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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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