v), geBuiooivdovp (163r), oeBuioovdovy (163v) — sevmis
idum, oeBpioowdolk — sevmis iduk; ceBénvdovy, oeBénvdovk — seveydum,
seveyduk (164r); gefoénvdouvpn, oeBoénvdouk — sevseydum, sevseyduk (164r).
Third person: oePulooc ONdnvdL — sevmis olaydi (164v), avt{ittel — acn (162v).
No data are given for other persons. The paradigm of the “Praeteritum Perfectum” in
RUDIMENTA (p. 37) is: sevdum, sevdip, sevdi, sevduk, sevdinz, sevdiler, i.e. like
GRAMMATIKI with labial forms only in the first persons. The same data emerge from
other 17th century grammars (see e.g. Meninski’s Grammatica Turcica Vienna 1680,
pp. 73, 74, 75, 17).

{DIK}

The di-past first person plural form is further on confused with the dik-participle:
oeBdouvk, dyamjoaper 1§ mpaypa dyammpévov ¥ kai diMa (“sevduk, ‘we
loved’, or ‘beloved thing’ or ‘love’”; 164r). The confusion results from a modifica-
tion of the Greek translator, whose knowledge of Turkish seems to overlap that of
Latin: in fact, RUDIMENTA 43 notes “sevduk, ‘amavisse’ aut ‘res amata’, et
‘amicitia’”, and in the following examples quotes the suffix only in the illabial form
(sevdikden sogra [p. 43], sevdikden evvel [44), zeydunuy sevdiginden sogra [44]),
while GRAMMATIKI fluctuates between the two variations: gevSoukTévooyypa,
oevBoukTér €BEéN, Lelvtouvouv aeRdikTév coyypa — sevdukten sogra, sevdukten
evel, zeidunun sevdikten sogra (164r). The labialization is therefore to be considered
an effect of the supposed analogy with the di-past form.
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Morphology

1. Finite forms

As pointed out above, the full verbal paradigms in the Latin original have been
abridged in the Greek version. Usually, only the first person (singular and plural) are
noted in GRAMMATIKI. The paradigm is the verb sev- ‘amare’, as prescribes the
Greek-Latin grammar tradition. The individual forms and the respective denomina-
tion of tense / mood in GRAMMATIKI (Chapter Xulvyla Twv pnudTwy, ff. 163r-
164r) with the corresponding Latin terminology in RUDIMENTA (Chapter VI
“Coniugatio verbi”, pp. 36-46) are as follows:

aorist

Terms: GRAMMATIKI — RUDIMENTA ; dpLoTikos éveoTuws (f. 163r) —

Indicativi Praesens (p. 35)

Text: umév oeBépovp éyw dyamy. pmil oeBepld fuels dyamoupev. Tlapayyélw
oov 8TL va pfiy Telewdons. T Belrepov mpdowmor Tou TANOUUTIKOU povdxa
pé ol ad kal pé ocovyyoul % oll, pé T6 OTpov i pé T6 éoTpé, kal vd
el oeBéporyl 1) oeBépoll éoels dyamaTe.

Transcription and translation: “ben sevérum I love. biz severiz we love. I order
you not to stop. The second person plural [not] only with siz but also with supuz
or siz, with otrii [Arabic vowel sign for labial vowels] or with esre [vowel sign for
i and 1], and so to say sevérsinz or sevérsiz you love.”

Forms mentioned: severum, severiz, seversinz, seversiz.

RUDIMENTA : severum, seversen, sever, severiz, seversiz, severler.

aorist + -DI (imperfect)

mapaTaTikés (163v) — Praeteritum Imperfectum (36)

dydmouva, oeBépvdoul, €is TO TN OePéprTouk T O€PepAépuTouk, TUELS
ayamoboapev.

“I loved, sevérdum, in the plural sevérduk or severlérduk, we loved.”

severdum, severduk, *severlerduk.

The latter phantom form is present in Molino’s grammar and KANONES, too; see
Adamovi¢ 1974: 48, Kappler 1999: 278. The forms in RUDIMENTA: “severdum,
severdin, severdi, severduk et severlerduk, severdiniz et severlerdiniz, severdiler,
severlermigs [sic], severlerdi”.

-DI-past (di-perfect)

mapakeipevos (163v) — Praeteritum Perfectum (37)

oepvdouy, Mydmka. Els 16 m\ndurTikéy oeBrdolk, fyamikapev.
“sevdim, I've loved. In the plural sevdik, we've loved”.

sevdum, sevduk.

For the forms in RUDIMENTA see the paragraph above about the suffix {DI}.
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-migs + idi (pluperfect)

UmepourTéNkos (163v) — Praeteritum Plusquam perfectum (38)

oeBuloowdouy, €yd elxa dyamoet, €ls TO6 mANBwTkOr oeButooirdoix,
elxape dayammoet.

“sevmis idum, / had loved, in the plural sevmis iduk, we had loved”.

sevmis idum, sevmis iduk.

RUDIMENTA: sevmis idum, sevmis idig, sevmis idi, sevmis iduk, sevmis idipiz,
sevmis idiler.

It is remarkable that the twin manuscript KANONES calls this tense ‘“‘aorist”
(d6pLoTos), although Molino’s original shows the traditional term ‘“Preterito
plusquam perfetto” (see Kappler 1999: 286).

volitive and aorist = “future”

HENMwY Tou OptoTikou (163v) — Futurum Indicativi (38-39)

oeBueyip [recte: oeBeylp], éyw 0édw dyamoer. Els 76 mAnBuvtikér oeBépll,
BéNwpey dryamoeL.

“sevmeyim [recte: seveyim], / shall love. In the plural sevériz, we shall love”.
seveyim, severiz.

RUDIMENTA also has the volitive in the first person singular, and the aorist in all
remaining persons: seveyim, seversin, sever, severiz, seversenuz, severler. The mixed
paradigm in the “future” can be found in the other related grammars, too; for Molino
see Adamovi¢ 1974: 49, for KANONES see Kappler 1999: 279, 287; in RUDIMENTA
the second person plural is vocalized seversepuz, which seems to be a conditional
form; it is interesting that Molino uses an analogous form: seversepiz (Adamovié
1974: 49), a possible indication that Molino consulted Du Ryer’s grammar.

imperative

mpooTakTLkOV (163v) — Imperativus modus (39)

oeBoév, daydmmoov ob, €ls TO TN oeBpolp [recte: oeBrotn?] upmil, ds
ayamowpev fuels. Kdmolats BoMals Bdlovw YA, wodv celyn), dydma o,
TOUT TLdo€E, TOUTYHN mMdoe ov.

“sev sén, love thou!, in the plural sevrim [recte: sevlum ~ sevelum?] biz, let’s
love. Sometimes they put gil, such as sévgil, love thou!, tut take!, titgil, take
thou!”.

sev, sevelum (probably, since RUDIMENTA has sevelum), sevgil, tutgil.

The second person plural is lacking, as well as the third person; RUDIMENTA lists the
full paradigm: sev sen, sevsiin ol, sevelum [volitive], sevey) siz, anler sevsiinler.

optative and volitive = “imperative future”
LéNwY Tov TpooTakTikoL (163v) — Futurum Imperativi (40)
oePé aév, dydmmoe, els T6 mANBuTKSY, oeBelovy, ds dyamiowpev.
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“sevé sen, love!, in the plural sevelim, let’s love”.
sevesen, sevelum.

Sevesen [ seve sen is to be found in Molino and KANONES, too (Adamovi¢ 1974:
50, Kappler 1999: 279, 286), and can be read as an optative form sevesin, while
Adamovi¢ ibidem interprets the form as “sev + exclamation e!” (and, in the case of
oquya sen as “oqu + exclamation ya!”). The optative reading is certainly preferable,
since RUDIMENTA (as well as Molino / KANONES) lists optative forms in all second
and third persons; cf. RUDIMENTA: sevesen, ol seve, sevelum, sevesiz, seveler;
Molino: seveh sen, ol seveh, sevehlum, sevehsijz, sevehler, the -A- being evidently
graphical, quoted in KANONES with oePéxoév. It is interesting again how the appar-
ently unrelated grammars show the same forms, due to the same tradition. Likewise,
the adaptation of an irrelevant mood (imperative future) for the description of Turk-
ish may serve as an example of the rigid application of the Latin grammatical tradi-
tion.

optative

€UkTLkds (163v) — Optativus (40-41)

Els 16 elkTikév MyeTar OumpooTd pmONdMKL dumoTe.. oeBép, vd Tifela
dyammom, €is T6 TA. geBénd vd MOélapev dayamiom.

“In the optative they put ‘boldiki’ before it, may it be that, sevém, [may it be that]
I loved, in the plural sevéiz, [may it be that] we loved”.

(bolaiki) sevem, seveiz.

Bolaiki and similar forms (< bola[y] ki) are usually mentioned in European gram-
mars to mark the “optative”: for Molino see Adamovi¢ (1974: 51) (bulaiki), for
Vaughan see Gilson (1987: 118) (bulaiky), for the grammar of Giovanni Agop
(Rudimento della lingua turchesca, Venezia 1685; brief presentation in Drimba 1997)
see p. 17 in the copy at St. Mark’s Library (“optativo presente: bulaki olam ...”), for
Meninski’s Grammatica Turcica (Vienna 1680) see on p. 75 (“Optativo autem prae-
poni solent particulae ki ut, ..., bulajki, bolajki utinam ...”). Unlike GRAMMATIKI,
the Greek translator of KANONES quotes Molino’s u-form (umouAdikn, KANONES
146v, 151r, see Kappler 1999: 279, 285). The full paradigm in RUDIMENTA: sevem,
sevesin, seve, seveyiz, sevesiz, seveler.

optative + idi

mapakeipevos Tov €UkTikov (163v-164r) — Praeteritum Perfectum Optativi (41)
oeBénvdouy, pakdpt vd elxa dyammon, €ls T6 TANBurTkGY, O€Bénvdouk,
pakdpt HBéxaper dyamior.

“sevéydum, would that I had loved, in the plural sevéyduk, would that we had
loved”.

seveydum, seveyduk.

RUDIMENTA: seveydum, seveydin, seveydi, seveyduk, seveydiniz, seveydiler.
conditional and optative = “subjunctive”
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uvmoTak Tk (164r) — Subiunctivus (41-42)

Els Tv éykhioww THv UmoTakTikiy BdleTar OumpooTd Eyyep SnhovoTL
aviows. oefoéy, dyamow YToL dviows dyamjoel. Els Tév  mAnfuvtikdy,
¢yep oeBénl, aviows kal dyamowpev.

“In the subjunctive mood they put ‘éger’ before it, which means if, sevsém, 7
loved, i.e. if I loved. In the plural éger sevéiz, if we loved”.

sevsem, seveiz.

The plural form is again an optative, as well as in RUDIMENTA: sevsem, severser) et
sevser), severse et sevse, seveyiz, sevseniz, severlerse. The promiscuous use of opta-
tive and conditional (“subjunctive”) corresponds to the theoretical explanation in
RUDIMENTA 43: “Notabis tamen apud Turcas Optativum et Subiunctivum saepe
usurpari in eadem significatione indifferenter ac promiscue”; in the Greek version
(GRAMMATIKI 164r): “TIMjy 1i€eupe dkdun 6T moAAdkis SoulelovTtar amé T6
€UKTIKOY  8ld  UmoTakTikéy, kal dmd UmoTakTikéy Sd  TO  eUkTikOV”
(translation of the Latin version:) “Also take notice of the fact that the Turks often
use optative and subjunctive in the same meaning indifferently and promiscuously”.

conditional + idi

mapakeipevor [tTns UmoTakTikns] (164r) — Praeteritum perfectum Subiunctivi
(42)

Els 76 mapakeipevor cefoénpdoup, dv elxa dyamion, els T6 mWANOuVTIKOV
oeBoénvdouk, dv elxape dyamon.

“In the perfect tense sevséydum, if I had loved, in the plural sevséyduk, if we had
loved”.

sevseydum, sevseyduk.

RUDIMENTA: sevseydum, sevseydin, sevseydi, sevseyduk, sevseydipiz,
sevseydiler.

2. Non-finite forms

The infinitive is given as ceBpék (164r); RUDIMENTA 43: sevmeq), together with
the dik-participle ceB8ovk (RUDIMENTA: sevduk); cf. the paragraph above about
{DIK}. The other forms are:

Converbs

As converbs (‘yepoUvTia — 164r, RUDIMENTA 44: Gerundia) the following are con-
sidered:

oePueyé, els TO vd dyamion — sevmeyé, to love (RUDIMENTA: sevmege
‘Amandi’)

oeBépkev 1 oeBepék, dyamouvTal Sto — sevérken or severék, two love each other
(7) (RUDIMENTA : severken et severek, ‘amando’)

oeBuék itllovy, 8ild vd dyamjom — sevmék igiin, in order to love (RUDIMENTA:
sevmeq igiin, ‘amandum’).
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Apparently, the Greek translator was not able to discern amandi, amando, amandum,
putting thus an erroneous interpretation to the (modal) converbs severken and
severek, whose meanings he obviously did not know.

Participles

Classified as participles (peTtoxai — 164r-164v, RUDIMENTA 44-45: Participia)
the following are listed:

oepév, ékelvos Omou dyama kal TYydma. (‘sevén, he who loves and loved’). —
RUDIMENTA: seven ‘amans’.

oeBeyyék, kai gePioép, omov €xel vd dyammoel 7 Bélel dyamioel. (‘sevecék
and sevisér, he who has to love or will love’). — RUDIMENTA: seveceq et seviser
‘amaturus’.

oePpelov, d6mou BéNel dyarmPel yAbyopa. (‘sevmelii, he who will be loved im-
mediately’). — RUDIMENTA : sevmelii ‘amaturus iam’.

ceBryyn, 6 dyamTikés. (‘sevici, the lover / beloved’). — RUDIMENTA: sevci (sic)
‘amator’.

oeBuloo, 6 dyamnpévos (‘sevmis, the beloved’), — RUDIMENTA: sevmis ‘amatus’.

Here, the Greek adaptor displays a sensitivity to the tense independence of the
-(y)An-participle and of both future participles. Interesting, from the historical point
of view, is the presence of the old future participle -(y)/sAr, not considered by most
of the other 17th century grammarians (except Meninski who notes on p. 74 of his
Grammatica Turcica, Vienna 1680, after having listed the -(A)r and -(y)AcAK-forms:
“Vel per alterum, quantumvis rarius, Participii Futurum, sic sewiserum, vel sewis-
erem, amabo, amaturus sum’). Du Ryer is also aware of the different modal / aspec-
tual values of the -(y)AcAK-participle (such as okuyacak bir kitap), and tries to ex-
plain this by means of voice coincidence: “Observabis hic Participium seveceq ha-
bere promiscue Activam aut Passivam significationem, ac significare amaturus et
amandus, sicut goreceq visurus et vivendus.” (RUDIMENTA 45). The Greek translator
commits one more confusion (or simply an error in copying), taking the mig-form
for the ecek-form: “TIpémeL vd mpooéxer Tls, O6TL N peToxy| Sovhevel Bid TV
¢vepynTucy kal Ty mabnTikiy, fyoww ékelvos 6mov €xel vd dyammom 7 vd
dyarmfn oeBpioo. yylopeyyék, 6mov éExer vd 187, H kal vd iSovow.” (“It
must be paid attention to the fact that the participle functions as both active and
passive, i.e. he who has to love or to be loved: sevmis; gorecék, he who has to see,
or to be seen.”).

Verbal nouns

Du Ryer introduces two verbal nouns: -(y)Is and -mA (the latter only in the plural
form -mAIlAr):

RUDIMENTA 45: “Utuntur etiam vocabulis sevmeler et sevig, quae exprimunt per
hoc nomen amicitia, ut etiam gidis gelis et gitmeler gelmeler quod Gallice allée
ac venue dici potest, sed hoc rarissime.”
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The Greek adaptor again has some difficulties in translating and copies a para-
digm erroneously:

GRAMMATIKI 164v: “AoulelovTar akoumn kat amd 16 oeBpioo, 1 oeBuiokép,
kal oeBuerép, mus EEmyowvtar dkdpa Sid Té dvopa s diMas. Kabus
akdpa, yyeNjoo, yYeTTROO kal yyehuerép, yYLTUENép, OmoU BéNel vd eimm
mMyevdpevos kai épxduevos, dAG OMlyais dopais.” (“They still are made from
sevmis, or sevmislér and sevmelér, which may be explained by the noun friend-
ship, as well as gelis gedis and gelmelér gitmelér, which means going and com-
ing, but only a few times.”).

3. Voice

Du Ryer’s presentation of the four voices passive (“de formatione passivorum”, p.
46), causative (“verbum, cuius actio transeat in alium”, p. 48), reciprocal (“verba
cooperantis actionis, quae reciprocantia licebit appellare”, p. 49), and reflexive
(“verba intranseuntis significationis”, p. 50; adding that this form can also have
passive meaning: “Tamen advertas velim, hunc loquendi modum usurpari saepe
etiam in Passiva significatione”, p. 51), is faithfully adapted in the Greek version
(164v-165v). The following suffixes and paradigms are given:

-(DI: ceBnhuék, ocePLiovpouvy, CePNAVTOUN, oePnloprdoup, oePnieyip
(sevilmék, sevilirum, sevildim, sevilirdum, sevileyim)

-DIr: oepvtouppék, oePrdovpoup (sevdurmék, sevdurim [haplology for sevdu-
rurum)

-(Dr: pmootppéx (bisirmék)

-(Ds: oeProopék, oePiooipll, oeBiooiNép (sevismék, sevisiriz, sevisilér [for
sevigirler, see above])

-(I)n: oeBevpék, ovkowwpék, dievpdk (sevinmék, liyiinmék, alinmék [for <e>
~1i,1and 6 > ii see above]

Meninski’s grammar (1680, pp. 59-60) adopts and extends Du Ryer’s terminol-
ogy, and, interestingly enough, carries over the same example in the reflexive-pas-
sive (6g'mek' — 6g'tinmek’, p. 59). The Greek translator does not make any signifi-
cant modification, apart from omitting an example, i.e. the causative form of i¢cmek
(GRAMMATIKI 165r IT{1péx [skipping icirmeq-bismek] va miom), umooippék, vd
kdper va yYmom; cf. RUDIMENTA 49: icirmeq ‘bibere facere’).

Conclusions

The discussed manuscript GRAMMATIKI is remarkable mainly because of the follow-
ing facts:

1. It belongs to a group of Greek manuscripts (two of them preserved until now)
of the 17th century, probably written in Greece, which represent the very first exam-
ples of Greco-Turkish grammar activity.

2. It provides a, yet unfinished, completion to Du Ryer’s RUDIMENTA in the
form of transcribed Turkish data.
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3. Unlike its twin manuscript KANONES, it bears a more popular linguistic shape
in the Greek part. Verb and noun paradigms are more often in vernacular, while
KANONES prefers Ancient Greek or archaizing forms. Though an extensive analysis of
the Greek part could not be carried out in this context, the vulgarizing tendency is
true for the explanatory part as well as for some of the translated examples (such as
the translation for ekmek ‘bread’ and su ‘water’: KANONES 144r [Kappler 1999: 276]
‘0 dpTos’, ‘TO Udwp’, GRAMMATIKI 160V ‘Yupti’, ‘Té6 vepdr’; moreover the dative
forms in KANONES are always translated with the Ancient Greek dative, while
GRAMMATIKI prefers sometimes, though not consistently, the modern forms with the
preposition €is + accusative [e.g. 160r: pmeyé, eis Tév ddévtny; but ibidem, not
accidentally in a more stereotyped context: pmapmayé, Tw matpt]). In the specific
case of the Greek diglossia, such linguistic shapes of the ‘source language’ should be
duly considered, not least because such observations can be helpful in determining
different intentions or different target groups. In this case, it could be supposed that
our GRAMMATIKI is addressed to a broader public than KANONES (if ever it was ad-
dressed to anyone and not merely intended for private purposes), or simply has a
more practical aim in providing the reader with elements of Turkish. The choice of
Du Ryer’s RUDIMENTA, whose practical intentions are quite explicit, as a model
should not be considered a coincidence.
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