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The book under review came into being to honour Lars Johanson’s 70th birthday
and to draw attention to the scholarly tradition in comparative and historical Turkic
linguistics that Johanson developed as Johannes Benzing’s successor on the Tur-
cological chair at Mainz. The contributors are previous Ph.D. students, Humboldt
fellows and other scholars associated with the Institute of Oriental Studies during
the time when Lars Johanson was professor of Turcology there. We may add that the
two authors of this review also had the opportunity to study with Lars Johanson
when he was a visiting professor at Szeged University.

The volume bears witness to the prominent position Turcology at Mainz has oc-
cupied in the last decades. The majority of the articles were originally presented at a
symposium held June 9 to 11, 2006 at the Johannes Gutenberg University, Mainz on
the occasion of Lars Johanson’s birthday. An unfortunate drawback of the volume is
that the editors, who actually pay tribute to Lars Johanson with this volume, did not
include an introduction explaining the crucial role Lars Johanson has played in the
development of Turcology at Mainz. Since the volume is de facto a festschrift for
Lars Johanson, he himself has not contributed to it. Thus, readers who are not fa-
miliar with the history of this institute, find in the individual papers only sporadic
information about Lars Johanson’s contribution.

The volume consists of twenty-two articles in English and German. Short pres-
entations of the contributions will be given here. We will deal with two papers in
more detail: Larry Clark’s article The Turkic script and the Kutadgu Bilig (Balazs
Danka) and Abdurishid Yakup’s article about three contact settings of Turkic codes
in West China (Szonja Schmidt).

Ahmet Aydemir, who earned his doctorate at Mainz under Lars Johanson’s su-
pervision, examines in his contribution Textuelle Funktionen von Konverbien im
Altai-Tuwinischen (pp. 9-16) converb types in Altay Tuvan on the basis of Lars Jo-
hanson’s theoretical framework, not only on the level of clauses, but also on the
level of texts. Turkic converbs are examined with respect to the following points:
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their text-building and text-dividing functions, their text-cohesive and text-coherent
functions, the syntactic description of converbs from the view of clause binding, and
different connectivity phenomena. In Tuvan, it is possible to build so-called periodic
clause chains based on non-modifying converbs. These clauses do not modify the
meaning of the next clause; thus they describe successive events of equal rank from
the point of view of the narration. In (older and modemn) Turkic languages the
-(3) Up converb suffix belongs to this type. Like other non-Europeanized Turkic lan-
guages, Tuvan very often uses this technique to build clause chains, based on the
suffixes -(7)p and -GAS. At the end of such a clause chain there is a single finite
verb on which tense, mood, aspect, etc. are marked. The mentioned suffixes also
have text-coherent functions, i.e. modifying meanings, although—according to the
author—they are not marked syntactically. Since in this case the converb form is in
topic position of the second clause, it seems that this function is marked, i.e. by the
position of the converb in the clause, and not only on the semantic level. The narra-
tive clause pattern is the following: One finite predication serves as the base of a
complex sentence, which has its own illocutional force, and is marked with aspect,
mood, tense, etc. Predications can also be realized as infinite constructions on the
syntactic level but are bound to and can be interpreted through the main clause. In-
tra- and postterminal verb forms do not participate in describing events of equal
ranks, since they do not describe events in their totality. They thus cannot be parts of
narrative clause chains of equal ranks; they are always subordinated to such a predi-
cation of clause chains. The author gives a description of Altay Tuvan examples in
this framework. He describes Altay-Tuvan -(7)p and -GAS§ as non-modifying con-
verb forms, and -s4, -GlZa, -(V)rdA and -GAndA as terminal modifiers. He gives
examples of lexicalised converbs functioning as adverbs of time and circumstance.
The question whether or not Mongolic played a role in the genesis of such clause
chain patterns in Altay Tuvan is not examined.

Lars Johanson’s dear friend, the late professor of Altaic Studies at Szeged Uni-
versity, Arpad Berta, presents in his posthumously printed article Zwei ungarische
Familiennamen tirkischer Herkunft, i.c. two Hungarian family names of Turkic
origin (pp. 17-25). Berta expands the group of Hungarian proper names of Turkic
origin with two family names: Csaté and Homoki. The family name Csaté goes back
to two different names in Hungarian. The first, which has been dealt with in the lit-
erature before, is Cyatho appearing first in the second half of the 16th century. This
is probably a copy from Serbo-Croatian, where the word goes back to Ottoman
Turkish kdtib. The second historical correspondence Chatho is probably identical
with the Hungarian common name chath ‘buckle, snap’ (1395), which has its origin
in Old Turkic caf or cati “fusion’. Although the form Csato could be a Hungarian
development with the diminutive suffix -6 it is more likely that it is a copy of Turkic
catiq or Cataq.

For the second proper name, Homoki, Berta shows that this name is a derivation
of Hungarian homok ‘sand’ with the Hungarian adjectival suffix -i, which occurs
after place names meaning ‘from’. Hungarian #omok, which is of Turkic origin, has
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its correspondence in Kazakh qumaq, Tutkmen gumak, Uzbek qumdq, and Altay
kumak, in Mongolian qumag, qumaki with the meaning ‘sandy land’. The word qum
and its phonological variants mean only ‘sand’. Hungarian Homok as a place name
can be found in early sources. For the form #omok and its Turkic equivalents, as the
author demonstrates, the form *kum(V)+(4)-(O)k(V) can be reconstructed. Accord-
ing to the author, the Hungarian proper name Homoki and the Mongolian qumaki are
copies from the period when in Proto-Turkic the word-final vowel was indecisive.
Uwe Blising, who earned his doctoral degree in Mainz, writes about Two knives
Jirom North-East Anatolia: kakva and cakva (pp. 27-38). The author deals with two
designations of cutting tools, which have a wide range in several languages. He con-
nects the first word kakva with Georgian kakv-i ‘a hook, a hookler’. The alternative
forms of this word can also be shown in Turkish dialects (kakug, kakuga). The sec-
ond designation of knife has its form in Georgian 3agva, but the author shows that it
is a copy from Persian. With the form Zaki and its phonetical forms the same Persian
word can be found in SW Turkic languages and in the languages of the Indian sub-
continent as well. Doerfer has discussed the Persian word as a Mongolian loan (Lit.
Mong. ¢aku, ¢aka, Khalkha fsax ‘a prop, a support, a pole, a pile’), but its meanings
shows that this etymology is problematic. Blésing points out that the pocket-knife is
a native component of Iranian culture; from here the phenomenon and its designa-
tion spread out to Ottoman lands, to the Eastern Iranian languages, and to Georgian.
Similar forms with the meaning of knife can be found in a wider Eurasian range;
nevertheless the author wisely refrains from deeper etymological commentaries.
Lars Johanson’s successor on the Turcological chair at Mainz, Hendrik
Boeschoten, addresses a contact linguistic issue in his article on The assignment of a
matrix language in Turkic language contacts (pp. 39—47). He examines the question
of the establishment of a matrix language for mixed utterances based on Turkic data.
The theoretical model of Matrix Language Frame developed over the course of sev-
eral years by Carol Myers-Scotton distinguishes between a matrix language (ML)
and an embedded language (EL). However, some linguists have argued that a clear
separation between the matrix and the embedded languages is not possible because
the matrix language may interact with the embedded language. This interaction,
however, contradicts a basic restriction on EL-islands in the MLF framework.
Boeschoten attempts to solve this problem by explaining such interactions not as
syntactic but rather as pragmatic processes. His argumentation focuses on the cate-
gory of definiteness in Turkish-Dutch contact. The data show that the Dutch defi-
nite/indefinite marking, which has pragmatic relevance, operates on Dutch expres-
sions embedded in Turkish. His further examples, however, do not support the as-
sumption that a distinction between morphosyntactic and pragmatic rules could
solve the problem of the MLF framework, and the article remains inconclusive.
Bernt Brendemoen, who earned his degree with Lars Johanson in Scandinavia
and worked in Mainz as a visiting professor, is a prominent researcher in the field of
Turkish dialectology. His paper Some remarks on the copula in the Eastern Black
Sea dialects (pp. 47-54) examines the question whether the use of the copula i- and
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-DIr and their cognate forms in the Turkish dialects of Rize and Trabzon is an ar-
chaic feature or is due to copying from a substrate language. In the two dialects the
copula i- may serve as an independent word, allowing a freer word order in which
the copula may precede the predicate, e.g. adim idy fatma kara ‘My name is Fatma
Kara’. This phenomenon is concentrated on the western (Trabzon) side of the river
lyidere, which has been one of the main passages of immigration into the Eastern
Black Sea area. A concentration of other dialect features—also found in Turkic va-
rieties having a strong Iranian substrate, e.g. Iranian Azeri and Hala¢—is also typi-
cal of this area. The paper also tries to separate forms that are probably copied from
Standard Turkish, i.e. the forms where i- is syncopated. That -DIr and cognate forms
carry no meaning of ‘subjective certainty’ seem to be an archaic feature, but it is
impossible to tell whether -DIr itself and its cognate forms are archaisms compared
to the zero suffix, or whether the unmarked use of -DIr is a copy from a substrate
language. The paper points out that there is not sufficient dialect material available
to answer these questions correctly.

Christiane Bulut, who received her doctorate in Mainz and later habilitated there,
worked at the institute for many years. Her topic is Languages, dialects and peoples
in Orhan Kemal’s Adana novels (pp. 55-88). Orhan Kemal’s realistic style in his
novels with motifs connected to the Cukurova plain allows a detailed description of
the peoples, customs, and linguistic peculiarities of this region. The author aims to
find which elements are used as characteristic features of the Adana dialect in six
novels of Orhan Kemal. At the same time she gives a very detailed description of
the Turkish dialect of the Adana region. Bulut first deals with Orhan Kemal’s life
and the historical background of this region. The formation of today’s linguistic di-
versity in the region is shown in detail. In addition to Standard Turkish and different
Turkish dialects, Armenian, so-called Rum, Arap usagi, Micirler, Karadenizli/Laz,
Kurdish codes are spoken in this area. The dialectal features of verb morphology,
syntax, adverbs, and lexicon are shown with reference to the novels. As an effect of
multilingualism, several of the demonstrated dialectal phenomena are influences of
foreign codes. At the end of the paper, the author gives a survey of the non-standard
lexicon of the novels.

The American scholar Larry Clark, who has been a Humboldt-fellow at Mainz,
addresses, in his contribution on The Turkic script and the Kutadgu Bilig (pp. 89—
107), the problematic issue whether Muslim Turks of the Karakhanid realm used
Arabic or Uygur script for their literary language, or, if not, what kind of script they
actually used. A very serious philological work lies beyond the article, which pro-
vides a new theory based on the examination of the only original 11th—12th century
documents in the Karakhanid language, the so-called Yarkand documents.

The Yarkand documents are written in Arabic script and another, Sogdian-based
script, which the author calls the “Turkic” script. The Kutadgu Bilig, which was also
written in the 11th century, some years before the first of the Yarkand documents
(1080), survived only in three manuscripts, two in Arabic, and one in Uygur script.
The author first comments on Regid Rahmeti Arat’s and Alessio Bombaci’s opinions
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concerning the kind of script used for the composition of Kutadgu Bilig. Bombaci
countered Arat’s opinion, namely that the original was in Uygur script and that the
Vienna manuscript represents the oldest form of the text. He claimed that the origi-
nal text was in Arabic script and provided a witty proof based on a verse which in-
cluded a wordplay or, more precisely, a play on letters, namely the vocalised or un-
vocalised written form of the word bilig ‘knowledge’. Clark, however, according to
Dankoff’s textual principle, reconstructs a vocalised written form of this word in the
original text and brings forward four additional logical reasons why Yiisuf probably
wrote his work with vocalised words. Thus, he once more opens the discussion
about the original script of the Kutadgu Bilig.

The author then turns to the treatment of the fourteen bilingual and biscriptual
legal documents of Yarkand written between 1080-1135. The documents can be
divided into three groups: Arabic language and Arabic script, Turkic language and
Turkic script, and Turkic language and Arabic script. The author argues that the use
of the language and the script of the documents shows a chronological direction, and
assumes that Arabic script gradually replaced the Turkic script in the use of legal
courtesy. He argues that all originals of the documents were written in Arabic script
and language, and that the documents in Turkic are contemporary copies for the
contracting parties. This is a very interesting part of the article as the author gives a
possible reconstruction of the protocol of entering into a contract in the Karakhanid
court, based on the content of the individual documents, and the interconnection
between them.

The author then deals with the question of the aforementioned “Turkic script”.
According to Kagyari, there was one script before 1070—the time of the composi-
tion of his work Diwan Luyat at-Turk—for writing Turkic. Clark compares the
Turkic script presented by Kasyari in his Diwan with the script used in the Yarkand
documents and draws the conclusion that “it was a variant of the Sogdian script
which can be called Turkic script after Kagyari, and not that variant of Sogdian
script which today we call Uygur script” (p. 98). Clark undertakes a detailed analy-
sis of the forms and phonematic values of the individual letters and diacritics in
other Sogdian and Uygur texts. He concludes that the Turkic script of the Yarkand
documents and the abecedary of Kasyari are not completely identical, although they
are very close to each other. The author arrives at the final conclusion that Kutadgu
Bilig was most probably originally written in the Turkic script.

Eva A. Csat6 visited Mainz for the first time on a Norwegian scholarship. Her
paper on Two types of complement clauses in Turkish (pp. 107-123) points out that
the properties of complement clauses (CC) based on -DIk and -mA in Turkish have
not been properly described in recent typological works. With the comparison of the
two types, the paper contributes to the cross-linguistic typology of complementation.
Turkish CCs are subordinated with bound subjunctors, and the predicate is usually
based on a nonfinite verbal category. The paper gives the syntactic criteria that serve
to distinguish between complement clauses (clause-like subordinated arguments
with -mA and -DIk) and non-subordinated clauses assuming argument-like semantic
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relations to a matrix clause. Csatd presents the classifications for CCs found in Stas-
sen (1985) and Cristafaro (2005), i.e. that CCs are ‘balanced’ (~ finite) or ‘deranked’
(~ infinite). Cristafaro adds the ‘mixed’ type, to which Turkish belongs. Csat6
shows that Cristofaro’s typology uses only functional criteria and ignores the differ-
ence between subordinated and non-subordinated clause-like structures. Subordi-
nated clauses based on -DJk and -mA differ in their semantics: -DIk clauses convey a
proposition that has a truth value, while those with -m4 do not convey any proposi-
tional meaning.

Nurettin Demir, who earned his Ph.D. in Mainz under the supervision of Lars
Johanson, is today one of the prominent Turkish representatives of the Turcological
tradition developed in Mainz. Together with other Turkish Turcologists who studied
in Mainz, he has translated many of Johanson’s works into Turkish. His article Zum
Jokalen Prdsens in zyperntiirkischen Dialekten (pp. 123-133) illustrates, with well-
interpreted examples, that the Cypriot Turkish dialect can use aorist forms in -Xr as
focal presents (like standard Turkish -/yor). While other Turkish dialects and Turkic
languages have usually developed a focal present form based on a converb form and
an auxiliary modal verb, such forms are quite rare in Cypriot Turkish. The author
gives some possible reasons for this phenomenon: First, the Turkish settlers of Cy-
prus had spoken a dialect in which the renewal of the present had not taken place.
Secondly, the standard language has only had a weak influence on this dialect so
that the speakers are not motivated to replace the old focal present form. Thirdly, the
Greek contact language has a form that expresses habitual as well as momentary
actions. As a summary, the author gives a concise sociolinguistic report on the pre-
sent situation of the Cypriot Turkish dialect and outlines possibilities concerning its
future.

The Swedish scholar Joakim Enwall, who has been a Humboldt fellow at Mainz,
writes on Turkish texts in Georgian script: Sociolinguistic and ethno-linguistic
aspects (pp. 135-145). The author, an expert in the Georgian language, provides an
aid for Turcologists dealing with Turkic texts of the West Oghuz type written down
in Georgian script between the early 18th and late 19th centuries. These texts use the
so-called mxedruli or cursive script. The material consists of five manuscripts: (i)
the Four Gospels (dated 27 November 1739), (ii) the Georgian-Turkish/Tatar Text-
book, (iii) the Old Testament story of Abraham and Isaac, (iv) Turkish poems, (v)
The medical book Karabadini kartul-somxur-turkuli (dated 1753). The dialects of
these texts are not identified yet. Enwall assumes that the texts may originate from
the Samtskhe-Javakheti area in southwestern Georgia. The so-called ‘Franks’ or
Georgian Catholics lived in this area. According to a Georgian scholar, “the Chris-
tian transcription texts could have been used by Georgian Catholics who had be-
come turkified in language, but who kept their Christian faith. By using the Geor-
gian script they were to some extent able to hide the contents of the books” (p. 144).

Marcel Erdal once worked at Mainz as a Humboldt fellow and has, after he be-
came professor at the Johann Wolfgang Goethe University in Frankfurt am Main,
been in close contact with Turcology at Mainz. His contribution on /nalienability
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and syncopation in Turkish (pp. 147-153) discusses cases of syncopation, i.e. drop-
ping a high medial vowel in Turkish. Syncopation occurs before derivational suf-
fixes, e.g. bagr-ismak ‘to cry out in a group’ from bagir- ‘to shout’. Syncopation
also occurs before a possessive suffix in words denoting body parts (inalienables),
e.g. beyin ‘brain’ vs. beyni ‘his/her brain’. This syncopation, however, does not take
place before case suffixes, e.g. burnu ‘his/her nose’ vs. buruna ‘to nose’. In Bang’s
opinion, the syncopation of inalienable nouns is caused by the strong juncture be-
tween these nouns and the third person possessive suffixes, which become a part of
them. That is why not-inalienables do not syncopate; hence the difference between
koyun ‘bosom’ (inalienable) and koyun ‘sheep’ (not inalienable).

Dybo (2005) claims that 21 lexemes of which 18 represent inalienable nouns had
final consonant-clusters in Proto-Turkic. Erdal finds this claim unacceptable for sev-
eral reasons. He shows that the lexemes drop their final syllable through syncopation
and that they belong to two classes: inalienable nouns with possessive suffixes, and
verbs followed by derivational suffixes. Thus, he concludes, the final consonant
clusters must be secondary.

Birsel Karakog, who studied in Mainz with Lars Johanson and earned her doc-
toral degree there, wrote a paper on the etymology of -ki under the title AMutmafun-
gen iiber die Etymologie des tirkischen Suffixes {KI} (pp. 155-166). Her contribu-
tion aims to demonstrate the participial origin of the Turkic suffix. In older sources,
this suffix is always combined with case suffixes or appears, less frequently, after
participles. Its plural and case forms are always provided with the pronimal -n-. It is
mostly invariable, a rare feature in Turkic languages, but, as Karakog observes, it
causes lengthening of the vowel of a preceding locative suffix in Turkish. The au-
thor’s hypothesis is that {KI} emerged through contraction of *drki, where dr- was a
copula.

Mark Kirchner was one of Lars Johanson’s first Ph.D. students. His article
Tatarisch in der Russischen Foderation (pp. 167-173) draws attention to the current
sociolinguistic situation of the Tatar language in the Republic of Tatarstan in the
Russian Confederation. The paper points out that Tatar is a dominated code although
the Tatars constitute the majority of the population in their republic, where Tatar is
one of the official languages. The author analyses the geographical, ethnographical
historical, political and social reasons why Tatar has become an endangered lan-
guage. An important factor is that two-thirds of the speakers of Tatar live outside the
territory of the republic. The main geographical reason is that Tatarstan is situated in
a linguistic area in which the majority of the population speaks Russian. Tatarstan is
geographically isolated from the other large Turkic languages and, thanks to the
earlier minority politics of the former Soviet Union, the Tatars do not have good
political relations with the neighbouring Bashkirs. The most important of the inner
reasons is the absence of linguistic resources, i.e. the insufficient use of Tatar in the
media and education. One example: a department of Tatar language and literature
exists at the University of Kazan, but there is no university in which the language of
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education is Tatar. The author draws the conclusion that the linguistic status of Tatar
has to be changed in order to maintain the survival of the Tatar language.

Another early Ph.D. student of Lars Johanson, who later worked as assistant in
Mainz, Astrid Menz, investigates Klusile und Affrikate im Anlaut armenischer
Globalkopien in den Dialektmaterialen von Erzurum (pp. 173-190). Formerly men-
tioned by Dankoff 1995, Armenian loanwords in Turkish have a complicated history
considering the process of copying and the contact language. The author uses
Dankoff’s corpus to demonstrate the realizations of affricates and plosives in initials
of Armenian global copies of the Erzurum dialect of Turkish. In this corpus about
220 words are recorded from the Erzurum dialect. The word-initial voiced conso-
nants of Armenian appear either voiced or voiceless in the copies. The author gives
a very informative six-page comprehensive word list of the dialectal forms and of
their West Armenian correspondences.

The Russian Turcologist Irina Nevskaya, an expert in Siberian Turkic languages,
was a Humboldt fellow in Mainz. In her contribution Converbs as depictive predi-
cates in South Siberian Turkic (pp. 191-200) she distinguishes three different syn-
tactic functions of converb constructions: predicates in converbial clauses, depictive
predicates and adverbial modifiers of manner. Depictive predicates (as in the exam-
ple he drank his tea cold;, or Tuvan ol bisten yoradap corbaan) are syntactically
dependent on the main predicate, and refer to the subject, object or to another nomi-
nal with a syntactic function different from the subject or object. In South Siberian
Turkic a depictive construction contains a main predicate and a depictive one, which
is related to one of the participants of the main predicate. It is dependent on the main
predicate and belongs to the same prosodic unit as the main predicate. The predi-
cates that allow use of a depictive predicate belong to certain semantic groups. De-
pictive predicates can describe physical or mental states of their controllers, and
should be distinguished from manner adverbials, resultatives, complements of the
main predicate, main predicates of subordinated clauses, and complex predicates.
The contribution describes how depictive predicates can be expressed in South Sibe-
rian Turkic, and gives Khakas and Tuvan examples of converbs based on -(V)p, -4
and -GA§ which functions either as a depictive or a non-depictive predicate. The
author discusses how depictive predicates can be distinguished from other types of
predicates, and concludes that the test of negation is one of the most precise diagno-
ses of them: if the negation includes the converb in its scope, it is either a depictive
predicate or an adverbial modifier of manner.

Elizabetta Ragagnin earned her Ph.D. under the supervision of Lars Johanson.
She contributed to the volume an article on Some observations on the fortis vs. lenis
opposition of consonants in Sayan Turkic (pp. 201-208). After representing today’s
speakers of Sayan Turkic, the author deals with the realization of fortis vs. lenis op-
position in this group. Johanson in his article Zur Konsonantenstdrke im Tiirkischen
(1986) pointed out that in the history of Turkic languages the opposition between
fortis and lenis consonants has played a crucial role. This claim is today widely ac-
cepted so that for Proto-Turkic an opposition between two syllable types is assumed:
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a syllable type consisting of a long vowel + lenes (V:C') vs. a syllable type consist-
ing of a short vowel + fortes veh. According to Johanson (1986), the opposition of
Proto-Turkic fortis and lenis in primary syllables is reflected in modern Turkic in
different forms. Ragagnin discusses how the opposition is realized in Sayan Turkic,
where, alongside short and long vowels, there is also a distinction between pharyn-
gealized and non-pharyngealized / glottalized or non-glottalized vowels. The paper
represents the morphophonological variants of fortes and lenis when a suffix with
vowel onset is added to the base: before a long vowel, the pharyngealization can be
observed.

Julian Rentzsch also completed his Ph.D. under Lars Johanon’s supervision. His
article Zur Modalitdt in Tiirkischen (pp. 209-225) aims at describing modal mor-
phology in Turkish according to the functional approach of Dik (1997). The author
gives a slightly different classification of modal operators than Dik and distinguishes
three levels of modality. The three levels are defined in their relation to aspect op-
erators. Whereas Modality 1 includes modality operators within the scope of aspect
operators, Modality 2 operators are at the same level as aspect operators. The third
level, Modality 3, includes modality operators that are operating on aspect operators.
He argues that the proper criteria are intercombinability with each other and combi-
nability with nomina and verbs, but not grammaticality or morphological transpar-
ency, since in other Turkic languages transparent operators function in the same way
as opaque ones in Turkish, and vice versa. Since some operators analysed here seem
to be able to cross the domains set by present classification, the question remains
unsettled and inspires further research.

The Belgian scholar Martine Robbeets was a Humboldt-fellow in Mainz and
later continued her collaboration with Lars Johanson in projects addressing different
historical and theoretical aspects of Altaic genealogical relatedness. Her paper on
The ‘intimate’ parts of Altaic: Two velar verb suffixes (pp. 225-238) discusses two
velar suffixes that were probably once productive in Altaic verb derivation: the
iconic suffix which she reconstructs as Altaic *-ki- and the inchoative suffix which
she reconstructs as *-ga. Both suffixes have an initial velar. According to the au-
thor’s investigation, these suffixes occur lexicalized to a certain extent in verb stems
in Japanese, Korean, Mongolic and Turkic.

Heidi Stein was associated with Mainz as a researcher for many years. Her arti-
cle on Optativ versus Voluntativ-Imperative in irantirkischen Texten (15./16. Jh.)
(pp. 239-257) secks to answer the question why the paradigm of the optative and
voluntative-imperative coincide in modern Turkish. A comparison of the corre-
sponding paradigms of Turkish with those of Azeri and other Iranian dialects leads
to the question whether the latter preserved the optative vs. voluntative distinction
because of its use as a subjunctor in complement clauses, thus as a result of code
interaction with Persian, or not. The author compares four Iranian Turkic texts with
Ottoman-Turkish and Persian. Her thorough examination of the diachronic change
of the verbal forms of the mentioned category in main clauses and complement
clauses shows that this is not the case. The use of optative and voluntative differs in
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Persian and in Iranian Middle-Turkic. She sees the coincidence of the Turkish opta-
tive and voluntative paradigm in a lower standard of Ottoman-Turkish prose, and
leaves open the question of limitation of the optative in Turkish.

Erika Taube was on several occasions visiting scholar in Mainz. Her paper under
the title Zu einem auflerlinguistischen Aspekt von Sprache (pp. 257-267) examines
the circumstances of storytelling among some Turkic and other Siberian peoples:
why it is obligatory to tell stories when requested, why death is the punishment for
denying storytelling, and why the story-teller occasionally denies storytelling. The
answers are found in the tales of these peoples. They belong to the folklore and re-
flect the cultural background of the peoples in question, and have shamanistic ori-
gin. The author illustrates the answers with parallel examples taken from the mate-
rial of each of the above-mentioned ethnic groups. The cultural background is con-
sidered as an extralinguistic factor that influences language use. For field research-
ers, it is useful to know these circumstances, since they can affect the outcome of
material collection during linguistic fieldwork.

Mustafa Ugurlu earned his Ph.D. under the supervision of Lars Johanson. He
wrote his contribution on Probleme der Wiedergabe dlterer tiirkischer Text im mod-
ernen Tirkisch (pp. 267-277). His paper points out possible mistakes of ‘intralin-
gual translation’, in this case, translations of older Turkic texts into modermn Turkish.
Translation mistakes originate from the diachronic changes of the language, hardly
perceptible for present speakers. The author classifies the possible pitfalls as lexi-
cal/semantic, morphological, and syntactic. These types of translation mistakes are
illustrated by means of examples taken from different editions of Dede Korkut
Hilkdyesi. Since this field is considered rather new in Turcology, the author stresses
the necessity of formulating guidelines and methods for future translations.

The Uyghur scholar Abdurishid Yakup was also a Humboldt-fellow in Mainz.
His paper Internal contact of Turkic languages: The case of some Inner Asian
Turkic languages (pp. 277-285) deals with contact linguistic issues. Abdurishid Ya-
kup’s main interest focuses on Old and Modern Uyghur varieties. In this paper he
provides new material from some little-known Turkic varieties that have internal
contacts with neighbouring Turkic codes. In the introduction he calls attention to the
importance of doing research not only on the Turkic-non-Turkic contacts but the
less-observed internal contacts among Turkic languages as well. In the literature
there are several examples of this subject but none of them is discussed sufficiently.

In the subsequent sections, using his own records, Yakup reports his observa-
tions of the three Turkic-Turkic contact areas: 1. Salar contact with Kazakh and Uy-
ghur in the ili valley 2. Kirghiz under the influence of Uyghur in South-Western
Xinjiang 3. Western Xinjiang where the new Tarbaghatay (Chochik) variety of Uy-
ghur is evolving.

The Ili variety of Salar spoken in the Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region has
extensive contact with the dominant codes of the area, Kazakh and Uyghur. As an
effect of lexemes copied from Chinese, diphthongs and Chinese retroflex consonants
can be observed in Salar, but in the Ili variety these has been replaced—under the
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influence of Uyghur—by monophthongs, respectively the alveo-palatal j, ¢ and the
postalveolar §. The author does not note here that Kazakh could also intensify this
change as it also lacks the above-mentioned sounds of Chinese origin. The morpho-
logical and in some cases the lexical changes of Salar cardinal numerals, the posses-
sive endings and the possessive of the reflexive pronoun with the Xinghai Salar and
Uyghur correspondences, are shown in tables. Only one clearly Kazakh feature in
the Ili variety of Salar is represented: the use of the instrumental postposition menen
beside the postposition /a, which is commonly used in Salar as an instrumental.

The Southern dialect of Kirghiz in Xinjiang differs in several features from the
Northern one, which is probably a result of contacts with other languages, mainly
Uyghur. The main phonological and morphological features of the Southern dialect
are the following: devoicing of initial b-, secondary long vowels as a result of disap-
pearance of intervocalic -g-, the infinitive is formed with the suffix -(X)§ instead of
-X, the focal intraterminal is -(X)vat, the past copula article is ele. Yakup illustrates
the declension of nouns in a table where he finds that pronominal -#- is missing in
the locative and dative. He does not observe that pronominal -»- is also missing in
the ablative case (-n4n) as it has suffix-initial »- and it represents both dialects of
Xinjiang Kirghiz.

The Uyghur variety spoken in Tarbaghatay Prefecture in Xinjiang is under the
strong influence of Kazakh, which is—apart from Chinese—the dominant code in
this area. Tarbaghatay is one of the most multilingual regions of China where speak-
ers of Chinese, Monghol, Daghur, Uzbek, Tatar, Kirghiz, Russian and Uyghur usu-
ally use more than one code in daily life. Especially Uyghurs evidence a strong bi-
lingual status as Kazakh is used in administration and education. This has led to the
development of a hybrid dialect of Uyghur. In effect, the alternation of linguistic
features like § ~ s (bas ~ bas ‘head’, tasta- ~ tasta- ‘to throw away’), the genitive
+nlii ~ +Difi (mektepnifi ~ kitaptifi), infinitive in -(X)§ ~ -Uw shows intensive bilin-
gualism.

The contact-induced changes are the most extensive in the Tarbaghatay variety
of Uyghur and the Southern dialect of Kirghiz in Xinjiang as case morphology and
verbal inflection are affected as well. According to Yakup’s opinion, this situation
diverges from other internal contacts in Turkic languages where mostly the lexical
level of a certain language has changed, even in Sonqor Turkic—which he is refer-
ring to—where Iranian strongly influenced the phonology, morphology, lexicon and
syntax, the system of verb paradigms remained stable. The author observes that the
positive attitude of the speech communities of the three represented codes toward
Kazakhs and Uyghurs speeds up the bilingualism and integration of these communi-
ties, and conversely, that the language change is less intensive where the dominated
code’s speakers have a negative attitude toward the dominant code’s speakers.

In conclusion, Yakup points out that the convergence between Turkic varieties
even challenges the current classifications of the Turkic languages.
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Laszl6 Kéroly: Review of Leland Liu Rogers, The Golden Summary of Cinggis Qayan.
Cinggis Qayan-u Altan Tobdi. (Tunguso-Sibirica 27.) Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2009.
xii+151 pages, ISBN 978-3-447-06074-5.

Ladszlé Kdroly, Universitit Mainz, Seminar fiir Orientkunde, Jakob-Welder-Weg 20,
55099 Mainz, Germany. E-mail: karoly@uni-mainz.de

In the book reviewed here, the author, Leland Liu Rogers, presents a Mongolian
source entitled Cinggis Qayan-u Altan Tobéi (hereinafter CQAT) in a diplomatic
edition. The edition was based on a manuscript published by Dorongy-a (1998) in a
facsimile edition. The original manuscript, unearthed in 1958 near Hohhot, com-
prises 48 folios, with an average of 14 lines per page. Since Dorongy-a’s publication
is hardly accessible to Westerners, the work of Rogers can be considered as a wel-
come source for the study of CQAT.

CQAT is a compilation of 17 shorter or longer stories about certain episodes in
Cinggis Qan’s life. The stories are based on historically existing personages, but
they are full of impossible, legendary elements. This literary genre, sometimes re-
ferred to as cadig compilation, is well known from other Mongolian chronicles, such
as the Altan Tob¢i (see, e.g., Bawden 1955), the Altan Tobci (nova) (see, e.g., Vietze
and Lubsang 1992) and Sayang Secen’s Erdeni-yin Tobci (see, e.g., Kueger 1967).
Also well known similar stories in a different narrative can be found in the Mongyol-
un Niyuca Tobciyan (cf. de Rachewiltz 2004).

In the introduction to the edition, Rogers briefly describes the source, discusses
its origin and some of its writing peculiarities. In addition, he gives an ordered list of
the stories appearing in the compilation, and places the whole source among the
above-mentioned Mongolian works. However, the reader misses such introductory
notes that form an obligatory part of a traditional text edition: description of the
manuscript (e.g. its measurements), overview of the literary genre, the historical and
linguistic background, etc. This is a deficiency of the edition; especially for those
who are not familiar with the subject. The interested reader may consult 7he Mongol
chronicles of the seventeenth century by Zamcarano (1955). Another useful source
is a book by Heissig (1959) in which he analyses the available chronicle composi-
tion; see chapter 2 titled ‘Chroniken der frithen Mandju-Zeit (1644—1700)’ on pages
50to 111.

In chapter 3, where the English translation is placed, the author starts each story
with a lengthy note in which he makes a systematic comparison with the corre-
sponding stories of the above-mentioned Mongolian sources. These notes are valu-
able parts of the edition and help the reader to find the position of the actual stories
among the already known chronicle compositions of the 17th century. However, the
reviewer would prefer a compact discussion of these questions in the introduction,
under a title such as ‘Literary position of’ CQAT according to Bawden or Hangin.
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The author devotes chapter 1 to a detailed discussion of the dating of the manu-
script. Although its sections (reviewing the ductus, comparing materials, and dates
of the lexicon) partly cover what may be missed in the introduction, everything here
is subordinated to the main question, i.e. the dating.

Concerning the ductus, the author uses Kara’s framework (Kara 2005) on the ba-
sis of which he suggests a period for the writing of the manuscript. However, he
does not include a single page of the facsimile, and thus the reader has to rely on his
or her own imagination.

In the following passages Rogers continues his analysis, which turns to a specu-
lative and partly controversial chain of statements. For example, he overestimates
the role of the lexicon in the dating of the text. The terminology, the grammatical
characteristics etc., can indeed provide invaluable information about the formation
of a written source, but they are by no means a tool for an accurate definition of the
decade of writing.

Another shortcoming of this chapter is that Rogers does not consult two impor-
tant chronicles of the 17th century: the Asarayci (Kampfe 1983) and the Sara tuji
[Sira tuyuji] (Sastina 1957), and a short fragment from Khara Khoto, which is an
early record about the wisdom of Cinggis Qan, cf. Kara (2003: 5-7; G110 verso)
with additional literature on the topic.

As a summary of Rogers’ dating efforts we read that “the most probable date of
the compilation of the first copy of the CQAT was likely somewhere between 1570
and 1620” (Rogers 2009: 10). This wording amounts to nothing less than the au-
thor’s stating that the CQAT compilation is the earliest known example of this sort;
cf. also “...the peculiarities of this manuscript suggest that it is an earlier version of
the Cinggis Qayan legends than any of the other compilations known” (Rogers
2009: vii). Unfortunately, such a result cannot be deduced from the source.

In the following chapter Rogers gives the transcription of the text with a great
number of notes: possible typographic errors, inconsistent spellings, corrupt forms,
etc. Additionally he provides corrections on the base of the other chronicles, e.g. the
name Nagqun is correctly changed to Nekiin (Rogers 2009: note 6), since all the other
sources read it with front vocalism. For special vocabulary, such as proper names,
names of plants and animals, Rogers adds detailed explanations. For example, he
writes that “An aryamay is translated by Tsevel as ‘pure-blood central Asian horse
(1966: 50a), and fobocay is translated as ‘hillock’ by Kowalewski (1964: 1819b),
suggesting that the animal is a ‘pure bred central Asian hill horse’. Aryamay tobicay
is translated by de Rachewiltz as ‘Arabic race horse’ (2004: 1008)” (Rogers 2009:
19, note 22). These are without question useful comments for the better under-
standing of the source, but they should not be discussed alongside the transcription.
Transcription has two aims: (1) to reconstruct the contemporary reading of a text,
and (2) to indicate the peculiarities of the spelling. Accordingly, such etymological
remarks as “The word Cambudvib is from the Old Uyghur version of the Sanskrit
word Cambudvipa, or jambudvipa, literally ‘rose apple island’...” (Rogers 2009: 23,
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note 27) have nothing to do with the transcription and could have been relegated to
another chapter where they belong.

The next chapter, namely the English translation, is no doubt the best part of the
edition. Rogers has made a smooth, easily intelligible translation of the original. His
comments about the personages appearing in the stories, and about the problematic
words and phrases make the translation an elaborated work.

After the core chapters of the book, the reader will find a complete list of the
Mongolian words, which is a handy tool for further linguistic analyses. The end of
the book presents the bibliography, which can easily be supplemented with other
important publications.

In the followings I add some minor remarks to the edition:

A significant group of Mongolian proper names are transparent, their connection
with common words being easily detectable; see, e.g., Bug-a ¢ayan, which is possi-
bly related to ‘bull’ and ‘white’ (p. 88, n. 90) and Giirbeljin yoo-a, which highly
likely means ‘beautiful lizardess’ (p. 98, n. 117). However, many such names are
not etymologizable. For example, Roger remarks:

“The meaning of Kiisbalad is uncertain, it is possible that the s was orogianlly [sic!] a
ke, making it koke ‘blue’, [sic!] It is also possible that kiis has been incorrectly written
for the old Turkic koS ‘a led, or spare, horse’ (Clausen [sic!] 1972: 670a), or kiise- ‘to
wish, desire’ (Clausen [sic!] 1972: 749). The word balad may be a distortion of bolud
‘steel’ (Lessing 1995: 118a), or of the Old Turkic bulit/bulut ‘cloud’ (Clausen [sic!]
1972: 333a), but neither is certain.” (p. 48, n. 79)

This is not realistic, or to be more exact, rather unscientific.

As for the name-giving strategies of the Mongols, the reader can profit from Ry-
batzki’s voluminous work titled Die Personennamen und Titel der mittelmon-
golischen Dokumente (2006), available on the Internet.

The term ‘transformation’ used by Rogers in such contexts as “The transforma-
tion of -ngn- into -gn- has been a common sound transformation in Khalkha Mon-
gol” (p. 20, n. 23) seems very odd to me. In this usage the standard word would be
‘change’.

Rogers sometimes incorrectly writes the name of the authors quoted in his work,
e.g. Clausen (p. 19, n. 22; p. 43, n. 69; p. 48, n. 79), Kowelewski (p. 5, n. 9) and
Gyorgy Kara (p. 8, n. 16) instead of Clauson, Kowalewski and Gyoérgy Kara, re-
spectively.

In conclusion, I can state, despite my mostly methodological critiques, that
Rogers’ edition has partly reached its goal. On the one hand, the reader interested in
the cultural and historical aspects of the Mongol peoples will enjoy and profit from
the English translation. On the other hand, specialists of the field may find the tran-
scription of the text a useful addition for the further study of the Mongolian chroni-
cle compositions of the 17th century.
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Der Band ist hervorgegangen aus zwei Konferenzen, die im Rahmen des von Johan-
son an der Universitit Mainz initiierten und geleiteten Sonderforschungsbereichs
295 (,,Linguistische und Kulturkontakte in Siidwestasien und Nordostafrika™) in den
Jahren 1998 und 2002 abgehalten wurden. Die insgesamt 18 Beitrédge sind unterteilt
in nicht-linguistische (historisch, kulturell, literaturwissenschaftlich) und linguisti-
sche; letztere sind weiter in eine tiirkische und eine persische Sektion untergliedert.
Im folgenden soll eine Auswahl der Beitrédge vorgestellt werden.
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Auf einen Uberblick des Herausgebers iiber den Inhalt der einzelnen Beitrige (
1-14) folgen zunichst diejenigen zu historischen, kulturellen und literaturwissen-
schaftlichen Themen. Peter B. Golden (,, Turks and Iranians: a historical sketch®,
17-38) spannt einen weiten historischen Bogen zum Thema iranisch-tiirkischer
Kulturkontakte von den Hsiung-nu (2. Jh. v. Chr.) bis zu den Osmanen, mit gele-
gentlich etwas unscharfen Aussagen (etwa S. 33: ,structurally, the Ottoman state ...
runs in a straight line from that of the Sasanids™ — was bedeutet dies genau?). Bert
G. Fragner (,,Das Persische als Hegemonialsprache in der islamischen Geschichte:
Uberlegungen zur Definition eines innerislamischen Kulturraums®, 39-48) stellt die
Kernthese(n) seines Buches Persophonie (1999) in Form eines Essays vor, d.h. ohne
bibliographische Nachweise. Es geht um das Persische als ,,bestimmenden Faktor
einer Grofregion innerhalb des islamischen Kulturraums (10.-19. Jh.)“. Fragner
beschreibt viele interessante und fiir die Fragestellung relevante Fakten und Zu-
sammenhinge. Die historische Kausalitit des Phinomens wird jedoch noch nicht
klar; es fehlt eigentlich das Modell bzw. die Methode zur Untersuchung der Frage,
wie ,,das Persische“ als historisches movens Kulturen und Regionen beeinflussen
konnte. Bezeichnet Fragner z.B. Osmanisch-Tiirkisch und Urdu als ,,strukturell zu
verstehende Tochtersprachen™ des Persischen (S. 47), so wire zunéichst zu kliren,
was eine ,,strukturelle Tochtersprache” ist bzw. im Rahmen welchen Modells oder
welcher Theorie es sinnvoll sein kénnte, von einer solchen zu sprechen.

Hendrik Boeschoten (,,Translations of the Koran: sources for the history of
written Turkic in a multilingual setting®, 69-89) unternimmt erste Schritte, um das
sprachlich und kulturhistorisch wichtige Thema der tiirkischen Koraniibersetzungen
(Tafsire) vor allem des 14. und 15. Jahrhunderts zu untersuchen. Zu Recht weist
Boeschoten darauf hin, daB die syntaktischen Strukturen dieser Texte, obwohl zum
Teil ,,sklavische” Ubersetzungen, hochinteressant sein kénnen (etwa in Bezug auf
den verallgemeinernden Relativsatz, S. 74). Sehr niitzlich ist Anhang I (78—88) mit
Beispielen iibersetzter Passagen aus jeweils sechs verschiedenen Tafsiren.

Im linguistischen Teil (tiirkische Sektion) untersucht Peter Zieme (,,Hybrid na-
mes as a special device of Central Asian naming“, 114-127) die Frage frither tiir-
kisch-iranischer Kulturkontakte anhand des Namensmaterials im Alttiirkischen und
Uigurischen. Wihrend bei islamischen Turkdynastien wie den Seldschuken die per-
sisch-arabischen Bestandteile von Personennamen eindeutig kulturelle und religiose
Einfliisse widerspiegeln, ist diese Frage bei den zusammengesetzten Namen im Ui-
gurischen, die mindestens einen nicht-tiirkischen Bestandteil enthalten, noch ein
,offenes Feld* (S. 114). Marcel Erdal (,The palatal glide in Oghuz Turkic and
Western Iranian morphophonemics™, 128-142) erhirtet in einer genauen Analyse
die Richtigkeit von Bailey’s These (von 1930), daB der Gleitlaut und Hiatustilger -y-
im Westoghusischen das Ergebnis einer arealen Konvergenz ist und seinen Ur-
sprung im Westiranischen hat.

Mark Kirchner (,,Same source — different paths. Remarks on temporal clauses in
Turkish, Azerbaijanian and Persian™, 158-164) gibt einen gut strukturierten, wenn-
gleich knappen Einblick (m. E. mit zu wenigen Beispielen) in die Einfliisse des Per-
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sischen auf das Osmanisch-Tiirkische und das Aserbaidschanische im Bereich von
Temporalsitzen der Gleichzeitigkeit. Eva A. Csat6 (,,Gunnar Jarring’s Kashkay ma-
terials“, 209-225) présentiert interessantes Dialektmaterial, aufgezeichnet vor iiber
50 Jahren, mit einigen in der Sprache inzwischen nicht mehr vorhandenen gramma-
tikalischen Merkmalen wie z.B. dem Nezessitativ (S. 219). Bernt Brendemoen
(,,Ottoman or Iranian? An example of Turkic-Iranian language contact in East Ana-
tolian dialects”, 226-238) behandelt den Vokalismus arabisch-persischer Lehnwor-
ter im Tiirkischen. Wéihrend das Westanatolische und das heutige Standardtiirkische
das arabische a in pharyngaler Umgebung unverindert iibernommen haben, zeigen
ostanatolische Dialekte hier ein e, das auf persischen EinfluB zuriickgehen mag.
Brendemoen entwickelt die These, das Reich der Aq Qoyunlu im Ostanatolien und
westlichen Iran der 2. Hilfte des 15. Jahrhunderts habe gewissermaBen als Schar-
nierregion zwischen dem iranischen und tiirkischen Sprachgebiet gedient und den
persischen phonetischen EinfluB nach Ostanatolien vermittelt (S. 232).

Bo Utas leitet die iranische Sektion des linguistischen Teils ein (,,A multiethnic
origin of New Persian?“, 241-251). Zu Recht hinterfragt er iiberkommene Meinun-
gen in Bezug auf die Entstehung des Neupersischen. So sei das entstehende (ge-
schriebene) Neupersisch nicht einfach die Entsprechung einer gesprochenen Sprache
gewesen, sondern vielmehr eine komplexe kulturelle Struktur, zu der viele Vélker
beigetragen haben (S. 241). Das Fehlen (geschriebener) frithneupersischer Texte aus
Zentraliran beweise nicht deren Nichtexistenz, die generell akzeptierte Einteilung
des frithneupersischen Sprachgebiets in ,,Nordost“ und ,,Siid“ gebe deshalb das Bild
unter Umtinden nicht vollstindig wieder (S. 245). Utas fragt, wie ein Hidndler aus
Singkiang im Jahr 760 einen Brief in sprachlich bereits relativ standardisiertem Per-
sisch schreiben konnte, wenn man nicht annehme, daB es bereits ein auch in arabi-
scher Schrift geschriebenes ,.koine-isiertes* Persisch gegeben habe (S. 249).

Utas sucht die positivistische Philologie von Forschern wie Lazard, die seiner
Ansicht nach der Komplexitéit des historischen Phinomens ,,Frithneupersisch® nicht
gerecht wird, zu iiberwinden. Letztlich bietet sein Beitrag jedoch auch keinen wirk-
lichen methodischen Neuansatz, auer Anregungen wie derjenigen, das entstehende
Neupersisch unter dem Aspekt der Kreolisierung zu betrachten (S. 246). Es er-
scheint fraglich, ob solche Neuansitze auf Basis der liickenhaften iiberlieferten Pri-
miérquellen entscheidend Neues bringen und substantiell iiber die hervorragende (m.
E. mehr als positivistische) Darstellung von Lazard (1975) hinausgehen kénnen. So
kann man zwar aus dem Fehlen historischer Belege nicht zwingend auf das Fehlen
eines ,,zentralen” Dialekts des Frithneupersischen schlieen. Die Zugehorigkeit zent-
raliranischer Provinzen wie Esfahan zur Region Bahla/Fahla mit ihren starken
»parthoiden” Dialekten macht es jedoch unwahrscheinlich, daB diese Regionen im
8./9. Jahrhundert n. Chr. einen entscheidenden Beitrag zur Entstehung des Neupersi-
schen geliefert haben. Geht man davon aus, dab sich das Persische schon in sasani-
discher Zeit im Nordosten Irans verbreitet und dort das Parthische in einer mehr
oder weniger einheitlichen Variante ersetzt hat, kann der jidische Héndler aus
Khotan im Jahre 760 n. Chr. durchaus ein bereits normalisiertes Spét-Mittelpersisch
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/ Frith-Neupersisch geschrieben haben, auch ohne die Kenntnis bzw. Existenz eines
in arabischer Schrift geschriebenen Persisch.

Gernot Windfuhr (,,Language change and modeling modal axes: Irano-Turkic
convergence”, 252-282) zeigt, wie in den eng miteinander verwandten Sprachen
Persisch, Tati und Tadschikisch ein System von Modi entsteht, zum Teil im Kontakt
mit Nachbarsprachen wie Azeri-Tiirkisch. Windfuhr entwickelt ein Modell, mit dem
sich die Verbalsysteme der drei Sprachen (und weiterer) methodisch miteinander
vergleichen lassen. Geoffrey Haig (,, Turkish influence on Kurmanji: Evidence from
the Tunceli dialect”, 283-299) untersucht anhand ausgewihlter grammatikalischer
Merkmale den EinfluB des Tiirkischen auf den Kurmanji-Dialekt von Tunceli. Eine
Tabelle (S. 295) zeigt iiberraschende Ahnlichkeiten zu anderen, geographisch weiter
entfernten kurdischen Dialekten, zum Beispiel zu dem von Le Coq (1903) aufge-
zeichneten. Vielleicht nicht iiberraschend, ist der Kurmanji-Dialekt von Tunceli der
am stérksten tiirkisierte (S. 296). Die Verwendung des xwe/xa als nicht-reflexiver
grammatikalischer Marker in diesem Dialekt hat eine Parallele im nérdlichen, d.h.
auch in Tunceli gesprochenen Zazaki, die hier erwdhnt werden sollte (Paul 1998, §
237). Interessant ist die Bemerkung, daB # ,,und“ als clause coordinator, anders als
in anderen Kurmanji-Dialekten, in demjenigen von Tunceli praktisch nicht vor-
kommt (S. 291f.). Auch in nordlichen Zazaki-Dialekten scheint (nach den Texten in
Paul 1998) das entsprechende # sehr selten zu sein. Zum Abschluf des Bandes de-
monstriert Donald L. Stilo (,,Circumpositions as an areal response: The case study of
the Iranian zone®, 310-333) am Beispiel von Circumpositionen mehrerer iranischer
und nicht-iranischer Sprachen, wie allgemein-typologische und areale Faktoren
miteinander interagieren. Das von ihm vorgestellte Modell kann helfen, ,,inkonsis-
tente Merkmalsausprigungen als Uberlappungen unterschiedlicher Typenklassen
zu erklédren.

Fiir den Band insgesamt sei angemerkt, daB sich auch dem geiibten Rezensenten
die intendierten Kernaussagen einiger Beitréige (sowohl von den hier vorgestellten
als auch von den nicht vorgestellten) erst nach mehrmaligem Studium, und auch
dann nicht ohne weiteres, erschlossen. Die Komplexitit und Kompliziertheit eines
Themas wiirde jedoch nicht nach Kompliziertheit, sondern im Gegenteil nach Ein-
fachheit der Darstellung verlangen.
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