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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 13, 2009, Number 2

The present issue of TURKIC LANGUAGES contains contributions on a wide variety of
topics.

The first article celebrates the 50th anniversary of the publication of the Tur-
cological compendium Philologiae turcicae fundamenta 1, outlining the preparatory
process that started at the 22nd International Congress of Orientalists in 1951.

Four articles deal with questions concerning the eastern parts of the Turkic-
speaking area.

Elisabetta Ragagnin provides a short preliminary description, based on own
fieldwork, of Tukhan, a Sayan Turkic dialect spoken east of Lake Kubsugul in north-
ern Mongolia. Some features of this variety, formerly referred to as Uyghur-Uryank-
hay, differ from the rest of Sayan Turkic whereas some are shared with Tofan (Kara-
gas).

Chen Zongzheng, China’s leading expert on Yellow Uyghur (Western Yugur),
investigates the modal meanings of two copulas in this language, arguing that er sig-
nals assertion, whereas dro signals presumption.

Agafia Zahkarova’s article is devoted to the Yakut (Sakha) Olonkho tradition. In
2005, this heroic epos was recognized by UNESCO as a “Masterpiece of the Oral
and Intangible Heritage of Humanity”. The present contribution deals with the char-
acteristics of Olonkho, its history, and its current status.

Fikret Turan analyzes two interesting Turkic comparative grammar books written
in Mughal India in the 18th and 19th centuries. It is clear that a school of Turkic lin-
guistics existed in Mughal India, strongly supported by the members of the ruling
class, which was of Turkic and Mongolian origin.

A number of articles focus on the westernmost part of the Turkic-speaking area.

Mine Giiven and Ilkay Gilanlioglu analyze deletion of segments in the phono-
logical adaptation of lexical copies from Greek in Cypriot Turkish. The deletion is
governed by an attempt to achieve maximal perceptual similarity between models
and copies. The results of the study seem to support a synthetic approach to loanword
adaptation according to which phonological and perceptual factors interact. The ad-
aptation is likely to be structure-sensitive in the sense that a phonological strategy is
selected in certain cases and a perceptual one in other cases.

Z. Ceyda Arslan-Kechriotis deals with a number of syntactic phenomena found in
Karamanlid texts. She stresses that her results are tentative, since knowledge of older
Ottoman Turkish, dialectology, historical and comparative data are necessaty in or-
der to present a thorough analysis.

Birsel Karakog compares subject markers and copular forms in Turkish and some
Turkic varieties of Iran, particularly the use of 3rd person markers. Her discussion
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focuses on the issue of to what extent similarities with Persian are contact-induced or
results of language-internal development.

Kutlay Yagmur and Omer Konak deal with the assessment of language profi-
ciency in bilingual immigrant children. They present the empirical results of multi-
level profiency tests carried out with German and Turkish children in multilingual
scools in Duisburg, Germany. The initial results indicate that balanced bilingual chil-
dren have much higher skills in both German and Turkish. The results of the Turkish
component of the tests will be compared to the situation obtaining in monolingual
Turkish children in Turkey.

Astrid Menz and Christoph Schroeder articulate their reaction to Mark Kirchner’s
review of their book Tirkiye 'de dil tartismalar:, published in TURKIC LANGUAGES
12, in which the reviewer criticizes Nurettin Demir for his alleged opinions on the
use of the Turkish terms dil, lehge, and agiz for the various Turkic languages and
varieties.

Eva A. Csat6 reports on two conferences convened in Northern Cyprus, both with
the aim of discussing issues of teaching Turkish as a foreign language.

The issue concludes with reviews by Juha Janhunen, Laszl6 Karoly, and Gerjan
van Schaaik.

*

An internationally leading scholar in linguistic Turcology, Lija Sergeevna Levickaja,
passed away on October 2, 2009. She was born in 1931, began her studies in the
philological faculty of Moscow State University in 1948, where she became one of
the most brilliant pupils of Nikolaj K. Dmitriev. She graduated from the same uni-
versity in 1953. In 1966 she defended her candidate thesis Istoricekaja fonetika cu-
vasskogo jazyka (Historical phonetics of Chuvash), a still unpublished work written
under the guidance of Boris A. Serebrennikov. Her seminal monograph Isforiceskaja
morfologija cuvasskogo jazyka (Historical morphology of Chuvash) appeared in
Moscow in 1976. After the demise of Ervand V. Sevortjan, Lija Levickaja led the
collective work on the Turkic etymological dictionary Etimologiceskij slovar’ tjurks-
kix jaxykov. She was also one of the main contributors to the lexical volume of the
comparative grammar Sravnitel 'no-istoriceskaja grammatika tjurkskix jazykov,
which appeared in Moscow in 2000. Up to her death she was working on an etymo-
logical dictionary of Kumyk. Lija Levickaja was a great scholar, an outstanding spe-
cialist with invaluable contributions to the comparative-historical study of Turkic,
Turkic etymology, and especially the historical phonetics and morphology of Chu-
vash.

Lars Johanson



“Fundamenta 1” and its S0th anniversary

Lars Johanson

Johanson, Lars 2009. “Fundamenta 1” and its 50th anniversary. Turkic Languages 13,
155-162.

The article deals with the preparations for the compendium Philologiae turcicae funda-
menta, which began in 1951 and resulted in an impressive first volume published in 1959.

Lars Johanson, Institute of Oriental Studies, University of Mainz, DE-55099 Mainz,
Germany. E-mail: johanson@uni-mainz.de

Introduction

In 1959, half a century ago, a remarkable volume on Turkic languages was pub-
lished, a linguistic compendium that is a milestone in the study of Turkic:

Deny, Jean & Gronbech, Kaare & Scheel, Helmuth & Togan, Zeki Velidi (eds) Phi-
lologiae turcicae fundamenta 1. Aquis Mattiacis [Wiesbaden]: Franz Steiner Verlag.

It was the first volume of the handbook Philologiae turcicae fundamenta, edited
by four internationally renowned scholars and published with the support of Unesco.
It provided careful and reliable descriptions of all Turkic languages known in the
1950s. The contributors were all leading representatives of linguistic Turcology.
Since the publication of the book, the Turkic-speaking world has certainly been in-
vestigated in more detail, but “Fundamenta 1” is a highly valuable summary of the
state of the art at the time and still an excellent standard work.

The book was published at a time when English was not yet the only viable in-
ternational language of scholarship. It thus contained articles in three languages,
German, French and English. The title page was even entirely in Latin:

PHILOLOGIAE
TURCICAE FUNDAMENTA
IUSSU ET AUCTORITATE
UNIONIS UNIVERSAE STUDIOSORUM RERUM ORIENTALIUM
AUXILIO ET OPERA
UNITARUM NATIONUM EDUCATIONIS SCIENTIAE CULTURAE ORDINIS
UNA CUM PRAESTANTIBUS TURCOLOGIS
EDIDERUNT
JEAN DENY
KAARE GRONBECH
HELMUTH SCHEEL
ZEKI VELIDI TOGAN
TOMUS PRIMUS
AQUIS MATTIACIS APUD FRANCISCUM STEINER
AD. MCMLIX
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Preliminary discussions

“Fundamenta 1” was the result of thorough and careful preparations. In August
1951, a group of Turcologists had met in Istanbul, at the invitation of the Turkish
government, to discuss various plans for the creation of a “Grundriss der tiirkischen
Sprache”. The initiator of this project was the distinguished Turcologist Zeki Velidi
Togan.

Some months before the beginning of the 22nd International Congress of Orien-
talists (Istanbul, September 16-22, 1951), its president, Professor Togan, announced
that the organizing committee had decided, after discussions with the Turkish gov-
ernment, to prepare proposals regarding scholarly activities in the domain of Tur-
cology. The most important task of the plenary session of the congress would be to
decide on the publication of a compendium (“Grundriss”) of Turkic philology and
cultural history.

The Turkish participants included famous scholars such as Rahmeti Arat,
Saadettin Bulu¢ and Mehmet Fuad Képriilii. But not only Turkish scholars were to
be involved in the discussions. Thus the following foreign experts were invited to
participate: Jean Deny, France, Herbert Duda, Austria, Annemarie von Gabain,
Germany, Kaare Gronbech, Denmark, Karl Heinrich Menges, USA, Gyula Németh,
Hungary, Nicholaus Poppe, USA, Ettore Rossi, Italy, Helmuth Scheel, Germany,
Berthold Spuler, Germany, Ali Toptchibachy, France, Paul Wittek, Great Britain,
and Ananiasz Zajaczkowski, Poland.

The Turkish government had invited Deny and Scheel to Istanbul 15 days ahead
of the congress to make the necessary preparations together with its president To-
gan. They submitted a project plan, formulated with the assistance of Hans Robert
Roemer, to serve as a basis for the preliminary discussions.

A provisional committee was established, in whose discussions the following
scholars took part: Deny (Paris), Bulug¢ (Istanbul), Clauson (London), Grenbech
(Copenhagen), Arat (Istanbul), Spuler (Hamburg), and Scheel (Mainz). Some mem-
bers doubted that the project in question would be practicable at the present stage of
development, arguing that the time was not ripe for a “definitive” work on the
Turkic languages. Nevertheless, it was finally agreed that the next few years would
probably not yield results that would essentially change the present state of knowl-
edge. It was thus proposed to embark upon the project and to plan it in a way that
would reflect the recent state of research as closely as possible.

The provisional committee formulated a report that was approved on September
21, 1951, at the closing session of the 22nd International Congress of Orientalists. It
was decided that a “Grundriss” of Turkish philology and cultural history should be
prepared by a committee of international scholars.

A definitive decision on the structure of this compendium could not be reached
at the congress, but it was suggested that the “philological section” should comprise
a classification of the Turkic languages (including Chuvash and Yakut) as well as
descriptions of their general grammatical features.
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The following scholars were elected members of a “comité de direction”: Jean
Deny (president), Kaare Granbech, Fahir iz, Johannes H. Kramers, Helmuth Scheel,
Zeki Velidi Togan and Paul Wittek. Two additional members were to be appointed
by the Faculty of Letters of the Universities of Istanbul and Ankara.

The result of the discussions in Istanbul were summarized by Deny in a circular
of Januar 7, 1952. In a complementary circular of Februar 2, 1952, he reported that
the “comité de direction” now only consisted of himself, Grenbech, Scheel, Togan
and Wittek.

Further preparations

In the last session of the provisional committee, Togan had suggested the prepara-
tion of a general overview that could form the basis for further discussions. This
overview was compiled and distributed to the members of the commitee under the
title Rapport présenté par le comité provisoire de direction d’un «Grundrissy de
Pphilologie et d’histoire turques (Philologiae turcicae fundamenta), 21 aout 1954.

The report contained an introductory article on “La turcologie, son domaine et
ses travaux”, which gave an outline of the Turkic-speaking world and warned
against “Schmalspur-Turkologie”, represented by scholars exclusively dealing with
data concerning the Ottoman Empire and the Republic of Turkey.

It included comments by a number of scholars on the organization of the project,
classificatory questions and other topics. Karl Heinrich Menges (USA) presented an
“Qutline for a compendium of Turkic philology and cultural history”. Other com-
ments that had reached the committee in January-February 1952 were cited, letters
signed by Sir Gerard Clauson, Saadet Cagatay, Walther Bjorkman, Fehim Bajrak-
tarevi¢, Bertold Spuler, Louis Bazin, Claude Cahen and Kaare Gronbech.

The Paris meeting

The Fundamenta project had been adopted by the International Union of Oriental-
ists, which had been established in 1952 in Paris. It had decided to apply to Unesco
for financial support from the “International Council for Philosophy and Humanistic
Studies”.

The editorial committee met in Paris for four days in September 1953. Deny,
Gronbech, Scheel and Togan participated as members; Paul Wittek had resigned his
membership. A number of scholars took part “a titre consultatif’: Johannes Benzing,
Sir Gerard Clauson, Herbert Duda, Karl Heinrich Menges, Hans Robert Roemer,
Simon Szyszman and Ali Toptchibachy. Louis Bazin acted as the secretary of the
meeting.

This composition of the meeting is evident from the above-mentioned report of
August 21, 1954. According to information given in “Fundamenta 1” (page XIII),
Bazin, Roemer and 1z “were named as auxiliary members” at the Paris meeting.

At the Paris meeting, the committee accepted a preliminary synopsis formulated
by Johannes Benzing.
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Editorial principles
Kaare Grenbech had formulated a number of recommendations for the linguistic

volume of Fundamenta. They will be quoted here because they provide a good char-
acterization of the general editorial principles observed.

Empfehlungen fiir die linguistischen Abschnitte der «Fundamenta»

Bei der Abfassung der einzelnen Abschitte des linguistischen Teils der “Fundamenta™ soll es
nicht die Aufgabe sein, vollstindige Grammatiken zu verfassen. Erstens wiirde dafiir der
Raum nicht ausreichen, und zweitens hétte es kaum Sinn, die allgemein bekannten Grundei-
gentiimlichkeiten des Tiirkischen, die sich tiberall auf dem ganzen Sprachgebiet mit nur leiser
Modifikation wiederfinden, bei jedem neuen Dialekt in ihrer ganzen Breite nochmals vor-
zufithren. Die grundlegenden Charakterziige sind als bekannt vorauszusetzen und brauchen
nur kurz angedeutet zu werden; was breiter dargestellt werden sollte, sind lediglich die Varia-
tionen und Abweichungen, welche den Einzelsprachen ihr besonderes Geprége verleihen. Es
ist dabei auch im Auge zu behalten, daB die iiberwiegende Mehrzahl der Leser mit dem Os-
manisch-Turkischen am besten vertraut sein diirfte.

Um das Gesagte durch einige Beispiele zu verdeutlichen: Es ist tiberfliissig, jedesmal das
Vokalsystem von neuem zu erértern, aber wichtig, anzugeben, ob das geschlossene ¢ noch
erhalten geblieben oder mit ¢ und i vermengt worden ist. Auf dem Gebiete der Kasuslehre
haben die Formen des Genitivs, Akkusativs und des Ablativs, zum Teil auch des Dativs, In-
teresse. Man hat also Grund, die Formen der sechs klassischen Kasus anzugeben nebst den
eventuell neu hinzugekommenen;, dagegen ist eine eingehende Besprechung ihrer syntak-
tischen Anwendung in den meisten Féllen tuiberfliissig. Wichtig ist natiirlich der Formen-
bestand des Verbums, besonders wichtig vielleicht die gegenseitige bedeutungsméBige Ab-
grenzung der verschiedenen finiten Formen gegeneinander; aber bei nahe verwandten
Dialekten und Sprachen, z.B. Kasantatarisch und Baschkirisch oder Kasachisch und Kir-
gisisch, geniigt fiir zahlreiche Einheiten bei der zuletzt zu behandelnden Sprache ein Hinweis
auf die vorhergehende.

Die Einzelkapitel brauchen nicht nach einem straffen Schema eingerichtet zu sein. Im all-
gemeinen wird es sich indessen empfehlen, zunéchst nach herkémmlicher Art die lautliche
und nachher die formalgrammatikalische Seite des Dialekts darzustellen, und zwar mit be-
sonderer Hervorhebung derjenigen lautlichen, formalen und (eventuell) syntaktischen Son-
dermerkmale, welche die Stellung des betreffenden Dialekts innerhalb der Sprachfamilie
charakterisieren.

Dann konnen einige kiirzere Textproben mit Ubersetzung folgen. Ein Glossar ist tunlichst
zu vermeiden; die nétigsten Einzelaufschliisse lexikalischer Art lassen sich in der Regel als
FuBnoten oder eingeklammerte Erlduterungen anbringen, auBler bei den sehr entlegegen
Sprachen.

Eingangs ist es niitzlich und aufschluBireich, die wesentlichen Hauptziige der Erfor-
schungsgeschichte des betreffenden Dialektes zu schildern. Bei lebenden Sprachen wiren also
aufzufithren die erste wissenschaftlich noch brauchbare gréBere Versffentlichung (nicht ver-
einzelte Worte oder primitive Glossare in alten Reisewerken u.4.) sowie die wichtigsten der
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spéter folgenden, wodurch in manchen Fillen die nétige Bibliographie gleich erledigt ist. In
anderen Fillen wird eine besondere Bibliographie angebracht sein; diese soll sich auf das
Grundsitzliche beschrinken und also bloB eine Ubersicht iiber alle Hauptquellen (ob groB
oder klein) zum Studium des Gegenstandes bieten (wichtigste Textversffentlichungen,
Grammatiken, Woérterbiicher sowie sprachgeschichtliche Arbeiten fundamentalen Charak-
ters). Eine so gestaltete Bibliographie eriibrigt sich nicht durch das Vorhandensein modemer
bibliographischer Werke oder in Fachwerken enthaltener ausfithrlicher Bibliographien, ob-
wohl ein Hinweis auf solche selbstversténdlich ist.

Translation by Vanessa Karam:

Recommendations for the linguistic sections of the “Fundamenta”

In compiling the individual linguistic sections of the Fundamenta, the task at hand is not to
create comprehensive grammars. First, there is not sufficient space for this; and second, it
would hardly make sense when describing each dialect to expand in detail on the commonly
known basic characteristics of Turkish, which are repeated with only slight modifications
over the entire linguistic area. The basic features can be taken as known and only need to be
briefly mentioned; what needs to be illustrated in more detail are the variations and deviations
that give the individual languages their characteristic traits. It should also be kept in mind that
the vast majority of readers will be most familiar with Ottoman Turkish.

Some examples that illustrate the above: It would be superfluous each time to describe the
vowel system anew, but it is important to indicate whether closed ¢ is still preserved or
whether it has merged with ¢ and i. When describing the case system, the forms of the geni-
tive, accusative, and ablative, and sometimes also the dative, are of interest. Thus, there is
good cause to indicate the six classic cases along with any additional new ones; in contrast, a
detailed discussion of their syntactic usage would for the most part be superfluous.

Of course, the forms of the verb are of importance; it is perhaps especially important to
differentiate among the meanings of the various finite forms in the different languages; how-
ever, with closely related dialects and languages, e.g. Kazan Tatar and Bashkir or Kazakh and
Kirghiz, a brief reference to the previously discussed language will suffice in the discussion
of many a linguistic unit.

The individual chapters do not have to be organized according to a strict pattern. In gen-
eral, it will be advisable to adhere to the traditional manner of describing first the phonologi-
cal and next the grammatical features of the dialect at hand, with special emphasis on those
phonological, formal and (where relevant) syntactic particularities that characterize the re-
spective dialect within the linguistic family.

Next, several short text samples with translation can follow. A glossary should most cer-
tainly be avoided; as a rule, the most necessary lexical information can be given in footnotes
or parenthetical explanations, except in the case of the very peripheral languages.

Initially, it will be quite useful and informative to depict the essential points of the re-
search history of the respective dialect; in the case of living languages the first larger publica-
tion of scientific merit (not random words or primitive glossaries in older travel literature and
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the like) as well as the most important subsequent treatments, which in some instances will
take care of the bibliography at the same time. In other cases, a separate bibliography will be
necessary: the bibliography should be limited to the basics and just provide an overview of all
major works (large or small) on the subject (most important publications of texts, grammars,
dictionaries as well as fundamental works of linguistic history). A bibliography of this kind is
not replaced by the existence of modern bibliographical works or by detailed bibliographies
contained in specialized studies, although reference to such works is a matter of course.

The harmonious Mainz meeting

In 1956, the editorial committee met in Mainz, at the Akademie der Wissenschaften
und der Literatur, whose president was Helmuth Scheel. It was the last meeting at-
tended by the original members Deny, Gronbech, Scheel and Togan. Deny was still
active, Gronbech was still alive, and Togan was still willing to take part in the work
of the committee. Seven years later, in 1963, Togan would write in a polemic pam-
phlet: “/.../ nous travaillions a Mayence, et nos travaux se faisaient dans un esprit
démocratique et dans un climat de sincérité”.

Our photo documents this last harmonious meeting of the committee. It was
taken by the well-known photo reporter Karin Eckert, who at that time worked for
the local newspaper “Allgemeine Zeitung™. It depicts (together with other partici-
pants), Helmuth Scheel (1), Gerhard Doerfer (2). Zeki Velidi Togan (3), Hans
Robert Roemer (4), Johannes Benzing (5). Jean Deny (6). Louis Bazin (7)., Kaare
Gronbech (8). and Jean d’Ormesson (9).

The latter, Jean Lefévre. comte d’Ormesson, was the Unesco representative, the
Secretary-General of the “International Council for Philosophy and Humanistic
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Studies”, a person who later became known as a novelist and a leading French in-
tellectual. He was born in 1925 and had grown up in Bavaria. In 1973, he was
elected a member of the Académie francaise, taking seat 12, following the death of
Jules Romains. From 1974 to 1979, he was the director of the French newspaper “Le
Figaro”.

This was the time when the Institute of Oriental Studies at the Johannes Guten-
berg University Mainz, under the directorship of Helmuth Scheel, began to develop
into an important center of Turcology. A few years later, in December 1963, Johan-
nes Benzing, the famous specialist in Turcology, Tungusology, etc., was appointed
Scheel’s successor.

The editorial work

Most manuscripts for “Fundamenta 1” were submitted in 1955. The editorial work
was essentially carried out by Gerhard Doerfer, who had been appointed editorial
research fellow at the Mainzer Akademie der Wissenschaften und der Literatur. He
invested an immense amount of competent work in order to create a relatively ho-
mogeneous volume. Well-informed Turcologists agree that the important part
played by Doerfer in the final practical implementation of the project (as distinct
from the preliminary versions) needs to be stressed even more.

The members of the editorial committee did not always agree with the views ex-
pressed by the individual contributors, but they did not attempt to impose their own
opinions on them. For example, it was not possible to agree upon one single article
on the classification of the Turkic languages. The solution was that Benzing wrote
one article, and Menges another article.

The outcome of the editorial work differed somewhat from the original plans.

%
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Gronbech passed away before the volume was published. According to the plans, he
would have written the sections "Classification des langues turques. Parenté avec
d’autres groupes” and “Structure de la langue: Phonétique, morphologie, syntaxe” as
well the section on Tuvan and Tofan. Deny retired from his duties due to his ad-
vanced age. The Orientalist Carl Brockelmann, who died in 1956, would have writ-
ten the chapters on Karakhanid and Chaghatay. Originally, Martti Résdnen and
Saadet Cagatay should have dealt with Turkish dialects, Ahmet Temir with Tatar
and Bashkir, and Gunnar Jarring with modern Uyghur and Yellow Uyghur. The bulk
of contributions was ultimately written by Omeljan Pritsak, Johannes Benzing, Karl
Heinrich Menges, Stephan Wurm, Annemarie von Gabain, Kaare Thomsen and
Louis Bazin. The latter is the only contributor still alive today.

Conflicts

The further fate of the Fundamenta project was, for a while, somewhat less success-
ful. The volume on the history of literature gave rise to political conflicts. Zeki
Velidi Togan refused to take part in the work of the editorial committee. He attacked
Pertev Naili Boratav and Louis Bazin as “leftists”, who had altered the essence of
the project, and he regretted that Helmuth Scheel in 1958 had given these two schol-
ars the responsibility for the second volume of Fundamenta.

Luckily, the work on “Fundamenta 1” had not been impeded by disagreements
of this kind.
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Introduction

A group of manuscripts of Indian origin on the grammar and lexicon of the Turkic
languages written in Persian during the 18th and 19th centuries present rich linguis-
tic materials of their times, creating an area of scholarly studies not only in Turkic
linguistics but also in cultural studies concerning the cultural identity and worldview
of the Mughals of India. These works make up an important part of a wider body of
manuscripts on historical, literary and religious subjects that were produced in India
and kept mostly in Indian and British libraries.' These lexical and grammatical
works often demonstrate the most current varieties of lexical items and grammatical
forms of their time of production in a comparative approach explaining each case
with a number of sample words, phrases and sentences. They often yield such a de-
gree of detailed information that helps explain various problematic issues in Turkic
linguistics and philology. From the number of the grammatical and lexicological
works produced and the highly rich and advanced degree of scholarship presented in
them, it is clear that a school of Turkic linguistics existed in Mughal India and that it

! So far only a few number of limited handlists, catalogues and studies have been produced
on these manuscripts. Among them see especially Bodrogligeti (1981), Schimmel (1981),
Tirkmen (1985) and Bilkan (2006).
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was widely supported by the members of the ruling class that were mainly of Turko-
Mongolian origin until the mid-nineteenth century.”

General features of the linguistic works on Turkic written in India

One of the main characteristics of these grammar and lexicography works is that
almost all these works are explained in Persian, as the Persian language had become
the official language of the Mughals after about the mid-16th century® As it had
happened in the Mamluk State in Arabic-speaking Egypt and Syria between the 14th
and early 16th centuries, where the rulers supported scholars working on grammati-
cal and lexical works of Oghuz and Kipchak Turkic in Arabic, the rulers in Mughal
India used their Turkic idioms among themselves as the idiom of the ruling class,
and sponsored the scholars who produced linguistic works on Turkic languages,
which, in this case, predominantly concern Eastern Turkic, namely Chaghatay.

The second characteristic of these works is that they are mostly written in such
combinations of linguistic subjects that include sections on grammar, lexicon, eve-
ryday conversation and dialogs, and proverbs of one or more Turkic languages and
dialects. In these works the authors prefer comparative approaches explaining lin-
guistic elements by comparing and contrasting between two or more Turkic lan-

2 From these comparative linguistic and literary works it is clear that the members of the

Mughal ruling class and the scholars at their courts kept close contacts and identified
themselves with the wider Islamo-Persian and Turko-Mongolian cultural system of the
values of the time. On most recent discourses about the multi-dimensional cultural iden-
tity politics of the Mughals, see Balabanlilar (2007). That these scholars produced works
on Turkic languages up until the latest years of the Mughal rulership in the mid-nine-
teenth century shows clearly that the Mughals leamed, used and showed the Turkic lan-
guages as an important aspect of their identity. This fact has clearly been observed by
Hadi (1995: 218), the author of the Dictionary of Indo-Persian Literature, who states that
“[t]he Mughals entertained deep attachment toward the language of their ancestors, and
all the princes including ladies of the imperial palace assiduously developed proficiency
in Turkish idiom and speech.” However, although the Mughals produced, copied and cir-
culated many linguistic, literary and artistic works in and about Turkic languages, not
many comprehensive modern studies of the literature and cultures have been carried out.
New studies on these works will not only explore and explain the features of Turkic lan-
guages treated in these works but also extend our current knowledge on the degree of
Turkish contribution to the modem languages and the cultures of the South Asia such as
Urdu and Hindi.

The acceptance of Persian by the Mughals as cultural and literary language and its
contribution to the birth of Indian Persian have been analysed in several studies by
Muzaffar Alam. Although these studies consciously or unconsciously do not touch upon
the Turkic idioms used by the ruling elites and the works written in and about Turkic lan-
guages by them, they yield important insights into the linguistic policies of the Mughals.
See Alam (1998 and 2004).
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guages and dialects in terms of their grammatical, lexical and semantic features.
They also occasionally put forward hypotheses on the etymology and historical de-
velopments of certain lexical units, and speculate on the correctness of their usages,
occasionally suggesting “more correct” alternative forms.

In comparing the grammatical and lexical features of the Turkic languages, the
authors often express their views about which one or two of those idioms are more
literary, advanced and correct (fasi) and which ones are less advanced, and unre-
fined (saqil). In these works almost all authors agree that Chaghatay is more literary
and advanced than the others. The fact that authors were writing their works for the
Chaghatay-speaking Turko-Mongol leaders must have played an important role in
their upholding Chaghatay over the other Turkic languages and dialects compared.*

General characteristics of Qaniin u Qavaid-i Ruz-marra-i Zaban-i Turkt

Two comparative grammars from among these works stand out as highly methodical
and informative. Because they yield both new and original information on various
aspects of the Turkic languages and dialects of the time as well as the grammar
methodology for the Turkic languages, they demand a scholarly investigation. One
of these two works is entitled Qaniin u Qavaid-i Ruz-marra-i Zaban-i Turki, run-
ning between the folios 9b and 27b of a bound handwritten manuscript collection
numbered Or. 404 and kept in the British Library. As it appears in the beginning of
the work, the author is a certain ““’Ar$iir veled-i Niyaz Bég ibni Dost Bég” who
completed the work in 1837 (Hijri 1253, 6 Rabi’-al-Awwal) in Puthe near the city of
Meerut. The manuscript is penned in the nasta’lik style with 17 lines per page, each
measuring 29 x16 cm.

In the Introduction, the author talks about those Turkic languages, the grammati-
cal and lexical features of which he compares, contrasts and explains in his work.
He names the subject languages as the most current (ruz-marra) forms of Tirani,
Uzbeki, Irani, Rami, Qizilbasi, Kasyari and Nogoy.> Although the author doesn’t
discuss the geographical areas where Tirani, Uzbeki, Irant, Rami and QizilbasT are
spoken, we can deduce from various data in the work that T#rani is used for
Chaghatay (probably the version used in and around Transoxiana), Qizilbas7 for the
Tiirkmen spoken in parts of Afghanistan, Iran, Azerbaijan and Eastern Anatolia, and
Rimi for Ottoman Turkish. According to the author, among these Turkic languages,

4 Kagyari had a similar prescriptive approach in his Divanu Luyati t-Tiirk earlier in the 11th

century claiming a dialect of Eastern Turkic namely the Karakhanid Turkic (Uighur) as
the most correct one among Turkic languages of his time. See Dankoff & Kelly (1982:
83).

This last Turkic language is explained as ¢él-i Noyo ki isanra Noyoy miguyand ‘the people
of Nogho that are called Noghoy’. Same manuscript, Folio 11a.
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Tirani and Uzbeki are the most correct and literary (afsah), and the other ones are
vulgar and unrefined.®

The author describes the formal grammatical differences between Turkic lan-
guages and dialects and often provides unique information on the differences be-
tween their literary and spoken idioms. For instance, while explaining the compound
perfect tense 3rd person suffix -ibfur, he points out that this form is used only in
writing, and the final /t/ in this form is dropped in spoken Tiitkmen, turning into
-ibtu as it occurs in words like kelibtu / kelibtular ‘he has come / they have come’.

In this introductory part the author briefly talks about his methodology also.
Here he states that he investigates the Turkic grammar under the rubrics of ism
(noun), fi‘/ (verb) and harf (suffixes, postpositions, prepositions, conjunctions and
some adverbs), explaining each concept with examples, which was the common way
of linguistic analysis designed according to the Arabic grammar tradition in Islamic
societies in pre-modern times. In exemplifying the noun, he employs words like af
(‘name’), ay (‘Moon’), quya$ (‘Sun’). The author then describes the class of verb in
more detail, giving the samples of verbal paradigms organised the same way as in
Arabic grammars, running from the 3rd person singular to the 1st person plural in-
flection. In this context he shows the paradigms of the verbs keldi ‘he came’, bard:
‘he went’, olturd: ‘he sat down’. He then talks about transitive and intransitive verbs
in Turkic, and so on. As for the class of #arf he enumerates 10 suffixes of muteaddi
(factitive, causative), which are dur, tur, yuz, giiz, yur, gir, t, r, z, s, and gives the
following words as examples: yiigirdirmay ‘have someone run or hurmy’,
saylaturmay ‘have someone tend to somebody/something’, olturyuzmay ‘have
someone sit, seat someone’, dfgizmay ‘have someone pass, show someone to
somewhere’, yeigirmay ‘have someone/something reach, to deliver’, yayurmay
‘have something fall like rain, shower’, oqutmay ‘have someone read something,
have a book, etc. read’, iciirmay ‘have someone drink something’, émizmay ‘have
someone suck something, suckle/breastfeed a baby’, gorsetmay ‘have someone see
something, show’.

Explaining the Turkic masdar (verbal noun) -magq, the author demonstrates the
variants of the suffix each individual Turkic language uses. On this, the author states
that this suffix appears in four forms, which are -may, -maq, -may, -mek, with Ttrani
people using -may, the Ozbeks and Turks of Iran -maq, the Kasyaris -may, and the
Quzilba$, Rum and Nogay people -mek. (Folio 11a)

The less common verbal conjugations are introduced by the phrase gah basad ki
‘at times, sometimes’ after the common paradigm forms are shown. For instance, the
mazi (past tense) is explained as follows: O! keldi ‘he/she came’, olar kéldiler ‘they
came’, Sén keldiy ‘you [singular] came’, siz keldiyiz ‘you [plural] came’, Men
keldim ‘1 came’, biz keldiik ‘we came’.

S “Turki-yi Tiiran u Ozbek fash u afsah ast, u digarin saqil u yaliz...” (Folio 11a).
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Wa gah based ki keldiyizler, siz keldinizier, sizler keldiniz ‘you came’, singular
or plural in a courteous talk, sizler kedipizler ‘you go, you may go’, keldim men ‘1
came’, and so on.

Majhil (passive): kelinmay “to be arrived, reached’, qilinmay ‘to be done, made’,
oqulmay ‘to be read’, bilinmay ‘to be known’, and so on. (Folio 12a)

Nafy (negative): kelmedi ‘he/she didn’t come’, keélmediler ‘they didn’t come’,
kelmedipiz ‘you didn’t come’, and so on. (Folio 13a)

The author sometimes coins grammatical terms that demonstrate the semantic
attributes of the subject matter in a clear way. These terms usually do not exist in the
classical terminology of the Arabic grammar tradition, and thus, they are formed
specifically for the grammatical forms found in Turkic languages. For instance, the
past perfect tense form -ibidi is classified with the term fi‘l-i mazi-i ma‘rif-i ba‘id
meaning ‘the verb of past known for long, a verbal form indicating an already
known event’ which has some similar characteristics with the past perfect —misti in
Modern Turkish. The basic paradigms of the verbal forms and their variants demon-
strated in the work are as follows:

Fi‘l-i mazi-i ma‘raf-i ba‘id (Past Perfect):

ol kelibidi “he/she had come’, olar kelibidiler ‘they had come’, sén kelibidipy ‘you
had come, singular’, siz kelibidinyiz ‘you had come, plural’, mén kelibidim ‘I had
come’, biz kelibidiik “we had come’.

Nafy (negative): Kelmebidi ‘he hadn’t come’, keélmebidiler ‘they hadn’t come’,
kelmebidiyiz ‘you hadn’t come’, kélmebidim ‘I hadn’t come’, biz keélmebidiik ‘we
hadn’t come’ (Folio 13a-b)

The inferential past forms are mostly made with the converbial —b (b /1b / ib / ub
/ 1ib) and the personal suffixes, which is the common form in Chaghatay and other
Eastern Turkic languages as opposed to the —mis forms in Oghuz languages: ol/turub
‘he/she has sat’, sanab ‘he/she has counted’. However, the 3rd persons often appear
with the copular —tur: kelibtur ‘he/she has come’, ketibtur ‘he/she has gone’,
aytarabtur ‘he/she has searched’, ketibturiar ‘they have gone’, and the final — of
the —fur may be dropped: kelibtular ‘they have come’, kélibseén, sén kelibsén, sén
kelibsen, se kelibsen, se kelibsendur, se kelibsén ‘you have come, singular’, siz
kelibsiz, sizler kelibsiz, sizler kelibsizler ‘you have come, plural’, kelib men, kelib tur
mén, kelibtii men ‘1 have come’, kelibtiik, baribtiik, bizler kelibtiik, kelibtiibiz ‘we
have come’. (Folio 17a)

The author makes clear distinctions between simple present and present continu-
ous tenses. These are shown under the term 4al (present time):

Simple Present Tenses: keler ‘he comes’, kélerler ‘they come’, kelersen ve
kelersen ‘you come, singular’, kelersiz ‘you come, plural’; or kélesén ‘you come,
singular’, kélesiz ‘“you come’, plural, and so on.

Present Continuous Tense: keleysén ‘you are coming, singular’, keleysiz ‘you are
coming, plural’, and so on (Folio 13b).

Although it is traditionally used for the non-past tenses as a generic term in Ara-
bic grammar writing, the term muzari® is used specifically for the future tense in this
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work: kelgey ‘he will come’, olar kelgeyler ‘they will come’, kélgeysen ‘you will
come, singular’, and so on; kelmegeysiz ‘you won’t come, plural’, kélmegeymen ‘1
won’t come’, and so on.

The paradigms of the imperative are in general widely used variants in Turkic.
However, among all the variants the form with the word u$an is unique: k¢l, kelgil,
kelgin ‘come you, singular’, kélsey, sén kelsep ‘come you’, ‘you should come,
singular’, keliniz, keligizler ‘come you, plural’, kelseyiz, siz kélseyiz ‘come you,
plural’, ‘you should come, plural’, olar kélsiinler, olar kelsiinler usan ‘let them
come’, ‘they should come’, ke/mesiin ‘let him not come’, ‘he shouldn’t come’,
kelmesen ‘you don’t come, singular’, ‘you shouldn’t come, singular’, keé/mesem ‘1
don’t come’, ‘I shouldn’t come’, and so on.

The author employs the term ism-i fa“il (active participle, agent) in a wider sense,
adding to it the attributes of agent nouns. Thus, according to him the following sets
of suffixes make ism-i fa‘il : gii / yug1 / qugr / giigi / yug: kelgil, kelyusi, kelyug,
kelqigi, kelgigi, kelyug ‘coming’, ‘comer’; maygr: kélmaygi ‘coming one’, ‘comer’;
+¢1/ci: yaygr ‘bowman’, og¢r ‘arrowman’, ‘archer’, dy¢i ‘wise man’, soygi ‘teaser’,
‘insulting one’.

The author provides a rich catalogue of variants of the pronouns used in Turkic
languages without much specific information on their usages in the dialects. Some
of these samples are rare and archaic:

Zamir (Pronoun)
Personal Pronouns:

men, mén, mé ‘I’ biz ‘we’

sen, sén, sé ‘you, singular’ siz ‘you, plural’

0, vo, ol, usol “he/she/it’ olar, ollar, vollar, usollar ‘they’
Demonstrative Pronouns:

0, vo, ol, uso, usol, usal, usa ‘that, it, he, she’

olar, volar, ollar, vollar, usallar, usollar, usalar, usolar “those, they’

bu, mu, bol, mol ‘this’

bular, mular, bullar, mullar ‘these’

Su, Sol, uso, usol, usbu, usbol, Solbu ‘that’

usbulo, Solar, sollar, usolar, usollar, usbular, usbullar, Solbular, usbulbular ‘those’.
(Folio 20b)

The author occasionally shows the variants of the pronouns in the dialects:

23>

Rimiyan guyand “bene vér”. ‘Ottoman Turks say “give [it] to me.
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This work elaborates on denominal and deverbal noun suffixes, converbial and par-
ticipial suffixes, and the varieties of phrase structures in Turkic. It also puts forward
new grammatical terms for certain structures in Turkic, uses some Arabic grammati-
cal terms in different meanings, and explains grammatical classes with rich exam-
ples drawn from the Turkic languages and dialects in question.

General characteristics of Sarf u Nahv Ma‘a Lugdat-i Turki

The work Sarf u Nahv Ma‘a Lugat-i Turki is another Turkic grammar book in Per-
sian in this tradition that contributes highly to our knowledge of Turkic languages
and dialects. It is between the folios 199b and 236a in a bound book of mamuscripts
measuring 16x10.5 cm, and, like the previous work described above, it is kept in the
British Library, call number Or. 1912. Although the name of the author and the date
of completion are not mentioned in the work, there are indications that Muhammad
Ya‘qiib Jangi, the author of the following lexical work entitled Kitab-i Zaban-i Turki
in the same collection is also the author of this work, which leads us to the early
18th century as the possible approximate date of its completion.

Even though this grammar work also includes the parts ism, fi‘/ and harf organ-
ised according to the Arabic grammar tradition, the author often makes original ap-
proaches to the elucidation of certain morphological and syntactic constructions. For
instance, when describing appearances of the morphological models of the impera-
tives in Turkic languages, he demonstrates the phonological peculiarities of certain
suffixes as well, stating that the people of Turan pronounce the formal imperative
suffixes —y1//gil and —qil/kil as —qin in speaking, and the Iranian Turks and Tiirk-
mens as —qi/ (urqil “hit you’), the Nogays as —ymn (keélyin), and the Ozbeks as kin
(#lkin). On this last point concerning the Ozbek example jélkin, he adds that the
Ozbek people use the consonant /j/ very often, changing most word-initial conso-
nants into /j/ as they pronounce the word yok (‘no’, ‘not’, ‘there is not’) as jok, and
néme (‘what’, ‘why’) as _jeme. (Folio 213b) Although this last piece of information is
more relevant for the Kazak language, it is clear that the author sees this linguistic
phenomenon as a dialectic feature of Ozbeki in that period.

Following up on the same subject, he says that the first person singular and plu-
ral forms of the imperative have the following variants: kelsem, kelsem men, kelsiin
men, kelinsem ‘1 should come’, ketsemizler “we should go’, which covers not only
the imperative but also the voluntative mood. The work also shows phrasal
structures that are encountered in Chaghatay dialects, such as eytkinem kélelsipy ‘tell
you “come™’, ‘please come’, éytkinem kel ‘tell him “come™’, ‘let him come’, éyt-
kinem ketlense ‘be gone’, ‘let him go’, and so on.

In a similar way, while explaining the comparative adjective (ism-i fafzil), the
author shows the variants and the usages of +/raq in Turkic, providing unique in-
formation on its use with verbal roots. According to him, the people of Turan (ahl-i
Taran) employ the variant +/ray, Iranian Turks +/raq, and KaSyaris, Tiirkmens,
Nogays, Khazaras, Machinis (people of Eastern Turkistan) and the Ottomans
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+/ray/rek. The examples provided for these variants are yaysiray ‘better’, yamanray
‘worse’, kelraylar ‘those who come more?’, and ketraylar ‘those who go more?’.
Although the author does not give any specific information about its frequency and
spread in the dialects, the use of this suffix with the verbal roots must have been
very rare, being limited to only a few verbs in some dialects as this usage is not
encountered in other linguistic materials.

The author mentions the variants of grammatical forms used for formal and in-
formal registers preferred by the educated and privileged class (Zavass) and the un-
educated commoners (‘avam). On this point, for instance, while explaining the ism-i
Jfa‘il (active participle, agent) he mentions the existence of two forms for this class
one -ji (kelji ‘coming one, comer,” kétji ‘going one, goer’), and the other -giiji (ur-
giji ‘striking one, striker’) adding that both forms are widely known (muta‘arif) and
used (munsaraf) in everyday speech both by the common people (‘avam) and the
elite (Lavass), whether they are educated (ahl-i kitab) or not (yayr-i kitab).

In addition to grammatical matters, the work occasionally discusses etymological
developments of certain words, discrediting popular usages and offering correct and
literary forms in a prescriptive linguistic understanding. For example, explaining the
meaning and the etymology of the word pigag ‘knife’, the author states that “the
word pigaq, which is widely used among people, is [originally] an incorrect word
(yalat), but it has become correct (fasih) [later]. The original word for knife is kesek,
derived from the verb kesmek [‘to cut’] while the original word for the sickle is
Ppicaq, stemming from the verb picmek [‘to mow, reap’]. Similarly the word qigaq is
the derivation of the verb gigmagq [‘to shear, clip, cut with scissors’], but people call
it qi¢z [‘scissors’]”. (Folio 206b)

Based on these data it is clear that although this work puts forward a number of
linguistic materials within the traditional Arabic grammatical classes, like the previ-
ous work, it does not demonstrate in a strictly systematic way in which dialect or
geographical area each variant of grammatical units is commonly used. Yet, it is a
rich source with regard to the use and appropriation of grammatical terms, invention
of new terms for certain Turkic grammatical constructions, exemplification of
grammatical concepts, etymological explanations of certain lexical units, and de-
tailed information on under-investigated elements of colloquial dialects.

Conclusion

A group of linguistic works on Turkic languages written in Persian in India during
the 18th and 19th centuries demonstrate such similarities in their grammatical
method and comparative approach, and provide such rich language materials drawn
from both formal and colloquial dialects of Turkic languages that they translate into
a linguistic school exploring various aspects of the Turkic languages analysed. Two
of these works, namely Qaniin u Qavaid-i Ruz-marra-i Zaban-i Turki and Sarf u
Nahv Ma‘a Luyat-i Turki, described here, represent this new body of comparative
studies putting forward original linguistic data and terminology in explaining gram-
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matical problems. Thus, these works open up an area of scholarly investigation with
a strong potential to contribute to historical Turkic linguistics.
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(Ottoman) Turkish of the time, knowledge of dialectology, a historical linguistic point of
view and a comparative linguistic point of view are necessary.

Z. Ceyda Arslan-Kechriotis, Bogazici University, Turkish Language and Literature,
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The aim of my paper is to address Karamanlidika texts from a linguistic point of
view. The approach is of a pure synchronic syntactician, the inadequacy and the
problems of which will eventually be evident in addressing Karamanli texts in a
sufficient and efficient manner. The selection of the Karamanli texts has been arbi-
trary in the sense that the original Karamanli publications in the library of Bogazigi
University have been used. I have only selected the first 10-25 pages of the books in
order to attempt a tentative syntactic study. Four of these publications are religious,
two of which are in verse, and thus are excluded (g & h)." *
a) Psaltirion yani nebi us-sultan Davidin Mezmuru (1895; Salaville & Dalleg-
gio 1974: nr. 304)
b) Hristiyan Yolciligr (1879; Salaville & Dalleggio 1974: nr. 204)
¢) Cingane Kizi (1894; Salaville & Dalleggio 1974: nr. 291)
d) Kurd Yovan
€) Hevelnak Hata
f) Masaliye (1867, Salaville & Dalleggio 1974: nr. 155) (in the volume of
Hevelnak Hata)

The works d, e and g (which lack title pages and survive only in fragmentary form) have
recently been tracked down in Bogazigi University Library and hence have not been
included in the Karamanlidika bibliographies.

The works f; g and h are bound in the same volume Hevelnak Hata, the relevant reference
number in the catalogue of the Bogazi¢i University Library is: rare PL198.K37 M37
1900z. The catalogue number of Kurd Yovan is: rare PL.198.K37 K35 1860.
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g) Hazret-i Yakobun oglu [ ... ] losifin methiyesidir (in the volume of Hevelnak
Hata)

h) Ierusalimin Ziyaretmamesidir (1862; Salaville & Dalleggio 1966: nr. 139) (in

the volume of Hevelnak Hata)

What does the term Karamanlidika, or Karamanli mean in reference to texts? As
pointed out by Kappler (2006), the implications of the term Karamanlidika are as
various as the authors who have written about it. It started to be used in connection
to the geographical region (Karaman) in Central Anatolia signifying the religious
identity of the Turkophone Orthodox population in the era of the Ottoman Empire.
With the publication of the Karamanlidika bibliography (by Salaville and Dalleggio,
and later on continued by Balta), the use of the term Karamanli referring to a text
started to be used for any publication of a Turkish text in Greek characters (see Balta
1987a: xvi).? I quote Kappler’s (2006: 665) description: ““Karamanh’ is not a homo-
geneous literary language, nor a linguistically definable dialect, it is not ‘pure’
Turkish nor is it ‘corrupted Greek’. It is a multicolored and dynamic expression of a
syncretic community with the characteristic and typical combination of writing and
religion vs. language, with a multitude of linguistic variants and contact phenomena,
conceived to be a practical means of communication and not an ‘ethnic’ symbol.”
(Kappler 2006: 665)

Taking the works cited above as corpus, I will try to provide a tentative syntactic
analysis in the next section without going into the phonological, morphological,
and/or lexical aspects. I would like to underline preliminarily that I do not intend to
give the “correct” transcription but rather give a broad transcription of the relevant
texts in the examples below.*

1. Syntactic analysis

In terms of synchronic syntax, the following points are striking in these works:

- Use of plurality; more specifically, plural agreement in the verbal and nominal
domain

- Use of -mAkllk as a verbal noun

- Use of -mAsl instead of the bare -mA or -mAK

- Use of -DIkDA as a time-denoting gerund

- Word order differences from the neutral SOV order

- Some miscellaneous points

3 I refer the reader to Kappler (2006) for a detailed discussion and critique of the definitions
of the term Karamanlidika (or “Karamanli” as he refers to it).

Due to space restrictions, a limited number of examples will be given. The title of the
book together with the relevant page number are given in parentheses right after the
translation.
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1.1. The use of plurality

1.1.1. Plural verbal agreement

In Turkish, there is a general tendency not to use plural agreement on the predicate
when the subject is an inanimate plural nominal unless the subject is being personi-
fied (Sezer 1978, Goksel 1987 among others).” In the following, plural agreement is
observed with an inanimate plural subject, where one can argue that either the sub-
ject is being personified or there is an attempt to reflect a poetic reading:

(1) .. enfes menzare-ler  bulun-duk-lar halde...
marvelous View-PL exist-NMN-3PL.POSs  although
‘... even though there are marvelous views...” (lit.) (Kurd Yovan 8)

2) .. bunlar Binyan-a  binlerce  altun-dan ziyade kymetli  ol-du-lar.
these Binyan-DAT thousands gold-ABL more  valuable  be-PAST-3PL
‘... these became/were more valuable to Binyan than thousands of gold.” (Hristiyan Yol-
ahg 4)

(3) .. bakire-nin parmak-lar-1 nafile  kithara tel-ler-i-nin
virgin-GEN  finger-pL-3sG.Poss in.vain guitar chord-PL-35G.POSS-GEN
iizerinde dolag-ir-lar
on wander-AOR-3PL
‘the virgin’s fingers are touching the chords of the guitar in vain’ (Hevelnak Hata 10)

Another point is that the verb in Turkish cannot be marked with the plural mor-
pheme when the subject is a noun modified by a quantifier or a numeral (cf. Kornfilt
1997):

@) Iki/gok cocuk(*lar)  gel-di-(*ler).
two/many  child-pL COme-PAST-PL
“Two/many children came.’

Even though the subject is semantically plural because of the occurrence of iki ‘two’
or ¢ok ‘many’, it behaves syntactically singular, or rather [-plural].®

See the discussion in Sezer (1978) for a distinction among the inanimate plural nouns as
eylemli and eylemsiz.
The syntactic agreement between a predicate and a noun modified by a numeral or a
number denoting quantifier is possible in the following where there is a difference in
interpretation as seen in the gloss and signalled also by a pause after the noun phrase:

It arkadag  gel-di-ler.

two friend come-PAST-3PL

“They came as two friends.’
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The plural agreement between a noun modified by a numeral/quantifier and the
verb is, however, observed in some Karamanli texts:

S) .. ki kigi yol-uln]  orta-sm-da dur-mug-lar.
two person road-GEN middle-35G.Poss-LoC  stop-EVID-3PL
“Two people stopped in the middle of the road.” (Kurd Yovan 10)

©) .. ki Fkigi yekdiger-in-e bak-di-lar.
two person each.other-3sG.POsS-DAT  look-PAST-3PL
“Two people looked at each other.” (Kurd Yovan 13-14)

(7) .. iki Cingane sazende ve  hanende girdiler.
two  gypsy musician and dancer enter-PAST-3PL
“Two gypsies, a musician and a dancer, entered.’ (Cingane Kizi 13)

It is worth noting that in all the examples, the subject nominal is modified by the
numeral iki ‘two’. Occurrences of other numerals have not been observed at least in
the selection I have studied.

1.1.2. Plural in the nominal domain

There is a constraint on the occurrence of the plural marker on the noun in Turkish.
In those cases in which the head noun is modified by a numeral denoting more than
one in quantity such as iki ‘two’, ii¢ ‘three’, etc., or a quantifier such as ¢ok ‘many’,
az ‘few’, birkag ‘several’, the head noun cannot be marked with the plural suffix (cf.
Goksel and Kerslake 2005):

8) iki gocuk-(*lar)
two  child-(*pL)
‘two children’

9) ¢ok gocuk-(*lar)’
many child-(*pL)
‘many children’

In some of the Karamanli texts, however, overt plural agreement with a modifier of
plurality is attested:

Another exception is proper names like yedi ciiceler ‘seven dwarfs’ as in Pamuk Prenses
ve Yedi Ciiceler ‘Snow White and the Seven Dwarfs’.
I leave aside the group of exceptions like the following:
(i) gok tegekkiir-ler (i) ¢ok sevgi-ler
many thank-pL many love-pL
‘many thanks’ ‘much love’
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(10) birgok  golgeli orman-lar
several shadowy forest-PL
‘several shadowy forests’ (Kurd Yovan 8)

(11) birkag  defa-lar
several  time-PL
‘several times’ (Hristiyan Yolcihig 2)

(12) dort  ¢esit  meyva-lar
four type fruit-pL
“four types of fruits’ (Masaliye 16)

An unexpected use of the plural morpheme is also seen in one example with the
modifier her bir ‘each’:

(13) eviad-1-mn her bir haraket-ler-i igtin
son-3sG.POSS-GEN each one move-PL-35G.poss  for
“for each (and every) move of his son’ (Masaliye 18)

1.2. The use of -mAkilk

The verbal noun -mAkilk is not used in standard modem Turkish. However, it is
used extensively in Karamanlidika texts:

(14) ... Binyan-1  ikna ed-ip an-1 mezkur kitab-1
Binyan-Acc persuasion do-conv  he-acc aforementioned book-acc
oku-mak-hg-a mecburet-ti.

read-INF-DERIV-DAT oblige do-PAST
‘... he persuaded Binyan and obliged him to read the aforementioned book.” (Hristiyan
Yolaihg 4)

(15) Siz-in bu  teklif-iniz-i kabul  et-mek-lig-im miimkiin
your-GEN this offer-2pL.Poss-AcCc  accept do-INF-DERIV-15G.POSs possible
ol-a-ma-z.

be-ABIL-NEG-AOR
‘It is not possible for me to accept this offer of yours.” (Hristiyan Yolciig 18)

(16) ... esrar-lar-iniz-1 ogren-dig-im-i siz-e haber
secret-PL-2PL.POSS-ACC learn-NMN-1SG.POSS-ACC ~ YOU-DAT  NEws
ver-mek-lig-im iciin gel-di-niz.

give-INF-DERIV-1sG.POss for come-PAST-2PL
“You have arrived in order for me to tell you that I found out about your secrets.” (He-
velnak Hata 20)

(17) Sim/[di]-den sonraben bu dinya-da bu rezalet ile
NOW-ABL after I this world-Loc this disgrace  with
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yasa-mak-lig-1m ban-a  haram-du8
live-INF-DERIV-15G.POSS I-pat  forbidden-mMoD
‘From now on, it is forbidden for me to live on earth with this disgrace.” (Masaliye 26)

Synchronic syntax fails at this point in the sense that looking at these data from the
point of view of modern standard Turkish, one could fall into the trap of categoriz-
ing these structures as belonging particularly to Karamanli. However, as pointed out
by Deny (1941: 424), this form is attested in Ottoman Turkish of the time, albeit
with a less frequent usage than —mA.

1.3. The use of -mAslI instead of -mA/-mAK

Another interesting point is that in a couple of examples from Masaliye only, the use
of the third person possessive on the verbal noun marker is observed where a bare
-mA or the infinitive -mAK would be used in modern standard Turkish:

(18) Ben yedi giin-e  dek agz-im-1 ag-ma-ma-sin-n
I  sevenday-DAT until mouth-15G.POSS-ACC ~ Open-NEG-VN-35G.POSS-GEN
gare-sin-i bul-ur-um.

remedy-3sG.Poss-AcC find-AOR-1SG
‘I will find a way not to open my mouth for seven days.” (Masaliye 15)

19) ... mezkur kagid-1 oku-r oku-ma-z [...] bagla-di  ne  kadar
mentioned paper-acc read-AOR  read-NEG-AOR start-PAST what much

ses-i var-1sa ctkar-ip cagir-ip  bagwir-ip
voice-35G.POsS exist-coND take.out-cONV call-coNv  shout-CONV
samata  el-me-sin-e.
noise do-VN-35G.POSS-DAT
‘As soon as reading the aforementioned paper, she started yelling and shouting and
making as much noise as possible.” (Masaliye 22-23)

(20) ... benim yiiz-tim-den ve  goz-ler-im-den
my face-1sG.Poss-ABL and eye-PL-1SG.POSS-ABL
dp-me-sin-e saril-di ve dahi ¢ok adepsiz  haraket-ler
kiss-VN-35G.POSS-DAT embrace-PAST and too very obscene  move-PL
et-me-ye bagla-di ki, lisan-im-a al-ma-sm-a

do-vN-DAT start-pasT that language-1sG.POSS-DAT  take-VN-3SG.POSS-DAT
hicap ed-er-im.

be.ashamed.A0R-15G

‘He attempted to kiss my face and eyes, and made much more obscene moves that I am
ashamed to tell.” (Masaliye 24)

8  Prescriptively speaking, this sentence is in fact ungrammatical.
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It is noted in Eckmann (1958: 82) that -mAsind gerundial structure is used in Kara-
manlidika in the final position. Interestingly, in the examples above it is not always
attested in the final position.

1.4. The use of -DIkDA

The -DIkDA form as a time-denoting gerund is also not used in modern standard
Turkish. A possessive marked form -DIK+poss+DA is used instead. The -DIkDA
form is very frequently attested in the texts I have looked at.

(21) Sabah ol-duk-da zevce-si ve  eviad- nasil
moming be-nmn-Loc  wife-3sG.poss  and son-3sG.Poss how
ol-dig-in-1 sual et-tik-lerin-de ...

be-NMN-35G.POSS-ACC question  do-NMN-3PL.POSS-LOC
‘In the morning when his wife and son asked him how he was...” (Hristiyan Yolcihg 13)

(22) Fransiz  dahi tesekkiir  id-er-im zahmet-e  hacet  yok
French too thank do-AoRr-1sG  trouble-DATneed  exist.NEG
kendi-m al-ir-im, Jakat altun-lar-1 su  yaghg-a
self-1sg.poss  take-aAOrR-1sG but gold-pL-acc  this oil.pot-DAT
vaz eyle-yin de-dik-de, emr-i icra ol-du.
put-mp say-NMN-LOC order-3sG.Poss  perform be-PAST

‘When the French said “Thank you, no need for trouble, I can take it myself, but put
these gold (coins) to the vase™, his order was carried out.” (Cingane Kiz: 13)

(23) Menelaos ... “Ah Dorothea! Sen-i sev-iyor-um”’ deye
Menelaos INTER] Dorothea you-acc  love-MPF-1sG  as
bagwr-dik-ta kizewgaz dahi titrer  bir seda ile “Ah
shout-nmnN-Loc  girl too shaking one sound with INTERJ
Menelae!  ben de sen-i  sev-iyor-um” de-di.

Menelae I too you-aAcc love-IMPF-1SG ~ say-PAST
‘When Menelaos said “Ah Dorothea, I love you!”, the little girl with a trembling voice
said “Ah Menelaos, I love you too”.” (Hevelnak Hata 11)

(24) ilim  sahib-i ol-duk-ta her ig-e kadir  ol-ur.
scienceowner-3sG.Poss be-NMN-LOC every  job-DAT capable be-AOR
‘...when he becomes knowledgeable he will be capable of anything.” (Masaliye 6)

This is another point where synchronic syntax fails. From a historical linguistic
point of view, this form is, in fact, attested in Ottoman Turkish as a time-denoting
gerund as noted in Deny (1941: 925ff). A note concerning consonant harmony is in
order. Only in the examples in Masaliye have I witnessed that the dental stop of the
locative suffix is voiceless harmonizing with the velar stop of the nominalizing suf-
fix -DIK unlike the occurrences of this form in other works.
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1.5. Word order

The most interesting issue regarding the syntactic analysis of Karamanlidika texts
concerns the order of the constituents of a sentence. In most of the books, the neutral
SOV order is attested. There are, however, interesting structures where the neutral
order is altered.

1.5.1. -DIr ... ise structures
The following structure occurs in Cingane Kizi:

(25) Kizdw  bir vreftar ile sala orta-sin-a gel-ip
girl-MoD one walking with hall middle-3sG.Poss come-CONV
Mantolino-ya  nazik ve  kina-Ii parmak-lar-1 ile ¢ekidiizen
mandolin-DAT kind and henna-com  finger-pL-3sG.Poss  with order
vir-me-ye  bagla-di  ise, Fransiz delikanh . .. di-me-ye basla-di.

give-VN-DAT start-PAST COND French young.man ... say-VN-DAT  start-PAST
‘As the girl walked into the center of the room and started tuning up the mandolin with
her delicate fingers, the young Frenchman started saying ...” (Cingane Kiz 15)°

(26) Kiz-dwr bun-u  egid-ip, estegfurullah deyu  penge-sin-den

girl-MoD this-acc hear-conv please saying claw-35G.POSS-ABL
kurtul-mak  iste-di ise.
save-INF want-PAST COND

‘As the girl heard this, she wanted to detach herself from his claws saying “Please!”!°
(Cingane Kiz1 20)

Note that in both of the structures the sentence ends with ise. A thorough analysis of
this structure awaits further research. Kappler (p.c.) has noted that these sentences
may be examples of cleft structures. I leave the issue for further research.

1.5.2. Use of ki

Another interesting point in terms of constituent order concerns the use of the com-
plementizer ki ‘that’ borrowed from Persian. Consider first the examples below:

This is an attempt, not a direct translation. The complete sentence is as follows:

(1) Kazdir bir reftar ile sala ortasina gelip, Mantolinoya nazik ve kinali parmaklari ile geki
diizen virmeye basladi ise, Fransiz deli kanhinin gézleri birden ol perinin vicudi nazikine
reks olmarak tehayyiirle bir miiddet tepeden timaga kadar nazar itdikden sonra, vallahil
Azim billahil Kerim gimdiyedeyin hayalimden gecen giizellerin serfiraz1 budur, deyup
birde refiki tek gozlii sepek surathi Cinganeye doniip bakd: ise, kerhinden tityleri tirperip,
Aman ya Rabbim acep bu hikmet ne ola, byle bir meymun ile mulakatine sebeb ne ola,
ve bu maskaranmn uzun kiligla bunda isi ne ola! dimeye basladi. (Cingane Kiz: 15)
Tentative translation, since it is not clear if ise heads a main clause.
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@27) ... kiz-cagaz kus gibi ug-up karsu taraf-da ... bir adem

girl-DMIN  bird like fly-coNv  across side-Loc  one man
yan-in-da bulin-di, o ki  kiz Fransiz-in
side-3sGg.poss-Loc  be.found-pAsT  he that girl French-GeEN
el-in-i op-er-ken haset  id-erek, gazubane

hand-3sG.poss-acCc  kiss-AOR-ADV envy  do-conv  badly

bak-ma-ya bagla-mig  i-di.

look-VN-DAT  start-EVID COP-PAST

... the girl, flying like a bird, came by a stranger at the other side, who had started
looking badly while she kissed the Frenchman’s hand.” (Cingane Kizi 19)

(28) Mutlu-dur o adem ki kafir-ler-in meclis-in-e
happy-mMoD that man that nonbeliever-PL-GEN assembly-35G.POSS-DAT
var-ma-di ...
arTive-NEG-PAST

‘Happy is the man who avoided the company of the infidels...” (Psaltirion 5)

(29) Ve Sahzade gor-dil ki peder-i Padisah
and crown.prince see-PAST  that father-3sG.poss king
gel-iyor, de-di iistat-lar-in-a; iste peder-im gel-iyor ...

come-IMPF  say-PAST master-PL-35G.POss-DAT here father-1sG.Poss  come-IMPF
‘And the crown prince saw that his father, the King, was coming, and told his masters,
here comes my father...” (Masaliye 17)

The first two examples above exemplify the use of ki introducing a relative clause.
The last example, however, presents the use of 4i as a complementizer introducing a
subordinate clause. The use of ki is attested also in standard Turkish with a less fre-
quent usage than relativizing strategies and nominalizers.

1.5.3. dedi structures with and without ki

Masaliye presents an overwhelming amount of the use of reported structures where
the word order would be the non-canonical one. Consider the following:

(30) ... Mogolos padisah de-di Ponsianos-a; iste ben
M king say-PAST  P-DAT here 1
vakt-im-i gegir-ip ihtiyar  ol-du-m...
time-1sG.poss-acc  spend-conv  old become-PAST-15G

‘... King M said to Ponsianos, I spent my time and got old.” (Masaliye 4)

Bl) Imdi bu  isim-ler-i tahrir  et-tik-den sonra, de-di padisah
now this name-pL-AcC writing do-NMN-ABL  after say-PAST  king
iistad-lar-a; iste evlad-im siz-ler-e Tann  emanet-i-dir...
master-PL-DAT here son-15G.POsS YoOu-PL-DAT  god trust-3sG.POSS-MOD
‘After writing down these names, the king said to the masters, my son is in your trust...’
(Masaliye T)
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(32) Ustad-lar-1 dahi de-di-ler; ay ogull nicun agagr  yukan
master-PL-3sG.pOss  t00  say-PAST-3PL exc son Wwhy down up
bak-ar-sin?

look-A0R-25G
‘And his masters said: Son, why do you look up and down?’ (Masaliye 8)

(33) Haseki sultan ~ de-di Padigah-a; Padisah-im!  belki  Sahzade
H sultan say-pAsT  king-DAT king-1sG.Poss maybe crown.prince

hazret-ler-iniz-den hicap et-tig-in-den sohbet
excellency-pL-2PL.POSS-ABL be.ashamed-NMN-35G.POSs-ABL  chat
et-me-z.

do-NEG-AOR.35G
‘Haseki Sultan told the King: My king, maybe the prince does not talk because he is
ashamed of you.” (Masaliye 20)

(34) ... Vergileios... de-di kusur  idistad-lar-a ki;  biz bir sene-dir
Vergileios say-PAST other  master-PL-DAT  that we one year-ADV
Sahzade-ye ilim talim  ed-er-iz...
prince-DAT science teach  make-AOR-1PL
‘... Vergileios told the other masters: We have been educating the prince for a year.’
(Masaliye 8)

(35) ... iistad-lar... de-di-ler bir birlerin-e ki;  eger Haktaale bu

master-PL  say-PAST-3PL each.other-pAT that if  God this
cocug-a saghk ve  Omiir ver-ir-se, Platon ve  Aristotelis
child-DAT health and life give-AorR-coND Plato and Aristotle
filosofos-lar-1 dahi geg-ecek-tir.
philosopher-pL-Acc  too pass-FUT-MOD

¢... the masters said to each other: If God gives this child a healthy life he will definitely
be a better philosopher than Plato and Aristotle.” (Masaliye 8)

(36) ... muhabbet esnasinda  de-di Padigah  sultan-a ki,
conversation during say-PAST  king sultan-DAT that
benim sevgili  sultan-im san-a derun-im-de ol-an-1
my  dear sultan-15G.POSS  you-DAT  heart-15G.POSS-LOC  be-sp-Acc
haber  ver-e-yim mi?
news give-oPT-1sG  Q

‘... during the conversation the king told his wife: my dear sultan, shall I tell you what I
have in my heart?’ (Masaliye 11)

The structures exemplified above (with the use of the complementizer ki or not)
usually have the subject-verb-dative object-object order. The object is the direct



182 Z. Ceyda Arslan-Kechriotis

speech part. In (31) and (36), however, the word order is verb-subject-dative object-
object."!

1.5.4. ki and deyu
Masaliye presents another interesting syntactic structure with the old form of diye:
(37) ... sag-lar-in-1 yol-arak cagnis-ma-ya bagla-di  ki; can
hair-PL-35G.POSS-ACC tear.out-CONV  shout-vN-DAT start-PAST that life
kultar-an  yok mu!... deyu.
save-sp NEG.EXIST Q as

‘... tearing out her hair, she started shouting: Help, help...” (Masaliye 23)

(38) Padigah ... sor-up swal et-me-ye bagla-di ki; a
king ask-cONV question  make-VN-DAT start-PAST that exc
sevgili Sultan-im, ne ol-du san-a! . .. deyu.

dear sultan-1sG.poss what  be-PAST  you-DAT as
“The king /.../ started questioning: my dear Sultan, what happened to you!” (Masaliye 23)

Note that in both of the structures, the subordinate clause of the main verb (diye-
clause) occurs in final position.

1.5.5. Purpose clauses with igiin

It is again in Masaliye that we come across purpose clauses with igin in the final
position, two examples of which are given below:

(39) Bun-dan sonra ... hazirla-n-di-lar, ertesi giin  yol-a  ¢tk-mak  igiin.
this-ABL after  prepare-REFL-PAST-3PL next day way-DATgo.out-INF for
‘After that they got ready in order to set out the following day.” (Masaliye 16)

(40) ... bir tane eviad-im var-di, ..., mirad-im bu-dur ki,
one unit son-1sG.poss exist-MoD wish-15G.Poss this-MoD  that
siz-ler-e teslim  ed-e-yim ilim tahsil  et-tir-mek igtin.
yOU-PL-DAT submit do-opT-1sG  science educate do-caus-INF  for
‘I have one son, ..., my wish is that I give (him) to you in order for you to educate him.’
(Masaliye 6)

1.5.6. baglad: structures

Masaliye also has a number of interesting structures where the complement of the
verb bagla- ‘start’ occurs sentence finally:

1" For the sake of this paper, I leave aside the question whether Turkish has real ditransitive
structures, i.e. structures that have both accusative and dative objects. The constituent that
I labeled dative object is the addressee in this case.



Some syntactic issues in Karamanlidika texts 183

(41) ... Sahzade  uyan-ip yatag-m-n ig-in-de
prince wake.up-cONV ~ bed-35G.POSS-GEN  inside-35G.POSS-LOC
otur-ur-kan, bagla-di  bir yer-e bak-1p bir yukarn bak-ma-da*
sit-AOR-ADV start-PAST one floor-DAT look-cONV one up look-vN-Loc/DAT

‘... when the prince woke up and sat in his bed, he started looking up and down.” (Masaliye 8)

(42) Imdi  bagla-di  Padisah-a de-me-ye ...
Now start-PAST Kking-DAT  say-VN-DAT
‘Now she started telling the King ... (Masaliye 11-12)

(43)... ve  bagla-dr  hal hatr  sor-arak, .. swal-lar sor-ma-ya.
and start-pAsT well-being ask-conv question-PL  ask-VN-DAT
‘... and she started asking questions inquiring about his health.” (Masaliye 19)

These structures, where the complement of the verb basla- ‘start’ occurs postver-
bally, could be analyzed as a contact-induced phenomenon bearing the right-
branching syntax as in Greek.

1.5.7. Nice ki ... ise

Another interesting use of a temporal clause is attested again in Masaliye. The tem-
poral clause starts with nice ki and ends in the conditional ise:

44) Ol dem idistad-lar  nice ki bu cevab- egit-ti-ler-ise,
that time master-PL many that this answer-acc  hear-PAST-3PL-COND
de-di-ler birbirlerin-e ki...
say-PAST-3PL  each.other-DAT  that
‘When the masters heard this reply, they told each other that...” (Masaliye 8)

(45) Nice ki  Haseki sultan Padigah-tan ... egit-mis  ise, Jursant
many that H. S. King-ABL hear-EVID COND  opportunity
bul-du  fikr-in-de ol-an melanetlig-i  icra et-me-sin-e.
find-PAST mind-3sG.poss-Loc be-sp badness-acc  perform do-VN-35G.POSS-DAT
‘When Haseki Sultan heard ... from the King, she found the opportunity to perform the
very bad act she had on her mind.” (Masaliye 11)

(46) ... nice ki  sultanegit-mig ise ki, Sahzade-yi  katlet-tir-me-yilp
many that sultanhear-EviD cond that prince-acc  kill-CAUS-NEG-CONV
hapis et-tik-lerin-i... bagla-di  deli divane gibi... savag-ma-ya.
jail  make-NMN-3PL.POSS-ACC  start-PAST mad crazy like fight-vN-DAT
‘... when the sultan heard that they did not kill the prince but put him in jail, she started
fighting madly.” (Masaliye 25-26)

12 1 believe the occurrence of the locative suffix in this example is a typographical error. In
the other examples from the same book, the dative-marked verbal noun is used correctly.
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It is noteworthy that the verbs occurring in the nice ki ... ise temporal clause are all
the same, namely igit- ‘hear’. I leave aside the exact analysis of this structure but
point out that this is not a usual temporal clause in standard modern Turkish.

1.5.8. giinki structures

Two structures use a clause starting with ¢iinki ‘because’ where the meaning would
be more of a madem ‘since, seeing that’ clause. I give one of the examples below:

(47) ... ¢inki ben-i  ¢ok sev-er-im de-r-sin...; eger niyaz-im-1
because I-acc  very love-AOR-1sG say-aOR-2sG if  wish-1sG.Poss-Acc
kabul ed-er-se-n ol vakit  inan-ir-im ki  vaka
accept  do-AOR-COND-2sG  that time believe-a0r-1sG that really
ben-i candan sev-er-sin.
I-acc sincerely  love-AOR-25G
‘... since you say that you love me, if you accept my wish, then I will believe that you
really sincerely love me.” (Masaliye 11-12)

This use of ¢iinki, which has the form of ¢iinkii in the modern standard language, is
not attested in other works aside from Masaliye.

1.6. Miscellaneous

In this section, some minor points will be discussed focusing on their difference
from the standard modern language.

1.6.1. The use of a different case ending

In some of the works, a case ending is attested that is different than what the verb
assigns. In (48) accusative instead of dative, in (49-53) dative instead of accusative
is observed:

(48) Bu bizim  ig-imiz-i sekte  vir-me-z. (igimize)
this our job-1PL.POSS-ACC ~ pause  give-NEG-AOR
“This does not prevent our business.” (Kurd Yovan 13)

(49) Anler-e  bul-mak  igiin her sey-i feda id-eceg-im. (onlar)
they-pAT find-INF  for every thing-acc sacrifice do-FUT-1sG
‘I will sacrifice everything in order to find them.” (Kurd Yovan 17)

(50) ... giinah sebeb-i-yle ol-an  hastahg-imiz-a cismanice
sin reason-3sG.poss-coM  be-sp  sickness-1PL.POSS-DAT physically
tedavi  et-me-ye  ¢alig-ir-lar. (hastahgmizi)
cure do-VN-DAT work-AOR-3PL

‘... they try to cure physically the sickness of ours which is the result of sin.” (Hristiyan
Yoleihg 13)
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(51)Ya  Rabbi ne aman  ¢ogal-di ban-a  rencide id-en-ler? (beni)
EXC god what  EXC increase-PAST [-DAT  offend do-sp-pL

‘Oh God, how many have become those who offend me.” (Psaltirion 7)

(52) Avaz-1m ile  Rabbi-ye c¢agir-di-m. (Rabbiyi)
shout-1sG.poss with God-DAT call-PAST-15G
‘I called God with all my voice.” (Psaltirion 7)

(53) Rabbi  on-a cagir-dig-im-da ben-i  egid-ecek-dir. (onu)
god he-DAT call-NMN-15G.POSS-LOC I-acc  hear-FUT-MOD
‘God will hear me when I call him.” (Psaltirion 8)

1.6.2. No use of genitive

In Hristiyan Yolcilhigi, the non-occurrence of a genitive case ending in the following
examples is striking from a syntactic point of view:

(54) ... nriya-lar-inda sema  tutug-mus ol-dig-m-1 ve
dream-pL-35G.POSs-LoC  sky bum-PERF  be-NMN-3s5G.Poss-acc  and

bulut-lar-in dehgetli  seda-ler ile  ywt--ip
cloud-PL-GEN  terrible sound-pL  with tear-PAss-cONV
dagil-dig-in+1 gor-iir i-di.
scatter-NMN-35G.POSS-ACC ~ See-AOR  COP-PAST
‘... in his dreams, he used to see that the sky has bumed and the clouds are torn apart and
scattered with terrible sounds.’ (Hristiyan Yolciligr 2)

(55) ... ol esna-de yer-ler yari-ma-si-le ...
that moment-Loc ground-PL cleave-VN-35G.POSS-COM
‘... in that moment with the ground cracking...” (Hristiyan Yolcilig 2)

(56) ... ¢limlemiz  birden helak  ol-acag-imiz-1 pek eyi
allofus  suddenly perish be-NMN-1PL.POSS-ACC  very well
bil-iyor i-se-m de...

know-MPF cOp-COND-15G  too
<... even though I very well know that we will all perish...” (Hristiyan Yolcilig1 13)

In the first and last example above, the subject of the nominalized clause, and in the
second one, the subject of the verbal noun lack genitive case.

1.6.3. The use of passive

In one instance, the unnecessary use of passive is observed, which results in an un-
grammatical form in modern standard Turkish:
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7). o zeman-lar geg-di, bu gin vakit-lar  adet-ler
that time-pPL pass-PAST this day time-pL custom-pL
degis-il-di-ler.
change-PASS-PAST-3PL
“Those times are over, nowadays times and customs have changed.” (Hevelnak Hata 24)

1.6.4. A different matrix predicate with -(G)All

Lastly, the following exemplifies an interesting structure containing an adverbial
clause with -(3)AII

(58)Ben  sen-i gor-me-yeli yedi senedir.
I YOU-ACC  See-NEG-CONV seven  year-MOD
‘It has been seven years that I haven’t seen you.” (Masaliye 18)

In the modern standard language, the temporal phrase yedi sene ‘seven years’ cannot
act as a matrix predicate. The use of o/- ‘be’ is needed, i.e. “Ben seni gérmeyeli yedi
sene oldu.” This structure could be a direct adaptation from Greek “Eivon e@td
ypodvia (omd TOTE) MOV dev oe £y Oel.” An exact analysis, however, awaits further
examples and research, which would shed light on the use of -DIr in the structures
givenin 1.5.1.

2. Concluding remarks

My aim in this paper has been to show if a synchronic syntactic point of view could
shed light on the linguistic study of Karamanlidika texts. As mentioned at the begin-
ning, the selection of the material has been arbitrary. I have looked at the first 10-25
pages of the Karamanlidika books in the Bogazici University Library. The discus-
sion above has clearly illustrated that a look at Karamanlidika texts from a pure syn-
chronic syntactic point of view fails to address the issue comprehensively. The
outcome of such an attempt to analyze Karamanlidika is only tentative and com-
pletely inadequate, since in order to present a thorough analysis, knowledge of the
(Ottoman) Turkish of the time, knowledge of dialectology, a historical linguistic
point of view and a comparative linguistic point of view are necessary. In conclud-
ing, I would like to point out that the most interesting structures for a syntactician
have been observed in Masaliye published in 1867. Keeping Kappler’s (2006) claim
in mind that a more efficient linguistic analysis can be done by selecting a specific
book, or related books with common features, and then by analyzing and comparing
them, I would like to end by suggesting that the next step could be to study Masaliye
in detail and discover what the whole work offers for linguistic analysis.

Abbreviations

1 1st person 3 3rd person ABL ablative
2 2nd person ABIL abilitative ACC accusative
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ADV adverbial suffix EVID evidential NEG negation

AOR aorist EXC exclamation NMN nominalizing suffix
CAUs  causative EXIST  existential PASS passive

CoM comitative FUT future PAST past

CcoND  conditional GEN genitive PL  plural

CONV  converb IMPF imperfective POSS possessive

cop copula INF infinitive REFL reflexive

DAT dative INTERJ interjection sG  singular

DERIV  derivational suffix LOC locative SP  subject participle
DIMIN  diminutive MOD modality marker VN  verbal noun
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This paper discusses segmental deletion as a simplification strategy in the phonological
adaptation of Greek loanwords in Cypriot Turkish based on a 906-word corpus compiled
from Saracoglu (2004) and Kabatags (2007) and checked against the intuitions of a number
of Turkish-Greek bilingual Cypriot Turks. It is argued that segmental deletion is governed
by an attempt to achieve maximal perceptual similarity between input (Cypriot Greek/L2)
and output (Cypriot Turkish/L 1) forms provided that L1 phonological constraints are sat-
isfied. In that respect, Cypriot Turkish seems to provide support for the synthetic ap-
proach to loanword adaptation where both phonological and perceptual factors interact to
yield the optimal output.
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1. Introduction

There seems to be a current interest in loanword adaptation with an emphasis on a
constraints and repair model of sound change. The phonological adaptation of a
loanword involves the speaker’s attempt to conform not only to the phonological
constraints of the donor/source language (L2) but also to those of the recipient/target
language (L1) such as the inventory of sounds, stress patterns and phonotactics.
There seem to be three major lines of thought in the literature with respect to the
nature and locus of the process of adaptation and repair. Peperkamp et al. (2008)
among others believe that a speech perception module based on acoustic similarities
regulates the mapping of surface forms of loanwords to the phonological categories
of the recipient language. According to this view, all sorts of foreign phonological
structures are distorted during perception because L1 speakers do not have access to
L2 phonology and thus are perceptually “deaf” to non-native sounds. Paradis &
LaCharité (2008) among others, on the other hand, argue that, in adapting loan-
words, bilinguals who are competent in both the donor and recipient languages es-
tablish equivalences based on the phonological rather than phonetic aspects of cate-
gories and structures. Finally, Yip (2006) and Shinohara (2006) among others de-
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fend a view that may be considered a synthesis of the phonological and the percep-
tionist views mentioned above. The proponents of the synthetic view believe that the
process of adaptation involves a number of factors such as phonetics and orthogra-
phy in an attempt to yield the best counterpart for the source word. The speaker, as
an active participant in the process of adaptation, does not simply perceive the pho-
netic input but manipulates the recipient grammar in determining the phonetic form
of the loanword by making recourse to what s/he unconsciously knows about pho-
netic similarity. In fact, adaptations may involve unprecedented phonological and/or
phonetic properties in the native language. Other scholars such as Kang (2003) and
Kenstowicz (2007) have further emphasized perceptual salience as a factor in loan-
word adaptation such that speakers seek an output which is not only perceptually
similar to the L2 input but also obeys the phonological constraints of L1.

In this paper, our aim is to focus on segmental deletion as a simplification strat-
egy in the phonological adaptation process of Greek loanwords in Cypriot Turkish
(henceforth CT) based on a 906-word corpus compiled from Saracoglu (2004) and
Kabatag (2007) and checked against the intuitions of a number of Turkish-Greek
bilingual Cypriot Turks. In the light of our data, which exhibit deletion of various
segments within illicit sequences in word-initial and medial positions in addition to
word-final vowel + /s, n/ sequences, we will argue that segmental deletion is gov-
erned by an attempt to achieve maximal perceptual similarity between input (Cypriot
Greek/L2) and output (CT/L1) forms provided that Turkish phonological con-
straints, especially in the case of illicit consonant clusters in the onset position, are
fully satisfied and the perceptually salient segments of the source words are pre-
served. We will also try to show that CT data can best be accounted for provided
that both phonological and perceptual properties are taken into consideration as sug-
gested in the synthetic view mentioned above.

The paper is organised as follows: In Section 2, we will provide some back-
ground information on Turkish and Greek phonology and morphology, followed by
an analysis of major instances of deletion in Section 3. The final section will sum-
marize the empirical findings and discuss the theoretical implications thereof.

2. Background on Turkish and Greek phonology and morphology

The phonological systems of Turkish and Greek are distinct in terms of not only the
inventory of sounds but also the phonotactics. Cypriot Greek (henceforth CG) is a
South Eastern dialect of Modern Greek but usually unintelligible to speakers of
Standard Modern Greek (henceforth SMG) (Arvaniti 1999: 173) because of its dis-
tinct properties as described by Newton (1967, 1972), Terkourafi (2001) and Ar-
vaniti (2006) among others. There are two major varieties of the dialect: (i) urban
Cypriot or local Cypriot Koine (cipriaka), which may be considered the acrolectal
standard speech of educated people from the capital Nicosia, and (ii) village Cypriot
or village speech (xorkatika), which may be regarded as the basilectal patois speech
mainly spoken in rural areas (Terkourafi 2001: 65-66, Arvaniti 2006: 4).
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In addition to those in SMG described by Holton et al. (2004: 3), CG has three
other consonant phonemes, namely the postalveolar voiceless affricate /tf/, the
postalveolar voiceless fricative /{/ and the postalveolar voiced fricative /3/ as shown
in Table 1 below (Newton 1967, Arvaniti 1999). Geminate consonants contrast with
singletons in CG unlike in SMG (Newton (1972: 90, et passim), Arvaniti (1999:
174)). CG has the same vowel phoneme inventory as SMG with slight differences in
vowel quality, as given in 1 below (Arvaniti 1999: 176). In both CG and SMG,
vowel length is not phonemic.

1) A,e, e 0,0/

Bilabial [Labio-dental |Dental [Alveolar |Post-alveolar |Velar
Stop p t k
Nasal m n
Affricate tf
Fricative f v (06 d]s z |f 3 XY
Tap r
Lateral approximant 1

Table 1: Consonant phonemes in Cypriot Greek after Arvaniti (1999: 174)

CT is an oral variety of Anatolian Turkish which exhibits a number of morphologi-
cal, syntactic, lexical and phonological differences from Standard Turkish (hence-
forth ST), which is used only in formal written discourse in North Cyprus. In terms
of phonology, in particular, CT is notably distinct from ST in that sentence intona-
tion and word stress often require a short period of adaptation for those ST speakers
who hear the dialect for the first time. However, the phonetics and phonology of CT
have not, to our knowledge, been described so far within a formal linguistic frame-
work.

CT shares the same phonetic inventory with ST as described by Zimmer & Or-
gun (1999: 154-156) (see Table 2 below). CT differs from SMG and CG in the fol-
lowing respects: It has neither the interdental (voiceless and voiced) fricatives /6/
and /0/ nor the velar voiceless fricative /¢/. On the other hand, it has the voiced stops
/b, /d/, /g/ as independent phonemes which are allophones of /p/, /t/, /k/ in Greek
respectively. CT has the following phonemes which do not exist as independent
phonemes in CG: the glottal voiceless fricative /h/, the palatal glide /j/ and the post-
alveolar voiced affricate /d3/. In addition to differences in vowel quality, CT has
three additional vowel phonemes which are not part of the CG vowel inventory
given in 1 above: the high back unrounded /uw/, the high front rounded /y/ and the
low front rounded /ce/, as listed in 2 below. Vowel length is not phonemic in CT
either, except in a few loanwords, e.g. mali /ma. li:/ ‘financial’ vs. Mali /ma.li/ ‘“The
Republic of Mali’. The allophonic distribution of phonemes in CG and CT and other
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assimilatory/dissimilatory processes will be mentioned where relevant to the analy-
sis.

) A,e,a,0,u0,y,ce, w/

Bilabial [Labio- |Dental |Alveolar |Post- |Palatal |Velar [Glottal
dental alveolar
Stop p b t d c 3 |k g
Nasal m n
Affricate f d3
Fricative f v [s z { 3 y |h
Tap r
Approximant j
Lateral 1 1
approximant

Table 2: Consonant sounds in ST after Zimmer & Orgun (1999: 154)

As far as phonotactics is concerned, Greek words do not end in consonants other
than /s/ and /n/ except for rare cases that end in /c/ (Holton et al. 2004: 8). In all
other cases, Greek words end in vowels, i.e. open syllables. Consonant clusters in
the coda position are not allowed, but almost all consonants can co-occur within
(two- or three-member) consonant clusters in the onset position and word-medially
(Holton et al. 2004: 8-14). On the other hand, in Turkish, consonant clusters in the
onset position are not allowed. Such clusters are resolved through epenthesis or de-
letion of one of the consonants. Two-member consonant clusters in the coda position
do occur as long as they consist of a sonorant and an obstruent or two non-identical
obstruents (Kabak & Vogel 2001: 345). Turkish allows both open and closed sylla-
bles.

Word stress in Greek is contrastive. The syllable on which primary stress falls is
unpredictable. However, primary stress is found in one of the three final syllables,
namely the final, the penult and the antepenult in SMG, while in CG it may also be
found in the fourth syllable from the end of the word. Unlike in SMG, no secondary
stress is added when a word with antepenultimate stress is followed by an enclitic in
CG (Arvaniti 1999: 177). Word stress is contrastive in Turkish as well. However,
unlike Greek, Turkish stress is largely predictable. Turkish usually places primary
stress on the final syllable of a regular word regardless of the length of the word or
the weight of the syllables. The stress remains in the final syllable even when non-
enclitic suffixes are added. On the other hand, the irregular roots have unpredictable
stress assignment and the originally stressed syllable remains the same when fol-
lowed by suffixes (Kabak & Vogel 2001).
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Since most of the loanwords in our corpus (757 out of 906 (83.6%)) are nouns,
some information on nominal morphology is in order here. Greek nominal morphol-
ogy is inflexional while that of Turkish is agglutinative. As can be seen in Table 3
below, when inflected for case and number, the masculine singular Nominative form
[en.0ro.pos] ‘man’ appears in six other phonological instantiations which involve
changes in word-final (V)(C) sequences and the place of stress. Moreover, in the so-
called imparisyllabic words, an extra syllable is added in the plural. In fact, given the
entire set of paradigms, it is possible to hear up to forty-four endings in total in the
singular and plural forms of the four cases with the masculine, feminine, common
and neuter genders (Holton et al. 2004: 48-72).! Greek adjectives also are inflected
for gender, case and number.

Cases Noun (definite, singular) Noun (definite, plural)
Nominative |0 en. 0ro.pos i en.0ro.pi

adam-Z - a.dam adam-/4r-@ > a.dam.tac
Accusative  |ton |en.Oro.po tus [en.Oro pus

adam-(y)I > a.da.mu adam-/Ar-(3)I > a.dam.ta.rw
Genitive tu  |en.Bro.pu ton |en.Oro.pon

adam-(n)In > a.da.mwn adam-/Ar-(n)In > a.dam.ta.cuun
Vocative -- en.0ro.pe -- en.0ro.pi

Table 3: The inflectional paradigm of a parisyllabic word that ends in —os (anthropos ‘man’)
adapted from Holton et al. (2004: 51) compared with that of the Turkish counterpart
(adam)

In contrast, Turkish nominal inflection is much simpler and highly regular, and ad-
jectives are not inflected. Case and number (but not gender) are marked in Turkish
by adding to the noun stem the relevant suffixes, whose nuclear vowel(s) harmonize
with the preceding nuclear vowel in backness/frontness, and rounding if the suffix
contains a high vowel because Turkish has palatal harmony in all vowels and labial
harmony in high vowels both within most native stems and in most suffixes. The

' These segmental sequences are /i, €, a, 0, 1, is, €s, as, 0s, Us, ia, iu, ea, on, ion, eas, €os,

ades, edes, ides, udes, adon, idon, edon, udon, ma, mata, matos, maton, imo, imata, ima-
tos, imaton, atos, ata, ton, ta, tos, ros, ra, ron, ndos, nda, ndon/ (Holton et al. 2004: 48-72).
Note that most of these endings are composed of a vowel followed by either /s/ or /1/,
which seems to add to the confusion they may already have created in the mind of a
learner of Greek as a foreign/second language who has to learn all of these mostly unpre-
dictable forms by heart.
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output is resyllabified after each suffix is added, and the stress moves to the final
syllable (except in the case of a number of enclitic suffixes) as illustrated in Table 3
above.?

3. Data analysis

In this section we will discuss segmental deletion as a phonological adaptation strat-
egy for Greek loanwords in CT before attempting to examine in Section 4 the theo-
retical implications of the data for the aforementioned accounts of loanword adapta-
tion. Although the discussion will mainly focus on deletion, we will also refer to
other processes such as epenthesis and assimilation for purposes of comparison
and/or exposition. Deletion is a process where the original phonological content of a
word is lost (Brasington 1997). In our corpus, the typical target of deletion at word-
initial position (aphaeresis) seems to be a single consonantal segment within an on-
set consonant cluster, while at word-final position (apocope) it may be (i) a vowel,
(ii) a consonant (either /s/ or /n/) or (iii) a combination of a vowel and one of the
consonants /s/ or /n/. Deletion at word-medial position (syncope) is much less fre-
quent than that at the other two positions and the target of deletion is often a single
segment such as an unstressed vowel or a non-native consonant within an onset con-
sonant cluster, though heterosyllabic sequences of segments may be deleted as well.

3.1. Deletion of word-initial segments

In our corpus there are no vowels which are deleted word-initially, but the following
Greek consonant phonemes may be deleted in prevocalic word-initial position when
they are not members of a consonant cluster: /3/ (oksari)’ as in 3, /x/ (organi, hor-
gani)* as in 4 and /y/ (alina, galina) asin 5.°

2 Table 3 includes only three of the Turkish Cases for purposes of comparison with Greek.

The remaining Cases of Turkish are Dative -(3)A4, Locative -DA, Ablative -DAn and
Comitative -(3))IA.

The conventions of Turkish orthography roughly correspond to the following sounds. The
orthographic dotless ‘i’ (z) is the high back unrounded vowel (IPA: [w]). The symbols
and & represent the high front rounded vowel and the non-high front rounded vowel (IPA:
[y] and [ce], respectively). The symbols y, §, j, ¢, and ¢ indicate the palatal glide, the
voiceless and voiced palato-alveolar fricatives, and the voiceless and voiced palatal affri-
cates (IPA: [31, [f], [3], [tf] and [d3]), respectively. The letter called ‘soft g” () usually
lengthens the preceding vowel and is generally not pronounced in Standard Turkish.

The existence of multiple variants in many of the examples to be discussed below might
be linked to various factors such as (i) regional variation, as neither CG nor CT is mono-
lithical, (ii) different degrees of Turkish-Greek bilingualism, (iii) possible lexical strata in
the sense of Broselow (2003), which may reflect diachronic variation in adaptation strate-
gies, (iv) earlier pronunciations of the source words (Paradis & LaCharité 2008: 121), (v)
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(3) [8o.kse.rin] > [ok.sa.ri]® Sokapw’  “bow, fiddlestick’®
(4) [xor.geni] > [or.ga.ni, hor.gani] ywpykaviy ‘villager woman’
(5) [yeline]> [a.lina] yakiva, ‘a female turkey’

The majority of consonantal segments deleted word-initially are the first members of
onset consonant clusters. Among the many possible combinations in Greek, only the
following two-member consonant clusters in the onset position in 6-7 are exempli-
fied in our corpus.’ There is only one example of a three-member cluster as in 8.

(6) a. stop + fricative (/s/) Ips, ts, ks/
b. stop + liquid (/1, £/) Ipr, te, ke, KU/

(7) a. fricative + liquid (/l, £/) /B¢, Oc, ve, V1, yr, Y1, %/
b. fricative (/s/) + fricative  /sf/
c. fricative (/s/) + stop /sp, st, sk, sm/

(8) /s/+stop+C Iste/

Vowel epenthesis (both anaptyctic and prothetic) seems to be the major consonant
cluster resolution strategy in CT.'° Most clusters are resolved through epenthesis as

native (CT-internal) assimilatory processes which the initial borrowed form may have un-

dergone through time (Paradis & LaCharité 2008:117).
. Although the phonological status of the so-called “soft g” is much debated, [y] seems to
be one of its phonetic realizations along with the velar glide [uf] (Kabak 2007: 1381, fn.
2). This sound may appear in the onset position word-medially as in daga ‘to the moun-
tain’ [da.ya], but it does not appear word-initially. Therefore, it is deleted or replaced by
[g] as in 5 to obey the phonotactic constraints of Turkish.
Primary stress is indicated by underlining the relevant syllable in the transcriptions.
7 The spelling, variants, and meaning of Greek words mostly come from Kabatas (2007)
and Yangullis (2002). Two Cypriot Greek informants who do not speak Turkish but who
are well aware of the differences among SMG, cipriaka and xorkatika have been con-
sulted in a number of unclear cases, especially on the authentic syllabification and pro-
nunciation of the relevant words in xorkatika.
The CT words, their variants and current meaning in CT come from Saracoglu (2004),
Kabatag (2007) and the native speaker knowledge of our Turkish Cypriot informants. The
various meaning changes that these loanwords have undergone will be ignored in this
study. See Yangullis (2002) for the original meanings of the CG words.
Although it is not agreed whether the sounds /ts/ and /dz/ are affricates or consonant clus-
ters (Holton et al. 2004:6), they will be considered as consonant clusters for the sake of
simplicity in this study.
The following onset clusters in our corpus exhibit deletion of one of the consonants to a
certain extent: /ts/ 6 cases out of 8 (75%), /ks/ 2/2 (100%), /kV/ 1/7 (14%), /sf/ 2/3 (67%),
/sk/ 1/12 (0.8%), /6c/ 1/1 (100%), /3¢/ 1/4 (25%), /N1 2/2 (100%), /ye/ 1/2 (50%), K1/ 3/3
(100%), /xe/ 1/1 (100%) and /ste/ 1/1 (100%). The remaining instances of these clusters
have been resolved through epenthesis except for /ts/ which has been assimilated to /tf/
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in 9-11: /sp/ (ispaho, isbaho, 1sbaho) in 9, (usburdulla) in 10, and /pr/ (bruncollos,
buroncolas, boroncoles) in 11a-b. The inserted segment is always a high vowel
whose backness/frontness and roundedness features are determined by the nearest
nuclear vowel in accordance with palatal and labial harmony, as in the prothetic [u]
in 10. Vowel harmony in CT seems to be less strict than in ST since the disharmonic
prothetic vowel [i] is acceptable in two of the variants in 9 along with the harmonic
[w]. The epenthetic vowel in 11b (boroncoles) seems to have undergone further
assimilation where the initial epenthetic /u/ has been regressively assimilated to /o/
in the following syllable. Interestingly, the /pr/ cluster has been kept intact in one of
the variants of 11a, namely, bruncollos. The insertion of a vowel to resolve a cluster
necessarily involves resyllabification, which may or may not affect the position of
stress. In 9 and 11 the original stressed vowel seems to be retained while in 10 the
position of the stress has moved from the antepenult to the penult.

(9) [spe.os] > [is.pa.ho, is.ba.ho, ws.ba.ho] ondog ‘string/twine’

(10) [spuc.te.l:os] > [us.bur.dul.1a] omovpteddog  “akind of plant’

(11) a. [brin.d3p.1:0s] > [brun.d3ol.los, bu.con.dzo.las] wpwtloAhog  “akind of plant’
b. [brin.dzs.1:25] > [bo.ron.dzo.les]

Among the stop + C clusters, only the /kl/ (logga, loggo, lokko), Its/ (samarella), and
/ks/ (sisdira) clusters in 12-14 respectively exhibit deletion of the initial stop mem-
ber of the cluster while the sonorant segment is retained.

(12) [glo.g:0] > [log.go] KAOKKO ‘araw fig’
(13) [tse.me.celie] > [sa.ma.cella] Toopopélha  ‘salted meat®
(14) [ksi.stee] > [sis.di.ra] &votpa. ‘a kind of tool’

In the fricative + /r, I/ clusters, the fricative member is deleted: /yl/ (lindo) in 15, /yr/
(rammi) in 16 and (rumbi) in 20, /vl (langara) in 17, Ive/ (raga, viraga, diraga) in
18 and /yc/ (ruso) in 19. As for /dc/ and /0c/, whose initial fricatives do not exist in
the Turkish phonetic inventory, deletion is a favorable resolution strategy as in 20
with (rumbi, frumbi, firumbi, firumbi) and (tiliimbe) in 21. 21 is interesting in that
both /r/ and /0/ have been deleted to be replaced by /t/. In fact, the resultant word
does not sound foreign at all, especially with /y/ and final stress.

(15) [yli."dos] > [lin.do] YAtvtog ‘a kind of plant’
(16) [yre.m:i] > [ram.mi] ypappn ‘a shuttle service’

and /d3/ in 2 cases (25%). Other word-initial onset clusters that do not allow deletion are
the following: /ps/ (0/2), /pt/ (0/6), e/ (0/16), /ke/ (0/2), Isp/ (0/10), /st/ (0/7), /sm/ (0/1)
and /ve/ (0/2). The total number of cases of deletion is 22 (24%) against 62 (67%) cases of
epenthesis (30 cases of anaptyxis vs. 32 cases of prothesis) out of 92 word-initial onset
consonant clusters.



196 Mine Giiven & Ilkay Gilanlioglu

(17) [vle."ge.re] > [lan.ga.ra] Braykapa ‘a raging thirst’

(18) [vre.ge] > [ra.ga, vurra.ga, durra.ga] Ppdxo ‘baggy ankle-length shorts’
(19) [xcu.sos] > [ru.s0] APLooG ‘red-haired’

(20) [8ru."bin, yru."bin] > [rum.bi] Spovpriv, ypovuriv  “bush’

(21) [6ru.™bin] > [ty.lym.be] Opovpmiv ‘a kind of plant’

In the fricative (/s/) + stop clusters, deletion is rarely preferred to epenthesis as with
the /sk/ cluster in 22 (guli). In our corpus, there are only three Greek source words
with a /sf/ onset cluster given in (23-25) below. Epenthesis is preferred in the first
two variants of 23 (isvina, sifina, sina). Unlike the rest of the onset clusters in 12-21
above where the initial member is deleted, the /sf/ sequence in 23 (sina), 24 (siinger)
and1 125 (siga, sici) is simplified through deletion of the second member of the clus-
ter.

(22) [scily, f:1.L:i] > [gu.li] OKUAL ‘puppy’

(23) [sfine] > [is.vina, si.fina, sina] o@iva ‘a kind of tool’
(24) [sfun.ye.ci] > [syn sec] opovyyapL ‘sponge’

(25) [sfi-ge] > [si-ga, si.d3i] opijka  ‘wasp’

The only three-member cluster in our corpus is /stc/ as in 26 (isladir, isladir, is-
dadir). In the [is.da.dwr] version of 26, the /r/ has been deleted and the /t/ has been
voiced. In the other two variants, /t/ has been replaced by /I/. Prothesis before /s/,
word-final /a/ deletion, resyllabification and unrounding of /u/ are other adaptation
processes that have applied.

(26) [stre.du.re] > [ws.ta.dur] otpatovpa ‘saddle’

3.2. Deletion of word-medial segments

Our corpus contains a number of loanwords which have lost vocal and consonantal
segments word-medially, sometimes for no obvious reason at all. For example, in 27
(simit) the penultimate and ultimate syllables of the source word have disappeared,
while the foreign segment /6/ has been replaced by /t/ in the target CT word.

(27) [si.mi.yde.li] > [si.mit] oyuydéM  ‘semolina’

Deleted word-medial vowels are either unstressed vowels elided in fast speech or
heterosyllabic vowel sequences causing hiatus. For example, in 28 (publa) the un-

" As our anonymous reviewer has pointed out, it is not clear whether siinger has been bor-
rowed directly from CG into CT or indirectly from ST because the same form exists in ST
as well.
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stressed vowel in the penultimate syllable has been deleted leading to resyllabifica-
tion such that the onset consonant of the penult of the source word has become the
coda consonant of the antepenultimate. In 29-30, heterosyllabic vowel sequences
have been resolved through deletion of one of the vowels. In 29 (appiduri), the sec-
ond of the two identical vowels has been deleted without affecting the position of
the stress, or lengthening the preceding vowel. On the other hand, in 30 (gukkuri) the
heterosyllabic /u.i/ sequence has been resolved by the deletion of the first member
N/ despite the fact that it is the nucleus of the syllable bearing primary stress. The
onset consonant /c/ of /u/ then becomes the onset of /i/ in the following syllable. In-
terestingly, in spite of deletion and resyllabification, both the source and the target
word have penultimate stress. In 31 (sellos), the /ad/ sequence, which does not con-
stitute an independent syllable, has been deleted. In fact, in 31, the originally
stressed nuclear vowel has changed as well, contrary to the general tendency to re-
tain it, which we will illustrate in §3.3 below.

(28) [pu.pu.le] > [pub.la] TOOTOVA ‘cushion, pillow’
(29) [e.piiidu.cin] > [ap.pidu.ri]] oammmuovpw ‘a kind of worm’
(30) [gu.g:u.cu.in] > [guk ku.ci] KovkkovpoUwv “cracker’

(31) [se.L:e.dos] > [sel.los] oelMAaTog ‘curved, bent’

Deletion of word-medial consonants seems to involve the foreign sounds /0/, /6/ and
/x/, which are either deleted or replaced by a native phone. For example, in 32 (isti-
yayi), /0/ disappears from the onset position, as was the case in 3 above as well.
Here, there is prothesis to resolve the /st/ cluster followed by resyllabification and
palatal glide (/j/) epenthesis to resolve the heterosyllabic vowel hiatus /i.a/. The
palatal glide replaces the /&/ in the onset of the ultimate syllable of the source word
as well. In 33 (¢orgolikya, ¢orgoludya, ¢orcollikya, cergelli) the orthographic -dkia
sequence is pronounced as [Oce] as part of the conventions of CG: word-medial ob-
struent clusters must agree in voicing and consist of a fricative and a stop (Arvaniti
1999: 176). In the CT output, the /0/ is deleted while the palatal feature of the se-
quence is retained by /j/ and the palatal allophone of /k/, i.e. [c]. The CT variants of
33 clearly show different stages of the adaptation process where even the native /ce/
has appeared in two of the variants. However, it is not clear whether such drastic
changes may be attributed to native processes in the sense of Paradis & LaCharité
(2008: 117), either. This is because /o, ce/ are usually found only in the first syllable
of native stems, e.g. *kdpok vs. kopek ‘dog’ and kopiik ‘foam/froth’, or *solok vs.
solak ‘left-handed’ and soluk ‘breath’ (§2 above for vowel harmony in Turkish),
while loanwords may include such sequences, €.g. ofobiis ‘bus,” romork ‘trailer’ and
sofor ‘driver’.

(32) [sti.e.0in] > [is.ti.ja.ji] onadv “shelter for animals’
(33) [dzer.dze.Lu.bce] > [for.tfo.licja] Toeproshhovdkia “a kind of dessert’
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In 34a (arakti), 34b (arahti), 34c (ahreddi) and 34d (ahretti), // in the onset of the
final syllable of the source word is deleted, leading to heterosyllabic /dd/ and /tt/
sequences in two of the CT variants in 34c-d.'* In the other two variants, /x/ is re-
placed by /b/ as in 34b or /k/ as in 34a, which then become the coda consonant of the
preceding syllable. The Greek phoneme /y/, which is not an independent phoneme
and phonotactically constrained in Turkish, is deleted in two of the CT variants in
34a-b and replaced by /h/ in the other two in 34c-d.

(34) a. [e.yre.tin] > [a.rak.ti] aypdyrwv “a kind of tool’
b. [e.yre.xtin] > [a.cah.ti]
c. [e.yre.ytin] > [ah.ced.di]
d. [e.yre.xtin] > [ah.cet.ti]

3.3. Deletion of word-final segments

As was mentioned above, Greek words either end in vowels or one of the following
consonants, /s/, /n/ and rarely /r/. In general, it is observed that word-final V, C or
VC sequences in Greek nouns and adjectives may be deleted as long as the syllable
affected does not bear primary stress.

3.3.1. Deletion of word-final vowels

In our corpus there are no Greek source words that end in /e/ or /u/, but those with a
word-final /i/, /a/ and /o/ seem to pattern together in the following manner. For ex-
ample, in 35 (anihdar), first, the word-final /i/ which constitutes the nucleus of the
final syllable is lost. Then, the word undergoes resyllabification so that the remain-
ing onset consonant of the final syllable—now without a nucleus—can be attached to
the former syllable as the coda.'® In fact, this move not only satisfies the syllable
structure constraints of Turkish but also obeys the final stress rule in regular roots.

12 There seems to be no obvious reason for the gemination in 34c-d. To speculate, according
to the so-called “Sezer stress rule” formulated on the basis of the Latin stress rule to ac-
count for irregularly stressed words, the antepenultimate syllable is stressed if the antepe-
nult is heavy and the penult is light. Otherwise, the penult is stressed. There is also some
statistical evidence suggesting that penultimate stress is more frequent than antepenulti-
mate stress even when the antepenult is heavy (Kabak & Vogel 2001: 317-318). There-
fore, gemination in 34c-d may be an attempt to make the penultimate syllable heavy be-
cause it would help preserve the original penultimate stress in spite of the heavy antepe-
nultimate syllable which has become /ah/ after resyllabification to resolve the /yc/ cluster.
Altematively, the /t/ and /d/ might be simply assimilated forms deriving from the other
adapted CT variants in 34a-b.

There is another instance of resyllabification in 35 for the illicit consonant sequence /xt/
in the penultimate syllable of the source word, further suggesting the strength of the pho-
notactic constraints of Turkish.

13
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As a result, the vowel in the penultimate syllable of the source word still bears the
primary stress in the target word incorporated into CT although the source word has
lost the final /i/ segment. Similarly, deletion of the word-final /a/ leads to resyllabifi-
cation and preservation of the original stressed nucleus as in 36 (valvid). Moreover,
37 (surdis, surdis) with a word-final /o/ and penultimate stress shows resyllabifica-
tion, devoicing of the final fricative and even fronting of the initial back vowel. The
result no longer sounds “foreign” except for the second high vowel which does not
agree in rounding with the preceding rounded high vowel. A totally nativized ver-
sion would have been /syr.dys/ due to labial harmony mentioned above in §2.

(35) [eniyte.ri] > [anmhdar] avoytapr “(door)key’

(36) [vel.vi.Oe] > [val.vid] BoABida  “valve’
(37) [sur.di.zo] > [syr.dis] covptilw  ‘diarrhea’

Looking at 35-37, we can say that the adaptation process satisfies the constraints of
both L1 and L2. The originally perceptually salient segments—including the stressed
nuclear vowels—-have been retained, thus producing an acoustically more faithful
output, while the phonotactic constraints of L1 apply without exception. Moreover,
deletion of the final unstressed and thus less salient vowel in L2 words with penul-
timate stress has the additional benefit of creating an output with a final stress,
which seems to be the optimal choice in regular Turkish roots. However, there are
also rare cases such as 38 (biham) where a stressed final /i/ has been deleted even
though it does not seem to violate any L1 constraints. Interestingly, the resultant CT
word still has primary stress in the ultimate syllable although the nuclear vowel has
changed.

(38) [bi.6e.mi] > [bi.ham] mBapd  ‘span’

3.3.2. Deletion of word-final consonants

Deletion of word-final /s/ in 3941 (solina), (gavro), (dirifii) leaves /a/, /o/ and /i/
behind as the final sounds, but does not seem to affect stress. Although an epenthetic
high vowel is added in 41 to resolve the /tc/ cluster in the onset position, resulting in
an extra syllable and resyllabification, the original vowel bearing primary stress is
retained. In 40 the heterosyllabic /a.u/ sequence has been resolved by labial glide
(/w/) formation. Again, the original stress-bearing vowel still bears primary stress in
the resyllabified target form.

(39) [so.li.nes] > [so.li.na] ocoMvag  ‘metal water pipe’
(40) [ge.u.ros] > [gaw.ro] kdovpog  “wrench’

(41) [dui.ftis] > [di.cif ti] Tpipmg ‘grater’
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Similarly, the words whose final /n/ has been deleted usually remain with a final /a/,
/o/ or /i/ as in 42-44 (epsima), (porto), (angoni). Deletion of /n/ does not move the
stress or cause resyllabification, either. In fact, this seems to be a faithful preserva-
tion of the input rather than deletion because, as Holton et al. (2004: 8) note, word-
final /n/ is conventionally deleted in Greek.

(42) [e.psi.men] > [ep.si.ma] éympov ‘late(-season)’
(43) [bor.ton] > [por.to] mopTOV ‘a kind of jam/dessert’
(44) [en.yo2.nin] > [ax.go.ni] ayyovv ‘grandchild’

3.3.3. Deletion of word-final vowel + C sequences

The only word-final vowel + C sequences exhibited by the Greek source words
found in our corpus are /os/, /is/, /in/ and /on/, and they all exhibit deletion of word-
final sequences, leading to resyllabification and a change in the position of stress, as
exemplified in 45 (vardiyan) and 46 (ergat, ergad)."* The onset clusters /te/ in 47
(andros) and /xV (mahiliz) in 48 have been resolved by resyllabification. Since sono-
rant + obstruent consonant clusters in the coda position are allowed in Turkish, /d/
felicitously becomes the obstruent member of the coda cluster /nd/ in 47. Thus, 47
and 48 seem to further suggest that deletion of final segments in CG words with
penultimate stress serves the purpose of achieving a more “native-sounding” form
with final stress with no illicit consonant clusters.

(45) [ver.jenos, ver.8je.nos] > [vac.dijan] Papyidvog, Papdidvog  “prison guard’

(46) [er.yu.dis] > [er.gat] gpyame ‘worker’

(47) [en.deo.fin] > [and.cof] avipoow ‘wooden/stone stopper’
(48) [me.ylu.zin] > [mah.jwz] poyhovly ‘seedless cotton’

However, it is not clear whether the possibility of obtaining final stress is the only
motivation for such deletions. For example, the final /in/ sequence in 49 (gi/lap) has
been deleted although the source word already has ultimate stress, making stress-
motivated deletion redundant. 49 seems to have undergone (i) epenthesis of /w/ to
resolve the /kl/ cluster in the onset position, (ii) doubling of the original singleton /I/
and their heterosyllabic resyllabification, (iii) degemination of /p:/ and (iv) deletion
of final /in/. Not surprisingly, the result is a perfectly “Turkish” word.

(49) [gle.p:in] > [gwt.1ap] khommiv “door handle’

14" In SMG, no declension class ends in /-in/. This must be a property specific to CG.
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3.3.4. Deletion of other word-final segments

Our corpus contains a few words which seem to have lost word-final sequences for
no obvious reason. Some of them may be reflecting a simplification strategy similar
to the deletion of final vowels discussed above, e.g. /io/ as in 50 (anavador,
anavado), while some of them seem to be deleting a combination of a consonant
followed by a vowel: C + /a/ as in 51 (milingidi) and 52 (isten), C + /o/ as in 53
(gavlo) and C + /i/ as in 54 (oro, orofi). Other deleted sequences are the following:
/mos/ as in 55 (ruva) and /onin/ in 56 (mirt).

(50) [e.ne.ve.do.ri.o] > [a.na.va.dor] avaPotopo  ‘akind of tool’
(51) [mi.ni. %i.di.Oe] > [mi.lin.zi.di] pviyyindo.  ‘ailing’

(52) [ste.”ge] > [is.ten] otéyKa ‘Sten gun’

(53) [gew.lo.n:0] > [gaw.l0] KOVADVVED ‘sexual desire’

(54) [5.c2.fi] > [o.r0.fi, 0.£0] opoon ‘juice of Cyprus cheese’
(55) [fu.ve.nos] > [ru.wa) povPavog ‘origan’

(56) [mir.to.nin] > [mirt] popTOVIY ‘a kind of bug’

4. Discussion and conclusion

This paper has focused on segmental deletion at word-initial, word-medial and
word-final positions in Cypriot Greek loanwords in Cypriot Turkish (see Table 4 for
the overall frequency of deletions at each position)."* Out of the 906 entries, 412/906
(45.5%) seem to have undergone deletion of some segment(s) or sequences. Aphae-
resis (2.9%) and syncope (1.9%) are much less frequent in the data in comparison to
apocope (40.6%). There are no single vowels deleted at initial position, while there
are 7 instances of vocal deletion at medial position (2 cases of /e/ and 1 case of /u/
deletion due to hiatus and 2 cases each of elision of /i/ and /u/). At word-final posi-
tion, there are 14 cases of /a/ deletion (in 11/14 (78.5%) cases the source word has
penultimate stress), 2 cases of /o/ deletion (2/2 (100%) with penultimate stress), and
28 cases of /i/ deletion (26/28 (92.9%) with penultimate stress). As for single conso-
nants deleted at word-initial position, there are 22/27 (81.4%) cases within an onset
consonant cluster (see fn. 10 above for their distribution with respect to types of
consonant clusters) and 5/27 (18.5%) prevocalic ones. There are only 8 cases of de-
letion within word-medial onset consonant clusters, while there are 169 cases of /s/
and 100 cases of /n/ deleted word-finally. With respect to vowel + consonant se-
quences discussed in §3.3.3, all cases occur word-finally: 5 cases of /os/ (5/5 (100%)
with penultimate stress in the source word), 7 cases of /is/ (7/7 (100%) with penul-

5 The figures given in Table 4 include only those cases where the source segment has to-
tally disappeared and not many other cases where source segments have undergone place,
manner or voicing assimilation to native phones. In addition, each instance is counted
only once, e.g. cases of vowel + /s/ are not counted within the cases of /s/ deletion.
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timate stress), 3 cases of /on/ (1/3 (33.3%) with penultimate stress), and 17 cases of
/in/ (15/17 (88.2%) with penultimate stress). There are also 3 cases of deletion of
various ((non)-syllabic) sequences word-medially and 23 word-finally.

Type of segment(s) |Word-initial Word-medial ‘Word-final
Single vowel 0 7 44

Single consonant |27 8 269

Vowel + consonant |0 0 32

Other sequences 0 3 23

Total 27/906 (2.9%) 18/906 (1.9%) 368/906 (40.6%)

Table 4: The frequency of deletions at initial, medial and final positions in the corpus

The data have revealed various adjustments at segmental, phonotactic and prosodic
levels at each position. Deletion at word-initial position seems to be govemed by
both segmental, e.g. CG phonemes which are not part of the Turkish phonemic in-
ventory, and phonotactic constraints, e.g. illicit onset consonant clusters. At word-
medial position, hiatus resolution through deletion is a consequence of the phono-
tactic constraints as well, while elision of unstressed vowels is an adjustment at pro-
sodic level. On the other hand, deletion at word-final position seems to be perceptu-
ally and arguably morphologically motivated (see below). In that respect, our data
seem to lend support for the synthetic view which assumes the cooperation of both
perceptual and phonological factors in loanword adaptation such that in many cases
the particular adaptation strategy chosen may reflect the effects of both factors.

The significance of auditory factors seems evident in the target forms of the
loanwords, where subphonemic properties are also reflected as long as there is no
violation of an L1 constraint. For example, the target forms in 33 (gorgolikya,
goreoludya, ¢orcollikya, gergelli) retain the palatal feature that arises due to the CG
conventions where the orthographic -dxia sequence is pronounced as [Oce] (Arvaniti
1999: 176) even though the foreign segment has been deleted. The most important
feature in adapting foreign segments seems to be voicing, while the target phones
may either share manner or place of articulation. For example, the palatal fricative in
45 (vardiyan) is adapted as the palatal glide, whereas the interdental (voiceless)
fricative in 38 (biham) has been replaced by the glottal (voiceless) fricative. Greek
consonant phonemes which are not part of the CT inventory may also be deleted
word-initially as in 3 (oksari), 4 (organi, horgani) and 5 (alina, galina) or word-
medially as in 32 (istiyayi), 33 (gorgolikya, ¢orgéludya, ¢orcollikya, gergelli) and
34a-d (arakti, arahti, ahreddi, ahretti). However, in most cases, the foreign pho-
nemes are substituted by similar native phones, e.g. /d/, /t/, /h/ and /g/ seem to be
frequent substitutes for /0/, /6/, /y/ and /y/ respectively.

The effect of phonology is mainly illustrated by how the phonotactic constraints
of Turkish seem to apply without exception not only in cases of hiatus resolution but
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also in the resolution of onset consonant clusters. However, the actual application of
possible resolution strategies may involve perceptual factors as well. For example,
epenthesis and deletion seem to be the two complementary strategies of consonant
cluster resolution in CT (see fn 10 above). When compared to the Marshallese fig-
ures provided in Brasington (1997: 3), (5/106 (4.7%) cases of deletion against
101/106 (95.3%) cases of epenthesis at word-initial position), CT has a higher per-
centage of word-initial deletion (22/92 (23.9%) cases of deletion against 63/92
(68.5%) cases of epenthesis). A possible phonological explanation could be as fol-
lows: If indeed there exists a “cost threshold” for repairs in the sense of Paradis &
LaCharité (2008: 92, fn. 4), then the cost of epenthesis exceeds that of deletion be-
cause vowel epenthesis in Turkish involves three steps: (i) insertion of a high vowel,
(ii) the spread of frontness/backness and roundedness features from the nearest nu-
cleus to the inserted segment and (iii) resyllabification, while deletion involves two:
(i) deletion of the illicit segment and (ii) resyllabification. In fact, consonantal dele-
tion does not even involve resyllabification if the deleted segment appears (i) within
a consonant cluster, (ii) prevocalically at word-initial (onset) position or (iii) postvo-
calically at word-final position. Therefore, although it leads to a less faithful preser-
vation of the input, deletion cannot just be a last resort mechanism in CT, especially
if the deleted segment is a single consonant: Indeed, 304/412 (73. 8%) of all in-
stances of deletion in our corpus are single consonants.

Furthermore, as noted by Brasington (1997: 6), the choice between epenthesis
and deletion seems to depend not only on the position but also the type of segments
involved. In fact, this is where auditory factors come into the otherwise phonological
picture. With respect to the type of segments, the much noted salience of /s/ is evi-
dent in CT data. Morelli (1999: 49) has noted that fricative + stop clusters are the
least marked, while stop + fricative clusters are more marked although they do not
violate the Sonority Sequencing Principle. Consequently, most of the fricative (/s/) +
stop clusters in our corpus have been resolved through epenthesis (25/28 cases
(89.3%)), while stop + fricative (/s/) clusters such as /ts/, /ks/ have undergone dele-
tion of the less salient stop member (8/10 cases (80%)). The significance of a rela-
tive difference in sonority between the two members of the cluster is further empha-
sized in the case of /sf/. Moreover, Fleischhacker (2005: 41-42) notes that maximal
perceptual similarity between the input and the output is obtained when anaptyxis is
used in obstruent + sonorant clusters and prothesis in /s/ + stop ones. This finding is
well supported by CT data: 29/33 (87.9%) of all /s/ + stop clusters exhibit prothesis,
while there are 30/46 (65.2%) cases of anaptyxis in obstruent + sonorant clusters
(26/31 (83.9%) in stop + sonorant clusters (/pr, tr, kl, kc/) and 4/15 (26.7%) in frica-
tive + sonorant clusters (/0r, Or, vr, vl, yr, yl, xr/). The remaining cases of obstruent
+ sonorant clusters have undergone either deletion or substitution, along with three
unexpected cases of prothesis: 1 /yr/ and 2 /ps/.)).

Returning to the effects of position on deletion, we should note the following:
Although it does not preserve the complete input melody faithfully, deletion seems
to be preferable at word-final position also because word-final segments are less
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perceptually salient than word-initial ones, and thus more prone to deletion due to
their auditory weakness (Brasington 1997: 2, Lass 1998: 187).' This is especially
true for the final deletion of /s/ and /n/, which are perhaps not true cases of deletion
but preservation of the input: /n/ is often left unpronounced, i.e. productively weak
(Holton et al. 2004: 8) and /s/ seems to have a low frequency, e.g. only 2/8 (25%)
forms (Nom/sg. and Acc/pl.) end in /s/ in the example paradigm in Table 3 above.
The deletion of post-stress vowels (39/44 (88.6%) and vowel + consonant sequences
(28/32 (87.5%), i.e. in source words with penultimate stress, is not surprising in that
respect, either. They are probably deleted not only because they are perceptually
weak but also because they naturally lead to final stress in the target form after re-
syllabification. Broselow (2003: 5) mentions a similar behavior in Huave (which
prefers final stress like Turkish), where the material after the stressed segments in
Spanish input forms is deleted, e.g. /kardamen/ ‘flock’ becomes /kardim/ among the
most nativized stratum of loanwords. In other words, deletion at word-final position
in CT seems to be aimed at maximal perceptual similarity — despite segmental un-
faithfulness — with the additional advantage of obtaining resultant final stress out of
input forms with penultimate stress.

In sum, the analysis of our corpus suggests that CT speakers do perceive the ex-
act phonetic shape of the L2 words in fast or connected speech including allophonic
variation and various articulatory conventions and tend to imitate what they hear as
faithfully as possible as long as the result does not violate any L1 constraints. This
shows that subphonemic details are relevant contra Paradis & LaCharité (2008). The
fact that foreign phonemes undergo segmental and/or featural adjustment instead of
being deleted at all positions seems to suggest that adaptation does not arise from the
non-perception of L1 speakers with no access to L2 phonology contra the percep-
tion-only approach in Peperkamp et al. (2008).

In contrast, CT data provide support for the synthetic view. For example, there is
some evidence for an “unprecedented phonetic property” which might have been
introduced into CT through contact with CG. The clear /I/ sometimes occurs in the
environment of back vowels, thus violating palatal vowel harmony: In 10 (usbur-
dulla), 12 (loggo), 17 (langara), 28 (publa) and 53 (gavio), the unmarked allophone
would have been the dark /I/, i.e. [1]."’

Auditory weakness is probably the reason behind the elision of unstressed vowels as well.
However, there seems to be no apparent auditory reason for the deletion of various het-
erosyllabic sequences which might be considered unnecessary adaptations probably aris-
ing from CT-internal assimilatory processes such as vowel and consonant harmony, inter-
vocalic voicing, or palatalization which might have affected the established loanwords
(Paradis & LaCharité 2008: 117), which possibly exist in different strata, obeying distinct
constraints (Broselow 2003).

In ST also there are a few loanwords where the clear /I/ occurs unexpectedly, e.g. gol-ler
/gol.lec/ *gol-lar “goals’, depoyu ful-le- /ful.le/ *ful-la- “make the petrol tank full.” Further
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Furthermore, CT speakers seem to aim at maximal perceptual similarity in the
sense of Kang (2003) and Kenstowicz (2007) by retaining the perceptually salient
input segments. As noted by Kang (2003), phonemic, phonetic and morphophone-
mic factors seem to interact in loanword adaptation. In fact, the following specula-
tive comments are suggestive of the possible effect of a morphological factor in our
data: As was mentioned above, there are many (vowel +) /s, n/ sequences deleted at
word-final position. It turns out that these sequences are often declension markers.
Here, the constraints of Turkish and Greek languages seem to be converging in a
sense. Turkish looks for a base form to which nominal suffixes may be added ag-
glutinatively. As for Greek declension, it is not only highly irregular in comparison
to the Turkish morphology but also functionally redundant in a target language like
Turkish (§2 above). With respect to nominal morphology, deletion seems a way to
treat inflectional Greek nouns agglutinatively.'® The same tendency is observed in
Greek verbal morphology as well. For example, in 37 (sirdis, surdis) and 53
(gavlo), the final /o/ in the source words, which is the verbal inflection marker (first
person singular, present imperfective tense), has been deleted during category
chan]%e from a verb to a noun despite the lack of any obvious phonological motiva-
tion.

In conclusion, the data discussed above have shown that segmental deletion is a
common strategy in the phonological adaptation of CG loanwords in CT, which has
affected 45.5% of the corpus. Segmental deletion in CT seems to be governed by an

research is required both in ST and CT to determine whether this behavior is idiosyncratic
or it possibly correlates with the speakers’ familiarity with L2 phonology.

While the first author of the present paper (who did not know a word of Greek then) was
in Cyprus, she kept hearing [cip.ro, cip.ri, cip.ru], etc. on TV or the radio, knowing that
the sequence [cipr-] referred to ‘Cyprus’ and naively wondering which one of those was
the base form listed in the dictionary. What she had done was to impose Turkish assump-
tions about morphology on Greek: There is a (Nominative) base form to which regular
suffixes are added to show case and number. We believe that CT speakers with no formal
Greek instruction might similarly have constructed a mental representation of Greek
words reduced to the barest possible distinctive form. On the other hand, bilingual CT
speakers who were well aware of the morphological differences between the two lan-
guages may have reinforced this naive tendency by consciously stripping off Greek de-
clensional morphology and adding Turkish suffixes when they used them in Turkish sen-
tences. Therefore, we cannot talk about the inability of CT speakers to perceive the Greek
speech signals but about an attempt to reach a base form to inflect in the Turkish way by
simply eliminating morphological redundancy.

Brasington (1997: 14) suggests that deletion may be preferred “either when costs exceed
the cost threshold or when benefits drop below the benefit threshold.” In CG loanwords in
CT, deletion at word-final position is not costly because such sequences are not perceptu-
ally salient anyway, and it is also very beneficial because in this way the redundancy in
borrowing foreign inflectional morphology is avoided.
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attempt to achieve maximal perceptual similarity between the input and output forms
provided that L1 phonological constraints, especially in the case of illicit consonant
clusters in the onset position, are fully satisfied and the perceptually salient segments
of the source words are preserved.

Theoretically, this suggests that loanword adaptation in CT is an attempt to
“match the non-native percept of the L2 input within the confines of the L1 gram-
mar” (Yip 2006: 950), in support of the synthetic approach mentioned above. The
actual production of target forms seems to be governed by a hierarchy of L1 gram-
mar constraints whereby some contrasts may be prioritized over others (Yip 2006:
971). In CT, syllable structure constraints seem to rank higher than segmental, featu-
ral and sometimes prosodic constraints. However, the actual details of such a hierar-
chy of constraints require an exhaustive analysis of the data with focus on adaptation
strategies other than deletion and thus are beyond the scope of the present paper.

Another unresolved issue is the influence of the sociolinguistic situation in Cy-
prus. In a four-century-long contact, it is hard to test the argument that bilinguals
rather than monolinguals are responsible for phonological adaptation (Paradis &
LaCharité 2008). We suggest that in cases like that of CT, it would be more inter-
esting to turn to the actual phonological and acoustic characteristics of the adapted
structures rather than to the linguistic competence of the initial borrowers to account
for some “mysterious” adjustments. It is highly likely that loanword adaptation is
“structure-sensitive” such that borrowers select a phonological strategy in one case
and a perceptual one in another based on the relative strength of constraints involved
in each case. For example, in CT /pr/ clusters are resolved through epenthesis but
not deletion. In fact, they may even be left intact (e.g. 11a-b (bruncollos, buronco-
las, boroncoles)). On the other hand, /ts/ clusters only allow deletion or substitution
but no “importation” of the source form (e.g. 13 (samarella)). It would be hard to
account for this difference just by the level of bilingualism or “naive” vs. “inten-
tional” approximation in the sense of Paradis & LaCharité (2008). In fact, it is also
highly likely that the relative strength of constraints is determined by universal
acoustic properties. In a similar vein, Shinohara (2006) suggests that deletion pat-
terns are linked to relative acoustic and auditory salience of certain segments and
that universal perceptibility scales interact with the grammar of each language. Fur-
ther research is required to determine the nature of such scales in CT specifically,
along with loanword adaptation strategies in general in other varieties of Anatolian
Turkish or other Turkic languages.
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1. Introduction

This article is concerned with various typological aspects of subject markers and
copular forms in Turkish and in several Turkic varieties spoken in Iran from a com-
parative point of view. In order to be able to assess the properties and their variation,
comparisons with some other older and modern Turkic languages will also be made.

I will first describe typological properties of the respective markers in Turkish.
As is well known, Turkic languages and dialects of Iran have been in long and in-
tensive interaction with Iranian languages and exhibit language contact phenomena
in different linguistic domains (see Johanson & Bulut 2006). With this in mind, I
will then describe the structural properties of corresponding constructions in Persian,
which might be expected to be copied into the systems of these Turkic varieties.
Finally, I will present the phenomena found in the data of Turkic varieties of Iran
and consider the question of to what extent these phenomena might be regarded as
results of contact-induced change.
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2. Subject markers and copular morpheme {-D’I'r} with nominal predicates in
Turkish

Subject markers link a subject with its predicate. They denote subject agreement
indicating the person and the number of the subject. A nominal predicate can be an
adjective, a noun phrase (in any grammatical case except the accusative), a personal
or demonstrative pronoun (in any case except the accusative), an absolute possessive
pronoun, a verbal noun or a participle. Semantically, a wide range of aspects of
identification, characterisation or specification can be expressed by linking the sub-
ject with the nominal predicate. Subject markers in Turkic languages correspond to
the non-past forms of static copular verbs in some other languages, such as ‘to be’ in
English or ‘sein’ in German. In Turkish, they are unaccented cliticised morphemes
that can possess different allomorphs depending on the phonological quality of the
preceding lexeme. See, for example, the markers and the examples' in Table 1.

Singular

1. {-(y)I"m} (Ben) 6gretmen-im. ‘] am a teacher.’
(D) teacher-1sG

2. {-sI'n} (Sen) 6gretmen-sin. ‘You are a teacher.’
(you) teacher-2sG

3. {-9} (O) 6gretmen. ‘(S)he is a teacher.’
((s)he) teacher-@

Plural

1. {-(y)I'z} (Biz) 63retmen-iz. ‘We are teachers.’
(we) teacher-1pL

2. {-sI*nl'z} (Siz) 6gretmen-siniz. “You are teachers.’
(you) teacher-2prL

3. {-0}, {-1Ar} Onlar 6gretmen. “They are teachers.’
they teacher-@
(Onlar) 6gretmen-ler.
(they) teacher-3pL

Table 1. Subject markers with nominal predicates in standard Turkish

As can be seen, there is no subject marker in the 3rd person. Ogretmen [teacher-@]
‘(s)he is a teacher’ can be a complete finite predication without any predicate
marker. As is the case in Semitic and Slavic languages, the absence of the person-
number clitic, especially in the 3rd person singular, is a very common typological

! Examples from Turkish are given in standard Turkish orthography. Examples from other

Turkic varieties and Persian are given in a unified transcription.
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characteristic of older and modern Turkic languages. Consider the following exam-
ples from the East Old Turkic period:

Orkhon inscriptions
1) Su basi inél kayan.
army  chief-poss3sG  inil kagan-0
‘The commander-in-chief is Inél Kagan.” (Tekin 1968: 208)

2) Ilim amti kani?
state-Poss1sG now where-0
‘Where is my own state now?’ (Tekin 1968: 233, 264)

Karakhanid
(3) Tibim altun.
ground-Poss1sG gold-0@

‘My ground is gold.” (Mansuroglu 1959: 104)

4) Yazukum wkils.
sin-posslsG  much-@
‘My sins are numerous.” (Mansuroglu 1959: 104)

The absence of the subject marker in the 3rd person is widespread in modern Turkic
languages as well, e.g. Kazakh aristan tilkiden iilken [lion fox-ABL big-@] ‘the lion

Bashkir i$87 [employee-d] ‘(s)he is an employee’; New Uyghur u hdkikdtdn iSc¢an
kiz [really diligent girl-@] ‘she is really a diligent girl’ (Pritsak 1959b: 550); Yakut
kini ucu:tal [(s)he teacher-@] “(s)he is a teacher’; Khakas o/ sigretci [(s)he teacher-
@] ‘(s)he is a teacher’.

In modern Turkish the copular morpheme {-D*I*r}, which historically goes back
to the present form of the copular verb fur- ‘to stand, to be’ (fur-ur), can be used in
the 3rd person, e.g. (o) dgretmendir [((s)he) teacher-cor3]. The free morpheme
turur/durur found in the older and middle Turkic written varieties became an unac-
cented enclitic suffix in the subsequent languages and is subject to syllabic harmony.
In some modern Turkic varieties, it can also be found in more contracted shapes as
{-DI} or {-t}. Khalaj, spoken in Central Iran, is the only Turkic language which
does not employ copular forms developed from the lexeme fur-. Khalaj has enclitic
markers that can be traced back to the old copular verb dr- ‘to be’ (Doerfer 1988:
199).

In Turkish, the suffix {-D’I'r} has a special meaning, and its use is restricted to
certain discourse or text types and depends on pragmatic conditions. It can denote
‘confirmation of an assertion’, which might be paraphrased in English by ‘it is a fact
that ...” (cf. Johanson 1971: 294). It should be pointed out that {-D’I*r} can also
express ‘presumptive modality’. Consequently, our example dgrefmendir can be
understood as ‘it is a fact that (s)he is a teacher’ or ‘I assume that (s)he is a teacher’.
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This morpheme can fulfil a presumptive function in some other Turkic languages as
well; see, e.g., Boeschoten (2006: 374) for Uzbek.

3. Relationships between a subject and a nominal predicate

Relationships between a subject (S) and a nominal predicate linked by means of a
subject marker or copular morpheme can be characterised as follows:

(1) A relationship of {s 1S X} occurs if identification or characterisation of the
person or thing being the subject (S) or first actant of the nominal clause is ex-
pressed. In the case of an identification, the nominal predicate refers to an entity,
e.g. (ben) ogretmenim [(I) teacher-1sG] ‘I am a teacher’. Characterisation of the first
actant or subject is expressed if the predicate consists of an adjective referring to a
property, e.g. (sen) giizelsin [(you) beautiful-2SG] “you are beautiful’. Such an entity
or property denoted by the nominal predicate is marked here as X.

(2) The relationship of {s IS SOMEWHERE} emerges if the nominal predicate con-
sists of a noun phrase in locative case and refers to a location, e.g. evdeyim [home-
Loc-1sG] ‘I am at home’. Such predicates can be termed ‘locative predicates’
(Hengeveld 1992: 94). As can be seen, subject markers are directly attached to loca-
tive predicates. It should be pointed out that, concerning the structuring of informa-
tion, the subject, which is present or existent somewhere, is usually the ‘topic’ of
this kind of sentences and the locative predicate is the ‘comment’ (or ‘focus’). I
mark this relationship as {s™* 1S SOMEWHERE®™}. The term ‘topic’ refers here to
information already established in a discourse unit in which the speaker says
‘something about something’. Thus, the topic can serve as an anchoring point for the
new information which is called the ‘comment’ (see e.g. Kotschi 2006: 677). The

following examples illustrate the relationship of {s" 1S SOMEWHERE“*"}:

Singular

1. {-(y)I*m} (Ben) evde-yim. ‘I am at home.”
(I) home-Loc-1sG

2. {-sI'n} (Sen) evde-sin. “You are at home.’
(you) home-Loc-2sG

3. {-0} (O) evde. ‘(S)hefit is at home.’
((s)he) home-Loc-@

Plural

1. {-(y)I'z} (Biz) evde-yiz. ‘We are at home.’
(we) home-Loc-1PL

2. {-sI'nl‘z} (Siz) evde-siniz. “You are at home.’
(you) home-Loc-2rL
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3. {-0},{-1A’1} Onlar evde. ‘They are at home.”
they home-Loc-@

(Onlar) evde-ler.

(they) home-Loc-3pL

Table 2. Subject markers with locative predicates in Turkish

Subject markers need to be used in combination with the adjective lexeme {var}
meaning ‘present, existent’, if the subject indicates new information and, thus, is the
‘comment’ of the sentence. The locative predicate accordingly presents the ‘topic’
of the sentence. I denote this kind of relationship as {S°®1S SOMEWHERE"*}. As can
be seen in the following examples in Table 3, the word order changes as well. The
locative predicate being the ‘topic’ of the sentence is in initial position while the
subject being ‘comment’ follows. This principle of word order may necessitate the
use of the lexeme {var}. In nominal clauses, the subject markers may usually be
attached to the nominal predicates and not to the subjects. If, however, the subject as
‘comment’ immediately occupies the position in front of the subject markers, the use
of a special element between them becomes syntactically necessary (syntactic con-
straints). The following examples illustrate the relationship:

Singular
1. Evde ben var-im. ‘I am at home.”
home-Loc I present-1sG

2. Evde sen var-sin. ‘You are at home.’
home-Loc you present-2sG

3. Evde o var. ‘(S)hefit is at home.”
home-Loc (s)he/it present-@

Plural

1. Evde biz var-1z. ‘We are at home.”

home-Loc we present-1pPL
2. Evde siz var-siniz. ‘You are at home.”
home-Loc you present-2pL

3. Evde onlar var-(lar) ‘They are at home.”
home-Loc they present-(3pL)
Table 3. Subject markers in combination with {var} in Turkish

In the 3rd person, there is the same functional distinction between the {-@} (zero-
realisation) and the suffix {-D’I'r}, e.g.:

(5) Okulda dgretmenler  var.
school-Loc teacher-pL present-@&
‘There are teachers in the school.’
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(6) Okulda Ogretmenler  vardw.
school-Loc teacher-pL present-COP3
‘It is a fact that there are teachers in the school.”
“There are probably teachers in the school.’

It should be mentioned here that Turkish has a further, elaborated structure which
consists of the verbal lexeme bulun- ‘to be located, to be present somewhere’. This
structure mostly occurs in formal registers and can indicate certain focal meanings.
The verbal lexeme bulun- can be used for the relationship both of {s™ 1s
SOMEWHERE™"} and of {s°1s SOMEWHERE *}. The order of constituents plays a
role in expressing different perspectives concerning the information. Consider the

following examples:

(7) Evde bulunuyorum.
home-Loc to be located-PRES-15G
‘I am (present) at home.’

(8) Kitap masada  bulunuyor.
book  table-Loc to be located-PRES-O
“The book is (present) on the table.’

(9) Masada  kitap  bulunuyor.
table-Loc book  to be located-PRES-O
“There is a book (books) (present) on the table.’

As regards Turkic varieties spoken in Iran, we observe some variation in the use of
the 3rd person copular marker and of the lexeme {var}. Before analysing this varia-
tion, I will briefly present corresponding constructions in Persian.

4. Subject markers and copular forms with nominal predicates in Persian

In modern Persian, there are different sets of forms corresponding to the present
tense of the static copular verb ‘to be’.? The first set consists of enclitic and un-
stressed subject markers:

2 Iwould like to thank my colleagues Behrooz Barjasteh Delforooz and Forogh Hashabeiky
for discussions about the use of these markers in modern Persian. I am also grateful to
Mohammad Reza Ghelichkhani for a discussion about the realisation of the respective
categories in Persian and in a Turkic dialect spoken in Hamedan. He denominates this
dialect, of which he is a native speaker, Sahseven Tiirki.
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Singular

1. -am (Man) mo‘allem-am. ‘I am a teacher.”
(D) teacher-1sc

2. -1 (To) mo‘allem-i. ‘You are a teacher.’
(you) teacher-2sG

3. ast (U:) mo‘allem ast. ‘(S)he is a teacher.’
((s)he) teacher-3sG

Plural

1. -im (Ma:) mo‘allem-im. ‘We are teachers.’
(we) teacher-1pL

2. -id (Soma:) mo‘allem-id. “You are teachers.’
(you) teacher-2rL

3. -and (Anha:) mo‘allem-and. “They are teachers.’
(they) teacher-3pL

Table 4. Subject markers with nominal predicates in Persian®

In modern Persian, the use of an overt agreement marker for the 3rd person is
obligatory. In Middle Persian, it was not required. The functional differences be-
tween nominal clauses with zero-marker and 3rd person copular marker ast in Mid-
dle Persian have been described in detail by Josephson (2003). Josephson claims
that the nominal clause with zero-copular lost its special meanings and that the
copular ast then took over in Early New Persian. She notes that the nominal clause
without 3rd person copular marker still occurs as a stylistic variant of the clause
with ast but on a rather modest scale when compared to its wide usage in Middle
Persian (2003: 92).°

3

In colloquial language, the 3rd person marker ast when following a consonant is con-
tracted to -e. After a vowel it is represented by s (< st) (Boyle 1966: 40), e.g. mo allem-e
‘(s)he is a teacher, zi:ba:s ‘(s)he is beautiful’.

The polite forms are as follows: Soma: mo allem-id or Soma: mo allem-in (more polite)
instead of 2nd person singular to mo allem-i, i:$a:n mo allem-and or i:Sa:n mo allem-an
(more polite) instead of 3rd person singular u: mo @llem ast; and soma: mo allem-in in-
stead of 2nd person plural Soma: mo allem-id.

Zero-marker for 3rd person can occur in some archaic proverbs, for instance: har ke
ba:ma:§ bi§ barfas bistar [every who roof-poss3 more snow-poss3 more] ‘someone
whose roof is more, his snow is more’ (p.c. with Behrooz Barjasteh Delforooz). It should
be pointed out that copular markers in such proverbs are especially omitted for stylistic
purposes since proverbs should be short and sound rhythmic. The complete version of this
proverb then would be: har ke ba:ma:$ bis ba:3ed barfas bistar ast.



Notes on subject markers and copular forms 215

A further paradigm contains morphologically complex forms which consist of
the existential verb hast and subject markers: hastam ‘I am’, hasti “you are’, hast
‘(s)he is’, hastim ‘we are’, hastid ‘you are’, hastand ‘they are’. These forms are not
enclitic.

While the subject markers presented in Table 4 denote a relationship of {s 1S X}
the complex markers with hast especially express the relationship of {s IS
SOMEWHERE}, e.g. barf ast ‘it is snow’ vs. barf hast ‘the snow is there’ (cf. Wind-
fubr 1979: 97). Fleischer (1875: 43-44) remarked that the subject markers denote
abstract being while sast denotes concrete being ‘be-there’ (cited in Windfuhr 1979:
98). Although the forms with hast originally denote the meaning of presence and
existence, they can also link a subject with a nominal predicate indicating the rela-
tionship of {S IS X}, e.g. (man) ira:ni hastam ‘1 am Persian’, (fo) ira:ni hasti “you
are Persian’, Soma: a:lma:ni hastid? ‘are you German?’, man Hasan hastam ‘1 am
Hasan’, etc. Thus, the subject markers and forms with Aast can be widely inter-
changeable in some context (cf. Amin-Madani & Lutz 1972: 76-77), e.g. man
mo allem-am / man mo allem hastam ‘T am a teacher’, man xune-am / man xune
hastam ‘1 am at home’, mo allemha: dar madrese-and / mo ‘allemha: dar madrese
hastand “the teachers are at the school’, doxtare madrese-ye | doxtare madrese hast
‘the girl is at the school’. The difference between these two sets of paradigms might
be that they belong to different registers. Whereas the subject markers are especially
used in colloquial language, the complex markers with Aast mostly occur in written
and more formal registers. Furthermore, forms with Aast can express a certain em-
phasis within the question-answer patterns, e.g.:

(10) To mo allemi?
‘Are you a teacher?’
Bale, hastam.
“Yes, I am.’

Windfuhr (1979: 97-98) cites the following examples and notes that sast here has
the function of a definite future:

(11) Man hastam.
‘I am/will be here.”

(12) Bale, xub; to boro, ma: hastim.
All right; you go, we will be/stay here.’

In the written language the subject markers cannot be easily attached to the subjects,
if the ‘locative predicate’ (in Persian a prepositional phrase) is in the initial position
of the sentence, and the subject is in the final position. Thus, the native speaker I
consulted did not consider the following sentence to be well formed:
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(13) ?Dar madrese mo’allemha:and.
“There are teachers at the school.”

With this word order, markers with #ast would be more adequate:

(14) Dar madrese mo ‘allemha: hastand.
“There are teachers at the school.”

Amin-Madani & Lutz (1972: 77) note the difference between the following sen-
tences in which the order of subjects and locative predicates, and accordingly the
predicate markers are different:

(15) Bara:daram dar ba:q ast.
‘My brother is in the garden.’

(16) Dar xa:ne na:n hast.
‘There is bread at the house.”

In the colloquial language, however, contracted subject markers can be appended to
the subjects and express ‘existence/presence of someone/something somewhere’,
e.g. unja: ye(k) doxtar-e ‘there is a girl there’ (Kiral 2001: 66). Thus, the sentence fu
madrese mo ’allemha:n ‘there are teachers at the school’, which is the corresponding
colloquial form of sentence (13), is evaluated as an adequate and well-formed sen-
tence.

To sum up, the markers with sast can denote the relationship of {s 1s X} and thus
have taken on some of the functional domains of the enclitic subject markers, while
the ‘existence/presence of someone/something somewhere’ may also be expressed
by the enclitic subject markers in the colloquial language.

5. Turkic varieties of Iran

In Iran, there are various Oghuz (southwestern) Turkic varieties such as southem
Azeri in the northwest, Khorasan Turkic with its dialects, Kashkay and the dialect
Aynallu in the south, Sonqor Turkic and Turkmen dialects (see Doerfer 1998). On
the other hand, another Turkic language, Khalaj, is spoken in Central Iran between
Qum and Araq. Khalaj, which has maintained many archaic linguistic features, is
geneaologically not related to the Oghuz branch of Turkic. The present study con-
cerning the above-mentioned dialects and languages is based on data from the fol-
lowing sources: Bozkurt (1975), Fazsy (1977), Doerfer (1988), Tulu (1989), Doerfer
et al. (1990), Doerfer & Hesche (1998), Kiral (2001), Dolatkhah (2006-2007) and
Kuribayashi (2008).



Notes on subject markers and copular forms 217

6. Phenomena found in Turkic varieties of Iran

6.1. Obligatory use of copular markers at the 3rd person

As already mentioned, Turkish and other older and modern Turkic languages do not
usually require subject markers in the 3rd person. The copular morpheme {-D’I’r} is
used in certain discourse types to denote confirmation of an assertion. What can be
observed in the data of Kashkay, Khorasan Turkic, Azeri and Khalaj is that these
languages make more or less systematic use of the 3rd person markers. All Oghuz
varieties use the non-past copular marker in the form of {-DI} / {-DIr}, which de-
rives from turur. The non-Oghuz Turkic language Khalaj employs enclitic markers
that can be traced back to the copular verb dr- ‘to be’. Doerfer (1988: 201) points
out that the lack of a copular form in Khalaj is rare and might be analysed as an
ellipsis. Both {-DI} / {-DIr} in Oghuz varieties and forms which are historically
related to the copular verb dr- in Khalaj are mainly used as obligatory subject repre-
sentatives for the 3rd person and do not indicate discourse-type-specific uses. It
seems that the functional choice between the ‘zero-marker’ {-@} and ‘copular
marker’, a choice relevant in other Turkic languages, has disappeared in the Turkic
varieties of Iran. As a consequence, a nominal predicate without any copular marker
cannot represent a complete finite predication. Consider the following examples:

Azeri

(17) Meénim adim Hdsdndi.
I-GEN  name-Poss1sG Hisin-COP3
‘My name is Hasan.” (Kiral 2001: 140)

Kashkay
(18) Deyar he$na ir  kummuca ca:nna:rdi.
say-PRES  nothing small animal-COP3
‘She says, nothing, it is a small animal.” (Dolatkhah 2006-2007: 54)
Khalaj
(19) Biziim baluk e:ydisi ho ulari.

we-GEN village landowner-poss3sG  good-COP3
‘Our landowner is good.” (Doerfer 1988: 200)

COM TOP}

6.2. Expression of the relationship of {S* IS SOMEWHERE

As already discussed, in Turkish, the use of the adjective lexeme {var} within a
relationship of {s IS SOMEWHERE} is obligatory if the first actant, the entity present,
is the ‘comment’ of the sentence and occurs after the locative predicate, e.g. masada
kitap var [table-LOC book present] ‘there is (a) book(s) on the table’. This is also a
common construction in Turkic varieties of Iran. In addition to this construction, it
can be observed in some varieties that the subject markers can be used without hav-
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ing been appended to {var} (cf. Doerfer 1988: 203, Kiral 2001: 66-67 and Kuribaya-
shi 2008) even if the subject represents new information in the sentence and follows
the locative predicate. In all of the following examples, the entities referring to the
first actant or subject are in the final position of the sentences, following the locative
predicates. Thus, they are immediately in front of the copular markers used obligato-
rily for the 3rd person. The fact that the copular markers are directly attached to the
subjects makes these sentences, from the Turkish point of view, awkward:

Bojnurd dialect of Khorasan Turkic

(20) Gidiyad, gidiyad, Janadld yetisiyd,  jaydla ki
gOo-PRES  go-PRES3  forest-DAT reach-pREs forest-DAT ki
yetisiyd,  baxiyd, bir daraxtiy  astinda bir  daddi.
reach-PRES see-PRES one tree-GEN  under-poss3-LoCc one stone-copr3
‘He goes and goes and comes to the forest. When he comes to the forest he sees: there
is a stone under a tree.” (Fazsy 1977: 130, 134)

Azeri
(21) Orda bi(r) gizdi.
there one girl-cop3
“There is a girl there.” (Kiral 2001: 66)

Kashkay

(22) Gerer bu rayiy a:ltinna bir karpuz  laclasidi.
see-PRES this stone-GEN under-poss3-Loc one watermelon bush-Poss3-cor3
‘He sees there is a watermelon bush under this rock.” (Dolatkhah 2006-2007: 43)

In the following examples, the past copular markers with the meaning ‘was’, ‘were’
in the 3rd person singular and plural are used without being combined with {var}:

Bojnurd dialect of Khorasan Turkic
(23) Gadim zamanda bir jaydlidi.
old time-Loc  one forest-Pcor3

‘In the old times there was a forest.” (Fazsy 1977: 165, 169)

Khalaj
(24) Bi: $d:'réa dkki  la:lartildr.
a city-Loc two  brother-Pcop-3pL
“There were two brothers in a city.” (Doerfer 1988: 203)

6.3. Uses of {var}

In Turkish, the use of the marker {var} ‘existent/present’, is, as described above, not
necessary in order to denote a relationship of {S™” 1S SOMEWHERE*™}. To express
this relationship, subject markers are immediately attached to the locative predi-

cates, e.g. (ben) evdeyim [house-LOC-15G] ‘I am at home’. What can be observed in
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Turkic varieties of Iran is that the marker {var} can also occur in constructions ex-
pressing such a relationship. Consider the following examples with both variants:

Khorasan Turkic

(25) Evdayam. Evdi ba:’ram.
house-Loc-1sG  house-Loc present-1sG
‘T am at home.” (Bozkurt 1975: 182)

Khalaj

(26) Ha'véam. Ha'véa va: 'ram.
house-Loc-1sG  house-Loc present-1sG
‘I am at home.” (Doerfer 1988: 200)

27) Lra:'néam. ILra:'néa va:'ram.
Iran-Loc-1sG  Iran-Loc  present-1sG
‘I am in Iran.” (Doerfer 1989: 110)

Rahmati & Bugday (1998: 10) present the entire paradigm for Azeri: mdn varam ‘1
am here’, sdn varsan “you are here’, o var ‘(s)he/it is here’, biz (bizldr) varik ‘we are
here’, siz (sizldr) varsiniz (varsiz) ‘you are here’, onlar vardirlar ‘they are here’. In
his material from the Kabul Avshar dialect spoken in Afghanistan, Bozkurt (1977:
233) gives the following examples provided by native speakers as sentences corre-
sponding to the Persian sentences dar xa:na hastam ‘1 am at home’ and dar i:ra:n
hastam ‘I am in Iran’.

Kabul Avshar dialect

(28) Evda varam.
house-Loc present-1sG
‘I am at home.”

(29) Iranda varam.
Iran-Loc  present-1sG
‘I am in Iran.’

Doerfer & Hesche & Ravanyar (1990: 23) and Doerfer & Hesche (1998: 21) give
examples with the same forms from the Galiigah and Lotfabad dialects of Azeri:

Galagah dialect of Azeri

(30) Evda va ram.
house-Loc present-1sG
‘I am at home.”

(1) Ira:nda va ram.
Iran-Loc  present-1sG
‘I am in Iran.’
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Azeri from Lotfabad

(32) Ovda va ram.
house-Loc present-1sG
‘T am at home.’

(33) Ira hda varam.
Iran-Loc  present-1sG
‘I am in Iran.’

Furthermore, Bozkurt (1977: 236) notes the following sentences which may corre-
spond to the Persian sentence i:n ha:ne az an daraxt boland tar ast ‘this house is
higher than that tree’:

Kabul Avshar dialect
(34) Bu ev o daraxtan  ucadir.
this house that tree-ABL  high-cop3

(35) Bu ev o daraxtan  yixaridir.
this house that tree-aBL  high-cor3

(36) Bu ev o daraxtan  yixari  var.
this house that tree-aBL  high  present

In the last example, the marker {var} appears to denote a relationship of {s IS X}.
Semantically, a characterisation of the first actant, “this house’, is expressed. The
use of {var} in this example is very similar to the use of the copular marker {-DIr}.
In this context it is important to mention that {var} is an element that also played a
role in forming a new type of high-focal present in Abivardi, a Kashkay variety of
Shiraz, and the Galiigah dialect of Azeri. This type of renewal of the high-focal
present represents code-copying from Persian; see Doerfer & Hesche & Ravanyar
(1990: 28), Csaté (2001: 119) and Csat6é (2005: 281-282) for further information
about this construction and Johanson (1992) for the code-copying model.

7. Recapitulation and remaining questions

Table 5 is a comparative overview of the markers and constructions which are used
to denote the relationships of {s IS x}, {s'* IS SOMEWHERE®™} and {s°™ Is
SOMEWHERE'” } in Turkish, Persian and Turkic varieties of Iran.

Since the use of an overt agreement marker on the 3rd person is obligatory in
modern Persian, the obligation for a subject marker on the 3rd person may certainly
represent a contact-induced phenomenon in Turkic varieties of Iran.
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{s1sx} {S IS SOMEWHERE}

{s™" 1s SOMEWHERE®™} | {s®Is SOMEWHERE "}
(S) + nominal predicate + |1. (S) + locative predicate + |1. locative predicate + S +

subject marker subject marker {var} + subject marker
in the 3rd person:

Turkish |1. zero-marker 2. (S) + locative predicate + |2. locative predicate + S +
2. {-D™I*r} is not obliga- |bulun-uyor + subject marker|bulun-uyor + subject
tory, used only in certain marker
discourse types
(S) + nominal predicate + |1. (S) + locative predicate + |1. locative predicate + S +
subject marker subject marker {var} + subject marker

Irano-
Turkic |in the 3rd person:
1. an obligatory subject |2. (S) + locative predicate + [2. locative predicate + S +
marker {var} + subject marker subject marker

2. {var} can be used

(S) + nominal predicate + |1. (S) + locative predicate + |1. locative predicate + S +
subject marker subject marker hast + subject marker

Persian |in the 3rd person:
1. an obligatory subject |2. (S) + locative predicate + |2. locative predicate + S +
marker hast + subject marker contracted subject markers
2. hast can be used

Table 5: Comparison of markers and constructions in Turkish, Persian and Irano-Turkic

The phenomenon that {var} is used in front of subject markers even if the subject is
the topic of the sentence (examples 25-33) needs to be considered from different
points of view. Parallel to the more or less equivalent Persian constructions man
xune-am ‘1 am at home’ and man xune hastam ‘I am at home’, we find the construc-
tions evddydm ‘I am at home’ and evdd varam ‘I am at home’ in Irano-Turkic. The
use of {var} in this context resembles the use of hast. As already noted above, the
difference between the two Persian constructions is that the construction with Aast
denotes the localisation of the psychological interest much more as ‘being present
somewhere’. In almost the same manner, the standard Turkish construction evde
bulunuyorum ‘I am (present) at home’ is a focal and more formal variant of evdeyim
T am at home’ and has a more restricted use. The Irano-Turkic construction evdd
varam ‘I am at home’ seems to be a comparable construction to Turkish evde bu-
lunuyorum as well. We may be able to conclude that requirements to renew the
markers in order to be able to denote focal meanings or different registers are given
both in the Turkic and Persian linguistic systems. The use of {var} in Irano-Turkic
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varieties is most likely the result of code-copying (Johanson 1992) of properties of
hast, but nonetheless represents a process which is certainly in accordance with the
developments in Turkic.

The absence of {var} in examples 20-24 is a phenomenon whose possible rea-
sons are not easy to determine. There are two proposed explanations: (1) Copying of
structural properties of the Persian subject marker -e. As mentioned, subject markers
can express ‘existence/presence of someone/something somewhere’ in the colloquial
language. This might have resulted in the patterning that Turkic varieties provide, in
some corresponding constructions, showing 3rd person subject markers without
{var}. (2) Language-internal reasons are also of course likely. Alongside {var},
Turkish provides a verbal construction with bu/un- which can indicate focal mean-
ings. The absence of {var} and the sole use of 3rd person markers in Turkic varieties
of Iran can also represent a parallel development, i.e. the absence can be caused by
the language-internal needs to express certain focal meanings. Dropping the element
{var} and using solely the 3rd person subject marker may contribute, as far as I can
judge, to localising psychological interest, such as ‘there is (was) just now (at that
moment) ...".

The use of {var} as a copular marker within a relationship of {s IS X} may also
be interpreted as a result of copying of the functional properties of Persian hast.
However, it should be pointed out that the lexeme {var}/{bar} played/plays compa-
rable roles in some other older and modern Turkic languages, e.g. Old Uyghur kdrgk
sudurta ymd sozldmis bar ‘in a siitra it has been also said’ (Kara & Zieme 1977: 59),
Yakut bu aan baar ‘this is a door’ (Krueger 1962: 119), Karaim men Karay barmin
T am a Karay’ (Csaté 2000); see also Pritsak (1959a: 360) for the use of bar as a
copular marker in the dialects of Balkar. Therefore, we need to be cautious with an
explanation about the possible reasons of the use of {var} as a copular marker.

Explanations of all these phenomena require solid, comparative research in order
to reveal complex form-function relationships across older and modern Turkic lan-
guages. It is my hope that my investigation, concerned with the diachronic devel-
opment and synchronic variation of subject markers and copular forms in Turkic
languages from a contrastive perspective, will contribute to a better understanding of
such questions.

Abbreviations

1pL  1st person plural ABL Ablative pcop Past copula
1sG  1st person singular coM Comment pL  Plural

2pL  2nd person plural cop Copula poss Possessive
2sG  2nd person singular DAT Dative PRES Present
3pL  3rd person plural GEN Genitive TOP Topic

3sG  3rd person singular Loc Locative @  Zero-marker
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Introduction

Besides the Altai Tuvans of Bayan Olgii and Khovd provinces in western Mongolia,
and the Dukhan people of the northwestern Kubsugul region, yet another group of
speakers of Sayan Turkic resides in Mongolia. The eastern territories of Kubsugul
province in northern Mongolia, i.e. east of Lake Kubsugul, are home to a small
group of Sayan Turkic speakers. Their lifestyle is based predominantly on the herd-
ing of cows, Ads in their variety. Their self-designation is fuha, a phonetic variant of
tuva/tuba. In the available literature they are referred to as Uyghur-Uriankhay.

My first encounter with Tuhan speakers dates back to October 2008 when, on the
way back from my fieldwork trip in the Darkhat depression in the northwestern ar-
eas of the Kubsugul region, I had the good fortune to meet in the city of Mo6ron, the
capital of Kubsugul province, two elderly Tuhan speakers, Dayanjalba, 72, and
Marks, 68 years old. Thanks to them I could experience some of the unique features
of their language not present in the other documented Sayan varieties. Back home, I
presented a preliminary overview of some of these features in two talks at the uni-
versities of Szeged and Frankfurt, respectively. The uniqueness of these data was
decisive for my plan to return to Mongolia as soon as possible. The following April,
Dayanjalba was my guide and invaluable helper during my fieldwork experience in
the eastern areas of Kubsugul Aimag. Besides learning much about the material
culture of the Tuhan people, I recorded several hours of spontaneous conversations,
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and I collected a corpus of texts including biographies, songs, cooking recipes and
narratives.'

Below I present a first overview of this remarkable Sayan variety, focusing on its
lexical, phonetic and morphological features. I will show that, on the one hand, Tu-
han shows peculiarities that distinguish it from the rest of Sayan Turkic and that, on
the other hand, it shares some salient isoglosses with Tofan. I will argue that Tuhan
represents a lowland or steppe variety as opposed to the taiga or highland variety of
Tofan, as described by Rassadin (1971, 1978, 1995, 1997, etc.). Tuhan linguistic and
cultural data are surely of importance both for the synchronic classification of Sayan
Turkic and for a better understanding of the evolution of Sayan Turkic with special
reference to the Sayan-Lena Turkic connection.

The speakers of Tuhan

Tuhan people are scattered over a territory encompassing the area between the
counties of Tsagaan Uiir and Khankh, lying, respectively, to the east and to the north
of Lake Kubsugul in the Mongolian province of the same name. This area stretches
from the eastern shores of Lake Kubsugul to the border with Buriatia. The village of
Tsagaan Uiir is situated 185 km north of Méron. This area abounds in forests and
river basins and is rich in lowland pastures that promote the raising of cattle, espe-
cially bovines.

The highest concentration of Tuhan families is found in the sum of Tsagaan Uiir
(personal information of my consultants). Officially, there are 2,400 inhabitants of
this county, divided into three groups: 600 Uriankhay, 650 Buriat, and the remainder
Khalkha.

As for the term Uriankhay, an old designation of this area,” it is applied to four
different groups. The Ovor Sirkheten Uriankhay, literally the Uriankhay of the
southern flea (Mongolian évér ‘south’ + Sirxe ‘kind of flea’ + the collective suffix
-tan),? the Arig Uriankhay, from the name of the adjacent river Arig, and the
Goroocin Uriankhay, literally the hunting Uriankhay (Mongolian gérédcin “hunter’)

! The data which will be discussed in this article belong to the cultural heritage of the Tu-
han people and were collected with the permission of the Tuhan community.

The first occurrence of the term Urianxay in eastern sources is in the dynastic history of
the Liao dynasty. As for western sources, a population with the name Orengai is men-
tioned in the travel account of de Rubroek. Urianxay also occurs in the Secret History
several times without bearing any clear ethnic or linguistic connotation, but merely de-
noting people living north of the Mongols. Urianxay is also one of the names in use to
designate both Tuvans and other groups; see Schénig (2006: 234). According to Didszegi
(1961: 197-199) the name Urianxay is used in Mongolia to designate all the Turkic popu-
lations of the Mongolian territory who are animist, to distinguish them from the Kazakhs,
who are Muslims. On the possible identification of Urianxay with the Tungusic Jiiréed,
further see Wilhelm (1957: 174).

3 This group is also mentioned in Sanders (1993: 182).

2
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are speakers of western Mongol varieties. On our way from Méron to Tsagaan Uiir
we stopped several times to visit Arig Uriankhay families, whose speech displays a
noteworthy melody, reminiscent of that of the Darkhat of the western Kubsugul
area. The designation Uyghur (or Uygar) Uriankhay refers to people who are or
were speakers of Turkic. Besides Uyghur Uriankhay they are also called Soyit
Uriankhay, Uiiriin Uriankhay, Jinkhene Uriankhay and Tuha Uriankhay. The term
Soyit is a Mongolian plural form of the clan name Soyan, the most widespread
among the Tuvan clan names. Uir is the name of the river that flows through the
area and is part of the name of the village of Tsagaan Ui, named after it, and the
term jinkhene is a Khalkha Mongolian word meaning ‘real, full, genuine, true’.
However, they identify themselves and their language as fuha. They say, for in-
stance, men tuha kisi men ‘I am Tuhan’ and men tuhaliir men ‘I speak Tuhan’. The
term fuha is a phonetic variant of fuva/tuba, an ancient name found in this area that
is common across Sayan Turkic speakers and also various groups in the neighboring
areas; for details, see Schonig (2006: 225-227).

Finally, it should also be noted that this same territory bears a special meaning
for Mongols, since it is here, precisely at the river Arig that Cinggis Khan’s ancest-
ress Alan Goa ‘Alan the Fair’, was born. She belonged to the Qori Tumat tribe, who
lived in northern Mongolia in the forest area stretching from the southwestern shore
of Lake Baikal to Lake Kubsugul (de Rachewiltz 2006: 244-248, 857-858). Recently
a three-meter statue dedicated to the worship of Alan Goa was erected near the small
village of Chandaman Ondér, at a distance of approximately 40 km from Tsagaan
Uiir.

Language status and use

All Tuhan speakers are bilingual in Tuhan and Mongolian. Tuhan is both a non-
dominant and a non-written variety and is only used as the in-group language. The
status of Tuhan is rather low. It happened that I was able to meet some young
Khalkha Mongolian inhabitants of the village who did not even know about the ex-
istence of the Tuhan people. The number of speakers with native competence of
Tuhan does not exceed 50 individuals, all aged above 45. The number of passive
and/or semi-speakers is difficult to estimate, and more research is needed to estab-
lish this. During my stay in the village of Tsagaan Uiir, some 15 people came regu-
larly to visit me, showing a vivid interest in Tuhan and asking me several questions
concerning both language and history and expressing their wish to reactivate the
language. A similar situation arose when I visited families in the countryside.

Tuhan has never been taught in the local boarding school nor are there presently
any plans to do so. The situation is thus quite different than in the other Sayan
Turkic-speaking areas of Mongolia, where some level of literacy in Tuvan, albeit in
its standard form, i.e. the language of the Tuvan republic, has been achieved in re-
cent decades. In the village of Tsengel, in the Bayan Olgii region, Tuvan is currently
taught in the local Tuvan boarding school as a result of a Mongolian-Tuvan educa-



228 Elisabetta Ragagnin

tional project. Similarly, in the village of Tsagaan Nuur, in northwestern Kubsugul
Aimag, some hours per week of Tuvan teaching are provided, even though not on a
continuous basis. The teachers are locals who were trained in the Pedagogical Insti-
tute of Kyzyl.

Previous research on Tuhan

The available scholarly material on Tuhan consists exclusively of the publications of
the Mongolian scholar L. Bold dating back to the 1970s and 1980s (see references).
Bold’s scholarly work deals predominantly with topics related to the sound system
such as pharyngealization, long vowels and the phonetic structure of Mongol loans;
that research, however, was not supported by instrumental acoustic investigations.
Bold also dealt with more general aspects of Mongol borrowings. In his work, Bold
does not mention the name fuha but labels the variety under discussion “Uygar-
Uriankhay”. Except for these works, all in Mongolian and rather difficult to find in
the libraries of Ulaan Baator, Tuhan-referred to as Uygar-Uriankhay, following
Bold’s designation—is merely mentioned in some publications dealing with Sayan
varieties of Mongolia (e.g. Sugahara 1999). Sanders (1993: 181-182) does not men-
tion this group among the varieties listed under “Urianhai or Tuva”. Furthermore,
information on this Sayan variety from the Ethnologue online encyclopedia is rather
incorrect and misleading. The Ethnologue attaches the label “Khows6gol Uigur” to a
group consisting of 1000 individuals in Northern Mongolia in Kubsugul Aimag. The
same group is also linked both to Tuvan and to Uyghur. In the latter case they are
also reported to be Muslim, maybe being confused with the Hotons.

Thus, Tuhan remains under-investigated and is poorly documented in terms of
modern standards of language documentation, as outlined for instance in Essentials
of language documentation (Gippert & Himmelmann & Mosel 2006).

Unique linguistic features of Tuhan

Tuhan belongs to the Sayan branch of Northeastern or Siberian Turkic. It thus dis-
plays those features that characterize Sayan Turkic as a whole. Some of them are
listed below:
ethe sound changes CT *-9-, *-9 > -d-, -, e.g. bedik ‘tall’ < *bediik, bot ‘self” <
*bod ‘body’
elong vowels resulting from contractions in the sequence VCV, e.g. ool ‘son’ <
*oyul
ereflexes of original vowel length on the following consonant, e.g. a”t horse’ <
*at vs. at < *aat ‘name’
epreservation of final -*g in both stems and suffixes, e.g. bay ‘tie’ < *bay,
Jarayliy ‘nice’ < *yarayli'y ‘useful, suitable’
eoccurrence of the sound alternation a ~ i, e.g. girin ‘stomach’ < *karin
esubstitution of the privative suffix *siz with the analytical construction [noun-
Jok], e.g. a"téok ‘horseless’
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epreservation of the assertive verbal marker -Clk < *yUk, e.g. barjik “(s)he has
indeed gone’
At the same time, Tuhan has its own specific features. It exhibits, on the one hand,
certain features which distinguish it from the rest of Sayan Turkic, while it shares,
on the other hand, some specific isoglosses with Tofan. As will be shown in the
following, some features represent archaic retentions, whereas others should be con-
sidered as innovations.

Lexical features

Tuhan shows several lexical items that do not have formal correspondences in the
other Sayan varieties or that display a different meaning. I will first comment on the
following items: toos ‘pig’, hos ‘cow’, gaska ‘white’, jirik ‘lip’, ingir ‘saddle’, mees
“forest’, jiyliy ‘very’, turaajor ‘tomorrow’, ovokkey ‘bear’, bokcine ‘wolf’, aldi
‘lynx’.

The lexeme foos ‘wild boar’ can be traced back to CT *foyuz. Correspondences
of CT *toyuz are otherwise absent in the whole of Sayan Turkic. This term was
generally substituted by a copy of the Mongolian item gaban (cf. Risidnen 1969:
216a and Hauenschild 2003: 221). On the other hand, to refer to the sow and to the
suckling pig, Tuhans employ the terms megej# and toroy, respectively. They both
are copied from Mongolic; cf. Buryat megeZe ’dikaja svin’ja (samka)’ and foroy
‘porosjonok (dikoj svin’i) (Ceremisov 1973: 309b, 431a).

With regard to bokcina ‘wolf’, a conceivable etymological hypothesis could put
it in relationship with Mongolic bérte cinua ‘blue-grey, or bluish wolf’. The fact that
between the vowel and the plosive consonant of the first syllable there is some de-
gree of disturbance in the airflow (which still requires instrumental verification) may
lead to the assumption that this is the result of a dropped consonant (-»-?).

For ‘cow’, Tuhans use the lexeme /4ds, which can be traced back to CT *(h)okiiz
‘ox’. All other Sayan varieties, on the other hand, display cognates of CT *ingek.
Among Turkic languages, Yellow Uyghur displays a form close to Tuhan: kus ‘bo-
vine, 0x’ (M. Roos, personal communication).

Gaska is the term generally used for ‘white’, e.g. gaska dit ‘white larch’, gaska
don ‘white dress’. Close cognates of this lexeme are documented already in Old
Turkic with reference to an animal ‘with a white head and a darker body”’ or ‘with a
white blaze on the forehead’ (Clauson 1972: 671b). In several modern Turkic lan-
guages close correspondents of gaska are similarly used in describing animals. Kir-
ghiz, however, shows close semantic correspondences to Tuhan, displaying gaska in
the meaning of ‘white, light’ (Laude-Cirtautas 1961: 112-113). The rest of Sayan
Turkic, on the other hand, displays aq. Traces of ag are, however, found in Tuhan as
well. I was told that the river Gaska Gem, literally ‘White River’, is also referred to
as Ak Gem.

The word jirik refers to ‘lip’ and can be traced back to CT *yaruk “a split, crack,
breach; cracked, split’ (Clauson 1972: 962b). Tuvan, on the other hand, displays erin
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der-poss3).

The item iygir, probably of Mongolic origin (cf. Résdnen 1969: 166a), is used to
refer to the saddle and, within Sayan Turkic, is exclusively found in Tuhan. On the
other hand, the word ezer ‘saddle’< CT *eder, common to all the other Sayan varie-
ties, does not exist in Tuhan. Note, however, that the item ezer shows the develop-
ment CT *§ — z which is typical of Yenissey Turkic and not of Sayan Turkic (CT
*§ — d), cf. Khakas izer. Lena Turkic, on the other hand, is close to Tuhan in this

1993: 261). Common to all the Sayan varieties, including also Tuhan, is the occur-
rence of ingirsak ‘packsaddle’, a diminutive form of ingir.

The lexeme mees refers to ‘forest’ and shows close semantic correspondences
and some formal similarities with Lena Turkic, e.g. Yakut mas and Dolgan maas
‘tree, wood’ (Stachowski 1993: 176). On the other hand, in Tuvan mees refers to
‘sunny side (of a mountain)’ and corresponding items in form and meaning are
found in Altai and Teleut (Résdnen 1969: 336a). Tofan mdds refers to ‘grassy
clearing on the southern slope of a mountain; the southern slope of a mountain with-
out forest’.

As for the degree adverb jiyliy ‘very’, e.g. jiyliy amdanniy “very tasty’, its evolu-
tionary trajectory might be viewed as follows: jiyliy < *jiyiyliy < CT *yiy- ‘to heap,
to collect’ plus the deverbal nominal formant -(X)giXg. On the Old Turkic form
yiyiyliy, see Erdal (1991: 345).

The lexeme furaajpr ‘tomorrow’ might be viewed as consisting of turaa (cf. To-
fan tura ~ turay ‘tomorrow’), a nominal formation from the verb fur- ‘to stand up, to
stand’, plus jar. This last element might be related to a CT nominal stem *yar which,
although not documented, can be assumed to be the nominal base from which both
the Turkish adverb yarin ‘tomorrow’ and the Old Turkic verbal stem yaro-/yaru- ‘to
be, or to become bright’ derive (M. Erdal, personal communication).

To designate the bear, Tuhans use the term 6vokkey, which likely goes back to
the Mongolian form ¢vdg ‘ancestor, grandfather’ (WM ebiige, Lessing 1995: 290a)
plus the Mongolian caritative suffix -Kay. Thus, this term belongs to the category of
euphemisms, a category of lexemes particularly rich throughout Sayan Turkic.
Unlike the rest of Sayan Turkic, traces of CT *adiyare not found in Tuhan.*

The term aldi, which means ‘lynx’ in Tuhan, differs from other Sayan varieties,
like Tofan,” Dukhan and Toju Tuvan, where the same item aldi is used with refer-
ence to ‘sable’. This item evidently also belongs to the category of euphemisms in

4 In this context, it is also worth noting that the lexeme xayrexan, a lexical copy from

Mongolic (WM qayiragan ‘merciful, gracious, beautiful’), which is a euphemism for
‘bear’ in many other Sayan varieties, occurs in Tuhan together with the adjective uzun
‘long’ as a euphemistic term for ‘snake’. This term also may be viewed as a mixed copy
from Mongolic; cf. Khalkha Mongolian urt xayrexan ‘snake’ literally ‘long xayrexan’.

5 Rassadin (1971: 153) derives this lexeme from al- ‘to take’.
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Tuhan. To designate the sable, Tuhan people use a copy from Mongolic, namely
bulayan; cf. WM bulayan. In standard Tuvan the Turkic term £is is used to refer to
this precious little animal, besides aldi.

Yet another set of lexemes displays in Tuhan a phonetic shape quite divergent
from the other Sayan varieties. The items pi %ilag ‘cheese’, tengere ‘sky’, ese ‘fa-
ther’, he ‘mother’, gen ‘bride’, xi ‘two’, xion ‘twenty’, miha- ‘to do like this’, iha-
‘to do like that’, kaha- ‘to do how’, and /as ‘cast iron cup’ are analyzed below.

As for the item pi %ilaq ‘cheese’, it rather departs from the rest of Sayan Turkic,
which displays bisyllabic correspondents, e.g. Tuvan and Tofan bi %$taq, Dukhan
bi"staq. Structurally, all these forms go back to *bis- ‘to come to maturity, to ripen’,
plus -/ (deverbal nominal formant) plus -ZA (denominal verbal formant) and plus
-(X)k (deverbal nominal formant). In this respect the Tuhan trisyllabic form is more
archaic than the other Sayan varieties since it shows clear traces of the deverbal
nominal formant -/; on the ergative deverbal nominal formant -/, see Erdal (1991:
340).

Tuhan people refer to the sky using the word tengere, which likely represents a
copy of Buryat tengeri ‘sky’ (Cydendambaev 1954: 310b); also cf. Yakut fapara.
The rest of Sayan Turkic, on the other hand, displays forms going back to CT *tepri,
e.g. Tuvan deer, Tofan and Dukhan deeri.

The Tuhan lexeme ese ‘father’ is phonetically rather close to Lena Turkic dhd
‘grandfather, bear’ (Stachowski 1993: 43). Whether Tuhan ese is etymologically
related to Mongolian ecige ‘father’ (Lessing 1995: 292a) and/or CT *dci “ancestor’
or CT *edi ‘junior paternal uncle, elder brother’ (Clauson 1972: 20) remains an open
question. The rest of Sayan Turkic, on the other hand, has back vocalic lexemes dis-
playing an intervocalic affricate sound, e€.g. Tuvan aca, Tofan and Dukhan aja. This
shape is common to other Turkic languages of Siberia and China; for details see
Nugteren & Roos (2006: 125).

The formal shape of xi ‘two’ differs from the rest of Sayan Turkic by dropping of
word-initial i-; cf. Tofan i %i, Dukhan 7x7, Tuvan iyi. Similarly, deletion of the initial
short vowel i- is seen in the lexeme ke ‘mother’; cf. Tofan i e, Dukhan ix& and
Tuvan iye, all going back to the form *ike.

An interesting case of reduction to one syllable is the lexeme gen ‘bride’ < CT
*gelin; cf. Tuvan xelin, Tofan helin. Traces of -I- surface when the Poss3 suffix is
added: genni ‘his bride’ vs. genim ‘my bride’, geniy ‘your bride’.

The pronominal verbs® miha- “to do like this’, iha- ‘to do like that’ and kaha- “to
do how’ depart considerably from the rest of Sayan Turkic: cf. Tofan minja-, inja-,
and qarnja-, Tuvan minéa-, inca- and kanija-, Dukhan minja-, inja- and ganja-. In
Tuhan, apparently, the cluster -nj~ occurs as -4-, which might have developed from
*§,1i.e. nj— § — h. This topic is surely interesting from an Altaistic point of view.

¢  Sayan Turkic pronominal verbs are verbal stems directly formed from the oblique stems
of the demonstratives bo, ol and the interrogative pronoun kay- ‘which (one)’ with the ad-
dition of the suffix -¢a; see Menges (1963: 134-136).
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The lexeme has$ ‘cast-iron cup’ displays a word-initial glottal fricative, whereas
the rest of Sayan Turkic features an aspirated bilabial stop, e.g. Dukhan p"as.

Finally, worth noticing are some forms with adverbial function which display in
Tuhan a lower level of lexicalization in comparison with corresponding items in
other Sayan varieties. The Tuhan adverb ga’ttap, for instance, bears the meaning ‘in
layers’ (layer-v.DER-CB), which is thus close to its morphological structure. On the
other hand, its formal correspondents in other Sayan varieties, €.g. Tuvan katap and
Dukhan ga’ttap, bear the meaning ‘again’, thus indicating the following lexicaliza-
tion process: ‘in layers’ — manner adverb ‘again’. Similarly, the Tuhan adverb
dikka ‘firmly’, going back to dik ‘firm’ + the adverbializing suffix —-GA, differs se-
mantically from the corresponding forms in Tuvan and Dukhan, dika and dikka re-
spectively, bearing the meaning ‘very’. As in the preceding case, the Tuhan term is
more archaic. Tofan stands between Tuhan and the other Sayan varieties displaying
qa ‘ftap meaning both ‘again’ and ‘in layers’, and dik:a referring both to ‘very’ and
‘firmly’. To express the manner adverb ‘again’, Tuhan employs daxin, a copy from
Mongolic (cf. WM dakin); also see below.

Copying from Mongolic varieties

Besides showing unique lexemes of Turkic origin which are not present in the rest of
the documented Sayan Turkic varieties, Tuhan also displays many lexemes copied
from Mongolic due to long-lasting contact with Mongolic varieties. Many of these
items are not present in the other documented Sayan varieties, €.g. boron ‘rain’ (cf.
WM boru yan, Buryat boroo) and bulayan ‘sable’ (cf. WM bulayan, Buryat bulgan).
To refer to bread, Tuhans use the global copy of Khalkha Mongolian falxi, which
occurs alongside hileeme, an older copy from Russian, common in this phonetic
shape with Buryat (xileeme) and Tofan (hilddme ~ hlddme).

Copying also affects morphological structures. An example is the replacement of
the suffix -Ks4 ‘to desire to X’ by the Mongolic desiderative suffix-maar, e.g. am
fanmaar men ‘I want to go back home now’ instead of, for instance, Dukhan am
Yantsaar men.

A thorough investigation of the types of Mongolic borrowings and their stratifi-
cation will surely bring important results especially in relation to the Lena-Sayan
connection.

The palatal nasal sound

In many words, the palatal nasal sound 7 occurs in word-initial position, whereas
other Sayan varieties display a media lenis affricate. Some examples are listed below
and contrasted with Tofan, Dukhan, Tuvan and Old Turkic.
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Tuhan Tofan Dukhan Tuvan Old Turkic Gloss

nimSak nimjaq Jimjak dimcéak yumsak ‘soft’

nonak nonaq Jonak donak yonak ‘saddle-pad’

ninge niyge Jinge dinge yinége ‘thin’

nayis nunus ~ Jangis dangis yalyus ‘alone’

nilils

naak lower  raaq ‘lower paak ‘lower Caak ‘cheek’ yanak ‘cheekbone’

jaw’ jaw’ Jaw’

nas nes nes iyas iy ‘wood, tree’

nan- nan- Jyan- can- yan- ‘to tum ‘to return
back’ home’

rioon ‘thick,  roon ‘thick’ poon ‘thick, doon ‘thick’  yoyun ‘thick’

pregnant’ pregnant’

non- non- Jon- don- yon- ‘to whet’

naa naa yaa caa yayi ‘new’

Among these examples word-initial #- in the word for ‘tree’ represents a special
case, since its evolutionary path can be reconstructed as follows: 7as <*inas < *ipas
< *jya$§ < *iya$ < *iyaé. Note that in this respect the Tofan and Dukhan cognates
represent a more progressive degree of evolution than Tuhan, since the palatal nasal
initial consonant has triggered fronting of the stem vowel.

The segment 7 is also found in initial position in lexemes copied from Mongo-
lian, e.g. iumahay ‘wild carrot’ (WM yamaxay). The change *y- > 5- is also docu-
mented in the Alar Buryat dialect (Buraecv 1968: 135), e.g. WM yamar ‘what,
which’, Alar Buryat #iamar.

As for the Tuhan word #iamaa ‘goat’,7 it goes back to WM nima yan, whereas its
Khalkha and standard Buryat correspondents yamaa(n) and yamaan, respectively, go
back to imayan, the other form of ‘goat’ present in written Mongolian. Initial n- in
the word for ‘goat’ is also found in Kachug Buryat (Mitroskina 1968: 53), in Tunka
Buryat (Rassadin 1999: 125) and in the Baikal-Kudara subdialect (Budaev 2002:
155).

The palatal nasal sound 7 also occurs in Tuhan in word-medial and word-final
position, e.g. askirak ‘old man, husband’, gurhinak® ‘old woman, wife’, arak ‘cup’

7 The rest of Sayan Turkic displays cognates of CT *ecki; e.g. Tofan 6%k, Tuvan, Altai
Tuvan, Dukhan 6skii.

8 The terms asgirak and gurhinak go back to CT *avicya ‘old man’ and kurtya, respec-
tively, plus the diminutive suffix -¢4k. Cognates of these two terms occur throughout
Sayan Turkic, e.g. Tofan asinaq, Dukhan as$ak and Tuvan asak. Résénen (1969: 304a)
lists Soyot kuryayak and Karagass kurujak, kurud ‘ak, kuruyak.
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mirinak ‘snake weed’, gon ‘sheep’, tunuy ‘hoof’. The last two examples are of par-
ticular interest since they show continuation of Old Turkic -72-, cf. furio y and kon.

Otherwise, Tuhan displays the lenis affricate ¥ where Old Turkic displays y-,
e.g. jer ‘place’ vs. Old Turkic yer, and jarayiiy ‘nice’ vs. Old Turkic yarayiiy.

Interestingly, whereas in Dukhan, Tofan and Toju Tuvan, the occurrence of y- ~
n- in word-initial position—conditioned by the occurrence of a nasal sound later in
the word—is a very aggressive feature that leads to the nasalization of the entire
word, and sometimes (at least in Dukhan), of the entire sentence, in Tuhan there is
no spreading of nasality.

Absence of word-initial spirantization

Sayan Turkic displays word-initial spirantization of initial velar stops, though not
systematically. Tuhan, unlike all the other Sayan varieties, has not been affected by
this phenomenon. Some examples are contrastively listed in the table below:

Tuhan Tofan Dukhan Tuvan Gloss
gem hem hem xem ‘river’
gin hin hin xin ‘navel’
gol hol hol xol ‘lake’
giin hiin hiin xiin ‘day’
gat qat hat xat ‘wind’
gon hoy hoy koy ‘sheep’
gara qara kara kara ‘black’
gilin hilin hilin xilin ‘thick’
gen helin helin xelin ‘bride’
gill hiil hiil xiil ‘ashes’
gar qar gar xar ‘snow’
gam ham ham xam ‘shaman’

The converb -GAs

The converb suffix -GAs differs from the rest of Sayan Turkic, which displays -GAS,
e.g. Tuhan gelges vs. Tofan kelges, from gel- ‘to come’, Tuhan Severlees vs. Dukhan
Severlees, from Severle- ‘to clean’, Tuhan hi hongas gelir ‘(s)he will come in two
days’ vs. Tuvan iyi xongas geer. Otherwise final -§ did not develop into -s in Tuhan.
This development might be fairly recent.
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Aorist participle -iir

The aorist participle of polysyllabic vowel-final verbal stems has the form -iir which
is neutral with respect to synharmonism. It thus diverges considerably from the rest
of Sayan Turkic, which is quite monolithic in this respect, showing a regular aorist
participle formation from stems with vowel outset by prolonging the stem vowel,
e.g. Tuvan baliktaar, from balikta- ‘to fish’; for details on Tuvan and Tofan aorist
forms see Johanson (1976) and Schonig (1989). A contrastive picture of aorist for-
mation with vowel final verbal stems within Sayan Turkic is presented in the table
below:

Tuhan Tofan Dukhan Tuvan Gloss

ayniir aynaar apgnaar aygnaar apna- ‘to hunt

adayliir adaylaar’ - - adayla- ‘to speak Mongolian’
daariir daaraar  daaraar daaraar daara- ‘to sew’

iyliir iylaar iylaar iylaar iyla- ‘to cry’

udiir uduur uduur uduur udu- ‘to sleep’

oksiir ogSaar oqSaar oskaar oksa- ~ oska-"° “to kiss’

uliir uluur uluur uluur ulu- ‘to how!’

irliir irlaar irlaar irlaar irla- ‘to sing’

(ot) odiir  (ot) odaar (ot) odaar  (ot) odaar  (ot) oda- ‘to make fire’

Both the Tuhan aorist formation and that of the rest of Sayan Turkic can be traced
back to Old Turkic -(3) Ur, used with stems ending in vowel; cf. Erdal (2004: 240).
However, the Tuhan formation is more archaic; on the “standardization” of aorist
forms in Sayan Turkic, see Schonig (1989). Noteworthy is also that Tuhan addition-
ally shows some similarities with Khakas and Yakut in this respect. In Khakas the
two verbs par- ‘to go’ and kil- ‘to come’ display the aorist suffix -ir (Baskakov
1975: 206), and in Yakut intraterminal aorist participle stem-final vowels merge
with the initial suffix vowel into a long vowel 7 (Stachowski & Menz 1998: 425).

The aorist formation of stems with a final liquid also differs from the other
Sayan varieties. Other than in the other Sayan varieties, the liquid consonants » and /
do not drop, yielding a long contraction vowel. See the examples in the contrastive
table below:

® This stem is not documented in the Tofan-Russian dictionary of Rassadin (1995).
However, since in Tofan the lexeme aday ‘“Mongolian’ exists, in analogy to the verbal
forms tofala- “to speak in Tofan’ and orosta- “to speak in Russian’, the stem adayla- may
in all likelihood exist.

Metatheses are common throughout Sayan Turkic.
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Tuhan Tofan Dukhan Tuvan Gloss

gelir geer geer keer kel- ‘to come’
alir aar aar aar al- ‘to take’
beri beer beer beer ber- ‘to give’
bari baar baar baar bar- ‘to go’

As seen in the last two examples, suffix final » drops in the presence of r in the stem.

The particle gey ~ giy ~ goy

Unique in Tuhan is the occurrence of the particle gey ~ giy ~ gay, which occurs
sentence-finally and functionally corresponds to the element ‘thing” common to all
Sayan Turkic varieties, €.g. Tuvan ciive, Tofan and Dukhan cime ~ &iime. The ele-
ment ‘thing’ occurs as the head of relative clauses literally meaning ‘the thing that
X-es/will X’ or “X-ed’, whether it occurs with the verbal adjective -V'7 or -GAn. See
the Tuhan example below:

Oozin soonda ajidip ajidip ajiy
that-poss3 after  turn sour-v.DER-CB  tumn sour-v.DER-CB  turn sour-ADI.DER
Jilme  bile hoylup eededer gey.

thing  with to get thick-v.DER-CB  curdle-INTRA.VBN  PRTC
‘After that, letting it slowly turn sour with something sour, it gets thick and it curdles.’

Also cf. the Dukhan and Tofan examples below:

Astap suksap Jora:§ ol i bors
hungry-v.DER-CB be thirsty-cB move-cB  that dog-pPoss3 wolf
bola beryen toyuluy Jime.
become-cB  give-POST.vBN  history-ADI.DER PRTC

‘It was constantly hungry and thirsty and that’s the story how it (the dog) began to turn
into a wolf.” (Dukhan: Ragagnin, field data)

Unuun baari  kisiler ol  oolni ay kisisi
from there after  person-pL that boy-acCc moon  person-pPoss3.sG
dep tlegadrladar Jiime.

say-CB  Story-V.DER-INTRA.VBN PRTC
“The thing is that thereafter people named him moon boy” (Tofan: Rassadin 1996: 10)

Mongolic languages show close functional and structural similarities in the use of
the corresponding noun ‘thing’. Close are also the bonds between these uses of gey ~
giy ~ gay and the uses of the demonstrative pronoun o/ in sentence-final position in
Old Turkic; see Erdal (2004: 323). As for the origin of gey ~ giy ~ gay, a possibility
is to trace it back to the interrogative pronoun *garnu.
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Isoglosses with Tofan

Tuhan shares some lexical and morphological isoglosses with Tofan which are not
present in the rest of Sayan Turkic. Below I will comment on some cases.

Tuhan and Tofan display andiy ‘yes’ < CT *antay ‘like that’, whereas the rest of
Sayan Turkic shows the item iyye. Whereas Tuhan and Tofan display the items
Jooyas ‘near’ and coo yas, respectively, meaning ‘near’, Tuvan, and Dukhan display
Cook and jook, respectively. As for the adjective jarayliy ‘nice’, analyzed
previously, only Tofan displays a close cognate, carayliy.

Some other lexemes also show correspondents in Tuvan; however, they display a
phonetic shape that is closer to Tofan. The lexeme uy#u < CT *uygu is phonetically
closer to Tofan u $hyu than to Tuvan uygu. As for anak ‘cup’, Tofan displays a na-
salized form, namely ayaq, whereas the corresponding Tuvan and Dukhan forms do
not display any kind of nasalization."' The lexeme miririak ~ murunak refers to
‘snake weed’ and might be traced back to CT *burun ‘nose’ plus a diminutive suffix
(L. Clark, personal comunication). Tofan displays murupaq ‘burnet, sanguisorba’
and Tuvan miirak ‘korni Zivorodja$cej gre€iski’ (Rassadin 1971: 208). Some Sayan
varieties like Dukhan display the semantically but not formally corresponding term
mexer, a borrowing from neighboring Darkhat Mongolian, whose speakers are well
known meker-gatherers.'?

Another interesting Tuhan-Tofan lexical correspondence concemns the word for
‘snow’. In both Tuhan and Tofan gar and gar, respectively, refer only to ‘snow’ but
not to ‘age’. For my consultants it was very hilarious when I used the word gar
meaning ‘age’ as in Dukhan. To refer to ‘age’ both Tuhan and Tofan display a copy
of Mongolian nasin ‘age’.

An important sound feature shared by Tuhan and Tofan is the presence of traces
of original Turkic long vowels, €.g. Tuhan daas ‘stone’ < CT *taas; cf. Karagas tas
(in Katanov’s material) and Karagas fays (in Radloff’s material) (Menges 1959:
646). In other instances, Tuhan diphthongs represent a more recent development.
For example moit “Manchurian trout, lenok’ corresponds to Karagas mddt (Castrén
1857: 129a) and to Toju Tuvan and Dukhan miit. Note that this lexeme is originally
bisyllabic, cf. Jakut biyit.

With regard to morphology, an important isogloss connecting Tuhan with Tofan
is the occurrence of the analytical expression of the numeral decade ‘two’ + on ‘ten’
for ‘twenty’: Tuhan xi on (xi ‘two’ + on) or xion (thus a diphthong) and Tofan

' See, e.g., Menges (1959: 652) for Tofan (Karagas) and Yakut nasalization.

12 «As for what is called meker, Potanin and Dolbejev have remarked that in autumn, by
poking (into the ground), (the Darhad) find where the rats have gathered the roots of a
wild plant of the buckwheat family and stored them in their burrows. They get from some
burrows up to 10 pounds of meker, which they make into bread to eat throughout the
winter. It is not harmful to the health; on the contrary, it is nourishing.” (Zamcarano 1991:
68-69). In Tsagaan Ulir both Mongols and Tuhans prepare foodstuff with snake weed,
often mixing it with sugar and butter.



238 Elisabetta Ragagnin

ihyon. This feature is also common to Western Yugur (Nugteren & Roos 2006:
119). The rest of Sayan Turkic displays forms going back to CT *yegirmi, e.g. Tu-
van ceerbi, Dukhan jeervi.

As for verbal morphology, Tuhan shares with Tofan the occurrence of the suffix
-V/dIrl, a low-focal intraterminal, structurally formed by the converbial suffix -V
and a reduced form of *furur; e.g. tutadiri ‘fetches/will fetch’ from tut- “fetch’,
Joriidiri ‘goes/will go’, bardiri ‘goes, will go’, gordiiri ‘sees, will see’. As in Tofan,
in many instances the suffix-initial vowel is lost, especially with verbal stems dis-
playing a final liquid. Rassadin labels this form as “nastoja$¢ee oby&noe vremja”
(1978: 201). Tuvan and Dukhan, on the other hand, display the formally close forms
-V/ydlr and -V/ydIrl, respectively. According to Sat (1966: 395), the Tuvan form
-V/dIr expresses an action that occurs at the moment of speech and which is ac-
knowledged by the speaker on subjective grounds through feelings and senses, most
probably excluding sight. Dukhan -V/ydIrl is a non-focal intraterminal item which
expresses facts that the speaker acknowledges on the basis of his/her perception; see
the Dukhan example below:

Am bir  kisi ejik so"ktaydiri.
now one person door  knock-ITER-INTRA.NF
‘Somebody (as I hear) is now knocking at the door’.

Tuhan and Tofan share the presence of the postposition/clitic ‘upwards’. See the
example below:

Am mees  Saari tiniip Sidavas men, but bd'k
now forest upwards exit-cB be able-INTRA.LF.NEG I leg bad

‘I can’t move up to the forest (to hunt), my legs are hurting.” (Ragagnin, field data
2009)

Tuvan and Dukhan, on the other hand, display ¢r# ‘upwards’. All Sayan varieties,
however, display the antonym of Saari, namely kodu ‘downwards’ < CT *kodi.

Tuhan/Tofan Saari might be traced back to a deverbal nominal form of CT *¢ik-
‘to go out’ and the directive suffix -GArU. Saari might also go back to an old direc-
tive form of CT *yok ‘high ground’ (H. Nugteren, personal communication); in this
case, however, the development *y > § is problematic.

Besides, Tuhan shares with Dukhan and the Toju dialect of Tuvan (but not with
Tofan) the directive suffix -K7d/I. Standard Tuvan uses the suffix -Ze, while its west-
emn dialects, including Altai Tuvan in China and Mongolia, show -DIv4, and Tofan
exhibits -54.

Finally, Tuhan shares with Tofan the occurrence of the conditional copula erse.
The rest of Sayan Turkic differs in this respect; see the example below:

Ol  bistiy Jooya$§ bolgan erse men goskiizer men.



A rediscovered lowland Tofan variety in northern Mongolia 239

that we-GEN near become-posT PRTC I show-INTRA I
‘If we were near, I would show it (to you).” (Ragagnin, field data 2009)

Another isogloss connecting Tuhan exclusively with Tofan is the occurrence of the
modal particle jan ~ jon. Rassadin (1995: 89b) explains Tofan jon as ‘modal’naja
Castica usilivaju$¢aja pros’bu’; note the following two examples:

Men siiy a %igin aleyn, jon? Ce, all
I yOu-GEN  horse-2poss.sG-AcC take-voLl.sG PRTC Yeah take-IMP2.SG
‘It is OK that I take your horse, isn’t it? Sure, take it!” (Rassadin 1995: 89b)

Bilir men joy!
know-INTRA.LF I PRTC
‘I know it of course!” (Ragagnin, field data 2009)

Finally, Tuhan and Tofan share the absence of the so-called participium nondum
Jacti, denoting events that have not yet taken place (Johanson 1998: 46).

Thoughts on historical background including some speculations on
classification

The territory of present-day South Siberia has always been a melting-pot of peoples,
cultures, and languages. Long-lasting contacts have formed isoglosses between
Turkic varieties and other varieties, whether genealogically related or not. The South
Siberian Turkic languages share many features, but at the same time have their own
characteristics. The Siberian branch has emerged relatively recently. Its varieties
have developed on the basis of heterogeneous substrates. Many grammatical features
typical of this area can be explained as cases of imposition due to non-Turkic sub-
strates or as cases of adoption of new features due to non-Turkic adstrates. The con-
tact languages of this area are Russian, Mongolic, Tungusic, Samoyedic, Ob-Ugric,
and Paleosiberian varieties. The linguistic history of the different nomadic groups of
this area is largely unknown, but intermixing at various linguistic levels is obvious
for all the varieties concerned. Sayan Turkic is not an exception in this respect.

With regard to Tuhan, the history of the Tuhan people before the twentieth cen-
tury cannot be traced independently of that of other groups who identify themselves
with the ethnonym fuva/tuba. According to the prevalent view of historians and Tur-
cologists, the populations bearing the ethnonym fuva/fuba—or at least some of them—
were originally Samoyeds, i.e. speakers of languages belonging to the easternmost
branch of the Uralic family, and Yeniseians (i.e. Paleosiberians). They are thought to
have assimilated to Turkic peoples in various historical periods. A people bearing
the ethnonym Tu-po was first registered in the Chinese annals of the Sui-Shu dy-
nasty (581-618) at the turn of the 7th century. In the annals of the Chinese T ang-
Shu dynasty (618-906), the same people is recorded as a component of the T’ieh-le
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tribal confederation, of which the Uyghurs and other Oghuz peoples also formed
part, indicating that some had already been Turkicized (Clark 1997: 3). According to
these records, during the times of the Turkic first and second steppe empires (551-
744) and the Uyghur steppe empire (744- 840), the Tu-po lived south of the Kirghiz,
south of the small sea (most probably Lake Baikal) and north of the Uyghurs; see
Menges (1958-1959: 90). This geographical description corresponds to modern
Tuva and its neighboring territories. It is assumed that some non-Turkic groups,
possibly Samoyeds and Yeniseians (or maybe others) shifted to Turkic, i.e. started to
be assimilated to Turkic, especially at the time this region became subject to the
Uyghur steppe empire (744-840). Plenty of archeological remains, including monu-
ments written in the runiform script of the standard language used by the Uyghurs,
support this idea (Clark 1996: 20).

In the second half of the first millennium AD, a Turkic-speaking population
documented in the Orkhon inscriptions as the U¢ Qurigan, the three Kurykans, used
to inhabit the areas surrounding Lake Baikal, and maybe also Kubsugul. Probably
with the arrival of the Mongols, the linguistic unity of the U& Qurigan started to
dissolve. The first groups to split, presumably seeking refuge from the Mongol ar-
mies, were the forefathers of the Yakuts (Sakha), who moved north along the Lena
river and reached their present locations. Evidence from Sakha epic tales and other
folklore materials confirm this northern migration of the ancestors of the Sakha. In
their new homeland they apparently mixed with local populations, mostly of Tun-
gusic origin, and changed their original lifestyle, which was characterized by cattle
and horse breeding, to reindeer breeding, a lifestyle otherwise not characteristic of
Turkic peoples (Pakendorf 2001: 139). However, Schonig (1999: 86) dates the mi-
gration of the ancestors of the Yakuts from the vicinity of Lake Baikal to the Lena
basin to the sixteenth century. Other groups originally belonging to the Kurykans
had most likely mixed with the Mongol newcomers, thereby forming the Buryats,
who still live in the areas surrounding Lake Baikal. In the Secret History of the
Mongols (§ 239), tuba are listed among the hoy-in irged, the fur-hunting peoples of
the forest, who were scattered over a wide area in the north at that time. No infor-
mation on the language or languages spoken is provided in that source. It can be
assumed that assimilation of some tribes to Mongol (and assimilation from Mongol
to Turkic for others) started either just before or at this time.

Another group that is supposed to show some degree of continuity with the
Kurykan Turks, due to their having been part of the Turkic unity mentioned above,
are the Tofa. Linguistic evidence shows that among the varieties that form Sayan
Turkic, it is Tofan which shows closer bonds with Lena Turkic; see Schonig (1999:
79-80) for details. In this context Tuhan surely gains importance. Departing from
Tofan, which belongs to the Taiga Sayan group of Sayan Turkic, spoken by people
engaged in reindeer breeding, representing most probably the Turkicized Samoyed
mentioned above, Tuhan people might be the continnation of those Kurykans clans
that did not move north, who were not assimilated by the Mongolic-speaking an-
cestors of the Buryat, and who do not represent Turkicized Samoyeds. A thorough
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documentation of Tuhan will surely offer linguistic material for a better analysis of
the Lena-Sayan Turkic subgroup within Northeast Turkic. Linguistic material from a
“lowland” or steppe variety of Tofan will surely provide new insights for diachronic
Turcological studies.

Based on these considerations, the entire Sayan language complex might be clas-
sified according to two axes: the steppe/taiga axis and the Tuvan/Tofan axis. To the
steppe group belong standard Tuvan and its dialects (with the exception of the Toju
dialect and probably some varieties of the Tere-Khol area) as well as Altai-Sayan
varieties in China and Mongolia, and Tuhan. On the other hand, the taiga group con-
sists of Tofan, Dukhan, the Toju variety of Tuvan and some varieties of the Tere-
Khél area, as well as Soyot of Buriatia (Rassadin 2005); on this classification also
see Zukovskaja et al. (2002: 165-166)."® The lifestyle of the components of the latter
group was characterized by reindeer-breeding and hunting. Since reindeer breeding
is not a characteristic type of animal husbandry among Turkic peoples, it can be
safely assumed that many, if not all, groups forming Taiga Sayan Turkic might rep-
resent those clans of Samoyed origin that shifted to Turkic.

Summary

The lexical, phonetic, and morphological features discussed above have shown the
unique position of this variety within Sayan Turkic. With respect to further research,
the author of this report has conducted preliminary fieldwork and is working at the
moment on processing the collected materials.

Even though Tuhan is highly endangered, there are still sufficient fluent speakers
to allow a grammatical description. This fact combined with the community’s inter-
est and support, is surely encouraging for the prospect of providing a full description
whose outcomes will be important both for the Tuhan people and for linguistic Tur-
cology.

Transcription and abbreviations

The Cyrillic hard sign B, used to denote glottalization/pharyngealization is tran-
scribed as *. The corresponding phenomenon of preaspiration in Dukhan and Tuhan
is indicated with the superscript . The Cyrillic orthographical forms of Turkic and
Mongolic languages have been transliterated into Latin characters according to stan-
dard practices. Common Turkic (CT) forms are quoted according to Clauson (1972),
with minor transcriptional differences. Written Mongolian (WM) forms are quoted
according to Lessing (1995).

13 On some isoglosses of taiga Sayan Turkic, see Ragagnin (2006).



242 Elisabetta Ragagnin

Abbreviations

ABL ablative DIR directive NF non-focal

ACC accusative GEN genitive OBL oblique stem

ADI.DER adjectival INTRA intraterminal POSS  possessive
derivation LF low-focal POST  postterminal

CAUs  causative ITER iterative PRTC  particle

CB converb Loc locative V.DER verbal derivation

COND  conditional N.DER nominal derivation VBN verbal nominal

DAT dative NEG negative VOL voluntative
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1. Mood and modality

In Western Yugur, there are two moods expressed in various tense forms of verbs:
the indicative mood used for making statements and the interrogative mood used for
asking questions." Each mood has two forms: an affirmative and a negative. There
are thus four predicative forms of verbs: an affirmative and a negative form in the
indicative mood, and an affirmative and a negative form in the interrogative mood.
(While the affirmative interrogative form is a normal question, the negative inter-
rogative may be used for rhetorical questions.) For example, the four predicative
forms in the past tense of the verb bar ‘to go’ are:

@D

a. bahrds ‘(He) went.” (affirmative- indicative)

b. barmahds (He)did not go.” (negative- indicative)

c. bahrdom  Did (he) go?’ (affirmative- interrogative, i.e. a normal question)

d. barmahdsm ‘Didn’t (he) go?’ (negative- interrogative, i.e. a rhetorical question)

The corresponding four forms in ip dro are:

(2) a. barspdro ‘(He) went.” (affirmative- indicative)

1

b. barmendro  ‘(He)did not go.” (negative- indicative)
c. barapdram? ‘Did (he) go?’ (affirmative- interrogative, i.e. a normal question)
d. barmendrom? ‘Didn’t (he) go?’ (negative- interrogative, i.e. a rhetorical question).

The article was translated from the Chinese original by Xiaogian Li.
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The two forms, bahrds in (1a) and barap dro in (2a), differ with respect to modality.
The forms of the past tense mean ‘(he) went’; bahrd> may be interpreted as ‘(he)
went’, while barap dro expresses a modal meaning.

2. Copula

Copulas in Western Yugur are used to relate the subject and the predicate which
denote the attribute, the state, the action, or the change of the subject. The two basic
copulas, er and dro, have the same meaning of ‘be’, though er also means ‘right’ or
‘correct’, and dro, ‘have’ or ‘exist’.

The verbs er ‘be’ and fur ‘stand, stay, reside’ already exist in Old Turkic, i.e., in
Orkhon Turkic and in Old Uyghur. Obviously, the copula er of Western Yugur and
the verb er of Old Turkic are cognates. As for fur-, the apparent cognate in Western
Yugur is dur ‘to stop, to reside’. The linking verb dro originated from furur, a parti-
ciple form of the verb fur-.

The copula er has an allomorph jer with prothetic j. Other allomorphs, such as
erer, ere, jere, and e, are sometimes observed, too. The copula dro also has allo-
morphs: dar, do, da, and dzp. Some speakers even use the form dorur. The allo-
morphs of the two copula thus show that not only dro but also er derives from a
partticiple; i.e., er is a shortened form of the Old Turkic participle eriir, just as dro
goes back to turur.

3. Forms and meanings of the copulas

Although er and dro do not show complete verbal paradigms of voice, tense and
aspect, they have a few inflectional forms, as follows:

(3) Formsof er
a. merorber °Is(it)?’ (<me/be + er, or me/be +erer) ;

b. erse ‘If (it) is’ (-se is the affix used to form the conditional mood)
c. ehgon ‘(It) can be’ (< er + gan; gon is the suffix used to form the
participle in the past tense)

d. mehgan or
behgan ‘Can (it) be?’ (< me/be + ehgon), me/be is the interrogative particle)
e. emes ‘(It) is not’ (-mes is the affix used to form the negative
participle in the objective future tense)

(4) Forms of dro

a. drom ‘Is (it)?’ (< dro + me, or dro + mu), both me and mu are
the interrogative particle)
b. dorsa ‘If (it) is’ (< dur + sa;, sa is the affix forming the conditional mood)

C. doahgon, tagon or tacan  “(It) indeed is’ (< durur ehgon, or < durgan ehgon)

2 Roos calls these copulas the copulative particle and the evidential particle, respectively

(Roos 2000: 148ff).
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Although the copulas er and dro both mean ‘be’, there is some difference: er is gen-
erally used for propositions with assertion, while dro has a presumptive meaning.
Consequently, er can be characterized as a marker of assertion, and dro as a pre-
sumptive form, just as the case of verbal predicates that we have given in Section 1.
This distinction is also found between the corresponding forms of er and dro. For
example, mer/ber (3a), a form of er, is assertive, and the corresponding dram (4a), a
form of dro, is presumptive. However, in the case of esgan (3¢) and dahgan (4c), the
reverse is the case; ehgan, a form of er, means just ‘(it) can be’ and is therefore re-
garded as presumptive, while dahgan, a form of dro, contains an assertion with cer-
tainty ‘(it) can indeed be, (it) can certainly be’. This may be the result of semantic
change over a long period.

Now, let us characterize in a more detailed way the difference in meaning be-
tween assertive and presumptive copulas. Generally speaking, in indicative sen-
tences speakers use assertive forms when they speak about something they know or
grasp well. For example, er or jer “(it) indeed is’, and emes or emes er ‘(it) indeed is
not’ are used in this situation. Speakers use presumptive forms when they talk about
what they do not know or grasp very well, or when they consider it unnecessary to
emphasize the uncertainty of their assertion. For example, dro “(it) is, (it) probably
is’ and emes dro “(it) is not, (it) probably is not’ are used in this situation. In inter-
rogative sentences, speakers use an assertive form when they ask the addressee
something they think that the addressee knows or grasps well, when they ask the
addressee something they think the addressee can verify, or when they ask the ad-
dressee to show an unambiguous attitude. In this situation, mer / ber ‘is it indeed ...
?’, emes mer ‘isn’t it indeed ... 7’ are used. However, speakers use the presumptive
form when they do not think that the addressee knows well what they are asking, or
when they require the addressees just to give an answer without verifying it or with-
out showing a definite attitude. In this situation, dram ‘is (it) ... ?° and emes dram
‘isn’t (it) ... ?° are used.

4. Copulas attached to nominal predicates

Copulas can be attached to nominals, such as nouns, adjectives, numerals, pronouns,
etc. For example:

(5) a. buagq sogba jer. “This is indeed millet.”
b. bu aq sogba emes (er)> “This indeed is not millet.'

(6) a. buaq sogbame(r)? ‘Is this indeed millet?”
b. bu aq sogba emes me(r)?  “Isn’t this indeed millet?’

3 The linking verb er or # in parentheses can be omitted, and the meaning of the resultant

sentence remains the same.
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These sentences are indicative, and interrogative, and assertive. Speakers can also
describe the same facts, using presumptive copula:

(7) a. buagq sogba dro. “This is millet.”
b. bu aq sogba emes dro. “This is not millet.”

(8) a. buagq sogba dram? ‘Is this millet?’
b. bu aq sogba emes drom?  “Isn’t this millet?’

The choice between assertive or presumptive forms is according to the speaker’s
subjective decision. In other words, either can be accepted in the same contexts, as
in (9) and (10):

(9) a. gol kasi kom er? ‘Who is that person?'
b. gol kasi wang siliy er. “That person is General Wang.’
(10) a.  gol kasi kam dor? ‘Who is that person?’

b. gol kasi wang siliy dor. “That person is General Wang.’

However, two general rules may be pointed out. The form dar is used when the
question may remain unanswered.

The second rule of usage concerns the speaker’s involvement: when the speaker
is talking about something relevant to himself/herself, the assertive form is more
acceptable; in contrast, when the speaker is telling something relevant to somebody
else, the presumptive form is more acceptable. In the case of interrogative sentences,
however, the assertive form conforms better to the second person than to the first
and third persons, for which the presumptive form is more suitable, as follows:

(11) a.  bu masday aht jere. “This is (indeed) our horse.’
b. bu selernay aht dro. “This is your horse.’
c. bu golarnay aht dro. “This is their horse.”

(12) a.  bu masday aht drom? ‘Is this (really) our horse?’
b. bu selernay aht ber? ‘Is this (indeed) your horse?’
c. bu golarnay aht drom? ‘Is this their horse?’

Besides the “common usages” mentioned above, there are some other usages ap-
plied to special cases. For example:

(13) a.  bu masday aht dro. “This is (can be) our horse.’
b. bu selernay aht jere. “This is (indeed) your horse.’
c. bu golarnoy aht jere. “This is (indeed) their horse.”
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(14) a.  bu masday aht ber? ‘Is this (indeed) our horse?’
b. bu selernany aht drom? ‘Is this (really) your horse?”
c. bu golarnay aht ber? ‘Is this (indeed) their horse?’

Compared with the corresponding sentences in (11) and (12), exemplifying the
common usage mentioned above, each sentence in (13) and (14) includes a different
copula, the presumptive instead of the assertive, and vice versa. Such a usage, of
course, reflects the speaker’s different attitudes toward the situation. For example, in
(13a) and (14a) the speaker is not quite familiar with his/her own horse. In the other
examples, the speaker suspects the ownership of the horse, or the speaker wants to
make the situation more concrete.

So far we have examined sentences in the affirmative and in the interrogative
mood, though the same argument also applies to the negative indicative and the
negative interrogative (rhetorical question) mood. The following are the examples of
the common usage.

(15) a.  kor menan ana emes (er) . “Kor is (indeed) not my younger brother.’
b. kor senoy ona emesdro.  “Kor is not your younger brother.”
c. kor gonay ana emes dro.  “Kor is not his younger brother.’

(16) a.  kor menany ana emes dram? ‘Is Kor (really) not my younger brother?’
b. kor senay ana emes mer?  “Is Kor (indeed) not your younger brother?”
c. kor gonay ana emes drom? “Is Kor not his younger brother?’

The subject of the sentences in (15) and (16) is a noun phrase in the third person, kar
‘Kor’, but the referent of ana ‘younger brother’ differs from sentence to sentence. In
indicative sentences, when it is ‘my brother’, the assertive copula is used. The pre-
sumptive copula is preferable otherwise. In interrogative sentences, when it is ‘your
brother’, the assertive copula is chosen. ‘My brother’ and ‘his brother’ trigger the
presumptive one. Yet, there are also exceptional cases to which the above-men-
tioned general rule cannot be applied:

(17) a.  kor menany ana emes dro . “Kor is not (or, may not be) my younger brother.’
b. kor senoy ona emes (er).  ‘Kor is (indeed) not your younger brother.’
c. kor gonay ana emes (er).  ‘Kor is (indeed) not his younger brother.’

(18) a.  kar menay ana emes mer? “Is Kor (indeed) not my younger brother?’
b. kor senay ana emes drom? “Is Kor (really) not your younger brother?’
c. kor gonay ano emes mer?  “Is Kor (indeed) not his younger brother?’

(17a) carries the speaker’s suspicion about whether Kor is his/her younger brother,
whereas in (17b) and (17c) the speaker shows his/her direct commitment to the
question about the younger brother. Interrogative sentences in (18) show the same
pattern as in (14): the assertive copula is used in the case of the first and the third
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person possessor, and the presumptive one in the case of the second person posses-
sor, the reverse pattern of (16). As in (14), interrogative sentences with presumptive
form carry the speaker’s suspicion against the addressee’s knowledge, while those
with the assertive copula express the speaker’s request to the addressee for concrete
and direct information.

5. Copula with the additional meanings ‘right’ and ‘existent’

Besides the meaning ‘be’, the copula er, jer, etc. also mean ‘right’, ‘correct’; dro,
dor, etc. ‘existent’ or ‘there is’, because both er and dro historically derived from
participle forms. The negative form emes is also a participle of the linking verb, and
may mean ‘not right’, ‘not correct’ or ‘wrong’. Similarly the interrogative form
dram may mean ‘does (he/she) have ...?" or ‘is there ...?".

Since er/jer and emes are participles of the copula and, accordingly, can function
as an adjective syntactically, they may be followed by one of the copula, resulting in
such complex predicates as jer er, jer dro, emes er and emes dro, as follows:

assertive presumptive
(19) a.  senang dioma jer er.* b. senang dioma jer dro.
“Your opinion is (indeed) right.” “Your opinion is right.’
(20) a. anday tise emes er. b. anday tise emes dro.
‘Talking about it in this way is “Talking about it in this way is
(indeed) not right.’ not right.’
(21) a. manday jerlasa jer er. b. manday jerlasa jer dro.

Singing in this way is (indeed) right. “Singing in this way is right.’

(22) a. moanday jerlasa emes er. b. moanday jerlasa emes dro.
‘Singing in this way is (indeed) not right.” “Singing in this way is not right.’
(23) a. moanday jerlasa jer mer? b. monday jerlasa jer drom?
‘Is singing in this way (really) right?’ ‘Is singing in this way right?’
(24) a. manday jerlasa emes mer? b. manday jerlasa emes drom?

‘Is singing in this way (really) not right?” ‘Is singing in this way not right?”

In the following, examples of the indicative mood are shown first, followed by those
of the interrogative mood.

4 This sentence can also be senang dioma jere. The meaning does not change either. It is

presumed that the last 7 in jer er dropped and the two parts contracted into one morph
Jere.
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affirmative negative
(25) a. mende menek bar (er). b. mende menek joq (er).
‘I do have some money.’ ‘I really do not have any money.’

(26) a.  sende menek (bar) dro. b. sende menek joq dro.
“You have some money.’ “You do not have any money.’

(27) a. gonda menek (bar) dro.  b. gonda menek joq dro.
‘He has some money.’ ‘He does not have any money.’

In (25) the parenthesized er and bar can be omitted. Even when bar ‘existent’ or
‘there is’ and jog ‘nonexistent’ or ‘there is not’ are not followed by er, they none-
theless carry the possessive meaning and are interpreted as assertive. In contrast, in
(26a) and (27a), bar can be omitted, and dro solely expresses the possessive mean-
ing and indicates assertiveness. In the negative interrogative mood, however, the
first part of the predicate jog cannot be omitted, since joq marks assertiveness by
itself. In other words, dro is always interpreted as denoting the presumptive. In the
same way, bar and jogq are markers of assertiveness and are presumptive only in
combination with dro. The following are examples of the common usage in the in-
terrogative mood.

question rhetorical question
(28) a. mende menek drom? b. mende menek joq drom?

‘Do I (really) have any money?’ ‘Don’t I (really) have any money?’
(29) a.  sende menek bar mer? b. sende menek joq ber?

‘Do you (indeed) have any money?’ ‘Don’t you (really) have any money?’

(30) a. gonda menek drom? b. gonda menek joq drom?
‘Does he have any money?’ ‘Doesn’t he have any money?’

The general rules in the common usage, mentioned in Section 4, also apply to the
examples in this section. Deviation from the general rules under special pragmatic
conditions are possible, too, just as the other cases.

6. Copulas in complex verb forms

So far we have looked at the usage of copulas with nominals. Lastly, we will exam-
ine copulas when they are used in combination with verbs. The copula er and dro
can be placed after several forms of the verb, such as converbs and participles, to
give different modal nuances to verbal predicates, as already mentioned in Section
1, (1) and (2). Here, a paradigm of the verb bar ‘to go’ with the inflection of tense,
mood and modality is shown.
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Table 1: Paradigm of the verb bar “to go’
Mood Indicative Mood Interrogative Mood
2
% Affirmative  |Interrogative Affirmative Interrogative
= |Tense (Normal (Rhetorical
Question) Question)
Past bahrda barmahda bahrdom barmahdaom
Tense ‘(He) indeed |‘(He) indeed ‘Did (he) indeed |“Didn’t (he)
went.” didn’t go.’ go?’ indeed go?’
% Present  |barap bar (er) |baro joq (er) barap bar me () |baro joq be (1)
2 Tense ‘(He) is indeed|‘(He) isindeed  |‘Is (he) indeed ‘Isn’t (he) indeed
< going.’ not going.’ going?’ going?’
Future baryasg (er) baryames (er) baryag me (1) baryames me (1)
Tense ‘(He)willgo |‘(He)willnot go |*Will (he ) indeed [*Won’t (he) go
indeed.’ indeed.’ go?’ indeed?’
Past barap dro barmen dro barap drom barmen drom
u Tense ‘(He) went.” [‘(He) didn’t go.” |‘Did (he) go?’ ‘Didn’t (he) go?’
% Present  |baro dro baro joq dro baro drom baro joq drom
§ Tense ‘(He) is ‘(He) is not ‘Is (he) going?”  |‘Isn’t (he) going?’
E going.’ going.’
Future baryag dro baryames dro baryas drom barysmes drom
Tense ‘(He) will go.” |*(He) will not go.”|“Will (he) go?’ ‘Won’t (he) go?’

As in the case of nominal predicates, exemplified in (11) and (12), correlation is
found between the person and the copula in sentences with a verbal predicate, as is
shown in the following table. The first person indicative and the second person in-
terrogative forms, are assertive, and the others are presumptive.

Table 2: Modality and person combination in the past tense form of bar-

Mood Indicative Mood Interrogative Mood
Affirmative |Interrogative Affirmative Interrogative
Person (Normal Question) |(Rhetorical
Question)
1 men, mas bahrda barmahd> barap drom barmen drom
I, we’ ‘I/we indeed [T/wedidn’tgo [‘Did I/we go?’ ‘Didn’t I/we go?’
went.” indeed.’
2 |sen, seler |barap dro barmen dro bahrdam barmahdom
‘thou, you’ |“Youwent.” [‘Youdidn’tgo.” |‘Didyoureally [‘Didn’tyougo
g0?’ indeed?’
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3 |gol, golar |barap dro barmen dro barap drom barmen drom
‘he, they’ ‘He/they ‘He/they didn’t  [‘Did he/they go? |‘Didn’t he/they
went. go.’ go?’

Table 2 shows the “common usage” mentioned in Section 4. It is also the case in
verbal inflection that in special circumstances presumptive forms are used in the
first person indicative mood and the second person interrogative mood, and that as-
sertive ones are used otherwise.’

In Western Yugur, not every sentence necessarily contains a copula. Predicates
without a copula are interpreted as assertive. In the present and the future tense, the
indicative copula er and the interrogative copula mer/ber are cliticized to a nominal
or a verbal predicate to emphasize that it is assertive. As for the presumptive, predi-
cates always have the copula dro in the indicative mood or dram in the interrogative
mood. Such a situation arises with the distinction between bar ‘existent (assertive)’
vS. dro ‘existent (presumptive)’, or between jog ‘nonexistent (assertive)’ vs. joq dro
‘nonexistent (presumptive)’.

The two copulas, er and dro, with other forms, such as mer, dram, etc., can be
combined with other types of participle and converb (-yan, -yaq, and -mas) besides
those listed in Table 1. For example:

(31)a. baryan (er) ‘(He) has been (there) indeed.’
b. barmayan (er) ‘(He) indeed hasn’t been (there).”
c. baryanme(r)?  ‘Has (he) been (there) indeed?’
d. barmayan me(r)? ‘Hasn’t (he) been (there) indeed?’

(32)a. baryandro ‘(He) has been (there).’
b. barmayan dro ‘(He) hasn’t been (there).”
c. baryan drom? ‘Has (he) been there?’
d. barmayan dram? ‘Hasn’t (he) been (there)?’

(33)a. baryaq (er) ‘(He) often went (there) indeed.”
b. barmas (er) ‘(He) indeed didn’t go (there) often.
c. baryagme®)?  °Did (he) indeed go (there) often?’
d. barmasme(r)?  ‘Didn’t (he) indeed go(there) often?’

(34) a.  baryaqdro ‘(He) often went (there).”
b. barmas dro ‘(He) didn’t go (there) often.”
c. baryaq drom? ‘Did (he) often go (there)?’
d. barmasdram?  ‘Didn’t (he) often go (there)?’

3 See Chen & Lei (1985: 94-96, 98-99, and 102-103).
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As is easily understood from the description so far, in the common usage, the forms
in (31) and (33) are assertive and the forms in (32) and (34) presumptive. This does
not change if er, r, or mer in parentheses is omitted.

7. Conclusion

In this paper, it has been shown that the two copulas of Western Yugur, er and dro
with their interrogative, conditional and deontic forms, as well as various allo-
morphs, denote two different modalities: the assertive and the presumptive. The
Western Yugur copulas derive from the same Old Turkic verbs er and fur as, for
example, the Modern Uyghur idi, iken, imif, and du do, though the semantic distinc-
tion made by er and dro is more consistent and ubiquitous in the grammar of West-
ern Yugur than in that of the Modern Uyghur cognates. It is to assume that such
fundamental differences have resulted from the different course historical change
has taken in the two languages.
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Olonxo is the heroic epos of the Sakha (Yakut) people of Siberia. Olonxo is a general term
used to denote the whole epic tradition of the Sakha as well as separate works of epic lit-
erature recorded from hundreds of different bearers of the verbal traditional culture. The
poetics, contents and plots of olonxo are similar to those of the Odyssey and Aeneid and
other West-European chef-d’ceuvres. The main difference consists in the fact that the po-
ems of olonxo do not belong to one particular author but represent the result of collective
work created over the course of several centuries by generations of olonxosuts ‘performer
of olonxo’ with the immediate participation of the audience itself.

In 2005 the Sakha heroic epos olonxo was recognized as a Masterpiece of the Oral and
Intangible Heritage of Humanity at the Third Proclamation of UNESCO in Paris on the
25th of November. This was a significant event in the cultural life of the Sakha Republic
(Yakutia), and its celebration culminated in July 2006 when an international forum on
“Sustainable development of the Arctic countries and the northern regions of the Russian
Federation in the context of education, science and culture” took place in Yakutsk, or-
ganized by UNESCO, the government of the Sakha Republic and the Yakutsk Institute for
Research in the Humanities.

This article deals with olonxo and its history, its current state, the background behind
the proclamation of olonxo as a masterpiece and the international forum held in Yakutsk.

Agafia Zakharova, Republic Center of Olonxo of the Sakha Republic (Yakutia),
Dzerjinskogo 13, 677000 Yakutsk, Russia.
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1. General characteristics of olonxo

Olonxo narrates the adventures and deeds of ancient heroes. The events in olonxo
take place during epic heroic times in the mythological space of the three worlds—
Middle, Upper and Lower. The ancient heroes described in olonxo are the first in-
habitants of the Middle World, the ancestors and defenders of the Uraangxaj-saxa
tribe. Uraangxaj-saxa is the old epic name of the Sakha people. The content of
olonxo reflects the period when the tribal system was disintegrating. The tribal
chiefs were patriarchs who possessed large herds of cattle. The plots and images of
olonxo are interwoven with rich and variegated mythology reflecting the weltan-
schauung, beliefs, ancient rituals and complex history of the people. The mythology
of olonxo bears witness to olonxo having emerged in deep antiquity when epic nar-
ration was closely connected with the creation of myths. That is why olonxo
abounds in mythological characters such as gods, spirits, demons, animals and birds.
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Olonxo is a general name for the numerous Sakha heroic narratives. The size of
one particular narrative averages 10-15 thousand verses, the size of a bigger olonxo
can reach 20 and sometimes even 50 thousand lines. For instance, the olonxo “Njur-
gun Bootur the Impetuous™ reconstructed by Ojunskij contains 36 thousand lines.
Another example is the olonxo “Alaatyyr Ala Tujgun” which consists of 50,109
verses and which was recorded in the 1960s by R. P. Alekseev, a native of the Ust-
Aldanskij region, see Alekseev 2002.

However, since olonxo belonged to the oral tradition, its size was determined not
by the number of lines but by the length of the performance—lasting one night, sev-
eral days, etc. For instance, olonxo researcher 1. V. Puxov writes: “The performance
lasted from 6-7 o’clock in the evening till dawn. In other words, the whole perform-
ance lasted approximately 10-12 hours” (cited after V. V. Illarionov 1982: 133).
Judging by the tape-recordings, such a “one night” performance consisted of 9-10
thousand verses. Waclaw Sieroszewski met olonxosut Manchaary, who said that he
could narrate one olonxo over the course of one month.

In the 1970s folklore researchers I. V. Puxov and P. N. Dmitriev recorded leg-
ends that the famous olonxosuts 1. Oxlopkov-Co&ojbox and I. V. Tabaxyrov could
not finish even an introductory part of an olonxo during one night. Thus, taking into
consideration the improvisational character of performance, olonxo when performed
orally apparently had a larger volume than the versions recorded later. During long
winter evenings, in the dim light of a yurt, the Yakuts of pre-revolutionary times had
enough to ponder upon, to polish leisurely the language of popular poetry, to “whet”
various images of olonxo, to practice eloquence. Incredibly abundant is the reper-
toire of descriptive means of the Saxa olonxo. The mastery of a narrator consisted in
realizing epic knowledge during performance. Understood under epic knowledge is
the olonxosuts’ combined knowledge of various plots, motifs, a corpus of epic for-
mulas and typical loci, a system of artistic-descriptive means. For instance, the rep-
ertoire of the olonxosut P. Kolesov from Nam numbered 45 different plots.

A classical description of an olonxo performance is given by the founder of
Sakha literature A. E. Kulakovskij (1925: 69): “Look at a Sakha family listening to
an olonxosut on a long winter night... Everyone is listening with bated breath, to-
tally carried away and trying not to miss a single word... Everyone has forgotten his
worries, his sorrow and rushed into a magical, beautiful world of enchanting
dreams... And the story-teller himself as a true poet got carried away more than
everyone else, even his eyes are shut so that he could renounce once and for all this
sinful earth with its spiteful petty squabbles and everyday humdrum...”. Indeed, the
arrival of an olonxosut in a settlement was a truly joyful event. As noted by Vasil’ev
(1973: 80), “listening to olonxo was a true holiday in the yurt. In the depressing and
monotonous environment, one could hardly think of a better entertainment for peo-
ple who were under the pressure of poverty and petty household chores™.

Olonxo has been passed on by word of mouth in the form of oral narrative tradi-
tion. In the past olonxo circulated among people in numerous versions; there existed
local oral narrative schools, for instance, those of Taatta, Amga, Uus-Aldan, Viljuy,
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Verkhoyansk, and others. Olonxo was usually performed in small circles of family
members and the nearest neighbors but sometimes at various festivities as well.
Olonxo was characterized by a certain traditional manner of performance with the
olonxosut sitting with his legs crossed and with one hand on his ear or check. Descrip-
tive narrative extracts are recited at a quick pace, while monologues and dialogues are
performed in the form of a song. Pathetic spots are characterized by gesticulation,
sometimes the olonxosut half-rises and expresses the hero’s feelings with his facial
expression (Ergis 1974: 183). Comparable descriptions of the olonxosut’s pose are
given by Zirkov (1981: 51) and Serxunaev (1977: 198).

The narrative tradition developed both solo and choral performance. The sim-
plest type of performance was a duet where one performer read recitatives as the
other sang monologues. Cases of choral performance by several prominent olonxo-
suts were known, and famous olonxosuts and narration schools organized competi-
tions. All this developed mastership of performers and stimulated people’s interest
in the epos. Later, for historical and social reasons, the epic environment decayed,
and the epic narrative tradition embodied in the form of schools declined. Today,
solo performances with all their unique features (improvisation, performing manner,
rich poetical speech, specific guttural singing, facial expression, gesticulation, etc.)
no longer exist.

2. The history of olonxo

This section gives some information on the historical background of olonxo itself as
well as research devoted to olonxo.

2.1. The emergence of olonxo

From a mythological point of view, the first olonxosut was Seerkeen Sehen, a wise
old man, himself one of the characters in a number of epic poems. From a historical
point of view, of course, the names of the very first olonxo performers have long
been forgotten. Olonxo originated in deep antiquity and is considered to be one of
the most ancient epic monuments of the Turkic-Mongolian peoples. Rudiments of
olonxo developed at a stage when the ancestors of the Sakha were territorially close
to these peoples (no later than 4th-9th centuries).

An outstanding Soviet archeologist, academician M. P. Grjaznov (1961: 31),
made the following suggestion with regard to the age of the verbal art of the nomads
of Altai, Baikal, Mongolia and present-day northern China: “If until recently it was
considered that the antiquity of the heroic epos of the peoples of our country is esti-
mated to be only a few centuries... then during the last years researchers more often
reach the conclusion that it is much older, that it developed during the period of the
military-democratic system which on our territories corresponds to the time of early
nomads, more specifically the second half of the first millennium B.C.”.

As far as the dating of olonxo itself is concerned, Ojunskij (1962: 133) supposed
that “the appearance of the first olonxos in the form of separate narratives about the
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war should coincide with the time of the Tatar and Mongolian invasion of China”.
Puxov & Ergis (1985: 544-558) considered that “apparently, olonxo was created
during the period when the ancestors of the Sakha still preserved in their memory
hostile relations with the ancient Turks in the 6th-7th centuries. Of course, this does
not mean that the emergence of the epos should be necessarily assigned to the 6th-
7th centuries. But it is possible that olonxo was being formed at the time when the
forefathers of the Sakha were still singing about their battles with the Turkic ka-
gans”.

2.2. The history of olonxo studies

Research on Sakha folklore at all stages of its development dealt with problems of
collection, study and preservation of the traditions of oral narration by passing it on
to a younger generation.

The collection of the monuments of Sakha epic culture began from the middle of
the 19th century. Today the archive of the Yakut scientific centre of the Siberian
branch of the Russian Academy of Sciences and other archives in the Republic have
in their storage 127 full versions of olonxo in manuscripts, more than 100 extracts
and short summaries of plots, around 300 sound and video recordings taken in dif-
ferent years. During 80 years of Soviet power 8 olonxos were published out of all
the epic heritage; nowadays the number of published olonxos is 22.

Traveler and researcher Middendorf was the first person to make a recording of
the Yakut heroic epos for the scientific community in 1842 (during his expedition to
Siberia which took place from 1842 to 1845). An excerpt that Middendorf recorded
was the beginning of the olonxo “Eriedel Bergen”. In addition, Middendorf rendered
the basic content of the olonxo succinctly in Russian. However, the first olonxo “Er
Sogotox” in A. Ja. Uvarovskij’s rendering was published by the Sanscrit scholar and
academician Boehtlingk (1815-1904) in 1851 in Yakut and German. The well-
known folklore researcher I. A. Xudjakov during his exile in Verkhoyansk in the
19th century studied the Yakut language and simultaneously collected specimens of
Yakut folklore. He recorded and translated into Russian four olonxos, including a
“three-generational” olonxo “Xaan Djargystaj” which depicts the deeds of three
generations of warriors.

E. K. Pekarsky did not leave behind any work dedicated to a special investiga-
tion of olonxo, but he carried out extensive textological work reflected in his articles
on the publication of works of Yakut oral folklore. In addition, basic epic texts of
olonxo recorded with the help of olonxosuts of central and northern Yakutia ap-
peared for the first time in “Specimens of folk literature of the Yakuts”, also pub-
lished by him. Pekarsky devoted half a century to compiling the dictionary of the
Yakut language, and almost all illustrative materials of this three-volume work con-
sist of folklore, viz. epic specimens.

The political exile S. V. Jastremskij, an active participant of Sibirjakov’s expe-
dition of 1894-1896, also conducted successful work on the translation of Yakut
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olonxo into Russian. He recorded and translated into Russian five olonxos published
for the first time in 1929.

Following Russian researchers, Yakut scientists and writers also engaged in the
collection and study of folklore. The contribution of P. A. Ojunskij—a prominent
Yakut politician, scientist, poet—to the collection, publication and study of olonxo is
priceless. He regarded this work as one of the basic tasks of the Scientific Research
Institute of Language and Culture of the Yakut ASSR, which he founded in 1935.
From this time on, the process of collecting Yakut folklore, including olonxo, began.
This was done through numerous folklore expeditions into various districts of the
Republic organized by the Institute of Language, History and Literature (now Insti-
tute for Research in Humanities of the Academy of Sciences of the Sakha Republic)
(by G. A. Popov, S.I. Bolo, A. A. Savvin, G. U. Germogenov-Ergis, I. V. Puxov, G.
M. Vasil’ev, N. V. Emel’janov, P. E. Efremov, V. V. Illarionov, P. N. Dmitriev and
others). A series of important fundamental scientific works on the study of olonxo
was written by well-known Yakut scientists: I. V. Puxov, G. U. Germogenov-Ergis,
G. M. Vasil’ev, V. T. Petrov, N. V. Emel’janov, P. E. Efremov and others.

2.3. Famous olonxosuts

Olonxo was created by the efforts of many generations of olonxosuts. Olonxosuts
always commanded great love and respect of all Sakha people. The honor of being
called an olonxosut was granted only to those individuals who met the esthetic and
spiritual requirements of the epic environment, had a true talent for creating and
performing olonxo, loved and respected it and forgot their own interests for the sake
of becoming an olonxosut. Nowadays, based on written and archival sources, 613
olonxosuts of the past and present (17th-21st centuries) have been identified. These
were all talented and bright individuals who became part of Sakha history. Among
them we can name I. Oxlopkov-Colojbox, I. V. Tabaxyrov from Taatta, T. V.
Zaxarov-Ceebij and E. E. Ivanova from Amga, S. A. Zverev from Suntaar, I. I. Bur-
nasev-Tong Suorun and N. A. Abramov-Kynat from Menge-Khangalas, D. M. Go-
vorov and N. P. Burnasev-Boodoghos from Uus-Aldan, S. V. Petrov from Njurba
and many others.

In 2005, only two bearers were still alive. One of them was Daria Andreevna
Tomskaja (Caajka), who was born in 1913 in the district of Verkhoyansk. Her rep-
ertoire consists of the following olonxo: “Kun Kuohengse”, “Erbeger erfimneex
Eliter Bergen”, “Kulun Kullustuur’, “U¢ugej Uodjujeen Kuhagan Xoodjugur”,
“Kyys Kylaabynaj”, “Kuoxa emeexsin”, “Njurgun Bootur”, “Sahyl ulaan attaax
Sandaly Bergen”, “Xaan Ilbisteen Buxatyyr”, “Omunnaajy buxatyyr”, “Ellej
Baatyr”. She died in 2008. The other is Petr Egorovich ReSetnikov, born in 1928 in
the district of Taatta. ReSetnikov is still active and performs several of his olonxos.
One of his olonxos, “Ahynygas sanaalaax Ajyy Djuragastaj buxatyyr”, has been re-
corded.
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On December 29, 2005 the President of the Sakha Republic V. Styrov passed a
decree “On measures for the preservation, study and dissemination of the Yakut
heroic epos olonxo”. One of the measures includes appointing a lifetime monthly
personal stipend to the living bearers of the epic tradition Daria Tomskaya and Petr
Resetnikov.

3. Various transformations of olonxo

We must keep in mind that olonxo was originally a genre of verbal, unwritten cul-
ture. Its proclamation as a masterpiece of oral and intangible heritage implies that
we must preserve it as such. This, in turn, requires the creation of an epic environ-
ment and the schooling of genuine olonxosufs, i.e. individuals who combine both
creating and performing skills. Understood under epic environment is the audience
itself: olonxo is a whole performance in which an olonxosut enacts completely dif-
ferent characters—from gods to demons, from humans to animals, from men to
women, and the audience watching and listening to the performance plays the role
not only of judge but also that of coauthor. Indeed, the public supplements the per-
formance by suggesting corrections and insertions and by applauding at successful
improvisations, thus showing its approval. This exceptional role of the audience was
already noted by the very first documenter of olonxo Middendorf (1878: 792).

It is clear from this exposition that once olonxo is recorded on tape or video, put
down on paper, enacted as a theatrical play or represented in painting, the conditions
for the epic environment are no longer met. Nonetheless, such transformations are
invaluable: not only do they enrich our cultural and spiritual lives but they also con-
tribute greatly to the noble cause of preserving olonxo for future generations. Below
we shall consider the various metamorphoses that olonxo have undergone.

3.1. Theatre

The first stage adaptations of olonxo started in 1906 when the olonxo “Beriet Ber-
gen” was played in the non-Russian club of Yakutsk. There were several performers
including among others a famous olonxosut P. A. Oxlopkov (Naara Suox), a folk
storyteller, the wife of a political exile, M. N. Ionova-Androsova, and the first Yakut
writer, A. E. Kulakovskij. The second olonxo to be put on stage in March 1907 was
“Warrior Kulantaj on a frisky horse”. These were amateur performances. The main
roles were played by the olonxosuts themselves. The plays had enormous success
and opened new avenues on the perception and interpretation of olonxo.

An invaluable contribution into promoting olonxo on stage was made by well-
known olonxosut N. 1. Stepanov-Nooroj. Starting from 1921 he staged several
olonxos with amateur troupes (e.g. “Sabyja Baaj Tojon” in 1921, “Beriet Bergen”,
“Oqo Njurgun” in 1936). The latter two were even performed on the professional
stage of the Yakut drama theatre with enormous success. In 1939 professional com-
posers Pejko and Steiman made musical notations of Stepanov-Nooroj’s olonxo. An
unforgettable performance of “Oqo Njurgun” was given in 1945 during festivities
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dedicated to the Victory: the olonxo itself was perceived as a symbol of victory re-
flecting patriotic themes and ideas of the heroic epos.

In the 1930s and 1940s traditional folk melodies of olonxo were recorded from
the olonxosuts themselves. The first Yakut composer and folklore researcher M.N.
Zitkov played a prominent role in the process: he translated into musical notation
the song melodies of chief olonxo characters, using them later in his (jointly with G.
Litinsky) opera “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous” based on an olonxo of the same
name. The first public presentation of the opera took place in 1947. The successful
Moscow premiere of the opera was in 1957.

A new tendency in the transformation of olonxo was introduced with the spread
of mass media-radio and television. Audio recordings of famous olonxosuts (1.G.
Teplouxov-Timofeev, L. I. BurnaSev-Tong Suorun, U. G. Noxsorov, N. I. Stepanov-
Nooroj, P. P. Jadrixinsky-Bedjeele, V. O Karataev and others) and a series of per-
formances by the people’s artist of the Yakut ASSR G. G. Kolesov were broadcast
on radio in the 1950s. Based on Kolesov’s recordings a set of 9 gramophone discs of
P. A. Ojunsky’s “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous” was issued. Later these recordings
were issued on compact disks. With the appearance of television, a series of pro-
grams dedicated to the works of well-known olonxosuts were broadcast thanks to
TV-journalists A. G. Zverev and E. S. Mironova.

Starting from the 1980s-90s amateur folk theatres of the Republic began showing
broad interest in the epos. Commemorating the 100th anniversary of P. A. Ojunsky
in 1993, a republican festival of folk theatres was organized in Ytyk-Kuol, the cen-
tral village of the Taatta district. For the most part, theatres showed dramatized plays
based on the motifs of the heroic epos. During the festival there was a single in-
stance of the transformation of an olonxo into a dance performance. The dance thea-
tre “Erel” staged N. Abramov’s olonxo “Female shamans Uolumar and Ajgyr” (li-
bretto by A. Zaxarova, production by S. Tolstjakova), which became the best per-
formance of the year 1996.

The recreation of the olonxo theatre invokes the archaic genetic memory of the
people and restores ways for the revival of the people in all respects of modern life.
This is witnessed by the production of the olonxos “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous”
(new production of the opera by the director A. S. Borisov in 1993), and “Maiden
Debilije” in recent years in the Sakha academic drama theatre after P.A. Ojunsky.
Thus, the talented staging of the olonxo “Maiden Debilije” was awarded the Russian
“Golden mask” prize in 2002-an achievement which once again bears witness to the
wide range of possibilities for transforming the Sakha heroic epos into an on-stage
performance.

3.2. Fine arts

The heroic epos and folklore in general have always inspired painters, starting from
the very emergence of fine arts in Yakutia in the 1930s. Close collaboration between
olonxo and fine arts began in 1930 with the creation of “The portrait of olonxosut 1.
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N. Vinokurov-Tabaxyrov” by 1. V. Popov, the first professional artist of Yakutia.
Since then a whole gallery of the portraits of famous olonxosuts has been created
(“The portrait of 1. I. BurnaSev-Tong Suorun” by P. P. Romanov in 1944, “The por-
trait of P. P. Jadrixinskij” by E. S. Sivcev in 1966, “The portrait of folk singer E. N.
Carpykova” by L. A. Kim in 1984, and many others).

The first interpreter of epic images in painting was P. P. Romanov. In his epic
canvas “Warrior with the Bride” (1938) Romanov for the first time transfers the
figurative structure of the Yakut olonxo into a picturesque narration about human
life.

An important role in the artistic transformation of olonxo was played by M. M.
Nosov, an ethnographer and researcher who was also among the first Yakut artists.
In his paintings he frequently used historical and folkloristic motifs. These works are
“Dance of the Ancient Yakut” (1946), “Battle of the Warriors” (1940), “The First
Settlers on the Lena River” (1947) and a series of graphics “Yakutia in the Folklore
Epos” (1945). The works introduce us to the unusual fictional world created by the
author’s fantasy, with the epos represented as a fairy tale. Nosov’s graphic works
“Yakutia in the Folklore Epos” remained unfinished: the author completed only
seven graphic sheets devoted to the olonxo heroes and the mythical world that sur-
rounds them.

An entirely new stage of olonxo transmission through fine arts starts in the
1960s-1970s when Yakut engraving and print receive international acclaim. A large
number of graphics, prints, plates, and etchings have been created since then. Tran-
sition from ethnographic orientation to a spiritual reinterpretation of folklore is seen
in the works of graphic artists E. S. Sivcev, V. S. Karamzin, V. R. Vasil’ev, A.P.
Munxalov, and others. Among their most notable works we can single out a series of
etchings “Yakut National Games” (1969) and a series of lithographs “Guest” (1978),
“Shamans” (1988) by the Yakut pioneer printmaker E. S. Sivcev, a series of etchings
“The Ysjax Festival” (1968), “The Yakut Heroic Epos” (1969) by V. S. Karamzin,
the triptych “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous” by V. R. Vasil’ev, lithographs “Sha-
man” (1981), “Olonxosut Bedjeele” (1982), “Warrior of the Middle World”, “War-
rior of the Lower World” (1984), “Udagan (Female shaman)” (1992) by S. S.
Pamikov and many others.

The traditional Sakha folk art of bone carving deserves a special note. The vari-
ous characters of olonxo and certain events from olonxo were reflected in exquisite
works by famous bone carvers such as A. V. Fedorov, T. V. Ammosov, S. N. Pet-
rov, N. D. Amydaev, R. N. Petrov, F. I. Markov, R. M. Pinigin, and others. T. V.
Ammosov takes a special place among these artitsts: not only was he a talented bone
carver; he was also a gifted narrator-improviser and a fine connoisseur of folklore.
Based on the olonxo motifs, Ammosov created goblets, snuff-boxes, chess sets,
boxes and miniature decorative sculptures (composition “Njurgun Bootur and Soruk
Bollur” in 1958, goblet “Ysjax” in 1965, a set for playing chess “Olonxo” in the
1980°s, box “Olonxo” in 1985 and many others).
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Thus, olonxo received and continues to receive extensive coverage in the fine
arts of the Republic. The artistic transformation of olonxo has resulted in numerous
invaluable works of art.

3.3. Translating olonxo

The Sakha heroic epos olonxo also underwent literary transformations in the form of
translations into various world languages. The very first translations were into Rus-
sian: a text of the olonxo “Erejdeex-Burujdaax Er Sogotox” prepared by A. Ja. Uva-
rovskij, a native of Yakutia, was published in 1851 in Bohtlingk’s work; Bohtlingk
also provided German glosses for the complete olonxo.

The first excellent rendering of olonxo into Russian was published in 1884. This
was N. S. Goroxov’s olonxo “Urung Uolan (Sakha fairy tale)”. N. S. Goroxov was a
student of I. A. Xudjakov, a political exile in Verkhoyansk in 1867-1875. Goroxov
helped Xudjakov learn the Yakut language, and gather and analyze folklore materi-
als. Later Goroxov became a well-known ethnographer. Xudjakov himself wrote
down and translated into Russian 4 olonxos, among them one long olonxo “Khaan
Djargystaj”, which tells the story of the heroic deeds of three generations of warriors
(father, son and grandson). In 1890 Xudjakov published “Verxojanskij sbornik. Ja-
kutskie skazki, pesni, zagadki i poslovitsy” in Irkutsk. The extensive folklore mate-
rial of the book apart from “Xaan Djargystaj” also included narrations of three
olonxos with translations into Russian: “Bert Xara”, “Old woman with an old man”,
“Basymnilan Baatyr” (the original Yakut text is lacking for the last one). The work
received high approval from the academic community. Translations of 5 olonxos
into Russian were also undertaken by the political exile S. V. Jastremskij. These
were published in “Specimens of folk literature of the Yakuts” in 1929.

Apart from Russian, olonxo were also translated into English, French, Japanese,
and Slovene. In 1971 Douglas Linds of the University of Arizona Medical School
translated and published in the university’s working papers A. Ya. Uvarovskij’s
“Erejdeex-burujdaax Er Sogotox” (The Poor Suffering Lonely Man).

The olonxo “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous” by P. A. Ojunskij was translated
into Slovene from the Russian edition in Yugoslavia (1984) by Milos Kmo, with
illustrations by the Yugoslav painter Miroslav Kipara.

In 1987, the translator of the Japanese broadcasting corporation NHK Ogava
Masakuni began translating P. A. Ojunskij’s “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous” into
Japanese.

French researcher Jacques Karro translated K. G. Orosin’s olonxo “Njurgun
Bootur the Impetuous” recorded by E. K. Pekarsky and translated into Russian by G.
U. Ergis. In 1990 this translation was published in Paris as a separate book with the
title “Sibérie 1égendaire: Niourgoun le Yakoute, guerrier céleste” and a total of 1000
copies were printed. The book was illustrated with the unique photos of A. I. Vino-
kurov, J. Karro and the artist T. A. Stepanov.
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In 1994 the publishing house Gallimard published “Les guerriers célestes du
pays yakoute-saxa” in French. The book included three works by Yakut authors:
“Ellej Bootur” by G. V. Ksenofontov, “Uluu Kudangsa” by P. A. Ojunsky and K. G.
Orosin’s olonxo “Njurgun Bootur the Impetuous”.

The Even poet D. Krivosapkin-Njimkalan translated P. A. Ojunsky’s “Njurgun
Bootur the Impetuous” into Even, and the book was published in parts in 1996,
2000, 2003.

Thus, the most well-known olonxos were published not only into Russian but
also into other languages of the world, becoming integral part of the world culture
and bearing witness to the broad public interest in the Yakut epos.

4. The proclamation of olonxo as a masterpiece and the Forum

In 2000 the Department of Olonxo of the Institute for Research in the Humanities of
the Sakha Republic (Yakutia) held an international conference called “Olonxo in the
context of the epic heritage of the peoples of the world”. At the conference it was
recommended that Yakut olonxo be nominated as Masterpieces of the Oral and In-
tangible Heritage of Humanity. Following this conference, a UNESCO seminar “On
the preservation of traditional culture and folklore in the Siberian region of the Rus-
sian Federation” culture, education and informational space”, all directed at the sup-
port, preservation and popularization of epic heritage.

The result of all this work was the recognition of the Yakut heroic epos olonxo as
a Masterpiece of the Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity at the Third Procla-
mation of UNESCO on the 25th of November. The proclamation of olonxo as a
masterpiece was received by the people of the Republic as an event of vast historical
and cultural significance, as an intellectual and cultural breakthrough into the
world’s cultural space. On December 29, 2005 the President of the Sakha Republic
(Yakutia) issued a decree “On measures for the preservation, study and dissemina-
tion of the Sakha heroic epos Olonxo”. The decree declared 2006-2015 a decade of
olonxo in the Sakha Republic (Yakutia).

The first larger event of the olonxo decade celebrating the proclamation was the
official visit paid to the Republic by the Director-General of UNESCO Koichiro
Matsuura. In connection with this visit, an International Forum on “Sustainable De-
velopment of the Arctic countries and northern regions of the Russian Federation in
the context of education, science and culture” was held in Yakutsk on July 24-25,
2006. Participants of the Forum included scientists and government officials both
from within Russia (Buryatia, Kalmykia, Tuva, Moscow, Saint Petersburg, Taymyr,
Khanty-Mansiysk, Yakutia, Irkutsk region, Omsk region, Novosibirsk, Bashkor-
tostan, Yamal, Koryak Okrug, Altai) and abroad (Denmark, Kyrgyzstan, Sweden,
Moldova, Finland, Belgium, Japan, France, United Kingdom, Germany, Holland,
Poland).

The program of the Forum consisted of two sessions: “Dialogue of Cultures and
New Partnership: Spirituality and Preservation of Traditions” and “Dialogue and
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Integration: Risk of Disappearance and Search for Stability”. The participants of the
Forum signed and handed the Forum address to Mr. Koichiro Matsuura, expressing
their gratitude for all the work UNESCO does for the preservation of indigenous
cultures.

A diverse specter of problems discussed by the participants of the Forum deter-
mined several priority tasks which must be solved, taking into consideration the cur-
rent situation in the Russian North as well as in the northern and arctic regions of the
world. First of all, it is necessary to establish under the auspices of UNESCO a spe-
cial international complex program “Sustainable development of the Arctic in the
context of education, science and culture”. It is advisable to work out scientific re-
search projects which focus on the specifics of indigenous peoples’ lives (creation of
folklore archives, archives of audiovisual materials on languages and ethnic culture
of the arctic peoples, ethnographic expeditions, folklore festivals, etc.). In light of
the international recognition of olonxo, it is necessary to initiate the popularization
of the specimens of oral folk arts and to organize international contests on the trans-
lation of olonxo into European and Asian languages. Developing the idea of the
Council of Europe and UNESCO directed at the formation of a spiritually rich indi-
vidual as a necessary prerequisite for a comprehensive development of modermn soci-
ety, it is important to support the educational policy of UNESCO: to broaden re-
search and experimental projects on the creation of a network of arctic schools asso-
ciated with UNESCO, and to promote the organization of nomadic schools of vari-
ous types with the aim of revitalizing traditional ways of life of the arctic peoples.
One of the achievements of the forum was the signing of a joint communiqué be-
tween UNESCO and the Sakha Republic (Yakutia). Pointed out in the communiqué
were a variety of priorities for possible cooperation in the areas of education, sci-
ence, environmental protection, culture, communication and information. The com-
muniqué was signed in the city of Yakutsk on 24 July 2006 both in Russian and
English by the Director-General of UNESCO Koichiro Matsuura and the President
of the Sakha Republic (Yakutia) Vyacheslav Shtyrov. During a festive ceremony on
July 25, the Director-General of UNESCO Koichiro Matsuura laid the first stone in
the foundation of the future International Centre for Olonxo in Yakutsk. The Forum
was extremely important in popularizing olonxo in the world community and in
promoting research cooperation between scientists was held in the Sakha Republic
in 2001.

In the summer of 2003 materials for an international contest in translating olonxo
into European languages were drafted and received the support of the Russian
Commission on UNESCO Affairs headed by E. G. Ordzhonikidze. The preceding
material gathering and research activities of Yakut folklorists of all generations
formed a basis for mounting a project on such a large scale. As a result of the pre-
paratory work, a project dossier was formed (500 and 900 pages respectively in
English and Russian), and the accompanying documentation was prepared: an artis-
tic catalogue “Olonxo in the fine arts of Yakutia” in three languages; multimedia
CD’s on solo song introductions in Yakut and English. According to UNESCO’s



Olonxo as a masterpiece of cultural heritage 267

requirements, the package of documents on olonxo was put forward by the Republi-
can public organization “Olonxo Association”. The project was presented on behalf
of the Russian Federation to the headquarters of UNESCO and officially registered
in October 2004.

In compiling the project dossier, more than 70 specialists of the Republic from
different fields (epos researchers, musicologists, ethnographers, philologists, litera-
ture researchers, theatre researchers, translators, cartographers, IT specialists, etc.)
participated in writing articles and as performers. Thanks to their professionalism
and understanding of the importance and significance of the given project, an enor-
mous amount of research, translation, editing and technical work was carried out in
a short amount of time. Several long-term complex subprograms formed part of the
dossier: a) “Computer informational system Olonxo”; b) “Traditional music of the
Yakuts”; ¢) “Olonxo as a factor retransmitting spiritual heritage in the sphere of

5. A note on the current state of olonxo and future perspectives

As mentioned above, traditionally olonxo represented unwritten oral culture, an
ephemeral and intangible genre. The recognition of olonxo by UNESCO as a mas-
terpiece of Oral and Intangible Heritage of Humanity demands great responsibility
not only in documenting and studying olonxo but most importantly in preserving it
in its original state.

Starting in the 1990s, a number of enthusiasts and cultural institutions initiated
work on the preservation and revival of olonxo among the population and young
people, including the Republican children’s contest of olonxo performers; children’s
performance studios and epic schools began to be founded. In 1999 the Republican
public organization “Olonxo association” was founded, organized by the Department
of Olonxo of the Institute for Research in Humanities of the Academy of Sciences of
the Sakha Republic (Yakutia). With its foundation, the interest shown for olonxo by
the population at large within the Republic rose to a new level. Currently a variety of
activities devoted to the popularization and publication of olonxo are taking place.
Thus, the Olonxo Association commenced the publication of the 21-volume series
“Sakha booturdara” (“Yakut warriors”) in Yakut. These olonxo plots that have not
been previously published comprise the oral epic tradition of different ulus’. For
now 4 volumes in 6 books have appeared. In the future, the Olonxo Association in
cooperation with the Olonxo Department of the Yakutsk Institute for Research in
Humanities will continue to carry out the subprograms of the UNESCO project.
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Our jointly edited book Tiirkiye 'de dil tartismalar: opens up a discussion on lan-
guage and ideology in Turkey. As it is written in Turkish, we did not expect it to
garner much reaction from outside Turkey. Hence our particular pleasure, at first, to
see Mark Kirchner’s review in Turkic Languages 12 (2008). Reading the review,
however, left us in a state of astonishment, to say the least.

Of the four-page-review, one and a half pages (295-296) are devoted to one of
the ten chapters, Nurettin Demir’s article entitled “Tiirkiye’de dil-lehce-sive-agiz
tarigmalarr” (119-146). It is, of course, up to a reviewer to concentrate on what in-
terests him most. But Kirchner seems to have misunderstood the chapter from its
first word to the very end. He basically criticizes Demir for viewpoints on Turkish
and Turkic which not Demir, but the opponents in the discussion defend, while
Demir in his article is merely presenting the various viewpoints. What is more,
Kirchner obviously did not feel the need to base any of these allegations against
Demir on evidence from the article. Kirchner basically brings forward six points of
criticism. In the following we will demonstrate his allegations and compare them
with what Demir really says in the article.

1.

Kirchner’s discussion of Demir begins with the words that Demir’s chapter is “on
the status of Turkic languages other than Turkish”. The root of Kirchner’s misunder-
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standing seems to lie in this very statement. Demir’s chapter is not “on the status” of
these languages but on the denomination of their status. It summarizes the still on-
going debate in Turkey about the terms dil/ ‘language’, lehge ‘dialect’ give ‘accent,
dialect’ agiz ‘dialect, variety’ used for the various Turkic languages and varieties.
The debate is particularly represented in the article by drawing attention to the views
of Ahmet B. Ercilasun and Talat Tekin, two well-known scholars who took oppos-
ing sides in the discussion. The author himself states the aim of his article as follows
(p. 120):

Calismada tartigilan terimlerin hangi anlamlara gelmesi, "dogru" kullamimlari-
nin ne olmasi gerektigi gibi normatif bir tamimlama denemesi de yapilmayacak,
simdiye kadar tartismaya katilanlarin bunlar: nasil kullandiklar: elestirel bir de-
Zgerlendirmeye tabi tutulacaktir.

Hence:

‘In the paper we do not try to make a normative definition of how the terms un-
der discussion should be understood and how they should be used in the “right”
way; [instead] a critical evaluation will be made of how the protagonists have used
the terms in the debate until now.’

Immediately following this first misreading, we find Kirchner writing that “the
English translation of the title in the English summaries at the end of the book is not
correct and obscures Demir’s thesis”. The statement is given in brackets and punctu-
ated by an exclamation mark. The rhetoric continues as Kirchner presents the reader
neither with the original Turkish title nor with the supposedly incorrect English ver-
sion. He also does not say what in his view the correct translation should be, which
makes it hard to understand where he thinks the problem with the translation lies.
The title of Demir’s article is “Tiirkiye’de dil-lehge-sive-agiz tartigmalar”. The
English translation we, as the editors, chose for the title was “The discussion on no-
menclature around ‘language’ vs. ‘dialect’ vs. ‘language branch’”. Translation is
always—and Kirchner knows this—interpretation. Instead of using “language branch”
for both sive and agiz, we could have chosen “variety” or “accent”. We didn’t be-
cause we wanted to escape the confusion which could arise from the highly hetero-
geneous definitions these terms have in linguistics. “Language branch” is descrip-
tive, even parenthetical. We added the words “on the nomenclature”. In the Turkish
original, the hyphens connecting dil-lehge-sive-agiz together with the bare stems
indicate the collective status of these terms so that the reader knows that Demir’s
article is not presenting languages, dialects, and language branches, but rather that
the discussion is about the terms themselves. A literal translation of this, e.g. “The
language—dialect-language branch discussion in Turkey” would, in our view, be
more ambiguous or clumsy, at best. We leave it to the reader to decide. One thing is
clear, however: Our translation does not obscure anything; on the contrary, it is an
attempt to be explicit, with a view on the content of the article.
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2.

Kirchner writes that Demir’s article is “an attempt to argue for the official Turkish
position which denies language status to Turkic languages like Uzbek, Tatar, Ka-
zakh etc., defining them instead as Uzbek Turkish, Tatar Turkish, Kazakh Turkish
etc.—and Turkish as the language of the whole family.” The reviewer punishes the
messenger here, in a most discriminatory and unfair way. Any reader would agree
that there is not one argument in the whole article from which to conclude that
Demir is defending any of the positions he so masterfully summarizes in his article.
Compare also his statement on the aim of his article cited above.

3.

Kirchner states that “Demir (119-120), however, gives the impression that Turkic
languages are a product of artificial separation and language engineering.” Again, let
us look at what Demir writes. He speaks of (p. 120): Sovyet Devrimi sonras: Tiirkge
kaynakh yaz dillerinin ortaya ¢ikis bigimi ve adlandiriimalar: ‘the way written lan-
guages of Turkic origin came into being and were denominated after the Soviet
Revolution’,' which had an effect on the discussion in Turkey. Now, is this mention-
ing of language engineering with regard to the written, i.e. the official, language in
any fundamental way different from Kirchner’s statement that “politicians® who
were responsible for implementing the official language politics of the Soviet Union
applied the conditions in the closely related Slavic languages to the Turkic lan-
guages in question”? And why does Kirchner think that Demir gives the impression
that Turkic languages per se were a product of whatever, when Demir writes about
the classification and denotation for branches and sub-branches of the Turkic lan-
guages as put forward by various scholars in Turkey? What is more, in his chapter
on “Dil dis1 nedenler’/“Extra-linguistic reasons” (141-142) Demir summarizes the
thesis of the supposed divide and conquer politics of the Soviets, which according to
him (141) was put forward particularly by amateurs.

4.

Kirchner, lecturing that “Turcologists in Turkey like Demir could have easily ac-
cepted or created a terminology like Tiuirkge “Turkish” vs. Tirk dilleri or Tirki diller
“Turkic languages” ...”, fails to notice that Demir uses the term 7%irk dilleri, which is
preferred by the Turcologists in Germany. On page 120 of Demir’s article this term
is even written in bold capitals, in a heading, following which Demir summarizes a
generally held classification of the Turkic languages. Neither in this article nor any-
where in his scholarly work that we are aware of, does Demir use terms such as
Tatar Turkgesi instead of Tatarca. Alas, according to Kirchner:

Underlining ours.
2 Underlining ours.
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“[Demir] even uses the denomination 7Tiirk in designations beyond languages.
Thus, in Demir’s terminology as well as in the commonly used Turkish terminology,
the Central Asian Turkic speaking republics are named Tiirk cumhuriyetleri “Turk-
ish republics” (142), which in fact implies a close relationship between these ethni-
cally rather heterogeneous states and the Republic of Turkey in a more than purely
linguistic sense”.

Interestingly enough Kirchner translates the Turkish term Tiirk cumhuriyetleri as
“Turkish republics”. A more correct translation that would have been consistent
with his own views on the matter should have been “Turkic republics”. With his
translation of the word 7iirk into “Turkish” he again attributes to Demir a certain
position in the discussion which, it cannot be stated too often, Demir does not ex-
press anywhere in his article. Indeed, Demir does use the denomination 7irk for the
group of independent republics that came into being after the break-up of the Soviet-
Union, i.e. Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan—and for
Turkey.?> The use of this term implies a cultural and linguistic relatedness which the
members of the “local peoples” seem to share in principle. The degree of this relat-
edness, however, is indeed seen more or less realistically. This relatedness by the
way is also explicitly or implicitly recognized by non-Turkic scholars. The very fact
that one writes about “Turkic peoples”/“Tiitkvolker” and “Turkic lan-
guages”/”Tiitksprachen” speaks for itself.

S.

Kirchner writes that “In his article Demir goes to some length to show that those few
Turkish Turkologists who use the international denomination system for the mem-
bers of the Turkic language family had originally accepted the official Turkish posi-
tion and changed their opinion after going abroad. He gives the impression that
these scholars had spent unnecessary efforts to argue against the established de-
nomination system (128-132).”

On pages 128-131 Demir writes about exactly one Turkish Turcologist who uses
the international denomination system, namely Talit Tekin’s view on the matter,
because he is by far the most prominent opponent of the “official Turkish position”.
He outlines Tekin’s opinion, which has changed over time, pointing also to some
minor inconsistencies in Tekin’s use of terminology when he, e.g., speaks of Khalaj
as lehge and dil in one and the same sentence (p. 129). But how does Demir give the
impression that Tekin “had spent unnecessary efforts to argue against the established
denomination system”? Such a claim should be supported by at least one example.
To interpret Demir’s statement (p. 130) that Tekin “put much time and energy in this
problem of denomination” in the way Kirchner does goes far beyond what is there
on the textual level.

3 Thus not only for “Central Asian Turkic speaking republics”.
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6.

Kirchner writes that “The international position is discussed in brief by Demir under
the heading “Yabanci Bilim Adamlanmn Goriisleri”/”The Opinions of foreign
scholars” (137-139). The author mentions Wilhelm Radloffs famous Versuch eines
Worterbuchs der Tiirk-Dialekte (1893-1911), but he fails to notice that the state of
the art handbook and the present journal are both entitled “Turkic languages”.”

Again Kirchner misses the point of the argument entirely. Demir does not dis-
cuss the international position but he discusses how the international discussion has
been used in the discussion in Turkey. He mentions scholars like Bang, Radloff, von
Gabain and their coevals, whose scholarly opinions were used by the opponents in
the discussion in Turkey. These were, at that time, hardly able to “notice that the
state of the art handbook [i.e. The Turkic Languages 1989] and the present journal
[i.e. Turkic Languages, first published 1999] are both entitled “Turkic languages”.
Let us again underline that Demir mentions Radloff’s book only in order to exem-
plify how the title of this book was used by others in the discussion on terminology.

To avoid further misunderstandings, we would like to make clear that we heart-
ily welcome any scientifically based criticism of any of the articles in the book. We
furthermore fully agree with Kirchner’s criticism of the widespread opinion that
views the individual Turkic languages as mere dialects of one language Turkish
(which is, by the way, not meant to be identical with Turkish of Turkey but rather
seen as an abstract “mother-language”). But Kirchner should know that the discus-
sion summarized by Demir is highly ideological and emotionally charged. This is
why contributions like that of Demir are so badly needed: as they hold distance to
both sides, without being arrogant. Kirchner could at least have done him justice and
read the article carefully enough to distinguish between Demir’s own opinion on the
matter and the many citations of the various views of other scholars. He chose in-
stead to impute Demir an opinion that is not expressed in the article under review.
As a result, the review seems more political campaign than scientific criticism.
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Researchers increasingly focus on immigrant minority children’s development of lan-
guage proficiencies. Mostly based on single or multiple case studies, researchers and
school practitioners claim language deficiency and/or subtractive bilingualism on behalf
of immigrant minority children. In most multilingual settings, schools only measure im-
migrant minority children’s mainstream language skills rather than their home language
skills. On the basis of proficiency levels in the second language, most immigrant children
are considered to be language-impaired. In order to provide appropriate schooling for
such children, bilingual testing is vital. Given the multilingual composition of schools in
Duisburg (Germany), policy makers carried out multi-level proficiency tests. These tests
included six sections: phonemic differentiation, cognitive concepts, passive vocabulary,
text comprehension, active vocabulary, and sentence imitation. The first four sections of
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Kutlay Yagmur, Department of Language & Culture Studies, Tilburg University, PO Box
90153, 5000 LE Tilburg,The Netherlands. E-mail: kutlay.yagmur(@gmail.com

Omer Ahmet Konak, Cito Tiirkive Ofisi, ODTU Teknokent, Galyum Blok B13, TR-06531
Ankara, Turkey. E-mail: Omer.Konak@cito.com

Introduction

Researchers increasingly focus on immigrant minority children’s development of
language proficiencies. Mostly based on single or multiple case studies, researchers
and school practitioners claim language deficiency and/or subtractive bilingualism
on behalf of immigrant minority children. In most multilingual settings, schools only
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measure immigrant minority children’s mainstream language skills rather than their
home language skills. On the basis of proficiency levels in the second language,
most immigrant children are considered to be language-impaired. In order to provide
appropriate schooling for such children, bilingual testing is vital. Given the multilin-
gual composition of schools in Duisburg (Germany), policy makers realized the
value of multi-level bilingual proficiency tests. Testing only the German proficiency
of immigrant children does not provide an accurate assessment of their language
competence. On the basis of monolingual German tests, most immigrant children are
placed in special classes, in Sonderschulen, which children with disabilities attend.
However, bilingual children must be assessed in both languages so that an accurate
assessment of their linguistic competence can be made.

Regarding bilingual competence, one of the most brilliant theories aimed at ex-
plaining the cognitive effects of bilingualism is the threshold hypothesis (Cummins
1979). 1t is commonly accepted that cognitive development is essential for academic
achievement. The relationship between language development and cognitive growth
has certain implications for bilingual children’s educational achievement. Cummins
proposes (1977: 10) “there may be a threshold level of linguistic competence which
a bilingual child must attain both in order to avoid cognitive deficits and allow the
potentially beneficial aspects of becoming bilingual to influence his cognitive
growth”. A threshold explains the difference between a balanced bilingual and a
dominant bilingual. Each threshold is a level of language competence that has con-
sequences for a bilingual child. In order to avoid the negative consequences of bilin-
gualism, the child has to reach the first threshold in both of his languages. If the
child reaches the second threshold, he will be able to obtain cognitive benefits from
bilingualism. Concerning language competence, bilingual speakers might be equally
dominant in both languages, or more dominant in one language only, and/or insuffi-
ciently competent, semilingual, in either of the languages (Baker 2004). Even
though some theories of Cummins are disputed, there is universal consensus among
educational specialists that a relationship of interdependence exists between first
language and second language. On the basis of empirical findings, we will be able to
test Cummins’ linguistic interdependence hypothesis in this paper.

Academic success and language competence

The majority of Turkish immigrants originate from rural areas in Turkey. Most of
their parents have very little or sometimes no schooling at all. Even though Turkish
families value education, they are unable to provide guidance and support for their
children at home. Low skills in Dutch or German as well as cultural differences
between the mainstream school system and home culture act as barriers to parents’
involvement in their children’s educational process. Involvement in children’s
schooling is mostly dependent on the parents’ level of education, rather than on their
ethnicity. Both in the German and the Dutch context, Turkish immigrant children are
shown to lag some years behind native children. For instance, Driessen (1996)
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showed that at the end of primary education, Turkish and Moroccan children are
approximately 2 years behind in their language development compared to children
of highly educated Dutch parents. This finding is not surprising at all because the
majority of the Turkish and Moroccan parents in the Netherlands belong to the
working class, and in most cases they have very little, if any, formal education. If
low SES (socioeconomic status) Dutch children’s examination results were com-
pared to the results of high SES Dutch children, the same differences would emerge.
Instead of pointing out the social differences, however, some researchers prefer
pointing out the ethnic differences. Concluding from such results, most policy mak-
ers claim that immigrant Turkish and Moroccan children perform worse at schools
because ‘they speak another language at home’. Actually, Klatter-Folmer’s (1996)
study has shown that Turkish children's language proficiency, in terms of their
command of Turkish and Dutch, is closely related to their educational achievement.
She has also shown that proficiency in the first language goes hand in hand with
proficiency in the second language. Those students who perform the best at school
had high proficiency levels both in Turkish and Dutch.

Driessen & Van der Slik, and de Bot (2002) provides conclusive evidence to the
discussion of home language versus Dutch language proficiency. The authors con-
ducted a large-scale longitudinal study of the development of language proficiency
of Dutch primary school pupils aged 7-10. On the basis of their findings, they show
that Turkish pupils whose parents speak Turkish at home perform significantly
lower than the children of Dutch-speaking parents. Driessen & Van der Slik & de
Bot, however, do not report any findings concerning differences between the lan-
guage proficiency of Dutch-speaking Turkish parents and Turkish-speaking Turkish
parents. Availability of such findings might provide more conclusive evidence for
the matter. Nevertheless, Driessen & Van der Slik & de Bot (2002) contributes fur-
ther evidence to the discussion. Concemning Dutch language proficiency differences,
they show that dialect speakers perform even better than the native Dutch speakers.
They conclude that children in dialect-speaking families find themselves in a diglos-
sic situation in which they have mastered both languages (Dutch and the home dia-
lect) but use them in different areas. Immigrant parents do not show this type of
bilingualism or at least not to a similar degree. These findings strongly point to the
fact that due to insufficient command of the first language, there is no positive trans-
fer possible to the second language. Driessen & Van der Slik & de Bot (2002: 191)
conclude:

“Our analyses also show that the children’s use of a language other than Dutch
does not need to have any negative consequences for language proficiency. Lim-
burgish-speaking children use Dutch the least, but they have the highest language
proficiency score; whereas Turkish- and Moroccan-speaking (i.e. Arabic) children
speak Dutch more often, yet they have a much lower language proficiency score.”

As opposed to public discourse, with their findings Driessen, Van der Slik & de
Bot (2002) show that home language use does not have any negative effects on the
dialect-speaking children’s development of Dutch. Preparing language minority
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children for more successful school careers ideally requires a balanced bilingual
approach in which children’s greater proficiency in the home language is utilised to
promote general cognitive development and acquisition of the school language (Le-
seman & van Tuijl 2001: 309). According to Ammermiiller (2005), the main reason
for the low performance of immigrant students can be seen in the later enrolment of
immigrant students and the less favourable home environment for learning. The
most important differences are the higher-grade level of German students, more
home resources as measured by the number of books at home, and the fact that a
high share of about 40 percent of all immigrant students speak another language at
home. Differences in parental education and family situation are far less important.
Also in the German context, students’ home languages are shown to be the culprits
for low achievement in the schools. On the basis of the findings derived from the
present study, the relevance of such claims will be tested.

Present study

In this article, we want to empirically test the relevance of Cummins’ (1979) devel-
opmental interdependence hypothesis, which suggests that a child’s second language
competence is partly dependent on the level of competence already achieved in the
first language. The more developed the first language, the easier it will be to develop
the second language. In order to see the relationship between first and second lan-
guage competence, the bilingual test developed by Cito is effective in many re-
spects. The Cito Sprachtest was developed to test the language proficiency of young
children growing up in Germany. The original form of the test was developed by
Tilburg University in co-operation with Cito (Verhoeven et al. 1990). Later on, this
test was adapted to the German context in co-operation with the Duisburg Education
Department (Konak, Duindam & Kamphuis 2005). The purpose is to measure the
German language proficiency of children 10 months before they start primary school
so that students’ weak language proficiency can be improved before they start
school. This test enables schools to identify which students would need such extra
language support. In order to overcome inaccurate appraisals of students’ linguistic
abilities, the same test was developed in Turkish so that students who belong to this
large immigrant group can be assessed accurately.

The Cito Sprachtest includes six sections: Phonological awareness (PA) — 30
questions, cognitive concepts (CC) — 65 questions, passive lexicon (PL) — 60 ques-
tions, text comprehension (TC) — 20 questions, active vocabulary, and sentence imi-
tation. The first four sections of the test were presented to children digitally (on a
computer screen), while the last two were given traditionally (with pen and paper).
Apart from these tests, children completed a short survey questionnaire. On the basis
of the survey instrument, it was possible to determine in which language, German or
Turkish, children were dominant. Due to space limitations, the full details of the test
are not presented here.
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Informants

All children who were about to begin the primary school in Duisburg completed the
Cito Sprachtest. A total number of 5,330 children completed the test. All children
taking the test completed a questionnaire to provide background information. One of
the questions was on the home languages of these children. The children indicated
with whom they spoke what language at home. They also reported which language
they thought they were most dominant in. In Table 1, the numbers of children be-
longing to the monolingual German group and the Turkish groups are presented.

Table 1: Distribution of informants
Groups N  [Percentage
German (mono) [2954|55.4
German-Turkish|357 [6.7
German-Other |483 |9.1

Other 295 |5.5
Turkish 1241|233
Total 5330/100.0

As seen from Table 1, almost 29% of the all school children come from a Turkish-
speaking background. Around 6.7% of these children claimed that they were more
dominant in German than Turkish, whereas 23% of children reported that they were
more dominant in Turkish.

In addition to the language test, students completed a language survey. The sur-
vey results show that:

37 languages next to or instead of German are spoken by 44.6% of children,

29% of these immigrant children are Turkish-speaking, while 15.4% speak an-
other language (Russian, Polish, etc.),

55.4% of children are monolingual German-speakers.

These results suggest that almost half of the student population in Duisburg is
multilingual. For space limitations we cannot list all the languages, but there are 37
different languages reported by children. The two largest language groups are
monolingual German speakers (55%) and Turkish speakers (29%), which is why the
Duisburg Education Department decided to also test the Turkish proficiency of chil-
dren belonging to that particular group.
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Table 2: Age of the informants (in 6 month-intervals)

Groups <5 |5-551|55-6 |6-65 |65-7 |7> |Unknown |Total
German (mono) |26  [424 1132 795 71 16 92 2556
German-Turkish |0 29 115 99 14 2 0 264
German-Other |9 60 170 145 16 5 17 422
Other 1 31 105 84 18 5 5 249
Turkish 7 96 404 282 49 9 16 863
Total 43 |640 1926 1402|168 37 135 4354

As seen in Table 2, the ages of children vary between 5 and 7, while the majority of
children are within the age category from 5.5 to 6.5.

Test results

Given the large number of informants, the results presented here are highly repre-
sentative. Furthermore, testing the children along different language skills provides a
much better picture of their linguistic competence. In order to test the validity of the
test, all components of the test (both the German and the Turkish version) were
subjected to a reliability analysis. The results show high Alpha values: For cognitive
concepts (CC), Alpha=.84 for the German test, and Alpha=.83 for the Turkish test.
Accordingly, high scores were obtained for passive lexicon (PL), Alpha=.84 for the
German test, and Alpha=.80 for the Turkish test; for phonological awareness (PA):
Alpha=90 for the German test, and Alpha=.87 for the Turkish test; but for text
comprehension (TC) the scores were comparably lower: Alpha=.81 for the German
test, and Alpha=.66 for the Turkish test. In the following tables, the scores of mono-
lingual German speakers will be compared to German-dominant Turkish children,
who will be called ‘Ger-Tur’ group and Turkish-dominant Turkish children, who
will be identified as Turkish. Also the results of German-dominant immigrant chil-
dren (Ger-Other), and non-German dominant children (Other) will be presented.
Overall, monolingual German speakers receive the highest scores on all dimensions
of the test. In Table 3, the results of a t-test between monolingual German and Ger-
man-dominant Turkish children are presented. Even though bilingual Turkish chil-
dren claim that they are more dominant in German, there are large and significant
differences between the two groups’ German proficiency scores.
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Table 3: Comparison of German & Ger-Tur group on the German test

Subtest German Gemman- |F t df P
Turkish

CC 51.33 43.50 7.32 16.40 2818 .000

PL 49.10 38.70 10.01 19.870 2818 .000

PA 21.81 17.86 7.68 9.02 2818 .000

TC 14.57 10.89 .01 14.51 2818 .000

As seen in Table 4, the differences are even larger between monolingual German
and Turkish-dominant bilingual children. Compared to monolingual German speak-
ers, the German proficiency of Turkish immigrant children is significantly lower. On
the basis of these initial results, it is not surprising that these Turkish-dominant bi-
lingual children have much lower academic performance.

Table 4. Comparison of German & Turkish groups on the German test

Subtest Mean Geman- |F t df P
German Turkish

CC 51.33 3842 12.51 43.59 3417 .000

PL 49.10 31.26 38.08 54.58 3417 .000

PA 21.81 16.32 186.55 21.57 3417 .000

TC 14.57 8.91 36.42 37.94 3417 .000

When we compare the results of German-dominant Turkish children with those of
German-dominant children of other ethnic groups, there are again significant differ-
ences between their German proficiency scores. Turkish immigrant children score
considerably lower.

Table 5. Comparison of Ger-Tur& German-Other groups on the German test

Subtest German-Turkish |German-Other F [t df P

CC 43.50 47.14 0.01 5.51 684 .000
PL 38.70 43.69 0.11 7.13 684 .000
PA 17.86 19.86 1.86 3.89 684 .000
TC 10.89 12.73 2.39 5.81 684 .000

The t-test results between German-dominant Turkish children and non-German
dominant children from other ethnic groups show that the Turkish group scores
significantly higher on the cognitive concepts and passive lexicon sub-tests, while
there are no significant differences between phonological awareness and text com-
prehension.
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Table 6: Comparison of Ger-Tur & Other groups on the German test

Subtest Other Gemman- |F t df P
Turkish

CC 40.73 43.50 3.02 3.57 511 .000

PL 34.90 38.70 6.24 4.45 511 .000

PA 17.15 17.86 7.56 1.31 511 n.s

TC 10.33 10.89 0.51 1.62 511 n.s

The t-test results between Turkish-dominant Turkish children and non-German
dominant children from other ethnic groups show that the Turkish group scores
significantly lower on the cognitive concepts, passive lexicon, and text comprehen-
sion sub-tests, while there are no significant differences for phonological awareness.
The results presented in Table 7 clearly show that Turkish-dominant immigrant
children have the lowest German proficiency score among all the groups included in
the study.

Table 7: Comparison of Other & Turkish on the German test

Subtest Other Turkish F t df P
CC 40.73 3842 6.85 3.82 1110 .000
PL 34.90 31.26 6.81 5.37 1110 .000
PA 17.15 16.32 1.58 2.13 1110 LS
TC 10.33 8.91 18.77 5.68 1110 .000

As expected, a t-test between German-dominant Turkish children and Turkish-
dominant Turkish children shows significant differences in their German proficiency
scores. As seen in Table 9, the self-reports of children are also confirmed this result
that irrespective of their age, children were conscious of their proficiency levels in
their respective languages. Those children who claimed that they were better in
German scored much higher on the German test than those children who claimed
that they were more dominant in Turkish.

Table 8: Comparison of Ger-Tur & Turkish group on the German test

Subtest German-  |Turkish F t df P
Turkish

CC 43.50 38.42 0.19 8.23 1125 .000

PL 38.70 31.26 0.31 11.67 1125 .000

PA 17.86 16.32 24.98 3.89 1125 .000

TC 10.89 8.91 12.26 11.25 1125 .000
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When we examine the scores of Turkish children on the Turkish version of the test,
the results turn out to be much more intriguing. Yet, the results are highly indicative
in terms of Cummins’ interdependence hypothesis. Table 9 shows the average scores
of German-dominant and Turkish-dominant children.

Table 9: Scores of Ger-Tur & Turkish groups on the Turkish version

Group - Test PL (60) CC (65) PA (30) TC (20)
Ger-Tur(N) 204 201 200 198
Mean 40.39 42.80 19.03 11.88
sd 5.75 8.03 6.77 3.49
Turkish (N) 701 697 689 682
Mean 39.72 40.36 16.77 10.54
sd 728 8.35 5.75 3.52

When we carry out t-tests between these groups of Turkish children, it is clear that
German-dominant Turkish children score significantly higher than Turkish-domi-
nant Turkish children on the Turkish version of the test. Only concerning phono-
logical awareness, there is no significant difference between the two groups. Nev-
ertheless, it is highly intriguing that children who thought their proficiency in Turk-
ish was higher, scored much lower compared to children who thought their German
proficiency was better. Table 10 clearly documents this interesting case. In order to
better understand these test results, comparing the results of the German and Turkish
tests for each group might provide further evidence. The t-test results for that pur-
pose are presented in Tables 11 and 12.

Table 10: Comparison of Ger-Tur & Turkish groups on the Turkish version

Subtest German-  |Turkish F T df P
Turkish

CC 42.80 40.36 202 223 896 .000

PL 40.39 39.72 .70 2.95 903 n.s

PA 19.03 16.77 18.74 2.52 887 .000

TC 11.88 10.54 0.19 4.25 878 .000

The t-test results between German-dominant Turkish children’s scores on the Ger-
man and Turkish tests clearly show that these children’s Turkish language skills are
superior to their German skills. This particular finding fully supports the interde-
pendence hypothesis that skills acquired in the first language are transferred to the
second language provided that children reach a certain threshold. The bilingual chil-
dren who indicated that they were more dominant in German emerged as more
dominant in their Turkish skills. The findings presented in Table 11 clearly illustrate
the relationship between first and second language proficiency levels.
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Table 11: Scores of German—Turkish group on both versions of the test

Subtest German Turkish Test|sd T df P
Test

CC 43.61 42.60 8.39 -1.33 120 n.s

PL 37.80 40.45 6.49 -3.10 122 .003

PA 18.38 18.93 9.61 -.92 119 n.s

TC 11.14 12.17 2.79 -4.10 117 .000

When we compare the German and Turkish scores of children who reported that
they are dominant in Turkish, they appear to be accurate in their assessment. As seen
in Table 12, these children have higher proficiency in Turkish.

Table 12: Scores of Turkish group on both versions of the test

German Turkish Test|sd T df P
Test
CC 37.93 40.73 7.76 -7.11 384 .000
PL 30.40 40.14 9.56 -20.03 382 .000
PA 16.25 17.10 6.41 -2.60 385 .010 (n.s)
TC 8.73 10.64 2.97 -12.628 381 .000

The findings presented in this section have important implications for language
proficiency of Turkish immigrant children growing up in Germany. In order to be
able to establish threshold levels, at least on the content of these test results, we need
to carry out further psychometric analyses on the basis of which we can prove the
relationship between underlying competences in the respective languages.

Conclusion and discussion

On the basis of the results we can derive a number of conclusions and implications.
In the first place, there is interdependency between the Turkish and German scores
of bilingual children who claimed higher dominance in German. This is probably
due to higher thresholds reached by these children. In order to arrive at much more
specific results, individual scores of children need to be identified, and an informant
by informant correlation between the two tests needs to be done.

On the basis of the results, two outcomes are certain: (a) All Turkish informants
are more dominant in their L1 Turkish. By matching the data with parents’ country
of birth, inter-generational variation and its effect on L1 and L2, proficiency can be
documented; (b) Compared to mainstream German and other ethnic groups, Turkish
informants perform the poorest on the German test. Further research on this matter is
necessary. Because the dependency between the two languages is certain, policy
makers need to ensure that literacy skills in children’s first language are promoted in
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the schools. Also, in schools where Turkish children are in the majority, they need to
receive intensive instruction in Turkish at least for the first three years so that con-
cept development in the first language can be transferred to the second language.
The same Turkish test has been administered in Turkey to monolingual children; we
cannot present the findings here, but there are significant differences between the
performance of immigrant children and monolingual children, which is certainly not
surprising. Given the amount of input Turkish immigrant children are exposed to,
such differences are normal. However, the considerable differences between mono-
lingual and bilingual children in the German context need to be further investigated.
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The Turkish and Foreign Languages Research and Application Centre, TOMER, at
Ankara University has organized a number of conferences with the aim to discuss
issues of teaching Turkish as a foreign language. This important initiative has been
followed up in Northern Cyprus, where two conferences have recently been held on
issues concerning teaching Turkish.

The 1. Uluslararas: Tiirkge Egitimi ve Ogretimi Sempozyumu (1st International
Symposium on Turkish Language Teaching and Instruction) was organized by the
Eastern Mediterranean University, Gazimagusa, March 27-28, 2008. The proceed-
ings of this meeting have recently been published by the organizers Adnan Ince and
Viigar Sultanzade under the title 1. Uluslararas: Tirkge Egitimi ve Ogretimi Sem-
pozyumu Bildirileri / International Symposium on Turkish Language Teaching and
Instruction. The follow-up to this conference, the II. Uluslararas: Tirkgenin
Egitimi-Ogretimi Kurultayi, was organized this year (2009) by the Linguistics De-
partment of Ankara University; for more information see: www.turkishlanguage-
Symposium.org

The first conference, called Dinya Dili Tirkge (Turkish as a World Language)
was held at Bagkent University, Ankara, in 2008. Two universities in Northern
Cyprus show a special interest in this subject. Thus, the /1. Uluslararas: Diinya Dili
Tiirkge Sempozyumu (2nd International Symposium on Turkish as a World Lan-
guage) was held by Cyprus Interational University, December 9-11, 2009. The
convener of this meeting was Ahmet Pehlivan, professor at the Department of Turk-
ish. More than eighty participants gathered, mostly from Turkish universities, at the
venue in Girne. Several European countries, Albania, Germany, Hungary, Norway,
Sweden, the Netherlands, Macedonia, and even the USA were represented.

The invited topics at both of these conferences in Northern Cyprus included the
following issues: teaching Turkish as a mother tongue and as a foreign language,
teaching Turkish in the Turkic world, development of teaching methods and mate-
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rial, Turkish literature and arts in teaching Turkish, Turkish lexicography and lin-
guistics, language policy, Turkish dialectology and sociolinguistics.

Several papers in Girne discussed the level of teaching Turkish outside Turkey.
The situation of teaching Turkish as a foreign language in European countries was
reviewed by Kutlay Yagmur, who gave a pessimistic review of present develop-
ments. Although present research has again confirmed the advantages of bilingual-
ism, mother tongue education of Turkish children in European countries is not satis-
factory; see Yagmur’s co-authored article in this issue of Turkic Languages. Ac-
cording to Jaklin Kornfilt, Turkish is poorly represented at American universities.
About 20 American universities offer courses in Turkish, but only a few of them
have bachelor or master programs in Turkish or Turkic st<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>