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Editorial note

Turkic Languages, Volume 20, 2016, Number 1

In 2016, TURKIC LANGUAGES celebrates its 20th anniversary. The journal was
founded on 25 April 1996, when Dr Michael Langfeld, director of the publishing
house Harrassowitz, and Professor Lars Johanson, editor of the new journal signed a
contract.

In the first issue, in 1997, Lars Johanson set forth his editorial programme in the
article “An anchorage for Turkic language studies”. Some of the main points are
cited below.

The journal TURKIC LANGUAGES, introduced with this issue, aims to be an international
scientific periodical devoted to Turkic language studies in a broad sense. Its goal is to
meet the rapidly increasing scientific interest in Turkish and other languages of the
extensive Turkic family.

TURKIC LANGUAGES will be concerned with the languages of the entire Turkic-speaking
world and cover descriptive, historical, comparative, areal, social, typological, acquisi-
tional as well as other aspects. The scope of interest will not be restricted to linguistic
issues in a narrow sense; however, Turkic language data must play a central role in all
contributions. Discussions on questions of philology, literature, oral texts, history, etc.
are most welcome provided they are based on language data. Contributions basically
dealing with theoretical issues but referring to Turkic data will also have a natural place
in the journal. Attention will be paid to genetic, typological, and contact relations with
other languages, in particular Altaic (Mongolic, Tungusic, etc.), Paleoasiatic, Indo-
European (Iranian, Slavic, Germanic, Greek, etc.), Uralic, Chinese.

We also invite representatives of neighbouring disciplines to submit articles on topics of
common interest. In order to set and maintain high theoretical and methodological stan-
dards, linguistic Turcology needs stimulation “from outside” as well.

It is hoped that the journal will promote the development of Turkic linguistics by bring-
ing together scholars dealing with Turkic data under different perspectives. The journal
is meant to be an anchorage for all kinds of serious Turkic language studies, a platform
where scholars of different traditions and orientations may come together to talk and
listen to each other, to establish contacts and interconnections. This should provide for
innovation and contribute to the broadening of the perspectives in a field where there is
still so much more to discover.

Prominent representatives of the Turcological and linguistic communities welcomed
the new journal in the first issue.

In his welcoming address to the new journal, “Der neuen Zeitschrift Turkic Lan-
guages zum Geleit”, Karl Heinrich Menges gave a short sketch of the development
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of Turkic studies and the concomitant attempts to create an appropriate periodical
for Turkic studies.

Bernard Comrie contributed the article “Turkic languages and linguistic typol-
ogy” and remarked: “At first sight it might seem strange to make a plea, as I shall,
for greater cooperation between the fields of Turkic linguistics and linguistic typol-
ogy, because already many features of Turkic languages play an important illustra-
tive role in language typology”.

The other articles, authored by Geoffrey L. Lewis, Hendrik Boeschoten, Ad
Backus, Marcel Erdal, Rémy Dor, and Claus Schonig, illustrated the broad range of
topics to which the new journal was devoted according to its editorial programme.

Over the last twenty years, TURKIC LANGUAGES, the only scientific journal de-
voted exclusively to Turkic linguistics, has played an important role in this field of
study. The nineteen volumes published so far cover all fields of study within Turkic
and other relevant languages. Here we wish to thank the many authors who have
more or less regularly contributed valuable articles. Let us remember our dear
colleagues who have passed away during the course of these two decades: Arpad
Berta, Gunnar Jarring, Sergej G, Kljastornyj, Roy Andrew Miller, Vladimir P. Ne-
djalkov, Jurij V. S¢eka, Masahiro Shogaito, Talat Tekin, Marc Vandamme, and Ste-
phen Wurm.

The journal has published obituaries commemorating scholars such as Kaare
Thomsen Hansen, Gerhard Doerfer, Andreas Tietze, Arpad Berta, Gyorgy Hazai,
and others. These are significant records for the history of our field of research.

TURKIC LANGUAGES has also published reports on interesting ongoing scholarly
activities (projects, research groups, conferences, etc.), making it possible for read-
ers to keep up to date with research initiatives. The ultimate aim of the journal has
been to clear a path of communication through the landscape of Turkic language
studies.

In order to document the rich material published so far, we present a list of the
contents of the nineteen volumes on our website http://www.turkiclanguages.com.

One year after they appear in print, all volumes are published with free access
online http://www.digizeitschriften.de/. For more information, see the website of the
Harrassowitz publishing house.

From the beginning, the journal has been produced in collaboration with an
international board whose members have changed over the years. Those who have
been involved during the entire period are Hendrik Boeschoten, Bernt Brendemoen,
Eva A. Csatd, Dmitrij Nasilov, and Sumru C)zsoy. Later, Tooru Hayasi, Peter B.
Golden, Irina Nevskaya, and Astrid Menz have joined the group. Most recently,
Léaszlé Karoly and Abdurishid Yakup have been included. We wish to thank all the
members for their support over the years.

The work of our peer reviewers has ensured the high quality of the publications.
Their careful comments and suggestions have been most helpful for the authors,
who have thankfully acknowledged the value of this support.
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We would like to express our gratitude to Dr Barbara Krauss, the present director
of the Publishing House Harrassowitz, and her highly competent team for their
strong support in bringing out the journal.

This jubilee issue includes contributions from the international board of editors.

Bernt Brendemoen examines the value of Karamanlidic literature for the study of
spoken Turkish in the 18th and 19th centuries. He concludes that some dialectal fea-
tures can be observed in the texts. He also examines the syntactic influence of
Greek.

Peter B. Golden deals with the accounts of the “Great King of the Tiirks”, called
Saba, in the Iranian, Arabic and Transcaucasian sources, and points out that the
name is not of Turkic origin.

Tooru Hayasi studies variability in linguistic judgments on examples of the us-
age of Turkish demonstratives bu, su and o. Participants were Turkish monolingual
high school students in Istanbul, and Turkish-German bilingual peers in Berlin.
University students learning Turkish as a foreign language in Tokyo were used as a
control group.

Laszl6 Karoly discusses 36 basic Turkic adjectives belonging to the universal
semantic types of age, colour, dimension, human propensities, physical properties,
speed, and value. He analyses the lexemes in terms of their semantic and
morphological properties and their diachronic stability in seven modern Turkic
languages: Turkish, Turkmen, Tatar, Kazakh, Uyghur, Khakas, and Yakut.

Astrid Menz investigates a type of conditional sentence in Turkish where the
predicate of the embedded clause is based on a hypothetical form followed by the
particle de or sometimes bile and establishes for Turkish the category of concessive
conditionals.

Sumru A. Ozsoy investigates the grammaticalization of the cause-time relation in
Turkish sonra clauses, and comes to the interesting conclusion that while construc-
tions in which the embedded verb is based on -DJktAn express the temporal relation
between the two events, constructions in which the verb of the embedded clause is
based on -mAsindAn encode a causal relation between the event of the matrix clause
and that of the embedded clause.

Abdurishid Yakup reports on preliminary results of a project at Minzu University
of China on information structure in Turkic languages that are spoken and written in
Central Asia. He contrasts the properties of focus constituents in Turkish with those
of some Central Asian languages, in particular Uyghur, and describes some shared
and divergent features.

A paper in German concludes the issue, Ingeborg Hauenschild’s comments on Te-
leut plant and animal names according to an 18th century source.

Lars Johanson and Eva A. Csaté






Karamanlidic literature and its value
as a source for spoken Turkish in
the 18th and 19th centuries

Bernt Brendemoen

Brendemoen, Bernt 2016. Karamanlidic literature and its value as a source for spoken
Turkish in the 18th and 19th centuries. Turkic Languages 20, 5-25.

Karamanl literature consists almost exclusively of translations, mostly from Greek and
French, but a minor part is transliterations (or rather adaptations) of Ottoman literature.
Because the bulk of its readers, who constituted a rather marginal group in Ottoman soci-
ety, most probably were not very familiar with Ottoman literary traditions, Karamanl
literature has no aspirations of being erudite and elegant in the same way as contemporary
Ottoman literature, but is written with the functional aim of reaching as many Turcophone
Greek Orthodox Christians as possible. Accordingly, Karamanli texts are closer to spoken
Turkish than most contemporary Ottoman texts, but the question is to what extent the lan-
guage is influenced by Greek, which most of the authors must have known alongside
Turkish. The article concentrates on two texts, the Hagetname by Seraphim, Metropolitan
of Ankara (1756), and Evangelinos Misailidis’ novel Temasa-y: Diinya (1872), and gives
a short synopsis of their contents. It also discusses the linguistic characteristics of these
texts, the first of which shows some Central Anatolian dialect features, while the second
one most probably is closer to Istanbul vernacular. Examples of possible Greek syntactic
elements are taken up and discussed.

Bernt Brendemoen, Oslo University, Blindern P.b. 1030, NO-0315 Oslo, Norway. E-Mail:
bernt.brendemoen@ikos.uio.no

The term Karamanlidic literature, which is used in this article, immediately asks for
a definition. The adjective Karamanlidic or Karamanli had negative connotations in
the ears of the Ottoman group designated by this term, conveying a sense of
‘uncouth, roguish, provincial’. Here it is used to designate ‘Turcophone Greek-
Orthodox’, and by “literature” is meant what in German is called Schrifttum, which
includes e.g. translations and periodicals. All Karamanli texts are written in Turkish
with Greek letters. I will not go into questions such as the ethnic background of the
Karamanlis nor give a detailed survey of their literature; this latter task was begun
by Séverien Salaville and Eugéne Dalleggio, who between 1958 and 1974 published
a bibliography of Karamanlidika in three volumes. This was extended by three more
volumes between 1987 and 1997 by Evangelia Balta, the foremost scholar of
Karamanlidic studies,. Altogether 752 titles are currently known, including period-
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icals, titles of newspapers, brochures etc.' What I intend to do here is to first give a
short characterization of the genres of Karamanlidic literature, then concentrate on
two of the major works, and finally comment on some aspects of the language used
in this literature.

The emergence of Karamanli literature is closely related to the emergence of the
art of printing, and the first known Karamanlidic text is a Turkish translation (in
Greek script) of the Christian confession of faith as written by Gennadios
Scholarios, the first Greek Orthodox patriarch in Istanbul after the Turkish conquest.
The existence of Karamanli manuscripts from the 17th and 18th centuries is briefly
mentioned by Moravesik and Heffening (Eckmann 1964: 822), but they have
remained unpublished up to now. That they exist in great numbers “in public and
private archives in Turkey, Greece, Bulgaria, Italy and elsewhere” is verified by
Kappler (2006: 663), who also mentions that the late Penelopi Stathi was striving to
compile a bibliography of them. The Karamanlidic version of the Christian
confession of faith was printed in Basel by Martin Crusius in 1584. However, more
than a century passed before the first Karamanli book for use by the Orthodox
community in Anatolia was published in 1718. Most of the books until the
beginning of the 19th century were printed abroad, mostly in Venice.

Before 1830, almost all the books printed dealt with religious subjects, aiming at
strengthening the faith of the Orthodox flock in Istanbul and Anatolia. They were
biblical texts, catechisms, descriptions of the lives of saints, psalms, etc., but also
spiritually edifying books published by priests and bishops, all of them translated
from Greek. Before 1800, only one non-religious title, a pamphlet containing prov-
erbs, had been published. Although non-religious literature such as popular ro-
mances was printed in Venice in Greek for the use of Greek-speaking readers, no
Karamanli versions were made because—as stated e.g. by Nikodemos Hagioritis, an
author of spiritual Karamanli books—they would hurt the souls of the Christians and
lead the flock astray (Balta 1999: 7). The Karamanlis were probably regarded as a
“borderline case” in Orthodoxy because their language was the language of the
Muslims.

Seraphim of Pisidia

One of the most prolific writers of Karamanli literature in the 18th century—most of
which was based on Greek originals—was Seraphim (Serapheim) of Antalya, also
called Seraphim of Pisidia.” He studied at the famous monastery of Kykkos in
Cyprus. However, in Ankara he was involved in a scandal so serious that he was

1 For a detailed definition of what kind of texts should be classified as Karamanl: see Balta
(1999: 3).

2 Isparta is mentioned as his birth-place by Eckmann (1964: 823), but this is not at all
mentioned by Theocharides (2010: 125).
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dismissed from the holy order in 1753.% Nevertheless he was pardoned and became
an archimandrite, and later (1774) Metropolitan of Ankara, a position he held until
1779. One of Seraphim’s most widely spread works was his Hacetname Kitab
(Hagetname Kitab: ‘The Book of Necessity’, i.e. ‘“The indispensable book”), with
the following subtitle: * Sultan Validullah Panagia Meviudullahin Niazimet
Paraklisileri “The supplications to the Queen, the Mother of God, the Virgin’, ve
yirmidort selamlamalart ‘and twenty-four greetings to her’ ve Amartolon Soteriada
beyan olan hekmetnameleri ‘and accounts of her miracles told in The salvation of
the sinners’ ve Exapsalmos ‘The Six Psalms’, ve Apodeipnon ‘and Prayer said after
dinner’ ve dahi iktizali seyler burada mevcuttur, onlarki her Hristiana lazim ve
iktizadir sabah aksam okuya ‘and other necessary things that every Christian must
read morning and evening are also found here’. Simdi ilk evvel tefsir olunup
basmaya verildi, bu zikr olunanin har¢ masrafiylan Yavan Romca dilinden Tiirk li-
sanina, ziyade emek zahmetilen Atallialu Serafeim Hiermonahostan ‘Now it has for
the first time been explained and printed at the expense of the person mentioned
[below], [and translated] from regular Greek language into the Turkish language,
with great effort, by the monk and priest Serapheim from Antalya’. Hristianlarin
kifayetligi icin ayanlari izniylen Venedikte basildi Bortoli Antoniostan ‘It was
printed in Venice by Antonio Bortoli by permission of the senators for the satis-
faction of the Christians’ (1756). Ciimleniz Hristosun izine yiiriiyiin ‘Go all of you in
the path of Christ’.> One of the most interesting parts of this book, which totals 212
pages and was reprinted four times, is what Seraphim calls the yirmidort selam-
lamalar ‘twenty-four greetings’ to the Virgin. This is the Akathistos hymn, the
‘Non-sitting hymn’, a long hymn to the honour of the Virgin Mary from the 6th
century. In Turkish, it has Selam, giiveyisiz gelin ‘Rejoice, Bride without a Bride-
groom’ as one of its refrains. Every verse begins with a different letter, running
through the whole Greek alphabet in alphabetical order; that is why it has twenty-
four verses. This principle has in fact been transferred to the Turkish translation. (In

3 ibid. Due to his short temper, he is said to have killed a deacon during the Mass by hitting
him with a heavy gospel; see Irakleous (2013: 63). In fact in 1755, he seems to have been
involved in yet another scandal, this time in Venice where, fearing for his life, he took
refuge in the English embassy. From there he wrote a letter to his teacher Ephraim,
reproduced in English translation by Teocharides (2010: 131-143).

4 1 prefer to use the modern Turkish alphabet to transliterate Karamanlidic Turkish when
the phonological features are not to be emphasized, because the Turkish and the Greek al-
phabets share some important shortcomings regarding accuracy, e.g. when it comes to
showing features such as vowel length, velar vs. palatal stops, etc. (The use of
Turcological or Ottoman transcription would require making a large number of con-
jectures; see further footnote 8).

5 The entire book is found at http://anemi.lib.uoc.gr/metadata/0/f/c/metadata-155-0000117.
tkl. I am most grateful to Dr. Evangelia Balta for giving me this information. See also Sa-
laville & Dalleggio (1958: 26-29).
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the verses starting with letters not used in Turkish (®, E, and V), Greek words are
used instead.)

At least from a linguistic point of view, the most interesting part of the book is
the Hekmetnameler, accounts of miracles performed by the Virgin (pp. 9-84). Most
of these stories must have been translated from Greek. According to the title above,
they were taken from Amartolon Soteria ‘The Salvation of Sinners’, a book written
by the Cretan monk Agapios Landos and printed in 1641 (cf. Amart. Sot. 2008 in
the bibliography). Although this is true for true for most of the stories, Salaville and
Dalleggio claim (1958: 27) that only short parts (“extraits”) were taken from there,
vide infra. 1 published one of these thirty-one stories in 2010. At that time I had
found a handwritten Karamanlidic codex in the Milli Kiitiiphane in Ankara®
containing, among other things, the Akathistos Hymn and several stories about the
miracles of the Virgin. The codex bears the date 1782, but it now seems that at least
parts of it are copies of Seraphim’s Hagetname, although the sequence of the
elements differs. (A project in which the two texts will be closely compared is cur-
rently going on. The printed book must have been dictated to a scribe since there are
minor differences as to spelling etc., some of which may also reflect dialect dif-
ferences.)

The hikmet 1 have published (which bears the number 17 in the printed Ha-
getname, page 53; in the codex it is found on fol. 43r—44r), tells about a priest in
Paris who more than everything in the world wishes to see the Virgin Mary, and
prays for this every day. Finally an angel comes to him and tells him that his prayers
have been heard, and that the Virgin will appear to him at prayer time next Sunday.
However, the angel warns him that her beauty is so extreme that he will become
blind after seeing her. The priest agrees, but after the angel has left, he starts
worrying about what he will do after he has become blind. Hence, when the Virgin
appears to him, he closes one eye. The eye he had kept open becomes blind, but not
the other one. Now he starts cursing his lack of faith and reproaches himself for not
having enjoyed the revelation completely with both eyes, even if he would have
become completely blind. So he prays to God again and promises that he will look
at her with both eyes if he gets another chance. The angel comes again and tells him
that he will get another chance because his love for the Virgin is so strong. When the
priest says that he agrees not only to losing his sight if he gets the opportunity to see
her, but also every limb of his body, the angel answers that his faith is so strong that
not only will he retain the sight in his seeing eye, but he also will regain the sight in
his blind eye, which then happens.

The original version of this hikmet is found on page 146 of Miracoli di nostra
donna, which was compiled by the Catholic monk Silvano Razzi (1527-1611) and
published in Florence in 1576.” This—alongside other miracoli—must have been

6 Classified as 06-Mil-Yz Latince 34 [sic!].
7 The book is reproduced on: https://books.google.com.tr/books/about/ Miracoli_Di_
Nostra_Donna_Raccolti Nuovam.html?id=OCISAAAAcAAJ&redir_esc=y
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translated into Greek by Agapios Landos (it is found in Amart. Sot. 2008, pp. 396—
398). The Greek translation is relatively free in comparison with the Italian original,
but Seraphim’s Turkish version is quite close to the Greek one.

Some of the hikmets of the Virgin deal with Jews. The following is a transcrip-

tion of one of the shortest ones (no. 18, found on p. 55 in the printed version and in
fol. 44r—45r in the codex. Some of the linguistic aspects of this text will be taken up
further down).

8

11

12
13
14
15

Onsekizinci hekmet.® Yahudi uSayinin koinonia’ alip, atese kodular, ve yan-
madiyinin bea:nindedir.

Anadol semtinde, bir yahudinin, yedi yasinda bir evladi varidi. Ve bu oylan bir
giin, yristian &ojuklariyilan'® beraber oldu ve ekklisaye gitmeyilen yristos
efendinin kanindan ve teninden koinonia aldi, 6teki uSaklarin ettiyi gibi, ve pa-
paz yristian &ojuyu zan eylemeyilen koinonia verdi buna. Ve antidoroyi'' ye-
dikten geri evlerine gitti, ve atalarina nakl eyledi. Ve bunun babasi dvkelendi,
yristos efendinin diismani gibi,'” ve intikam almaya istemeyilen, Sojuyun tut-
tuyu isten'® (nijeki kendi jahilliyi ile zan ederidi) birden ojuyu kapti aldi
su¢suz giinahsizikan, ve bir yanmis kiilyana'* brakti, dayi ziyade odun brakti,
tezie'” kiil olsun. Lakin baydat tarafinda @i¢ &ojuklari kiilyandan koruyan rabbi,
bu mubarek ¢ojuyu da esirgedi, ve ateSin alavlanmasindan ve kuvetinden helak
olmadi. Lakin bir serin yerde durmu§ gibi dururdu. Bunu ¢ojuyun anasi du-
yudukta feryat etti seirtti, zan ettiki ateSte kiiliinii bulsun ¢ojuyun. Ve dayi saire
yristianlar gitmeyilen, baktilar ¢ojuyu ateSin ortasinda durduyunu say ve diri,
ve ne geyimi ve ne bir kili ziana oyradi. Imdi tajip kalip $asmayilan tasra
¢ikardiklarinda ateSten, jiimlesi avaz ettiler, gerektir ki babasini ateSin iCine
atsinlar, ettiyine gore bulsun. Imdi bayladilar bunu, ve kiilyana attilar, ve olsa-

I have here tried to give a phonemic transcription using the Turcological transcription
system, but because of the inadequacy of the Greek script there are certain features I have
not indicated because the texts give no clues, i.e., vowel length, possible distinctions be-
tween different front or half-front unrounded low vowels, or between palatal/velar stop.
However, since the texts represent a Central Anatolian dialect, there is no reason to be-
lieve that these features were different in the 18th century from what they are today.
Kowawvia ‘communion’.

The spelling t{otlovkiapiythav indicates that the possessive suffix has a front and not a
back vowel; otherwise the reading would have to be -iyilan, which would be etymologi-
cally incorrect.

The antidoron (Greek: Avtidwpov) is ordinary leavened bread which is blessed but not
consecrated and distributed in Eastern Orthodox churches after the service. The final -n is
lost in Modern Greek, but the y is still puzzling.

Gibi corresponds here to Modern Turkish olarak.

Probably “because of the thing the child had done”.

‘Stokehole, furnace’.

See tiziye ‘tezce, ¢abucak, heman’, Tarama Sozliigii 3810.
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16

1T
18

Bernt Brendemoen

hat kiil oldu becere.'® Ve &ojuk sival'’ olundu ve jevap etti, dedi ekmeyi
yediyim ekklisade olan kari kujayinda maksimi'® tutan, yanimda dururudu ve
aspabiyilan beni orteridi ve ate§ bana asla dokanmazidi. Oldem annadilar,
hak imani apnamayilan ¢ojuyulan beraber vaptis oldu. Ve dayi saire ¢ok ya-
hudiler iman getirdiler bu sebep i€in rabbi yesus yristos efendimize. Onaki
hamd ve ziynet gerektir. Amin.

18th Miracle. About the Jewish boy whom they threw into the fire after he had
taken communion, but who did not burn.

In the land of Anatolia, a Jew had a seven-year-old child. One day this boy
was together with some Christian children. When he went to the church, he
took communion, a part of the blood and flesh of Christ, like the other boys
did, and since the priest thought he was a Christian child, he gave him
communion. And after having taken the antidoron, he went back home and
told his parents [what he had done]. His father, being an enemy of Christ, be-
came angry and, wanting to take revenge for what the child had done (although
he had done it out of ignorance), suddenly grasped the boy, although he had
not sinned, and put him in a burning furnace [of a bath], and put more wood
[on the fire], so that he would burn rapidly. But the Lord, who had rescued the
three children from a furnace in Bagdad, protected this blessed child, too, and
he was not destroyed by the flames and the force of the fire, but remained as if
he had been standing in a cool place. When the mother of the child heard this,
she cried out and ran, believing she would find the ashes of the boy in the fire.
And when the other Christians went there, they saw that the boy was standing
safe and sound in the middle of the fire, and that neither his dress nor a single
hair had been hurt. When they, astonished and amazed, had taken him out of
the fire, they all shouted that his father must be thrown into the fire so that he

Probably bic¢are ‘poor, wretched’ (the Greek texts has GO\iog 'miserable, vile’) although
at least today, bigare conveys a certain pity or compassion which is not intended by the
narrator.

=su’al ‘question’.

It is obvious from several other of the hikmets (e.g. nr. 14, pp. 48—49 “Irmaktan kurtulan
maksimin beanindedir”) that maksim means ‘baby, infant’. See the following passage
from that hikmet: “Cojuya sival eyleyen herkes, nasil kurtulduyunu nakl ederidi evhali
acik, firate frate anlatiridi her birine, ol ki saire tiirlii, jevaplari tetik ve peltek sdyleridi
saire maksimlar gibi”. ‘Everyone who asked the boy, to all of them he explained how he
had been rescued, what had happened, in a very clear and fluent way (?), although he was
giving other answers (about other matters) stuttering and lisping like other infants.” (Here,
evhal must be the same as ahval in the standard language.) The word maksim is a dialect
form of masum ‘innocent’ (with vowel harmony and ‘ayn being realized as velar stop);
see Eckmann (1950: 185), who, however, with the support of written texts, gives the form
as maksim. This word is frequently found (in the meaning ‘infant’) also in the Balkan
dialect of Vidin; see Németh (1965: 167) and passim. I am indebted to Dr. Edith Ambros
for clarifying this and other details in connection with this text and my article in general.
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could get what he deserved. They tied him up and threw him into the furnace,
and he turned into ashes at once. The child was questioned and he answered,
saying: “The lady who was in the church where I ate the bread and who was
holding the infant on her lap, was standing beside me and was covering me
with her clothing, and the fire did not hurt me at all.” At that moment they
understood that it was the Virgin Mary who had protected him because of the
gift' of the holy communion. In this way the Jewish woman understood the
true religion, and was baptized together with her child. And because of this,
many other Jews also began to believe in our Lord Jesus Christ. One must
praise and adorn him. Amen.’

The time after 1830

The Greek Orthodox Church continued to publish religious literature, but after 1820
they got a dangerous competitor, the (largely Lutheran) Bible Society. Lutheran
missionaries (especially Americans) were active not only in Istanbul, but also in
large parts of Anatolia, throughout the 19th century. They had more success convert-
ing Armenians, but by the middle of the century, the Bible Society had published 32
Karamanl: titles, and, eager to refute the Lutheran ideas, the Orthodox church had
published 24 (Balta 1999: 9). At the same time, non-religious books started to
appear too, for example in the fields of medicine and history. The first translations
of novels, such as Robinson Crusoe, began appearing after the middle of the
century, but it was only at the very end of the century that French novels were print-
ed in Karamanlidic translations.

The establishment of Greece as an independent state led to a revival of interest in
classical Greek culture, which alongside Orthodoxy became the cornerstone of the
modern Greek identity. This revival also reached Greek city-dwellers in Turkey—
after all, Istanbul continued to be the centre of Greek culture all the way up to World
War L. Only 750,000 of the two million Greeks in the Ottoman Empire were living
in the newly founded Greek kingdom, which started a Hellenization process among
the Ottoman Greeks where the teaching of Greek language and the strengthening of
Greek identity were central. The incorporation of the Ottoman Greeks (and also the
Ottoman soil on which they lived) into Greece is the Greek irredentist ideal, which
in history is called megali idea. In this ideological framework, the Turkish-speaking
Karamanlis constituted a foreign element, and the Hellenization trend among
Orthodox groups in Turkey was therefore directed especially toward them. As a
result, many of them learned Greek and married Ottoman Greeks who had Greek as
their mother tongue, and the Karamanli identity eventually began to melt away. The
literary activities in the 19th century, however, and especially the publication of
numerous newspapers which had subscribers all over Anatolia, show that the
number of Greek Orthodox Ottomans who preferred to read Turkish over Greek was

19 Should perhaps rather be translated ’grace’. baysis is obviously a translation of Greek
xapic; see Amart. Sot. 2008: 399.
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quite high. In particular, the numerous editions of popular epics such as Kéroglu,
Sah Ismail, and Asik Garip show that the literary taste of the Karamanli public was
different from that of the Greek-speaking Ottomans. The best-known of the news-
papers, Anatoli, was published by Evangelinos Misailidis (vide infra) and sub-
sequently by his son, from 1840 to 1923. Simsek, who has made a valuable study of
this newspaper, reproduces (2010: 113) a statement by Nikolaos Soulidis, Mi-
sailidis’ successor as the director of the newspaper, from 1890. In it he gives a clue
about the number of actual and potential readers: “We have only 500 subscribers,
and this is not enough for the Rums of Anatolia. The number of our subscribers
should be at least 1000 since the number of Rums in Anatolia who are able to read
this newspaper is more than 500 thousand.”

In connection with the fact that the bulk of Karamanli literature consists of
translations, it should be kept in mind that originality, which is a prerequisite for any
kind of literature aiming to being taken seriously today, did not play the same role in
Ottoman tradition. Writing nazires based on the works of earlier poets was a quite
acceptable trend in Ottoman poetry; why should the same custom not also be applied
to fictional prose when it was being introduced in the Ottoman realm in the second
part of the 19th century? The first Turkish novels in Ottoman script were all
adaptations of European novels, and in cases where the Ottoman version did not pre-
tend to be original, but appeared with the original title mentioned, modern principles
of translation were not applied at all; “translations” were only adaptations, usually
drastically abridged. Paragraphs or chapters thought to be politically sensitive or
morally unsuitable would be omitted, but there could be even more diffuse
motivations. However, in some cases the original novels were expanded to such an
extent that the original seems to have only served as an inspiring framework. Ka-
ramanli literature constituted no exception to this trend; in an extremely interesting
article, Simsek (2011) has shown how Ahmed Midhat’s historical novel Yepiceriler
(1871) was altered extensively by its “translator”, the writer and journalist loannis
Gavriilidis, who not only transliterated the novel into Greek letters, but transformed
it considerably. The Karamanli version was serialized in Anatoli in 1890 and 1891.
By the end of the 19th century around twenty novels had appeared in Karamanlidic
translation, most of them translated from French. The reason why a novel by Ahmed
Midhat would appear in a Karamanlidic version—apart from the popularity of this
prolific writer— was probably that his Turkish was much less complicated than the
regular Ottoman prose of the period (although Gavriilidis writes in the foreword that
it has been challenging for him to “narrate” the story “because of the rhetoric of
Ahmed Midhat, which is full of words Anatolians would hardly be familiar with”
(Simsek 2011: 264).) It is quite interesting that Gavriilidis also states that one of the
reasons why he has chosen this book to “translate” is that both the names of the
protagonists and the story itself are milli, i.e., take place “in our own country”, and
that he believes “it is better for someone to get interested in things he is acquainted
with rather than things unknown to him” (Simsek 2011: 254).
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Evangelinos Misailidis’ Temasa-y: Diinya

Here I shall deal at length with Evangelinos Misailidis’ huge novel, totalling 1056
pages, Temasa-yr Diinya, with the subtitle Gefakar u Gefakes ‘The Theatre of the
World—the Tormentors and the Tormented’, published in four volumes in Istanbul
in 1871-1872.2° One of the reasons why this novel has not received more attention
than it has, could be that a modern edition in Latin script did not appear until 1986
(prepared by Robert Anhegger and Vedat Giinyol and with the title Seyreyle
Diinyay1 “View the World’; new edition in 1988).”' Therefore Eckmann, whose
bibliography of Karamanlidic literature (1964) alongside the one by Salaville and
Dalleggio is one of the standard works on the subject, does not even mention the
title. Another reason why it has remained in obscurity could be uncertainty about
whether the novel is an original work or a translation. As shown by Stathi in 1995,
however, and further developed by Karra (2010), the novel is based on the novel O
Polypathis ‘The Man who Suffered a Lot’ by Grigorios Palaiologos. This had
appeared in Athens in 1839, but never gained popularity.”> Hence, Misailidis does
not mention Palaiologos at all, but pretends that the novel is an original written by
himself. In fact, modern Greek literature in Turkish translation was not very popular
among the Turcophone readers; in the same way, Modern Greek novels in their
original language were not commonly read by Greek-speaking Ottomans: As a result
of the endeavours to Hellenize the Ottoman Greeks, the Greek-speaking Ottomans
were more interested in Classical Greek literature than modern literature (Strauss
2010: 180). One reason why O Polypathis did not become popular even in Greece
could be that it was written in a high-style katharevousa and probably addressed
Greeks of a certain standing. However, when Misailidis reworked the plot to serve
as a framework for his own novel, his target group was Orthodox Turkish speakers
in general, both city-dwellers and people in the countryside. The style is as different
from the Greek “original” as possible, being quite oral and a bit reminiscent of the
style of the meddahs. The fact that it represents a challenge to the modern reader is
due to all the words of Arabic and Persian origin. However, these were probably in
use in use even in the popular language of the author, which has absolutely nothing
about it of the artificial air we often meet in 19th century Ottoman prose.

20 Balta (1999: 13) claims that this novel was first published in serial form in Misailidis’
newspaper Anatoli, but she does not state when. It is true that most of the novels trans-
lated by the very prolific Misailidis were first published in this way, but it is a bit unlikely
that Misailidis, who was very concerned with strengthening the morals of his readers and
their families, would not see that this novel was not very suitable in this respect, even if
almost every chapter contains some words of moral indignation from the protagonist over
the vices and debauchery he witnesses.

21 This is the edition I refer to in this article, hence the citations in modern Turkish or-
thography.

22 For possible models of Palaiologos’ novel and a reading of Temasa-y: Diinya as a pica-
resque novel; see Simgek (2012).
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Nevertheless, the language of Misailidis contains more Arabic and Persian lexical
elements than for example the language used by the contemporary Ahmed Midhat.
As mentioned by Strauss (2003: 39), Temasa-y: Diinya is one of the oldest Ottoman
novels, the oldest being Vartan Pasa’s Akabi Hikdyesi ‘The Story of Akabi’ written
in Armenian script, which appeared in 1851, and which seems to be a more original
work than Temasa-y1 Diinya. (However, if one defines “Ottoman novel” as a novel
written in Ottoman script and thus accessible to the majority of readers in the Em-
pire, the first one would be Semseddin Sami’s Ta ‘assuk-i Tal’at ve Fitnat ‘The
Enamoration of Tal’at and Fitnat’.)™ Still it should be pointed out that the influence
exerted by the “minority novels”, especially Temasa-yi Diinya, on Ottoman
literature, is quite minimal. While quite a number of Turkish novels, especially by
Ahmed Midhat, appeared in Armenian and Greek script (possibly, as mentioned
above, because his language and style was uncomplicated and easy to understand by
people who—unlike the intellectual Turks—did not have any formal education in
Ottoman), the opposite was not the case, and Temasa-y: Diinya seems to have
remained largely unnoticed by the Muslim Turkish public. (Strauss 2003: 53; Aydin
[s.a.], however, believes that it influenced Ahmed Midhat’s Leta’if<i Rivayat
‘Entertaining Stories’.)

The narrator of this picaresque novel is at the same time its hero, the lawyer
Aleko Favini. The subject is his life from his birth until his old age, when he finally
(on the very last pages) is united with the woman he has loved for many years (he is
then 65 years old; she is 40), and the strange, sad and funny experiences he is ex-
posed to along the way. Aleko is the son of a Greek mother from whose womb he is
rescued at the moment she is killed by his jealous Roman Catholic father (the chief
interpreter at the French embassy in Istanbul) who believes she has been unfaithful.
He is brought up by his maternal grandfather, a lawyer, but becomes a spoiled child
who, despite not being interested in school, always complains about his teachers.
When he gets interested in girls, he is always turned down and disappointed, but his
womanizer nature drives him on. It is only when he sees the two girls Fazilet
(Virtue) and Sefahat (Debauchery) in a dream (p. 62) that he understands that he has
to turn his life around and acquire a profession, becoming a lawyer like his
grandfather. From this point onwards the novel consists of events, episodes and
disasters caused by Favini’s profession, his weakness for the opposite sex, and his
curiosity. To help people who are suffering, he becomes a sufferer himself. To to-
day’s reader, the book opens a door on to an Istanbul quite different from the
Istanbul we usually meet in Ottoman sources, i.e. the capital of the Greek Orthodox
world. The descriptions are always very down to earth, probably more so than would
be possible in Ottoman novels of the same period. The following is one example of
numerous episodes describing cunning ways of cheating strangers out of money.
One evening Favini is taking a walk in Baglarbasi on the Asian side, when he
notices that an old woman (kocakari) is following him (pp. 96-98). Suddenly the

23 For an interesting survey; see Gokalp (1999).
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woman embraces him and says: “Are you not Yorgaki? I have been following you
for two hours; why did you leave us for so long?” The woman claims that he
married her daughter Aspasia, but then went to Egypt, and that they have been
waiting for him for a whole year. When Favini is about to point out that there must
be a mistake, he realizes that the woman has mistaken him for her son-in-law, and
decides to take advantage of the situation, despite being afraid that his “wife” will
know he is not her husband when she sees him. When he arrives at her house, the
“wife” comes down the stairs with the words Vay benim bir yillik hasretim Efendim,
hos geldin, sefa geldin, kademler getirdin, buyurun yukar: ‘Ah my Master for whom
I longed for a whole year! Welcome! Welcome! You are bringing good luck! Pray
come upstairs!” and gives him one kiss for every step on the stairs. Observing that
‘the woman was young and fresh and plump like a Tekirdag watermelon’ (...kar: da
torlak ve Tekirdag karpuzu gibi tombarlak bir sey idi), Favini decides to stay
overnight and to run away in the morning.

At this point the woman picks up a baby from the cradle and presents him to
Favini as their son Dimitraki. When the neighbours come and want to celebrate the
return of the husband, the “wife” and “mother in law” say—to Favini’s relief—that
he is too tired and has to rest. And as Favini later finds out, a year earlier one
Yorgaki from Nigde, who already had a wife in his village, had actually married a
woman in Uskiidar named Aspasia, but had disappeared after three months.

After his meal, Aspasia brings Favini his nightshirt and undresses him. While
caressing him and ‘chatting about this and that’ (dereden tepeden yarenlik ederken),
somebody knocks on the door. When they open it, a young man says that Vasilaki is
expecting them immediately. Favini tries to find excuses for not going, but Aspasia
points out that Vasilaki is their benefactor, their veli-i nimet, and that they could not
have managed without him during Yorgaki’s absence. Accordingly, he must go to
show his gratitude. So, wearing his nightshirt and a fur, and carrying the little Di-
mitraki, he steps outside the door. At the same moment the door slams shut behind
him, and the light is turned off. Robbed of the money he had in his clothes and with
a baby in his arms he finds his way down to the quay, where he hires a boat to take
him to Tophane, but cheats the boatman, telling him to wait for him. Because of his
own stupidity and shame, of course, he does not go to the police. Later he finds out
that the baby was a foundling that Aspasia must have wanted to get rid off. Aspasia
and her mother turn up again in volume 2 (p. 200 onwards), when the mother is
asked by the ¢orbacilar ‘Janissary captains’ in Uskiidar what happened to the child,
and she claims that the Jews must have taken it to use its blood to make their
unleavened bread for Passover, an idea that is condemned by Favini (or rather by
Misailidis, or perhaps by Palaiologos) as nonsense. Aspasia and her mother also
appear in other connections later in the novel.

Favini’s profession, as well as his curiosity and sexual appetite, bring him in
contact with all kinds of people, and the number of stories this enables the author to
include is enormous.
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Misailidis uses every opportunity to moralize, to denounce what he describes as
sin and debauchery, and to express his wish that God will not lead his readers astray.
For example, describing the Carnival in Istanbul, he says (p. 128:) “I wish there
were not such a thing, because the debauchery, the wild conduct and immoral
behaviour seen during these weeks never occur at other times. It would be very good
if the rulers could dispose of these circumstances because they ruin the habits and
moral of people, but this is said to be a product of civilization. “Vay gidi medeniyet
vay! “What kind of a civilization is this!’” He then states somewhat wryly that he
now will leave these considerations about the carnival aside and go on to describing
it, which he does in great detail indeed. The carnival ends with a visit to a brothel in
Beyoglu, which is followed by a long chapter (pp. 137—194) on prostitutes, include-
ing detailed stories about some of them, starting with a discourse about how im-
moral prostitution is. The stories are not obscene in any way; in most of them the
women are depicted as victims of bad fortune or of cruel men. In the story of the
sadist Zohre Hanim, however, (p. 305), Misailidis excels in realistic descriptions of
the wickedness of this slightly deranged Muslim woman who, after having thrown
the men she has charmed into a dungeon, robs them, and if they are Christian has
them strangled, but if they are Muslim, contents herself with leaving them in a
distant place.

Misailidis’ novel was published thirty years after Palaiologos’ original, which, as
mentioned by Karra, may be read as an allegory of the establishment of the modern
Greek state. By setting his plot later in time, Misailidis allows his protagonist to live
many years into the Tanzimat period in Turkey, and lets him praise the Tanzimat
warmly (e.g. p. 267 and 504). However, even if the main events told in Temasa-y:
Diinya are depicted as consecutive, there is no consistency as to when in history they
take place. Thus, after having praised the Tanzimat (on p. 504), he is suddenly back
at the Janissary revolt of 1807 (on p. 509), obviously following Palaiologos’
chronology. This does not disturb the reader, however, who quickly gets used to
taking everything with a pinch of salt. In addition, the linearity of the events is
constantly broken by a complicated network of references forwards and backwards
in the book. Characters the reader believes left the story several chapters earlier, can
suddenly appear again. For example, after Favini has become a Muslim (in order to
escape from a difficult situation he gets into by insulting a lady, p. 501), he flees to
Naples, where he feels an urge to find a priest to confess his sins and get absolution.
He finds a hermit in a narrow cave in a mountain outside town, and when he begins
to tell his story, the hermit is revealed to be his own father, who had repented the
injustice he had done to his wife to such an extent that he gave up his mundane life
and went out into the wilderness. Whereupon his father of course dies (p. 511).

In describing Favini’s various travels in Europe, Misailidis gives extensive infor-
mation about European life and habits, but unlike some Ottoman writers, he is in no
way dazzled by what he sees, and displays a sincere trust in the Ottoman state after
the Tanzimat. It is obvious that the future of the Anatolian Greeks was of great
concern to him, and that he was genuinely proud of belonging to that community.
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Even if, willingly or not, he creates the impression that the Greeks are the superior
millet in the Ottoman empire, he displays no contempt towards the others; in
particular the Muslims are usually described as honest and hard-working people.
However, the reader cannot avoid feeling that there must have been an immense
distrust between the different millets. Even if Misailidis displays deep knowledge
about the Armenians, Jews, and Muslims and their habits and religions, one is struck
by the fact that the plot is almost exclusively set in a Greek environment, and that all
the main figures are Greek, testifying to the degree of separation between the
millets, not only in Istanbul and in the West coast, but also in Anatolia. Maybe the
reason why no edition has ever been printed in Ottoman is that Ottoman Turkish
readers would not feel familiar with the Greek setting, apart from the fact that the
frivolity of many of the women depicted could be found offensive, despite the
empathy displayed by the author.

Songs and poetry

From the 18th century onwards, a rich literature of Turkish love poetry in Greek
letters has been preserved. Most of this poetry has been written to be sung, and
represents partly a Phenariot tradition of church music, aiming to create equivalents
to European romances and love-songs, and parly the Ottoman tradition of $i 7 meg-
mit ‘alar: ‘poetry collections’, originally notebooks where the owner would add the
text of a new poem or song he heard, often also with an indication of the rhythm or
makam. From the beginning of the 19th century, such collections of songs (mostly
Sarkilar) were printed. The language of the poems or songs would be partly Turkish
partly Greek, and the target group would comprise Greek-speaking and Turkish-
speaking Christians interested in Turkish music and poetry. Parallel to these
anthologies in Greek letters, there was of course a rich literature of Turkish songs
written in Ottoman script aiming at Turkish readers, but the first printed anthology
in Ottoman script appeared as late as 22 years after the first one in Greek letters.
This subject has been studied thoroughly by Kappler (2003), who with great
erudition takes linguistic, musicological, metrical, historical and literary aspects into
account, and has also published a great part of the songs.

The linguistic value of Karamanh texts

The Greek alphabet is poorly suited to represent the sounds of Turkish, as Greek has
no unequivocal way of rendering d, i, #, §, and basically not ¢ or j either, and
because voiced stop consonants occur in Greek only in combination with nasals.
Therefore, in the oldest texts, o may represent both o and J; ov may represent both u
and #; and : and # may stand for both i/ and 7. Likewise, b may be written uz, but is
more often written z, which is also read as p; d may be written vz, but is more often
written 7, which is also read as 7; and g may be written yx, but is more often written
x, which also represents k. The letter y has many functions; it may correspond to the
modern Turkish letter ¢ and be a voiced velar stop or a voiced postvelar fricative in
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contact with back vowels and y in contact with front vowels, etc. The development
of the Karamanli alphabet has been thoroughly studied by Kappler (2003). As early
as 1764, the monk Meletios Fenerli lay down some principles for writing Turkish
with Greek letters in his introduction to an edition of Psalms of the Prophet and
King David, the problem is that these principles were not followed consistently
(Gavriel 2010: 255). In his 2010 study, Gavriel compares three editions of the
Psalterion, from 1764, 1810, and 1827. Psalteria from 1764, 1782, 1841 and 1895
served as material for another study, by Irakleous (2013), who finds important
orthographic differences between them. A system of diacritics was developed by the
Protestant missionaries in order to make the orthography less ambiguous, and in
principle it became almost as phonemic as the modern Turkish Latin alphabet,
although the letter y still had a lot of functions. The first edition of the New Testa-
ment using this orthography was printed in 1826, and a new version of the Psalterion
was published in 1827 (Anhegger 1979-1980: 172). The use of this new
orthography was also full of inconsistencies, at least in its earliest years; see also
Kappler (2003). Irakleous (2013: 66-75) presents a detailed study of the
development of the orthographic rules.

There certainly is a Karamanl literature (in the meaning Schrifttum, as men-
tioned above), but the existence of a Karamanli language is a myth. As pointed out
by Kappler (2006), Eckmann, who devoted an enormous amount of work to estab-
lishing phonological characteristics of the “Karamanl dialects” (1950) based on 21
printed books, was unable to find common features for larger parts of his material.
Nevertheless, his study is a valuable documentation of the dialectal variation in
Anatolia. From a turcological point of view the Karamanlidic texts have a linguistic
value as “transcription texts”, not only in the usual sense of this rather awkward
designation—texts that have the potential to reflect the actual pronunciation of the
language because they are written with an alphabet that better renders the phonemes
of Turkish than the Ottoman alphabet, with its conservative orthography, does—but
also because they reflect spoken varieties of Turkish better than Ottoman texts do.
This is because they are relatively free from the Ottoman literary tradition with its
stylistic pretentiousness; their aim is to be understood by people without any
Ottoman literary background. And obviously most of the texts were also written by
people outside this literary tradition, even if they may have had a fair ability to read
and write Ottoman Turkish.

As with most other transcription texts, the question arises whether the author was
influenced by the principles of Ottoman orthography. In the case of Misailidis,
forms such as olmakdan, ge¢dim, yakalayub, and bulinub cannot have any other
explanation (Anhegger 1979-80: 168, and the survey by Irakleous 2013: 83-85).
However, when it comes to features such as Seraphim’s rendering of the original
velar nasal by # (yy or yv) in stems, e.g. aynadilar in the hikmet 1 reproduced above,
I think we can be quite sure that it represents a velar nasal (and is a dialectal charac-
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teristic alongside the other Central Anatolian features in that text).”* But when forms
such as biy, gepis, and diyle are found in the Psalterion of 1841 (Irakleous 2013:
85), they more probably reflect the Ottoman spelling, since the missionaries editing
that text are not likely to have used dialectal elements.

There can be no doubt that the texts written by Seraphim reflect a Central Anato-
lian dialect typical of the 18th century. As can be expected, vowel harmony is
approximately on the same level as today; velar nasal is partly preserved (in suffixes
it occurs in the 2nd person possessive suffix but not in the genitive); syllable final
velar stop quite often becomes a fricative, etc. (Brendemoen 2010: 274-275). How-
ever, it is mostly in the field of syntax that the Karamanli texts show features that
demand special explanation.

In the above hikmet by Seraphim, we see unequivocal examples of the use of the
past aorist where we would expect the imperfect: ekklisade olan kari [...] yanimda
dururudu ve aspabiyilan beni orteridi ve ates bana asla dokanmazidi. ‘The woman
who was in the church was standing beside me and she was covering me with her
clothes, and the fire did not hurt me’, where Modern Turkish would have duruyordu,
ortiiyordu, and dokunmuyordu. This feature is found also in other texts by Seraphim
(Brendemoen 2010: 275). Since the Greek verbal system has the same possibilities
to express the difference between perfective and imperfective (progressive) aspect as
Turkish has, this feature cannot have been copied from the original Greek texts, but
must reflect an extraordinarily late development of the Turkish imperfect tense in
this dialect.” (Even if the first examples of -yur occur in the late part of the 15th
century in texts from Istanbul, the past form must have developed later.
Accordingly, in especially archaic dialects such as some of the Trabzon dialects, the
imperfect past is still used less frequently than in Standard Turkish; see Brendemoen
2002, 1: 256).

In the field of syntax, Karamanli texts, including those from the 19th century, are
especially interesting because of their use of gerund constructions not found in
modern standard Turkish, and that also are relatively rarely found in contemporary
Ottoman texts. For the older texts, these constructions may be representative of
specific dialects; for the newer ones such as Temasa-y1 Diinya, they may have been
characteristic of the vernacular of mid 19th-century Istanbul. Karahan has shown
(1994) that a rich register of gerundial possibilities is found in Anatolian dialects.
However, because to the best of our knowledge the diffusion of some of these suf-
fixes is limited and idiosyncratic uses are very common, it is obvious that the need
to create new gerundial expressions is an ongoing process.

24 An example is the kind of vowel harmony found in ma ‘sum > maksim and su’al > sival,
where the labializing consonants do not have any effect on the vowels, as in dialect forms
such as yaymir ‘rain’ and ¢amir ‘mud’, characteristic of the northern parts of Central Ana-
tolia.

25 The orginal of the last-mentioned example has imperfect forms indeed: £oteke ‘was
standing’, éokénale ‘was covering’, &yyilev ‘was hurting’ (Amart. Sot. 399).
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Thus, the “specifically Karamanli” use of a gerundial suffix -(y)isin was describ-
ed by Deny (1941b), and Eckmann in an article from 1958 mentions five suffixes he
thinks are characteristic of Karamanli texts (without, of course, claiming that they
are exclusively found in such texts), i.e.:

1. -dikla(y)in/-dikle(y)in, e.g. Hirsis kapuya bastiklain kimildanmas oldular
‘Als die Rauber gegen de Pforte driickten, wurden sie geldhmt’.

2. -dig1 birle/birlen/birinen, e.g. Ayosu gordiigii birle vardi, yanina oturdu
‘Als er den Heiligen erblickte, ging er hin und setzte sich neben ihn’.

3. -r ikenden, e.g. Sultan gider ikenden dova eder idi ‘Die Kaiserin betete,
wihrend sie ging’.

4. -maynan/-meynen, -maylan/-meylen etc., e.g. Papaz gelmemeyle lituryasis
kaldilar ‘Da kein Priester kam, blieben sie ohne Gottesdienst’.

5. -masina/-mesine, expressing purpose, e.g. Dondiim geriye biiyiigiinii al-
masina ‘Ich kehrte zuriick, um den grésseren (Sohn) zu nehmen’.

In my opinion, the last-mentioned form is no real gerund. As for 1 and 4, they are
found in regular Ottoman texts, too; see Brendemoen 2014b, where quite a number
of examples of {-mAylAn} from Evliya Celebi are mentioned.

In a very interesting article, Arslan-Kechriotis (2009) discusses syntactic features
in Karamanl texts which are not commonly found in the standard language today.
She assembled her material by going though samples from six printed books from
the end of the 19th century. The only one of the converbial constructions mentioned
above that she also comments on is the one which is not really a converb, but an
infinitive. She notices that it is used in one of the works she has gone through,
though much more frequently with a possessive suffix than is the case in modern
Turkish. In the following example (p. 177) the meaning is finite in the same way as
Eckmann’s: ... benim yiiziimden ve gozlerimden dpmesine sarildi..., which probably
should be translated ‘He embraced [me] in order to kiss me on my face and eyes...’.
However, non-final examples are also found. Arslan-Kechriotis has also noticed the
frequent use of a gerund in {-DIKDA}, but this is also found in regular Ottoman
texts (Deny 1941a: 925) and in Anatolian dialects (Karahan 1994: 224). One quite
unusual gerundial construction is the use of ise not in a conditional, but a temporal
sense. In some examples of this from Arslan-Kechriotis’ material, the subject gets
the suffix {-DIr}, for instance: Kizdir ....gelip ....Mandolinaya ... ¢ekidiizen vermeye
basladi ise, Fransiz delikanli ... dimeye basladi... “When the girl came ... and started
to tune up the mandolin ..., the French young man started to say...’. In Temasa-yi
Diinya, too, we find examples of the temporal use of ise, but not usually combined
with {-DIr}, e.g. Bir de yanina varip, efkdrina muvafik (dertlerine uygun) yarenlige
basladim ise, kuzu gibi uslanip, kitabi a¢tr... (p. 82) ‘And when I went up to him and
started a friendly conversation that suited his worried mind, he became meek as a
lamb and opened the book...”. One example with {-DIr} is: Benidir gordii ise, mean-
ing beni goriince “When he/she saw me’, cited in the afterword to Temasa-y: Diinya
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(p. 647). The use of conditional sentences for temporal ones is not strange per se, as
the opposite is quite frequent,26 but the use of {-DIr} is inexplicable. Apart from this
last point, most of the above features mentioned by Arslan-Kechriotis are typical of
19th century (and older) Ottoman and/or popular language, as are also the less
frequent use of the genitive than in the Turkish of today (p. 185), dedi constructions
without ki, (pp. 180—182) and the frequent use of the infinitive {-mAkllk} (pp. 176—
177). As for the last-mentioned feature, we see in the examples cited that wherever
this infinitive has a possessive suffix, the suffix is the first person, most probably to
avoid the form -mAm, which would be homonymous with the negated aorist 1st
person form. This is a rule in the language of Ahmed Midhat; see Brendemoen
(2014a). Likewise, the sentence-final position of the infinitive governed by
baslamak is very old in Ottoman Turkish, and is still almost a rule in certain dialects
(Brendemoen 2013). However, some of the features mentioned by Arslan-
Kechriotis, such as the use of the plural ending after numerals, and the tendency to
use plural verbal agreement even when the subject is inanimate, may no doubt have
been influenced by Greek.”” Another feature not mentioned by her is the rather in-
frequently occurring examples of expressing the acting person in passive
constructions without any postposition such as tarafindan, but only with the
ablative, as in the following example from Temasa-y: Diinya (p. 220): ... en zengin
bir kag¢ ddemlerin kizlari nabedid (kayp) oldular ve tuhafi bundadwr ki, bu zayi
olanlarin haneleri de haftasina hirsizlardan soyuldu ‘The daughters of some of the
richest men disappeared, and the strange thing is that the homes of those who
disappeared were also burgled by thieves after one week’. Here the use of the
ablative /ursizlardan could be thought to reflect the parallel Greek construction,
where the preposition and would be used. The same feature is also found in the
subtitle of the Hagetname reproduced above: Simdi ilk evvel tefsir olunup basmaya
verildi ... Atallialu Serafeim Hiermonahostan ‘Now for the first time it has been
explained and printed ... by the monk and priest Serapheim from Antalya’.”®

When it comes to the order of the sentence constituents, however, most of the
texts represent a very oral language, especially the Hagetname; see Brendemoen
(2010: 275-277). Here are some examples from our hikmet: jiimlesi avaz ettiler,
gerektir ki babasini ateSin icine atsinlar All of them shouted that his father must be
thrown into the fire’. The use of the imperative instead of an infinitive construction
after gerek(t)ir is known to be a characteristic of the Balkan dialects today, where it

26 l.e. questions expressing conditional of the form Kayinpederi rakiyi devirdi mi gozii do-
nerdi ‘As soon as her father-in-law had drunk the raki, he would become completely cra-
zy’.

27 The plural suffix is found after numerals in older Ottoman as well, even outside the case
of “well-known groups” such as Oniki Adalar ‘The Dodecanese’.

28 Also in the next sentence: Hristianlarin kifayetligi icin ayanlari izniylen Venedikte basildi
Bortoli Antoniostan ‘It was printed in Venice by Antonio Bortoli by permission of the
senators for the satisfaction of the Christians’.
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probably is a product of copying from Greek and/or Bulgarian, but it is also found in
Azeri, and may have been much more widely used in oral language earlier. Ul-
timately the construction may be a product of copying from Indo-European lan-
guages, but it is also quite acceptable in informal Standard Turkish today. The use of
the construction in this particular text could also be explained as a direct calque on
the Greek original, so that the Turkish imperative atsin/ar would be a rendering of
the Greek construction with va + subjunctive.” The use of the imperative in the ex-
ample zan ettiki ateste kiiliinii bulsun cojuyun ‘She thought she would find the ashes
of the child in the fire’ is more difficult to explain since there is no desire involved.
However, it is not impossible that the feature should be explained as a more or less
automatic rendering of Greek va + subjunctive constructions by Turkish imperative
or optative in both this and the previous sentence.’’ Finally, let us examine the
sentence ekmeyi yediyim ekklisade olan kari kujayinda maksimi tutan, yanimda
dururudu ‘The lady, who was in the church where I ate the bread and who was hold-
ing the infant on her lap, was standing beside me’, which is quite a complex
sentence. The position of the participle construction kujayinda maksimi tutan after
and rather than before the noun it describes is very unusual, and must be a calque of
the Greek original.’' At the same time, although awkward, the sentence is fully
comprehensible. The oral character of the text would of course be emphasized when
it was read aloud, for which purpose it most certainly was meant. However, con-
sidering the fact that spoken language is less complex than the written one, it is not
probable that constructions of this kind were typical of the spoken Turkish of the
Karamanlis.

Conclusion

Karamanl texts, especially the older ones such as the Hagetname, are valuable
historical sources for oral language and the dialect of their writers. Some texts from
the 19th century, such as Temasa-yi Diinya, also reflect the spoken Ottoman lan-
guage in a unique way. The extent to which the language was influenced by Greek
constructions remains to be investigated further. Syntactically, e.g. the language of
the Hagetname does show elements copied from Greek, but in general the
constructions are genuinely Turkish. Comparison of 19th century Karamanli

29 The sentence in Greek is: éBonoav dmavreg, 611 émpene viw piyovory gic v Kauvov tov
ratépo tov (Amart. Sot. 2008: 399).

30 The original has: ... 7 Mimyp abrod édpaue uetd odvpudv, vouilovoava to ebpn otdkTny
yevouevov (ibid.).

31 In the Greek original, too, there are two relative clases describing ‘the lady’, and one
relative sentence describing ‘the church’. All these relative clauses have finite verbs as
predicates. The rule that Seraphim not has obeyed, however, is that corresponding Turkish
participle constructions always should precede their head. The Greek sentence is.: H yovi
éxetvy, g eivar gig v ExkAnoiov, omov épayo 10 woul, kol kpatel 10 Ppépog gig thy
aykdAny g, éoteke mhnaiov pov, kal éoxémalé pe pé 1o émavopdpt ... (ibid.).
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editions of Turkish folk-tales such as Kéroglu, Sah Ismail, and Asik Garip with
regular Turkish editions could also be interesting. From a historical and cultural
point of view, Karamanli literature has special value because it opens a door on to a
fascinating cosmos that has completely disappeared today.
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This paper deals with the accounts of the “Great King of the Tiirks”, called Saba, in the
Iranian, Arabic and Transcaucasian sources, basing themselves on the Sasanid “Book of
Kings” (Hvaddy Namag) and preserved in Iranian tradition. He is noted but unnamed in
the Byzantine sources and appears, most probably, as Baga Qagan/Chuluohou in the
Chinese accounts. The Sasanid hero Bahram Cobin defeated and killed him in a battle at
Herat in 588. His name/title /honorific, like those of many of the early Tiirk rulers is not
Turkic.
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Ibn Hurdadbih (d. 912) in his book on the routes and kingdoms' records the “titles
(algab) of the kings of Hurésan and the East” in which he notes the “kings of the
Turks, Hayldb (ms. var. sk : Hblib) Hagan,” Jabgiya Hagan, Saba («%) Hagan,
Sinjiba Haqén and Firdz Haqan”. Lesser kings recorded by him include Nézak® and
Girak® (i.e. the Sogdian personal name "wyrk *Uyurak?).’ Actually, these are a mix
of titles/honorifics and anthroponyms associated with ruling houses. Ibn al-Faqih
(writing ca. 903)® has a similar, fuller and perhaps slightly garbled listing of the
“kings of the Turks”: H[a]yldb Hagan, Jabgy[a] (text: st = & st ) Haqan, Saba

i

Haqan, Sinjibh (text sisiw = snaiw Hagan is omitted here), Mayis (w+5%) [?] Hagan

1 The Kitdb al-Masalik wa’l-Mamadlik was first written in the mid-840s with a second,
revised edition appearing ca. 885 (Bulgakov 1958: 127-136, Bosworth 1997: 37-38, an-
Nadim 1970, I: 326). Although not the first Arabic geographical tract, it is the oldest one

2 Turk. Qagan (Clauson 1972: 611) the supreme imperial title in the Turko-Mongolian
world.

3 This is a title (cf. Nézak Sah, Nézak Tarhan) associated with later, post-Tiirk conquest
Hephthalite or post-Hephthalite rulers in Afghanistan (Képisa and Tuharistan) into the
early eighth century (Grenet 2002, Grenet 2003: 214-218, Beckwith 1993: 67, 70-71, 75,
89).

4 Ibn Hurdadbih, 1889:39-40. “Fairliz/Firiz” is also noted as the name/title of the rulers of
Zabulistan and of Sugd (Sogdia). The ruler of Samarqand also bore the title Tarhan.

5 Lurje (2010: 114) Muminov (1969: 80-96): Giirak was a Sogdian ruler (710-738) who
collaborated with the Arabs in their conquest of Transoxiana.

6 Lewicki (1969: 10), Khalidov (2011).
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and Fair(iz (Firiz) Haqan, along with the “lesser kings” Tarhan, Nézak, Cor Tegin
(0S5)54), Y.m.riin (U5, S.hran (0)3e~) and Girak.” Of this list, a number can be
identified with well-attested Turkic or more broadly speaking Inner Asian titles
(most of the Tiirk titles are of foreign origin).® Others remain enigmatic (e.g.
H[a]yltib, Mayts, Y.m.rtn, S.hran) and are not recorded elsewhere. Sinjibti Hagan is
the Sir Jabgu/Yabgu Qagan,’ the official title of I§timi,'* brother of Bumm. The
latter, the founder of the Tiirk Empire in 552, bore the title or honorific fri or
Elfl]lig Qagan," recorded in the Chinese accounts (see Appendix for the names,
titles/honorifics of the Tiirk Qagans, 552—ca. 603). I§timi (d. 576) conquered the
western central and western Eurasian steppes, which subsequently became the West-
ern Tiirk Qaganate.'” Jabgly[a] Hagan renders the title Yabgu Qagan that was used

7 Ibn al-Faqih (1996: 649). The punctuation in the printed text is incorrect.

8 Sinor (1988: 145-148) citing the exceptions, buyruq “officer commanded by the Qagan”,
and rutuq/totoq “military governor”. The latter, however, seems to be a loanword from
Chin. VB dudu “military governor” EMC: t> tawk LMC: tus tawk, P: 81[163:9], 82
[109:8]), MC: ru towk (K: 91,92 “intendant-in-chief, usu. of regional military
administration”). See Clauson (1972: 387, 453), User (2010: 257-258, 270), Liu (1958,
II: 505, n.92), Ecsedy (1965: 84-86).

9 Dobrovits (2004: 111-114), Dobrovits (2008: 75-77) noting the Bactrian form CPI
TAIITV pAXO sri iapgu Saho, which he suggests was the title used by I3timi’s Iranian
subjects. Byzantine accounts (Menander 1985: 45/46, 172/173, 176/177) rendered this
title as ZiA{ifovrog (variants: Awapovrog, ArCifovrog, Moravesik, 1958 II: 118, 275—
276). Dobrovits (2008: 73—74) identified it with the title ZiépnA recorded in Theophanes
(1980: 1, 316), Theophanes (1997: 447) repeated in Scylitzes as ZeBenhk (see forms in
Golden 1980, I: 218: “second in rank after the Chagan™) and considered it to be a partial
rendering of the title of the Western Tiirk ruler $i%E 3 Tong she/yehu (EMC: Z'awp"’
ciap/jiap yo" LMC: f'awy"" siap/jiap xfu3’, P: 310 [120:6], 279/364 [140:9], 128 [149:14],
MC thuwngH yep-huH, K: 458, 540): Ton Yabgu or Ton Yabgu (cf. Sogd. forms: twn
cpyw, twn zpyu, twn zpyw x'y’n (Ton Jabgu, Ton Jabgu Qagan, Lurie 2010: 394-395,
Babayar 2014: 16), r. c. 618-630 (628/29, according to de La Vaissiere 2010: 269),
Heraclius’s ally in the war against the Sasanids. Dobrovits 2008: 74, considers ZiépnA to
be a rendering of Western Old Turkic jiwu or jawu. De La Vaissiére (2010: 269-270,
273), de La Vaissiere (2011: 238-240), de La Vaissiére (2015b: 741-748), however,
identifies him with a later figure, {2 Wt Sipi (EMC zi /zi’ bji LMC: shy phji, P: 293 [9:7],
236 [81:5]) Qagan, a subordinate Qagan of his brother Ton/Ton Yabgu Qagan. With
several exceptions, the Chinese forms of the names/titles/honorifics of the Tiirk rulers
with their EMC, LMC/MC reconstructions are given in the Appendix.

10 KT, E1, BQ, E2: is't'mi, various readings are offered: Berta, 2004: 139: istdmi, noting
variae lect. istdmi, Tekin (2006: 24, 50) (noting BQ, E3) 80-81, User (2010: 134) prefers:
istdmi. See Appendix.

11 Wang (1982: 150) raises doubts as to whether i$timi was the actual brother of Bumin.

12 The precise dating of the emergence of a distinct Western Tiirk Qaganate remains a
matter of debate. It resulted from various internecine struggles within the Tiirk Qaganate
in the period 582-610, cf. Wang (1982:139-141), Sinor (1990: 306), Drompp (1991:
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by I8timi and his early successors, a title slightly inferior to that of Qagan (some-
times also used with qualifying honorifics)" borne by the Eastern and nominally
supreme Qagan of the still unitary Tiirk realm. A Middle Persian text, the
Sahrestanihd i Eransahr, stemming from “Late Antiquity” (with some additions
from the early ‘Abbasid era)'* notes a configuration of rulers strikingly similar in
some parts to that of the Ibn Hurdadbih ~ Ibn al-Faqih tradition, namely: Yabbu
hagan, Sinjébik hagan, C6l hiagan and the Great Qagan (wuzurg hdgdn), as well as
Gohram, Tuzab and Arzasp, the “kings” of the Hiyéndn (Hyon/Chionitae)."® Else-
where in his listing of the “titles of the kings of the Earth”, Ibn Hurdadbih reports
that “the kings of the Turks, of Tibet (Tubut) and the Khazars are all (called) Adgdn,
with the exception of the king of the Qarlugs (al-Harluh) who is called jabgi”).'®
This notice is clearly based on the accepted usages of his time, rather than a Middle
Iranian source and probably reflects the period prior to 840, i.e. before the fall of the
Uygur Qaganate. Ibn Hurdadbih’s listing may have drawn on the same source(s) as
the Sahrestdniha i Eransahr.

Of principal interest to us is the figure of Saba. He is briefly mentioned in al-
Ya‘qabi’s History, considered the “earliest surviving world history in the Arabic

100), Golden (1992: 132-133), Ozawa (2006: 477-478), Stark (2008: 217), Kljastornyj
(2010: 177), De La Vaissiere (2010: 272-274).

13 Bumin’s son and immediate successor was Keluo the Yixiji Qagan (Liu 1958, I: 7, 493—
494, 33, Xiong 2009: 630); see Appendix.

14 Daryaee (2002: 1), Pourshariati (2009: 39) places its composition to the reign of either
Kawad (Qubad) I (488-531) or his son and successor Husrow I Andsirvan (531-579)
with a final redaction in the late eighth century.

15 Daryaee (2002: 13, 17, 36-37) (commentary) and Daryaee (2008). See also the text cited
in Markwart (1938: 143). It is highly unlikely that Col Qagan is to be identified with the
Tirk Qagan “Chu-lo”, i.e. Chuluo, see discussion below and Dobrovits (2008: 72).
Several Western and Eastern Tiirk Qagans, bore this title, Pan (1997: 120-122, 172-173).
Col Qagan may be a lesser gaganal title or a corruption of Cor, a title below that of gagan
(Clauson 1972: 427-428, User, 2010:259, Giilensoy, Kiigiiker, 2015: 131). If Col is
correct, it is perhaps the title of a Tiirk ruler on the North Caucasian frontier, cf. C’ol/
C’otay/ C’or etc. of the Armenian accounts, representing either Darband or a place near it
(Hewsen 1992: 121,n.103, 122-13, nn.105-106). Further on in his list, Ibn Hurdadbih
(1889: 40) mentions s#/ the ruler of Jurjan. Su/ = Turk. cor/¢ur and was the name of a
dynastic house ruling in Jurjan from before the time of the Arab conquest in the seventh-
century until 835 (Asadov 2016: 25-36). Iran. Hyon et al. were generics, by this time, for
Eurasian nomads.

16 Ibn Hurdadbih (1889:16). Also noted are Kisrd (the Arabic rendering of Husrow) or
S4hansah (ruler of “Iraq”), Qaisar (king of Rim/Byzantium), also called Basil (i.e.
Baoikelg), and the Bagbir (Parth. bagpuhr, Sogd. fyp(’)wr, Bactr. Payomovpo “son of
God” (Rastorgueva & Edel’'man 2000-2015, II: 50-51) of China (Sin), all of whom are
cast as descendants of T6z/T0j, son of Fridin (Ferédin, the ancient, legendary Iranian
hero; see Tafazzoli (2012: 531-533 “Ferédan”).
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tions and fiction.”' According to Tabari, Saba, “the supreme ruler of the Turks”
(malik al-turk al-a‘azam)*™ marched on Badgis and Herat, while the Byzantines
were attacking the Sasanids’ western frontiers and the “Khazars” (here a reference,
apparently, to the more westerly groupings of the peoples under Western Tiirk
control)* were moving on Bab al-Abwab/Darband, the Sasanid and later Arab out-
post on the North Caucasian steppe world, “wreaking damage and destruction,” and
Arab tribes were on the Euphrates and raiding the Sawad (Higgins 1939: 35). Saba
sent a threatening message to Hormizd, telling him to put his bridges in good repair
so that the Tiirk forces, said to number 300,000 warriors,”* could move across Iran
to march on the Byzantines. Hormizd summoned Bahram Cobin, an experienced
commander from the distinguished Parthian Mihranid family, to meet the threat. In
the ensuing clash, Bahram, having crossed the Oxus/Amu Darya, personally killed
Saba with an arrow shot and then repulsed the counterattack of Saba’s son
B[a]rmida, ultimately besieging and capturing him and seizing his “immense treas-

21 See comments of Czeglédy (1958: 21-22), Howard-Johnston (1995: 169-172), Shahbazi
(1990: 208-215), Shahbazi (2012a), Wood (2016: 407-422). Abu Muhammad ‘Abdallah
Rizbih (d. 757), an Umayyad official of Persian origin—and well-versed in Middle
Persian is thought to have translated the Hvaddy-ndmag into Arabic as well as other
Middle Persian works that were used by later historians (Czeglédy 1973: 260-261,
Latham 2011). A translation into Arabic of the Hvaddy-ndmag by Ibn al-Mugqaffa‘ (d.760)
is also thought to have existed (Duri 1983: 58-59). See Pourshariati, 2009: 13 on its
impact on later historians.

22 In Bal‘ami’s translation/reworking of Tabari’s History, Saba, here Sawa Sah, is noted as
Hormizd’s uncle, i.e. the brother of the Qagan (itimi) and a “king from Turkistan”
(Bal‘ami 2012, T/ii: 307-308, 313).

23 The Khazar Qaganate as an independent institution took shape ca. 630s—650. Whether the
“Khazars” mentioned here were actual Khazars, “pre-Khazars” or anachronistically
named Tiirks or Tiirk subjects at this period remains an open question. For a range of
views and an examination of the sources see Golden (1980, I: 50-51, 58), Ludwig (1982:
24-36, 134-135), Romasov (2000-2001: 300-304), Golden (2007: 52-55), Shapira
(2007), Zuckerman (2007: 399-432). The names “Tiirk” and “Khazar” are often used in-
terchangeably—and anachronistically (Golden 1980, I: 58, Novosel’cev 1990: 84).

24 The Mujmal al-Tawdrik’s brief accounts credits “Sav[a] Sah” with 100,000 troops
(Mujmal 1939: 76-77). While the numbers are most probably inaccurate, they do point to
a very sizable army that was advancing from the east.

25 Al-Tabari (1967-1969, 1I: 174—175), Tabari/Noldeke (1973: 268-272, 475—478) (on the
Bahram C6bin Romance), al-Tabari/Bosworth (1999: 299-303). Néldeke and Bosworth
provide detailed notes dealing with this event. See Pigulévskaja (1946: 67-83) on the
larger Irano-Byzantine conflict of 583—590, which only briefly touches on Saba and his
son “Narmud” (= Barmiida) who remain otherwise unidentified. The tale is told, with
many details (invented or part of Iranian tradition) by Bal‘ami 2001, I/ii: 306-321. See
also Ibn al-Balhi 1921: 98 who also notes Sdba’s son “Barmiida”. See also the analysis of
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Al-Tha‘alibi (d. 1038), a Persian author writing in Arabic, in his Gurar Ahbar
Mulitk al-Fars wa Siyarihim, a history of the kings of Iran, devotes a section to the
struggle of “Bahram Sibin” with “Saba Sah, king of the Turks” that in general fol-
lows that of al-Tabari and Bal‘ami with numerous details, many of which undoubt-
edly came from Iranian written and oral traditions. For example, he comments that
the heads of Saba Sahand his brother Fagfﬁra,26 who is not noted elsewhere, were
sent to Hormizd. A campaign, beyond the Jaihiin (Syr Darya) against Barmiida
followed. The latter was compelled to surrender, but insisted on being sent to the
court of Hormizd, along with rich treasures. Here, he denounced Bahram Cobin,
accusing him of defrauding the Shah in the amount of treasure sent to the latter. An
infuriated Bahram Cobin, made peace with the “Haqgan, the son of Barmiida”, and
revolted (590) against Hormizd, who was toppled (al-Tha‘alibi 1900: 637-661).

The precise chronology of events remains disputed. Higgins (1939: 36) con-
cluded that the Sasanid-Tiirk war began in July, 588 and ended in early April, 589.
Gumilév dated the start of the campaign to August, 589 (Gumilév 1967: 126).”

A non-Sasanid, Bahram Cobin’s revolt, against Hormizd was unprecedented. An
epic figure who fought the Byzantines, Hephthalites and Tiirks, accounts of his
actions may have been merged subsequently with the tale of Bistdm (Vistdhm), who
warred successfully against the Hephthalites, revolted against and slew Hormizd IV
(590) and together with his brother, Binddy (Vindayih), brought their nephew
Husrow II (590-628) to the throne. The latter soon turned on them, touching off yet
another revolt.”® The Romance, a blend of fact, legend and imaginative reconstruc-
tion,” found its fullest expression in Firdowsi’s Sdhndma in which Siba appears in
the form Sava Sah (sl »5% ) and B[a]rmida as Parmidah (s254).>° The account
begins with Sava Sah’s attack in the tenth year of Hormizd’s reign from the direc-
tion of Herat with an army of 400,000 and 1200 war elephants. At the same time, the
Byzantines were attacking from the west, while a “Khazar” force under Biddal (J%),

Pourshariati (2009: 122-127, 397-414) regarding the ideological underpinnings of
Bahram Cobin’s bid for power.

26 “Fagfira” (50 )”'3) looks suspiciously like fagfiir/bagpiir, Persian renderings of the title
associated with the ruler of China (see above), al-Tha‘alibi (1900: 644—646, 648).

27 Gumilév (1960: 230) argued that the coalition created by the Byzantines consisting of
Arab tribal groups, North Caucasian tribes led by the Georgian king Guaram and the
Western Tiirk forces of Sava Sah “began its operations in April, 589”. Sava Sah’s goal, he
avers, was to establish direct trade relations with Constantinople, bypassing Iranian
intermediaries. He placed the battle at Herat in the autumn of 589 (Gumilév 1960a: 61—
74, Gumilév 1962).

28 On the revolt of Bistdm, who also came from a distinguished Parthian family, see Sebeos
(1999, I: 15, 17 ff.), Pourshariati (2009: 106, 130-136), Marquart (1901: 84), Czeglédy
(1958: 21-22), Shahbazi (2012).

29 See Noldeke (1973: 474-478), Frye (1984: 334).

30 Pourshariati (2009: 399, 400, 402) renders these names as Sdvih Sdh and Parmidih.
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a figure otherwise unattested, ravaged Armenia and Ardabil.’' Bahrim C6bin,
having killed Sava Sah and humiliated his corpse, dispatched his head atop a lance
with his banner to Hormizd. The enraged Parmiida crossed the Oxus with 100,000
men seeking revenge only to be routed by Bahrim Cébin and forced to flee to his
“castle”. He eventually submitted, but even then continued to provoke the haughty
and irascible Bahram Cobin, who sent him off to Hormizd’s court along with great
amounts of booty. Parmiida ingratiated himself with Hormizd and having agreed to
peace with Iran was sent home, passing through territory controlled by Bahram
Cobin and further antagonizing the latter. These events, Firdowsi implies, set the
stage for Bahram Cobin’s revolt.?” In these tales the Tiirk ruler and his army are
frequently associated with China. The Qagan often appears as the Hdgdn-i Cin and
his forces include the “mounted warriors of China” (suvdrdn-i Cin). Sometimes, the
Tiirks and “Chinese” are noted separately.> Whether Firdowsi was simply exercis-
ing poetic license here or reflecting a genuine tradition that the invading Turks were
from the east, i.e. Eastern Tiirks coming from the borderlands of China, is unclear
(Gafurov 1964: 47-48). On the other hand, Firdowsi’s reference to “1200 war ele-
phants” mustered for the campaign, if not a story-telling flourish, may point to an at-
tack that originated in Afghanistan (from which access to Indian elephants was easi-
er).

Al-Mas‘Qdi refers to Saba several times. In a notice on the Turkic peoples, he
mentions the Kimak, Barshan, Badd (4, unidentified), Majgar (Magyar-led Proto-
Hungarians) and the most powerful of them, the Oguz and the Qarlugs. The latter,
he comments, are the most handsome and distinguished of them “and they have the
kingship (mulk), from them is the Qagan of Qaghans (hdqan al-hawdgqin). His su-
preme authority (mulkuhu) united the rest of the kingdoms of the Turks and their
kings submit to him. From these gagans was Farasiyab (Afrasiyab) the Turk,** who
was victorious over the kingdom of the Persians. From them was Saba, (but) in our
time there is no gagan of the Turks, which their kings obey since the destruction of
the city known as ‘Amét, which is in the deserts (mafdwiz) of Samarqand”.”® Else-
where, al-Mas‘{idi recounts the revolt against Hormizd IV, remarking that: “one of
his enemies was Saba, son of S.b, the greatest king of the Turks, who marched
against him with 400,000 men, camping near Herat, Badgis and Bisanj in Hurasan”.
A massive army of “the Khazars” led by farhans (tardhina)®® attacked from the

31 Whether these were actual “Khazars”, Hephthalite or other forces under Western Tiirk
rule, remains uncertain (see above).

32 Shahnama (1960-1971, VIII: 331ft.), Shdhnama (2006: 7231f.).

33 Shdahnama (1960-1971, VIII: 333, 336, 372, 373 et passim).

34 Afrasiyab, the legendary master of Tardn, had long been identified with the legendary
Turkic hero Alp Ar Tona (Golden 2015: 505, n.10, 520, 537, 538-539)

35 al-Mas‘adi (I: 155).

36 Targan/Tarhan is an ancient title in steppe Inner Asia inherited by the Tiirks and hence
the Khazars from earlier peoples. It denoted some kind of high administrative office
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borders of his realm, while the Byzantines and some Arab tribes attacked from
Yemen. Hormizd IV made peace with these foes and turned to deal with Saba. This
task was assigned to Bahram Cobin, who, with a much smaller army (12,000 as
opposed to the 400,000 credited to Saba), killed the latter, sending his head to Hor-
mizd as well as vast amounts of seized treasure (the collected booty of Farasiyab,
i.e. the treasure gathered over time by previous Tiirk rulers). Saba’s son, Barmida,
having eventually submitted, was sent to Iran.’” The account follows Iranian tradi-
tion, as in the Sdhndma (see above). Whether the defeat had lasting effects is open to
question as the Tiirks remained active on Iran’s frontiers and aided Bahram Cobin in
his revolt (Sinor 1990: 306). With Byzantine assistance, Husrow II defeated Bahram
Cobin, who took refuge with an unnamed Tiirk Qagan® beyond the Oxus, in Balh
and was subsequently killed there amidst various intrigues (Sebeos 1999, I: 23, II:
173, Tabari 1967-1969, 11: 179-181, Noldeke 1973: 284-289).

Some echoes of the Sdba—Bahram Cébin epic, it has been argued, are reflected in
the opening pages of the History of Bukhara (Tarih-i Buhdrd) of Abu Bakr
Muhammad b. Ja‘far al-Nar$ahi (d. 960). The History was written originally in Ara-
bic, but has come down to us only in an abbreviated Persian translation (1128, re-
vised with further revisions and addenda in 1178/1179, Narsaxi 2011: 6-7, 16-17).
The account, drawn on the legendary history of the city, has been associated with
the early years of Western Tiirk rule. It begins with a reference to Abriii, who settled
in the region even before Bukhara itself took shape. Abrii is introduced without
preamble and his origins are not noted. Although an unnamed ruler (pddisah) lived

(Clauson 1972: 539540, User 2010: 268-269). It is attested among the Khazars as a per-
sonal name (or title used as a personal name) and title (Golden 1980, I: 210-213). Ibn
A‘tham al-Kufi (d. a. 926) in his accounts of the Arabo-Khazar wars of the early eighth
century, mentions Khazar units of 1000 that consisted of tarqans and a force of 40,000
that was drawn from “sons of the fargans” (Ibn A‘tham al-Kaft 1969-1975 VIIL: 61, 72).
These were clearly special forces and al-Mas‘udi’s reference may be to them.

37 al-Mas‘udi (I: 312-313). Chavannes in his study of the Chinese accounts of the Western
Tiirks that first appeared in 1903, attempted to sort out the complex sources (Chavannes
1941: 242-243). Abu Hanifa Ahmad Dinawari (d. between 894-903, see Pellat 2011)
noted oS3k [Yaltakin], i.e. Yeltegin (Dinawari 1883: 83—-84. cf. Markwart (1938: 142, n.3)
who argued that this form of the name was a corruption of Barmida in the original
Pahlavi source. This involves substantial changes in the text, which Markwart duly
explored. Markwart’s “emendations”, oft noted, are a string of conjectures and must be
used with caution. Dinawari also transformed Saba into simply Hdgdn or Sihansah
(perhaps a corruption of *Sava Sah, a name he did not recognize) “of the Turks”; see also
Kolesnikov, 1970: 116-118. Chavannes (1941: 198) hazarded the guess that 1 B Ye Ii
EMC: jia l/li’ LMC: jia li (P: 363 [128:3, 163:4], 188[166:0]) whose name was
associated with a temple built by the son of the king of the Turks noted by the mid-eighth
century Chinese traveler Wu Kong, might be Dinawari’s Yeltegin.

38 The name of the Qagan’s brother, N.tra ? [ 15k, noted by Tabari (1967-1969, 11: 181), is
of unknown origin, but most certainly not Turkic.
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in the nearby city of Baykand, Abriii became the local wielder of authority and in
time became tyrannical. In reaction, the local nobles turned to the ruler of the Turks
(padisah-i Turkan, i.e. the Turk Qagan or a representative of the ruling Tiirk-Ashina
house), “Qara Jirin Turk,” who bore the title/honorific biydgi. He sent his son, Sir-i
Kisvar (lit. “lion of the land/country”), who toppled and subsequently killed Abrii.
By popular consent, he became the ruler (NarSahi 1984: 8-10, Narshakhi 1954: 7-8,
Nars$axi 2011: 23).

The account, imprecise in chronology and its dramatis personae, has produced
no shortage of interpretations.”” Thus, Qara Jarin Turk (*Qara Curin Tiirk) has been
identified with the Western Tiirk Qagan Tardu (r. 576-603), a son of i3timi.*" His ti-
tle/honorific biydgii [ s\ ] or *baygu [ s ] may be a garbling of the title yabgu. He
has also been identified with Qara Cur, a local Tiirk ruler mentioned in Tiirk
runiform inscriptions in the Talas region (Yildirim, Aydin, Alimov, 2013: 285-286,
for the Talas-2 Inscription: “Qara Cur,” cf. Kljastornyj 2003: 292). Sir-i Kigvar has
been considered a calque of Turkic /7 Arslan lit. “lion of the land/realm” (Markwart
1938: 150).*' “Qara Jarin Turk”, as far as is known, did not die in a conflict with
Bahram Cobin. Indeed, other than this fleeting reference most probably stemming
from an oral tradition/legend, we know nothing about him.

Beyond the Arabo-Persian versions of this tradition, there are reflections of the
Tiirk-Sasanid clash in other historical traditions that had access to the Middle Per-
sian tales. Primary among them is the Armenian historian Sebeos (or the History
attributed to him), writing in the mid-seventh century, who provides an important
account of Hormizd’s reign. He begins by attributing the latter’s ferocious purging
of his opponents to his maternal Tiirk origins. Bahram (Vahram Merhewandak, i.e.
Middle Pers. Vahram Mehrbandak), who came from the great house of the Mih-
ranids,*” “prince of the eastern regions ...of Persia, valiantly attacked the army of
the T etals”. His campaign in the east gained him Balh (Bahl in the Armenian text)
and territory beyond the Oxus (Arm. Vehrot, Middle Pers. Wehrdd, the Oxus/Amu
Darya). Here, he defeated the “great king of the Mazk ut’k’** who was in that region

39 Cf. Fry’s notes (Narshakhi 1954: 105-106 n.18, 107-108, n.26, 27, 28), echoing con-
jectures of Markwart (1938: 146—152), and others.

40 Gumilév (1967: 58, 104-108) with Kamoliddin in Nar$axi (2011:133, n.36), among
others, following him. Kamoliddin also mistakes Chavannes (1941: 361) Pou-kia [Bujia]
for the name Boko. Rather, it is the honorific bilgd, see Tardu, Appendix. Earlier, Mar-
quart (1901: 308), Markwart (1938: 147) identified Qara Jarin Turk with i§timi and saw
in Abrii, the last king of the Hephthalites noted by al-Tabari, Wazr or Wariz (see above).
This is all conjecture.

41 See also Kamoliddin in NarSaxi (2011: 133-137, 139nn. 36-37, 41) who identifies Il-
Arslan, “Yang Sauh” (recte: Yangsu) Tegin, Sir-i Ki§var and Sava Sah as one and the
same.

42 Shahbazi (2011).

43 An ethnonym (also Mask’ut’k’) going back a Scytho-Iranian people, perhaps, the
Massagetai or the “Masqat, a Scytho-Sarmatian-Iranian tribal confederation along the
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beyond the great river”. He killed the king of the Mazk’ut’k’ in the battle and took
“all the treasures of that kingdom”. Bahrdm’s generous distribution of the captured
booty aroused Hormizd’s jealousy and ultimately led to Bahram’s revolt, which
Sebeos examines in some detail and need not detain us.**

The section of the Georgian national chronicle, the K'art’lis C’xovreba, at-
tributed to Juanser (Pseudo-JuanSer, writing ca. 800)* briefly mentions Bahrdm
Cobin. It reports that “Baram C’ubin attacked the Turks... as is clearly described in
the Life (History) of the Persians (vit'ar cerili ars ganc’xadebulad c’xovrebasa
sparst’a),” defeated them and killed “Saba, the king of the Turks”. With this, the
advancing Byzantines and North Caucasians (¢’erdiloni, lit. “Northerners™) with-
drew.*® The account then describes Bahram C6bin’s ultimately unsuccessful revolt
(589-591)."7

The Byzantines, who had every reason to take an interest in Sdsdnid affairs,
given their intermittent warfare with Iran, provide only indirect information about
Sasanid conflicts with the Tiirks in the East. Maurice was unable to exploit Hormizd
IV’s troubles as he faced a mutiny of his own troops in Syria in 588-589 (Higgins

west central coast of the Caspian centered on the town of Cot or Cota”, here used to
denote Turkic peoples, perhaps closer to the North Caucasus. Hewsen (1992: 45A, 57,
57A, 75 (Masagetac’ik’), 121-122, n.103) reviewing all the theories, concludes, with
justifiable caution, that they formed a “federation...north of the Caucasus range...” 236,
n.49. Theophanos Byzantios a sixth-century historian when first learning of the Tiirk
embassy to Constantinople in 568, refers to them as “the Turks, who were earlier called
Massagetai and whom the Persians call in their language the Kermichions™ (Pohl 2002:
4041, Moravcesik 1958, I: 539-540, II: 183). In Sebeos’s account, Mazk’ut’k’ most
probably refers to the Tiirks beyond the Oxus (“the great river”), the name having been
shifted “far from their actual Transcaucasian homeland” (Howard-Johnston in Sebeos
1999 1I: 168).

44 Howard-Johnston in his commentary on the text (Sebeos 1999 I: 14-18, II: 168) dates the
preparation for the war and Bahram C6bin’s victory to 587-588. A truncated version of
these events is found in the History of Tovma Arcruni, actually the work of two authors,
writing in the mid-ninth and early tenth centuries (Arcruni 2001: 5), in which Vahram
Mehrevandak, ishan of the eastern regions, defeated the “Hepthalites” (T’etal), “took
control of Bahl (Balh) and all of the land of the Kushans even beyond the great river
called Vahrot”. These events are placed in the eighth year of the reign of the Byzantine
Emperor Maurice (r. 582—602), i.e. 588 (Artsruni 1985: 152, Arcruni 2001:138).

45 See discussion of this source in Rapp (2014: 172-173, 331-332).

46 K'art’lis C’xovreba (1955-1959, 1: 220). The recent edition, K art’lis C’xovreba (2008:
227) omits mention of Saba, noting only that “Baram C’ubini”...killed the king of the
Turks and put their (military) camp to flight” (mokla t'urk’t’a mep’e da iota banaki
mat’i). My translation only slightly differs from Rapp (2014: 343). The Life (History) of
the Persians refers to the Hvaddy Ndmag and other Iranian “epic traditions™ that were
familiar to Transcaucasian intellectuals (Rapp 2014: 191-198).

47 For the most recent discussion of the revolt, see Pourshariati (2009: 122—130, 397-414)
largely dealing with the symbolic subtexts in the accounts.
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1939: 31-35). Evagrios Scholastikos (d. after 594), a politically-connected lawyer-
Church historian, who spent much of his career in Antioch, in his Church History,
comments in passing that Bahrdm was plotting his revolt after returning “from his
engagement with the Turks” (Evagrios 2000: 307). According to the account of
Theophylaktos Simokattes (d. ca. 630), Hormizd IV had gone to war with the Turks
when the latter sought to increase Iran’s tribute payments to them and soundly de-
feated them, even forcing the Turks to pay tribute to Iran. Immediately thereafter, in
the eighth year of Maurice’s reign (590), Hormizd IV sent Bapap (Bahrdm), “who
had distinguished himself” in Hormizd’s war against the Turks, to Svanet’i (Zo-
vavia), which was “ravaged”. The war was brought to nearby Colchis and Byzantine
territories. Ultimately, Bahrdm overreached, lost to the Byzantines and Hormizd
disgraced him. Bahrdm having become “inflated greatly and uncontrollably as a
result of his victories against the Turks,” revolted (Theophylaktos 1972: 120-128,
148-149, Theophylaktos 1986: 80-83, 101-102).* Theophylaktos’ account, im-
portant for Byzantine-Persian relations, mentions Bahram’s war on the Tiirks only in
passing and says nothing about who commanded the Tiirk forces. Higgins, who is
heavily reliant on him, offers the following chronology: July—August, 588 Bahrdm’s
defeat of the Tiirks. Spring, 589: “Khazar” invasion of Trancaucasia (Caucasian Al-
bania). April, 589: Bahram’s campaign in Suania, August, 589: Bahram’s revolt
(Higgins 1939: 72—73). Goubert (1951: 121-123) places the death of the Tiirk king
in 588/ 589)* as does Whitby (1988: 287-291) in his summation of the military
events of 588-589.

The Syriac accounts are even more sparing of details, although they were not un-
aware of the Persian historical traditions. The Khuzistan Chronicle (ca. 660—680)
mentions Warahran (Bahram) Raziqaya, one of the commanders of Hormizd IV’s
troops, whom the Shah dispatched to the “Gate of the Turk:?lyé”.50 Warahran then
rebelled against him (Kmosk6 2004: 54-55, 140141, Dickens 2008: 59-61).

The Chinese accounts are reticent about these events, perhaps because they took
place beyond their customary purview. The Suishu (compiled 629—636 and covering
the events of 581-617, Wilkinson 2015: 626) remarks briefly that the Eastern Tiirk

48 Theophanes (1903, I: 261-265) has much the same tale, s.a. 6080 [587/8] but with no
mention of Bahram’s activities beyond Transcaucasia and Iran.

49 Pigulévskaja (1946: 79-83) places the battle with the Tiirks in 589590 and identifies Sa-
ba with a certain “Xaovu” (XaoBy) of the Chinese sources, otherwise unidentified and
unreferenced. Frye (1984: 334-335) dated the “great battle near Herat” to 589. A sum-
mary of the data on Saba and Bahrdam Cébin can also be found in Kolesnikov (1970:51—
53).

50 “The Persian-Turkish frontier in Central Asia”, perhaps the “Iron Gate” (Tdmir Qapig) of
the Tiirk inscriptions (the Buzgala Pass on the Balh-Samarqand route, west of the Syr
Darya, User (2010: 153), the western border of the Tiirks in the sixth century, Kljastorny;j
(1964: 71, 73, 76-77), the Dar-i Ahanin [Bdb al-Hadid], north of Balh in Ya‘qabi (1892:
290), Al-Ja‘kubi (2011: 58, 185, n.282) also noted as the “Gate of Balh” (Dickens 2008:
61-62).
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Qagan Chuluohou,” a Keluoid (de La Vaissiére 2010: 273, see Appendix), also
known under the honorifics/titles Baga Qagan and Yabgu Qagan’> (r. 587-588), the
brother and successor of Isbara Qagan (r. 581-587) in 588 again campaigned in the
West and was killed by a “stray arrow” (Liu 1958, I: 55, 94, 102 [the latter notice
only records his death in 588 without further comment], 537, n.346, 555, n.534,
Xiong 2009: 365). The Cefu yuangui (1013), a later “encyclopedic anthology”
which has extracts from the earliest records to 960 (Wilkinson 2015: 957), merely
notes that Chuluohou (r. 587-588) came westward and attacked Apa Qagan. Having
secured the situation, he died not long afterward. The Zizhi tongjian (1084)* reports
that Chuluohou, in 588, “suddenly” moved westward and attacked a neighboring
country. He was killed by an arrowshot to the head during the campaign. This
sounds very much like the fate of Saba, although some suggest that Chuluohou’s
campaign was directed against Western Tiirk rivals.**

The period of specific interest to us, the turbulent era of Saba, corresponded to
the division of the Tiirk Qaganate into the Eastern and Western Tiirk Qaganates,
dated variously to ca. 581-603 (Chavannes 1941: 13, 48, Wang 1982: 124-154,%
Osawa 2006: 477-87, Stark 2008: 17, Dobrovits 2008: 68-69, de La Vaissiére 2010:
272-274, Kljastornyj 2010: 177). Can Saba/Saba/Sava be found among the Tiirk
rulers noted in our sources? Our knowledge of the period is complicated by contra-
dictions in the Chinese accounts. The figure that loomed largest among the Western
Tiirks was Tardu (r. 576-603), son and uneasy heir of Itimi. He was frequently

51 Daryaee (2002: 36) mistakenly identifies Chuluohou as “Ch’u-lo Xagan” whom he con-
nects with the Cél hdgdn in the Middle Persian text noted above. This erroneous identi-
fication goes back to Harmatta and Litvinsky, 1996: 368-369. Chuluo (r. 603—-611) was
not the son of the Mugqanid Niri (as in Xiong 2009: 95), but of the Keluoid Chuluohou.

52 Under Ibara, he had held the title Yabgu, which now passed to ¥bara’s son, Yongyulii
(Tasagil 1995-2004, I: 48) the future Dulan Qagan (see Appendix).

53 A collection of annals covering the period 403 BCE-959 CE compiled by Sima Guang
(1019-1086); see Wilkinson (2015: 615).

54 See discussion in Tagagil (1995-2004, I: 49 (dating the event in 589),116,159). Gumilév
(1965: 74-75) posited two western campaigns by Chuluohou, one against Apa Qagan
(dated to the spring of 587) and another, half a year later, aimed at Tardu ended with his
death. Chuluohou, he argues, was not the Tiirk Qagan killed by Bahram Cébin, as the
Chinese accounts, in his view, are inaccurate. Wang (1982: 146, 153, n.55) argues that it
is unlikely that Chuluohou would have been able to move through hostile Western Tiirk
territory to reach Herat. Rather, his probable foes were Western Tiirks, perhaps the re-
mains of Apa Qagan’s forces. Saba, in this view, “was probably a Sogdian ruler” under
Tiirk rule.

55 Wang (1982: 127) further suggests that the Tiirk realm, even before the East-West
division was already divided into Central (led by the Great Qagan), Eastern, Western and
Western Frontier regions, each ruled by a Qagan. i3timi and Tardu, in his view, were
rulers of the Western Frontier region. The subsequent Western Tiirk Qaganate was based
on the Western and Western frontier regions.



38 Peter Golden

engaged in intra-Ashina struggles, briefly held supreme power over east and west
towards the end of his tenure,’® but was ultimately driven out, fleeing to the
Tuyuhun57 (Liu 1958, I: 61). The Sui did much to encourage these internecine
conflicts (Wang 1982: 140—143, Pan 1997: 101).

Similarly, the complexities of the Tiirk system of succession, which had
horizontal/ collateral/fraternal and vertical elements,’® which included various
“lesser” or “subordinate” qagans”, in essence “regional viceroys” ruling appanages,
posed problems (Drompp 1991: 92-115).

An Overview of the Early Tiirk Rulers: the Era of Saba

Bumin, the lord of the Ashina clan, the ruling house of the Tiirks, was succeeded by
his sons, Qara/Qala/Keluo (r. 552-553), Mugan/Mugan (r. 553-572) and Tat-
par/Tuobo (r. 572-581). Mugan, skipping over his son Daluobian, designated Tat-
par/Tuobo as his heir and supreme Qagan. Tatpar, in turn, appointed Keluo’s son,
ISbara/Shetu (r. 581-587) as his subordinate Qagan in the eastern region and Buli,
the son of his younger brother Rudan, as his subordinate Qagan in the western
region (of the eastern part of the Tiirk realm, Liu 1958, I: 42; see Appendix). This
laid the groundwork for ongoing throne struggles. With Tatpar’s death, Muqan’s
senior son, Daluobian (who later took the title Apa” Qagan) although favored by the
“leading figures” of the realm (i.e. the aristocracy), was again shunted aside at the
insistence of the “majority of the Tiirks” because his mother was of low birth. The
supreme Qaganate was given to Anluo, whose mother came from a noble clan (Liu
1958, I: 4244, Wang 1982: 140, Drompp 1991:98-99, 112, n.37, Tasagil 1995—
2004, I 27-35, 115-116, 146, 151). Amidst considerable machinations by the Sui
for and against different contestants, Daluobian fled to the Western Tiirks, seeking
the support of Tardu against ISbara, who had replaced the incompetent Anluo, who
was was declared “Second Qagan” (Liu 1958, I: 44, Tasagil 1995-2000, I: 116, 118,
178). All the rivals bore Qaganal titles, each had courted Sui assistance, but ISbara
Qagan emerged as the supreme Qagan, while Tardu uneasily held the west

56 De La Vaissiére (2015: 453, n.2) argues that Tardu’s power as Western Qagan had al-
ready ended in the 590s, having been driven out by Niri Qagan and that he never united
the Western and Eastern Qaganates.

57 M4 LH: /'a?C kok yuan MC: #"u0®C kuk ywan (Schuessler 2009: 53[1-36d], 158 [11—
14a], 335 [34-13b]): Togon, Tibet. ‘Aza (Beckwith 1993: 17, Venturi 2008: 24-25), relat-
ed to the Para-Mongolic Qitan.

58 Lateral/collateral or fraternal succession, i.e. older brothers were succeeded by younger
brothers and they, in turn, appointed the oldest brother’s son etc. The system was practic-
ed elsewhere in Eurasia, e.g. in Rus’ (Golden 2004: 229-258).

59 User (2010: 271): a title qualifier connoting seniority (apa also means “ancestor, fore-
father™).
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(Chavannes 1941: 48, Drompp 1991:99-100).°° Apa Qagan turned on Tardu, driving
him also to China and remained the master of the Western Tiirks until he was de-
feated and captured by Chuluohou, supported by the Sui. Chuluohou, the eastern
regional Qagan under I$bara, succeeded the latter as supreme Qagan (Chavannes
1941: 2, 13-14, 48, 49, 164, n.3, 220, Wang 1982: 125, 138, Dromp 1991: 106).

After Chuluohou’s brief reign, power went to the Muganid Niri Qagan (a son of
Yangsu Tegin, Chuluohou’s cousin, Chavannes 1941: 3 and n.2, 13—14, Wang 1982:
149, Xiong: 2006: 210-211, Dobrovits 2009: 68, de La Vaissiere 2010a: 221). His
tenure in office may have ended in battle with the Tiele in 598 or 599 (Osawa 2006:
479-487, but others place his death in 603). Chuluohou’s son, Rangan (later
Tuli/Qimin Qagan, r. 599, 603—609/611, Xiong 2009:407, Skaff 2012: 39), defeated
by Tardu and Dulan (ISbara’s son, r. 588-599), fled to the Sui. ca. 599. Tardu, fol-
lowing the death of Dulan (who was killed by his own followers), continually raided
Sui China, but was himself soon forced to flee to the Tuyuhun by a revolt of the Tie-
le and Sui machinations (Chavannes 1941: 49-51, 220-221, Liu 1958: 56-59, Wang
1982: 147-148, Drompp 1991: 100-101, Pan 1997: 106-107, Golden 1992: 131-—
132). Wang suggested that it was only with Shegui (r. 605-617/618), son of Duliu
(r. 603-605) and grandson of Tardu, that the I§timi line “began to formally rule the
Western khanate”. Shegui took power from Niri’s son Chuluo/Cwry (r. 603—611),
with Sui support (Wang 1982: 127, 149-150). Tuli/Qimin’s descendants continued
as the Qaganal line in the east until the fall of the First Tiirk Qaganate in 630
(Drompp 191:101).

None of the names, titles/honorifics appearing in this complicated tale of intra-
Tiirk strife yields “Saba”. Only the regnal dates of Chuluohou, i.e. Baga/Yabgu Qa-
gan seemingly match those of the “great king of the Turks” who perished from Bah-
ram Cobin’s remarkable bowshot.

sk

There has been no shortage of commentaries attempting to explain the accounts.
Marquart (1898: 189) identified Saba with Chuluohou (cf. also Rapp 2014:195).
Given the chronology, his brief tenure as Qagan and the manner of his death “in the
west”, this is a logical conclusion. However, Chavannes (1941: 242-243) believed,
despite al-Tabari’s claims that Saba was one of the “great” leaders of the Tiirks, that
he was actually a petty Sogdian king from one of the “small dynasties” subject to the
Tiirks and that Sdba was an Arabo-Persian rendering of the Sogdian dynastic name
Zhaowu (F2#). The latter however, is actually Camik,"' and can be dismissed. Giv-

60 Wang (1982: 140-151) discusses in detail the multi-sided conflicts and fluid relations of
Apa, I8bara and Tardu Qagan and maintains that the latter was not, in reality, the Qagan
of the Western Tiirks.

61 HHE EMC: teiaw mus (P: 399 [72:5], 326 [77:4]), MC: tsyew mjuX (K: 594, 481); see
Yoshida (2003, 2004, 2004a).
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en the huge army at his command, he could hardly have been a minor, much less a
Sogdian king.

Gumilév (1967: 58) identified Tardu, in whom he saw “Tardus”,%> with Qara Cu-
rin (and also mistakenly identified Tardu as I3tdmi’s son and the brother of Tov-
pEavBoc (TovpEavbon? see Menander 1985: 276, n.221),%* who is attested as one of
the Tirk rulers, under the authority of a “senior” Tirk ruler, Apciioag (Menander
1985: 172/173, see below). Following Chuluohou’s, defeat and death in conflict
with his former ally, Qara Curin/Tardu, Chuluohou’s successors in the East, con-
tinued the war against the Western Tiirks. Peace was eventually arranged in 593 and
unity restored. Qara Curin/Tardu became the most powerful figure and placed his
son Yangsu Tegin (Yang Soux in Gumil€v’s misreading) or grandson Nili/Niri in
Paykand. Gumilév identified Parmda with Nili/Niri Qagan.®* Other attempts at
identifying the dramatis personae and the aftermath of the events of 588 have been
equally speculative.®” The problem was already noted by Gafurov (1964: 47-48),
who expressed doubts about the identification of “Qara Curin”, with Saba and Chu-
luohou (Baga Qagan) and about the movement of a substantial Tiirk force from deep
in the east of Central Eurasia to the west. Nar$ahi’s account, he suggests, refers rath-
er to local events taking place sometime ca. 580s—590s.

Harmatta & Litvinsky (1996: 368—369) noting Sasanid and Hephthalite “revolts”
against the recently established Tiirk rule, i.e. against Tardu Qagan (Chavannes
1941: 48-50, n.5, these revolts occurred in the early 580s and were recorded in the
Beishi), view “Ch’ulo” (Chuluo) as the Tiirk Qagan who led an army into the region

62 The name is clearly Tardu as attested in Sogdian coins of the Turk era: Trow, tarow x’y’'n
(Lurje 2010: 389 [1239] and Chinese accounts: Z£8H Datou: EMC: dat dow, LMC: that
thow (P: 69, 311), NWMC: dat/*dat/*dar dou/*dou/*thau etc (Coblin 1994: 307 [0619],
263-264 [0472]), MC: dat duw (K: 72, 458). See also the comments of Frye in Narshakhi
(1954: 106, n.26) and of Kamoliddin in Nar$axi (2011: 133-134, n.36).

63 Zuev (2002: 190, suggested that the Greek form is a garbling of the Turkic tribal name
Tugsi/Tuhsi/Tugs:.

64 Gumilév (1967: 115-117, 125-132), Kamoliddin (2006/2007: 45-46, n.9).

65 Markwart 1938: 148, 150 conjectured that Sir-i Ki§var/il Arslan was an older brother of
Tardu. Frye (Narshakhi 1954: 108, n.28) followed him as does Kamoliddin. The latter
equates “Yang-Sauh” (recte: Yangsu, see Appendix) with il Arslan, Sir-i Ki§var and Saba
or “Siyaba” (4L&)/Sava Sah (Narsaxi 2011: 137-138, n.38, 139, n.41). According to Cha-
vannes 1941: 3, n.2, 50, Yangsu Tegin is the later {75 Duliu Qagan (r. 603-605), a son
of Tardu (Xiong 2009: 138). Yangsu Tegin’s son was Nili/Niri an Eastern Tiirk ruler of
the Daluobian/Apa Qagan branch. Liu (1958, I: 117-118) has excerpts from his biography
in the Suishu. However, Osawa (2006: 475-476, 480) and de La Vaissiére (2010: 273 and
2010a: 221) on the basis of the recently deciphered Mongolkiire Sogdian inscription (ca,
5992 Osawa 2006: 491), which records Niri as a grandson of Muqan concluded that
Yangsu was a Muganid (although Osawa considers him a nephew rather than a brother of
Daluobian/Apa Qagan). If Niri, for whom the inscription was erected, died in 603, Osa-
wa’s dating is too early.



“The Great King of the Tiirks” 41

in 588-589, to help the Hephthalites. Chuluo, however, was alive and well—and a
ruling Qagan some fifteen years after the events of 588. Wang (1982: 153. n.55),
following G. Uchida, maintained that Choulouhou could not have been Saba.
Rather, Chuluohou, he argued died in combat with Tiirk rivals in an expedition “to
the west”. Saba, accordingly, was probably a Sogdian vassal of the Tiirks—a line of
thought that has little plausibility. Sinor thought, at different times, that Chuluohou
or Niri may have been the Tiirk ruler killed by Bahram C6bin in 589 (Sinor 1990:
306, Sinor & Klyashtorny 1996, III: 334). Attempts to link Sawk and Pariovk, two
“kings of the KuSans” i.e. late Hephthalite groupings noted by Sebeos ca. 599/600
(Sebeos 1999, I: 45, 1I: 181-182),% with Saba and Barmida remain speculative at
best and pertain rather to the later revolt of Vistahm often conflated with the Bahram
Cobin affair.” Given that it is highly unlikely that two different historical traditions
(Sasanid Iranian and Chinese) that were not in contact with each other, would both
report the death by bowshot of a Tiirk Qagan at the same time (588 or possibly 589)
in a campaign in Central Eurasia, it seems likely that Baga Qagan/Chuluohou was
the victim of Bahram Cobin’s legendary marksmanship (cf. Marquart 1901: 65) and
is our Saba.

kkk

Saba (Sava/Saba/Sava), whether a name, title or honorific, like so many of the early
Tiirk anthroponyms, is not Turkic, nor is it easily derived from an Iranian source or
intermediary. One cannot exclude the possibility that 4 [Saba] and its variants are
corruptions of 4¢L [baga], one of Chulouhou’s titles. However, such a corruption of
the text would have to have occurred very early in the written record. Moreover, the
Georgian form, Saba bsds, taken from the Hvaddy-ndmag, unless corrupted by later
Arab-script versions, would appear to preclude such a possibility. There is a possible
connection with “black” (cf. the name of Saba’s father, *Sab, as reported by al-
Mas‘tdi—although the alliteration in the two names is suspicious): Pahl. §ab
“night” (MacKenzie 1986: 78), Avest. sydva, M. Parth. sy'w, Sogd.. s 'w/u [Saw/u],
Sw [Sow/ Saw], Pers. siyah “black” (Rastorgueva 1981: 22, 42, 44, Bailey 2010:
387-398, Gharib 1995: 370 [9177], 377 [9338], Zuev 2002: 195, Kamoliddin in

66 Marquart (1901: 65, 83), Markwart (1938: 142), cf. also Dickens (2008: 61-62), viewed
the invaders of Badgis and Herat as Hephthalites, acting with the approval of the Tiirks,
but considered the Muzk’it’k” (Muzk’ut’k’) and their king who were defeated by Bahram
Cobin to be Tiirks. In his view Sebeos distinguished between these two events.

67 Marquart (1901: 65, 83—84), Markwart (1938: 142, 145) although distinguishing between
the events of 588 and the defeat, ca. 595, by Bistam/Vistahm of the “two Ku$an kings”,
Saug and Pariovk [Paridk], identifies the former with Saba/*Sawa: Middle Pers.
Sawak/Pers. Sawa and the latter with Barmiida/Parmiida—a result of the conflation of the
Bahrdm C6bin and Vistdhm tales.
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Narfaxi 2011: 137-137-138).% Khotanese Saka sdva “’copper, copper-coloured,
red” (< Iran. sydva- “dark in colour”). The Khotanese Saka form seems closest, but
its significance is not apparent. Linking this word to Qara Curin is a leap.

Another possibility is Sogd. sw’ [Sawad?] “force, strength, strong” (Lurje 2010:
353-354[1106]). Sogdian served as the lingua franca of not only the Silk Road, but
of the First Tiirk Qaganate in its dealings with the larger world (e.g. East Rome/
Byzantium and Iran) and the Sogdians from early on exerted an important cultural
influence on the Tiirks.

The Bactrian title *sdva “king” has been proposed (Harmatta & Litvinsky 1996:
371, Kamoliddin in NarSaxi 2011: 137138, n.38), but the collected onomastic data
has: Bactr. *caoo [sawah] “strength, strong” (Sims-Williams 2010: 125 [418]) and
bao, povo [Sao/Sawo?] “king” < *ySawd, cf. Avest. ySaOra “power”, Old Pers.
xSayaliya “ruler” > Sah (Bailey 2010: 412—413, Sims-Williams 2007: 283, Sims-
Williams 2010: 156-157 [554], Kamoliddin in NarSaxi 2011:137: n.38 etc.).”
Khotanese Saka ssau/sau “official title” used in formularies for regnal years in
documents is related. It might be recalled that the origins of the Tiirk ruling clan, the
Ashina and its consort clan the Ashide, show East Iranian connections (Golden
2008/2009: 73—112). Recent, but still preliminary, DNA analyses point to the ties of
the ] 52 75 Ashina’ Tiirk royal clan and the [ # 42 Ashide’' (the consort clan of
the Ashina)’® to the “Pashtun cluster”, i.e. to the East Iranian world (Wen & Mur-

68 Pahl. siagvah (Abramjan 1965: 194), syav, syd (MacKenzie 1986 :78 et al. appear in a
variety of anthroponyms, cf. Scythian Xidovog (Sydva, in Abaev 1979: 304), the Sar-
matian material in Harmatta (1970: 75); cf. the Sogdian names in Lurje (2010: 367-368
[1156-11601): S'w [Saw], $'w ncH [Sawan;] et al.

69 Sogd. §'w [saw/u] “black” is less likely here and x§'wn [x§awan, xSon] “power, rule
authority” > 'x§’'w’n [ax§awan] “ruling, realm” (Gharib 1995: 82 [2080], 370 [9177], 432
[10651]) would require very substantial emendations.

70 P: 23, 283, 221, Rastorgueva & Edel’man (20002015, I: 284-286): *axSaina “sinij,
goluboj, zelényj, sizyj” Khotano-Saka dsseina-dssena “blue” = Turk. kék “blue”, Clauson
(1972: 708-709), asseina “blue”, Bailey (2010: 26-27), also Tokharian A asna “blue” =
Tiirk Kok “blue”, Kljastornyj (1994: 445-447) and lengthy discussions in Atwood (2012—
2013: 68-81) (Turk. asi~arsi < ultimately Sanskrit rsi “Vedic poet, sage” < *Rsila “holy
sacred” or “Heavenly/Holy origin)” and Beckwith (2016: 39-46) *Arsilas “noble kings”
< Tokh. A arsi “noble™); cf. Apcilag above.

71 [ # 4 EMC ?asitok *Astaq P: 23, 283, 74) [f] # #£ Old NW Chin. “a-sa-tak (Coblin,
1994: 124 [0016], 240-241[0382], 411412 [0979] ca. 400. Late Tang Tibet. “a-shi-tig
Tibet ms. P.T.1283, Venturi 2008 21: a-sha-sde’i sde-chig = Ashide, see discussion in
Atwood, 2012-2013: 7475, who suggests A-she-tig or A-shi-teg: aSi~arsi < ultimately
Sanskrit rsi “Vedic poet, sage” < *Rsila “holy sacred” or “Heavenly/Holy origin”, + Turk.
-teg “like” i.e. “saint-like”. These asi-based names are not “native Inner Asian”. Rather,
the Tiirk ruling house had another, non-Turkic name Zhama attested in Tibet ms. P.T.
1283 where it appears as Zha-ma Kha-gan (cf. Venturi 2008: 20-21, 27, 29).

72 Zuev (2002: 33, 34, 8688, 168).
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atov & Suyunov 2016: 154-157). However, our non-Arab-script sources (e.g.
Georgian Saba) in which there is no possibility of the confusion of s [c+] and § [&]
unless they drew their information from already corrupted sources, would seem to
preclude *Sava.

Saba may have yet another connection. In a possibly mid-late eighth-century
Tibetan source (Tibet ms. P.T.1283), perhaps taken from a written or oral Uygur
account, the form Zha-ma Kha-gan (Venturi 2008: 5, 8, 20-21, 27, 29), apparently a
“personal epithet or title” is noted. This would appear to be a Tibetan rendering of
5 Shemo”® an ancestral figure that appears in one of the Turkic ethnogonic myths
recorded in the Youyang zazu (an encyclopedic work complied by Duan Chengshi,
ca. 855, Wilkinson 2015: 741, Sinor 1982: 230-231 and Osawa 2009: 401-403) and
perhaps reflecting a name or epithet *Shama/*Saba? Finally, one cannot rule out the
strong likelihood that Saba, like so many other early Tiirk names, titles and
honorifics, may have been taken from an unknown language, perhaps Rouran/Asian
Avar, whose linguistic affiliations remain unclear.”

Appendix

Names, Titles/Honorifics” of the Tiirk Qagans 552-603
Bumin *iri or *El[l]ig Qagan (d. 552) "

73 EMC: zia" ma LMC: shia (P: 279, 217). In MTCA & was pronounced ma, md , ma and
bd, ba (Coblin 1994: 130-131[0031], see discussion of the Tibetan and Chinese forms, as
well as the possible connection with Old Turkic Yama/Jama, in Osawa (2011: 168, 176—
177) and Atwood (2012-2013: 78-81). Osawa suggested the reading of the Ongi[in] Tiirk
inscription (dated variously from 720 to the 740s), W, 1: dciimiz apamiz yama qagan “our
ancestor and father Yama Qagan”, with yama rather than yam: the standard reading (e.g.
Berta 2004: 216, Olmez 2012: 190, Aydin 2012: 125-129). The Ongi[in] monument was
erected in the name of Bilgd ISbara Tamgan Tarqan, a member of the Ashina clan.
Rybatzki (2000: 208-209) was doubtful about the reading of *Yami and considered it
possible that the monument was erected in the early years after the Uygurs had seized
power (744).

74 Vovin (2011: 27-36). Sinor (1982: 237) having analyzed the three ethnogonic tales
associated with the Tiirks was correct in concluding that the Tiirks were a “conglomerate
of various tribes, possibly including non-Turkic-speaking populations”. Indeed, today in
light of what is known of the early Tiirks, one would have to omit the word “possibly”.

75 Often noted in shortened forms (Skaff 2012: 117, 333-334). A number of examples are
found in Bielenstein (2005). The list is incomplete. For the full genealogical tree of
Bumin and I§timi, see Liu (II: end-leaf chart), Tasagil (1995-2004, I: 185).

76 In the poorly preserved Sogdian Bugut inscription (c. 582) of the First Tiirk Qaganate, his
name/title is rendered as bybwmyn y’y’n (*by’ bwmyn y'y’n, Bugut 2, 8, 9), “Lord of the
Earth” (Bumin < Iran. biimi “zemlja, strana”, Middle Pers. biim, Sogd. fwmh, fwm [viim]
(Rastorgueva & Edel’man 20002015, 1I: 134-135, Rybatzki 2000: 217-219, Lurje 2010:
238 [663]) according to Dobrovits (2008: 68), but the text in Kljastornyj & Livsic (1972:
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Keluo Yixiji Qagan (552-553),”” son of Bumin
Mugan Qagan (553-572),”® son of Bumin”

85-86) lacks it in line 2 and the Moriyasu & Ochir (1999: 123-124) does not note it. See
also commentary in Lurje (2010: 238 [663]). Bwmyn [Bimeén] is found on a post-Sasanid
seal (Rybatzki 2000: 2007). In the Chinese accounts, Bumin’s name is recorded as 1:[H
Tumen: EMC : /5" man LMC: {'u3’ min (P: 312 [32:0], 211 [169:0], MC: "u0® mwan (S:
53, 332 [1-36a], [33-35a]) meaning “earth gate/door”. 1= hints semantically at Bumin. In
the Suishu (Liu 1958, 1: 7, 41, Xiong 2009: 624), Bumin is noted as bearing the title 7]
AT Yili Kehan EMC: i li" K'a’ yan (P: 364 [9:4], 188 [18:5], 173 [30:2], 118 [85:3],
MC: 21 4 1i€ (S: 278 [26-13a], 280[26—24ab]), MC: §ij lijH (K: 540, 262), MC: 2i’ li, pre-
ONWC: ?ii li/ONWC: ?ii li STCA: 7% li etc. (Coblin, 1994: 224-225, 225-226 [0322,
0324]) presumed to represent *Ellig Qagan (Turk. éllig, élig, later ilig “having a
realm...king” < é/ “political unit...realm” (Clauson 1972: 121-122, 141-142, Kasai 2014:
124) = “the Qagan who possesses the realm”. Already Clauson had doubts that é/lig was
originally a Turkic word. Rybatzki (2000: 206-208) questioned whether Yili represented
ellélf]lig. Atwood (2012-2013: 50-53) argues that Yili is a rendering of Iri, a title of
unknown provenance, recorded in Bugut (III, 4):'y-ry mya’ (*iri maga, see Moriyasu &
Ochir (1999:122-125), Rybatzki (2000: 217), and also noted in Qitan (Kane 2009: 108:
i.ri “official title).

B Keluo EMC: K'wa la, (P: 172 [115:4], 203 [122:14]), MC: khwa la (K: 238-239,
289), MC: K'wa la (S: 220 [19-7n], 215 [18-10a]) often interpreted as rendering Turk.
qara “black”, Clauson (1972: 643-644); see Rybatzki (2000: 213-214) but this is by no
means certain. See Résonyi & Baski (2007, II: 422—-432) with a lengthy listing of names
containing this word. Keluo may just as easily be interpreted as Khotan Saka kgrd “title”,
kala “excellent” (Bailey 2010: 53,55). Keluo also bore the titles/honorifics i Yi (EMC:
Jjid/ji LMC: ji MC: yit MC: yit MC: jiet) and [i[i# Ayi MC: ‘a yit, MC: ?d jiet Qagan
(Rybatzki, 2000: 213, 290 [8,9] < P, K: 1, 552, S: 300[29-19a], 211 [18—1m]). Ayt is
mentioned in an Uygur document as a title (Rybatzki 2000: 214), Z EFt Yixiji Qagan
(Liu 1958, 1: 7, 41, 493-494, 33, Xiong 2009: 630): EMC: it sik ki'/ki" (P: 367 [5:0], 330
[61:7], 141 [149:3]), MC: et 3 sjok kji® (S: 306 [30-7a], 111 [5-29a], 93 [4-5j]); other
reconstructions are MC: ‘it sik kiH (K: 544, 484, 190), MC Pjef’ sjok kji, ONWC: ?it sik
kia, STCA: ?ir sik ki > ki. etc. (Coblin 1994: 367-368 [0827a], 418 [1008], 238-239
[0373]) = Turk. Isig (DTS, 1969: 213, Giilensoy & Kiigiiker 2015: 214): “gorjacij, téplyj,
privetlivyj™) or ersig (“manly, virile”, Clauson 1972: 238)? De La Vaissiere (2010: 267—
277) discusses the familial ties of Bumin and his immediate successors.

ARFF(HE) Mugan (Kasai 2014: 127: mowk yan"), also KiT Muhan: EMC: mawk yan,
LMC: mowk xfian and A#¥F Muhan: EMC: mawk yan" LMC: mowk xhan (P: 220
[75:01,119 [85:3, 64:3], Lurie (2010: 252 [715]), MC: muk yan© (S: 161 [11-24a], 251
[24-1q]), MC: muwk hanH (K: 315, 152), variant forms noted Liu 1958, II: 495. n.36).
Mugan is a title, his name appears as #&&5 Yandou EMC: ?en” 1o (P: 359 [86:12], 81
[163:9]). The name & /)T Sijin EMC: zi /i’ kin (P: 293 [9:7], 156 [69:0]), Liu (1958, I: 8,
1013, II: 503-504, n.83), Osawa (2006: 475-478), Xiong (2009: 367). Kasai (2014: 125)
variant )& gijin EMC: gi/gi zin" LMC: khl shin' (P:245 [12:6], 157 [86:14], Rybatzki
(2000: 214) is also associated with him. It usually renders the Turk. title irkin (Clauson
1972: 225): title of tribal chiefs, cf. also User (2010: 260). This could hardly have been
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Ditou, also Kutou Qagan,80 son of Bumin
Rudan®' Qagan, son of Bumin
Buli,82 son of Rudan
Tatpar [Tuobo]® Qagan (572-581), son of Bumin
Umra [Umna]/Anluo Qagan® (581), son of Buminid Tatpar

Mugan’s rank and may have referenced an earlier position. Sogd. (Bugut: mwy'n,
Mongolkiire, 6: mwx 'n x 'y 'n (Muhan/Mugqan, Rybatzki 2000: 214-216, Lurje, 2010: 252—
253 [715], and Bugut 1.1-2: ‘wr-kwp-r cr-""cwmy’’ t[t](p)[ '¥] (x’y 'n) “Urkupar Cracu
Magha Tatpar Qaghan”, B2.3—4: my’’ t'[f](p)[ '¥] (x’y 'n) “Magha Tatar Qaghan” (Mori-
yasu & Ochir 1999: 123, Rybatzki 2000: 216-220) discusses various possible Iranian
derivations for these names/honorifics, e.g. Sogd. * Mahdn/ Mdhdn “son of the moon”?

Or younger brother, see Liu (1958, I: 41, II: 493-494, n.33), Rybatzki (2000: 213, 214).
158 Ditou//EEE Kutou EMC: di" dow/k"s" dow P:76 [32:3], 311 [181:7], 175[53:7], 311
[181:7]), Kutou, a lesser Qagan ruling the “eastern region” under his brother Muqan,
master of the eastern part of the Tiirk Qaganate (Liu 1958: 25, 26-27, 42, 11:512, n.149,
521,n.227,771, Wang 1982: 129, 131).

#%{H. Rudan EMC: puawk dan” (P: 269 [145:10], 71 [9:5]) Qagan (Liu 1958: 1, 42, 11,
n.219). Tatpar Qagan named the son of Rudan, the Buli Qagan (Liu 1958, I: 42, 520-521,
n.219, Chavannes 1941: 226-227, n.5, Drompp 1991: 97 for discussion of textual
problems and Tasagil 1994-2005, I: 98 for the variants given in the Tongdian 801, written
by Du Yu, Wilkinson, 2015: 646).

H#BE Buli EMC: bo’ 1i5" (P: 43 [77:3],189[172:11]) a lesser Qagan ruling the western
region under Mugqan, (Liu 1958: I: 25, 42, I 504, n.84, 520-521, n.219, Wang 1982: 129,
131, 133-134). Wang (1982: 134) and Drompp (1991: 97): Buli = Turk. bori “wolf”
(Clauson 1972: 356), both a sacred animal for the Tiirks and used as a personal name.
Drompp appears to accept the possibility that Buli Qagan under Muqgan was of unclear
lineage, while the Buli Qagan during Tatpar’s reign was the younger brother of the latter
and the son of Rudan. If “Buli” is, indeed, Boéri, it would be one of the rather few
examples of a ruler from the First Tirk Qaganate bearing a Turkic name or honorific.
Bori was a term used for the “guard officers”/personal military retinue of the Qagan
reported in the Zhou shu and written: [ff Bt Fu-li EMC: bud" 1i3/li LMC: fhjys Iffus i =
Bori (P: 101 [170:5], 187[114:6]). Kasai (2014: 123) also notes [} Fu-lin (EMC: bus"
li3/lin LMC: flijy3 [ffus " lin, P: 101 [170:5], 194[163:12], Liu (1958, I: 9), Tasagil (1994—
2005, I: 10). Buli/Bori was probably a title rather than a name (Wang 1982: 131 and
below).

83 {E#k Tuobo/Tabo EMC: #'a pat LMC: 'a puat (P: 313 [9:5], 40 [167:5], {14k Tabo EMC:
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’"a pat LMC: thapuat (P: 299 [9:3], 40[167:5]), 3EH Daba EMC: 'at bait/be:t LMC: lat
phia:t (P: 299 [162:9, da/ta], 27 [64:5], Kasai 2014: 130, Xiong, 2009: 516). Sogd. (Bugut
1.2-3) wr-kwp-r cr-"cw my’ t'tp’r x’x’n (Urkupar Cracu Maga Tatpar Qagan), my tp r:
Maya Tatpar, fyy my’ t't(p)[‘r] (Moriyasu & Ochir 1999: 1123, Olmez 2012: 67,
Rybatzki 2000: 215, Lurje 2010: 238 [664]) with discussion of other forms, including
Mohetabo 544 fth#k EMC: makim>" ya" {'a pat Maga/Baga Tatpar Qagan (Kasai 2014:
1127) and Tabo f#k [EMC /'a par] Qagan.

#E7E Anluo EMC 2am/?am la (P: 24 [140:80], 203 [122:14]) = Sogd. umra/umna (de La
Vaissiere 2010: 271 “en sodgian Umna”, de La Vaissiere 2015: 453-454 and de La
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I§bara [Shetu, Erfu, *Niwir/Niwar] Qagan (578 or 581-587),% son of Keluo or

of Tatpar®®

85

Vaissiere, 2015b: 747), who was chosen “by the people” over Daluobian quickly ceded
power to ISbara [Shetu, Niwér/Niwar] Qagan (Chavannes 1941: 48, 317, Liu 1958, I: 43).
Bugut (II, 8-9) (but see also Lurje (2010: 238 [663]) who has: my’ 'wmn’ x’y’n Maga
Umna Qagan who erected (a monument?) for his father “Maga Tatpar Qagan” (Moriyasu
& Ochir 1999: 123124, Olmez 2012: 67-70).

His full title: FHFE &Y ELA4435 28 Yili julu she mohe shiboluo EMC: 2ji li" ku3 b> ciat
mak ya ¢i’lei’ pa la (P: 365 [9:4], 188 [18:5], 162 [9:8], 199 [108:11], 279 [149:4], 218
[140:7], 122 [9:5], 283 [38:5], 40 [85:5], 203 [122:14]: Turk. *El[l]ig[*Iri?] Kiiliig Sad
Baga Ishara? Osawa (2006: 479), variants Tasagil (1995-2000: I: 116), Rybatzki (2000:
207-208, 216-217) (for similar titles). With the exception of kiiliig (‘“famous”, Clauson
1972: 717-718, a component in some personal names) it is a collection of titles. 487 4 is
a variant of the more common ) &£l% Shaboliie: EMC: sai/se: pat liak LMC: sa: puat
liak (P: 273 [85: 4], 40[167:5], 205 [lyue, 102-106]), MC: srae pat ljak (K: 398, 26, 288,
see Kasai (2014: 125) Shaboluo ¥>#kf#E EMC: sailse: pat la LMC: sa: puat la and
Yishiboluo & 52 % EMC: ?it si’/si’ pa la LMC: ?it sr' pua la). This title, according to
Kasai (2014: 66, n.24) in Bactrian is omapovo, but not read as such in Sims-Williams
(2010: 78 [211]). However, the latter compares it with $p’»’ or Sp’r’ (title/name) in
Manichaean script texts. This could be *ISpara. A poorly preserved coin from Ca¢ has:
(Sogd.) *’sbr’ twrk [x]’y’n ISbara Tirk Qagan (Lurie 2010: 111-112 [178]).The title
Isbara (ISvara < Sanskrit isvara “lord, prince”) entered Turkic via Tokharian, Clauson
(1972: 257). 1t is also recorded as #f{ W& Shibolue (P: 283 [38: 5], 40 [85:5], 205 [lyue,
102-6]), EMC: ¢i/ei’ pa liak LMC: si' pua liak), I8k & (=l) Shaboliie EMC: sail/se:
pat liak LMC: sa: puat liak (P: 273 [85:4], 40[167:5], 205 [lyue, 102-106], see Pritsak
(1985: 205-206) noting the full honorifics accompanying this regnal name). In addition,
other names/titles/honorifics associated with Isbara Qagan in the Chinese accounts are: 1
Shetu EMC: giap d> LMC: siap thus (P: 279[64:18], 311 [31:11], Liu, 1958, I: 44 et
passim, Xiong, 2009: 433) and #{R Erfu (EMC: pi3’/ni’ buwk LMC: ri' fjwwk/fuwk, P:
88 [89:10], 98 [9:4] also 101 [9:4]: EMC: buw" LMC: fhijyw /fiuw . Lurje suggests a
reading of Erba? and offers the EMC form as pia’/ni’ -bait/be:t the latter form is not
found in P) Qagan (Liu, 1958, I: 42). Pritsak (1985: 206) considered this a personal name.
Osawa (2006: 479) reads it as “Ni-fok” reflecting Sogd. “Niwar” (see below). Klyastornyj
& Livsic (1972: 74 and n.6) cite older reconstructions: #Zie-b juk. Chin. Erfu = *Neber,
*Neber and is probably distinct from Shetu. His name (title?) is recorded in the Sogdian
Bugut inscription of the First Tirk Qaganate: nw’’r xy,n (¥*Niwar/Niwar? Qagan), “the
Yaruga brother of Mugan Qagan” m(wx)n x’¢’'n y'rwk’ ‘HY, noted in the Bugut
inscription, 1. 2-3, BIL. 8-9, B.II1.4 (Lurje 2010: 280 [#820], Moriyasu & Ochir 1999:
123, Olmez 2012: 67; see also discussion in Rybatzki 2000: 216-219, who suggests the
possibility of a connection with Sogd. nw’, nwh [nwa, nawa] “nine” a lucky number in
Turko-Mongolian names). Pritsak (1985: 206), following suggestions in Klyastornyj &
Livsic (1972: 74) (Nie-t’u-Shé-t’u = rAzie-b iuk, nzie-b 'udt = fiebuk [fievuk] fiebar [fievar],
and n.6), argues that Shetu is to be read as nie pi (# has the alternate reading of nie).
Pritsak cites the outdated work of Karlgren (1991[1923]: 207 [667] 220 [719]): cf. also
the revised version Karlgren (1996 [1957]: 89 [290a], 37 [64a]) siat d’o/d uo, not noted
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Digincha, son of Keluo®’
Apa/Daluobian Qagan (581-587),* son of Mugan
Baga Qagan®’ Yabgu Qagan,” Chuluohou’! (587-588), son of Keluo

by him), proffering Anc. Chin. nicip ‘pj"i, but he confused & with [E AC b’idi’. Pritsak
suggests that nw’’r, is this Qagan’s “original” Turkic name: *ndbdr. This is highly
unlikely as aside from several interrogatives, Turkic has almost no words, except for a
few loanwords, that begin with »n-. Drompp (1991: 100) notes that there were “five
subordinate qaghans” under I§bara Qagan.

Rybatzki (2000: 216). The discrepancy between the Suishu and the Bugut inscription
remains unexplained.

%22 EMC: di" gin ts"it/ts"e:t LMC: thi khin ts"a:t (P: 76 [32:3], 254 [19:11], 47
[40:11]), the last character is for the title Sad, given to close relative of the Qagan
(Clauson 1972: 866), the brother of I§bara who became an ally of Apa Qagan (Tasagil
19952004, 1: 43—44, 46, 123,137, Liu, 1958, 1: 49 terms him I$bara’s cousin, Osawa
2006: 479: Chigincha [Turk. Tegin Sad] terms him an “uncle” of Ibara/Shetu).

KB(E EMC: da’, daj” ld" bjian" LMC: tha, tha la phian (P: 69 [37:0], 203 [162:19],
37 [9:7]). Daluobian (= Tarpan? De La Vaissiere (2010: 271), Gumilév (1967: 58, n.25,
464) saw a “Turkic” “Torémen” (*Toremen) in this name and equated Daluobian/Apa
Qagan/Abrii/Tovpovp”. A son of Muqgan, he was also known under the title Apa Qagan
(User 2010: 271): P Abo (Kasai 2014: 122, P: 23 [170:5], 40 [85:5] EMC: ?a pa LMC:
?a pua Qagan. Apa (Turk. “ancestor, grandfather” also used to designate various senior
family members, Clauson 1972: 5, User 2010: 248), does appear in Turkic names and
titles (DTS, 1969: 47, Giilensoy & Kigiiker 2015: 29), if, indeed, Turkic (cf. also Finno-
Ugric *appe “Schwiegervater”, Hung. apa “Vater”, Rédei 1988, I: 14), it would be an
early example of Turkic in Tiirk titles. Here, it would denote “Senior Qagan”, clearly part
of Daluobian’s attempts to heighten his political status. Kasai (2014: 121, 122) citing
Turfan texts from the period 498-640, has: [ & abo (EMC: ?a pak) and [#[## abo (EMC:
?a pak, P: 23 [170:5], 41 [24:10] and 23 [170:5], 41 [64:10]), pointing, perhaps, to a
different title/honorific.

E5{i] Mohe EMC: mak ya LMC: mak xha (P: 218 [140:7], 122 [9:5]), MC: mak ha (K:
313, 155) = Baga Qagan < Sogd. fy’, Bactr. Bayo, Paya “God, lord” (Rastorgueva &
Edel’man 2000-2015, 1I: 49), Sogd. mx’ (compound in names < Sanskrit mahd “great”,
Lurje 2010: 253 [717, 718]). Rybatzki 2000: 220, cautions against connecting Sogd. mag’
with mahd. Baga earlier held the title 22| Tuli Sad (Liu 1958, I: 97, Drompp 1991: 99,
112, n.41, Tasagil 1995-2004, I: 151). The epithet/honorific 22F] MC: /watldwat Ii° (S:
313 [31-12a], [26—24ab]) appears in a number of titles (see below).

#3# Yehu EMC: jiap yo" LMC: jiap xfus™ (P: 364 [140:9], 128 [149:14], MC yep-huH
(Kroll 540, 166): Yabgu Qagan.

EEEE EMC: "5 la yow, LMC: 15"i3 /ts"y5 la xhiaw P: 60 [141:5], 203 [122:14],
125[9:7]), MC: 5" jwo®/ts"jwo€ 1d you (S: 49 [1-18-85a], 215 [18-10a], 146—147 [10-6a],
MC: tsyhoX la huw (K: 58, 289, 162). Chuluohou may be a rendering of *colaq or colug
“with one arm...crippled, lame, see Clauson (1972: 419-420, DTS 1969: 152, 153 where
Coluq is also noted as a personal name). Other possibilities are calig attested first in
eleventh century “calling (or searching) for a strayed animal” also used as a summons by
the chiefs to the “villagers and nomads”, Middle Qipéaq calig “quarrelsome, malicious”



48

92

93

94

95

Peter Golden

Panna Qagan, son of Muqan (?)*

Tanhan Qagan’

Qimin® Qagan (r.599, 603609 or 611), son of Baga Qagan
Dulan [Yongyulu] Qagan’® (588-599), son of Isbara/*Nebir Qagan

etc. The reconstruction of a Turkic (or other) anthroponym/title/honoric from this form is
far from clear. In addition to Chavannes (1941: 4, 18, 48.n.4, 49,n.5) (noted above), see
Pan (1997: 104, 120-122, 172-173). Drompp (1991: 112, n.41) points out the confusion
in the Chinese sources regarding the titles held by Chuluohou. On genealogy, sometimes
misinterpreted, see de La Vaissiére (2011: 273-274).

#& 3K Panna: EMC: phan na’ (P: 231 [85:12], 221[163:4]) noted in 582 as a subordinate
Qagan under I8bara, (Liu 1958, I: 94, Drompp 1991:100, 113, n.45). Osawa (2006: 479)
equates him with Anluo/Umna Qagan (above).

AT Tanhan: EMC: am/f"am yan/yan" (P: 300 [154:4], 118/119 [85:3]), cf. Tamgan
(Topydv, the name of an early ninth century Christianized Khazar, Moravcsik 1958, 1I:
297). He is noted as a friend of Apa Qagan, caught in the struggles between I$bara and his
rivals, he was a subordinate Qagan during ISbara’s period of dominance and later went
over to Tardu. He was probably an Ashina, although that is not specifically stated
(Chavannes 1941: 49, n.5, Liu 49, 522, n.235, Drompp 1991: 100, Tasagil 1995-2004, I:
38,41, 4344, 46, 130, 155).

In full form: Ef| BE BR/ZE B Yili zhen dou qimin: EMC: 2"/2ih Ii" trin dow” K'ej’
mjin LMC:2i I trin thow khjiaj' mjin (P: 368 [61:9], 188 [18:5], 401 [95:5], 81 [151:0],
247 [30:8], 216 [169:6], MC: ‘ejH lijH trin tuwH khejX mjin (K: 548, 262, 598, 91, 356,
308), MC: Kiei® mjien 4 (S: 276 [26—4ac], 323[32—40a]). According to the Sui shu, the
honorific was said to mean “strong in thought and wisdom” (Chavannes 1941: 336.
Tagagil 1995-2004: 56 renders it as Yili dou Qimin “one who is sound in thought and
reliable™). See also see Liu, 1958, I: 59 (“Stark an Willen und Weisheit”), II: 533, n.324
for B FIiH EELA Yili mi dou giren: MC: ‘gjH lijH mjie tuwH khejX nyin (K: 548, 262,
91, 302, 356, 385) and other variants. He also appears as 4% Rangan (S: MC: nzjim®’ <
ydn [36-19a], 252 [24-2f] and ZEF| Tuli Qagan: EMC: dwar li" LMC: thut li' (P: 311
[116:4], 188 [18:5]; see Drompp 1991: 101 [as son of Chuluohou], Xiong, 2009: 407, Liu,
1958, I: 57-58, I1: 544, n.388, Tasagil, 1995-2004, I: 59-63, Skaff 2012: 39, 43, 212). De
La Vaissiére also notes him as Z3%/] Duli (EMC: # li" LMC: w3 i P, 81 [163:9], 188
[18:5])/TovAdiy (Theoph. Sim. 1972: 259), cousin of Niri. On his unhappy career, see de
La Vaissiére (2015: 453-455). The name, *Tuldiq (?) is of uncertain linguistic affiliation.
He is sometimes equated with the ancestral figure Yami/*Yama noted in the Ongi[in]
inscription, but this seems unlikely. On Yami and its problems, see Rybatzki (2000: 208—
209).

#1# Dulan: EMC: 5 lam LMC: tu5 lam (P: 81[163:9], 182[118:14]), abbreviated from
Xiejia[qie] shi duo na dulan FE{IFEZEHS #8E EMC: yet gia cid/ci ta na’ to lam LMC:
xhjiat khiia si ta na' tus lam (P: 341 [181:6], 253[9:5], 282 [140:9], 85 [36:3], 81[163:9],
182[118:14] Bielenstein 2005: 375, 678). His name was 7& E[¥ Yongyulii (Drompp
1991: 100, Xiong 2009: 138), EMC: * 2uawp/?uawy” yud 1i5 LMC Pywy gya li3/lys (P:
376 [172:5], 384 [141:7], 204 [169:7]). De La Vaissiere (2015: 453) suggests that Dulan
= EMC Toran = *Turan. De La Vaissiere (2010a: 222-223) earlier connected this name/
title with Tovpovy, noted in the letter sent (595) to the Emperor Maurice by Niri Qagan
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Niri Qagan (588-604),” son of Yangsu’’ Tegin and grandson of Mugan
Qagan
Chuluo (Curi? Cor?) Qagan (r. 603-611),” a son of Niri Qagan

I§timi Qagan (552-576) %

Tardu [Datou, Dianjue, Bujia] '°° Qagan (576-603)

recounting recent events (turbulence) in the Tiirk realm (Theoph. Sim. 1972: 259, de La
Vaissiére 2015a: 91-102). Gémeg (1999: 25) assigns him the Tiirk name “Tona Turan”.
JE%] Nili i.e. Niri an Eastern Tiirk ruler (of the ij/X3#{# Abo/Daluobian branch, r.,
587-603, Xiong 2009: 37, 378), Liu (1958, I: 117-118) has excerpts from his biography
in the Suishu. The Sogd. form in the Mongolkiire inscription (de La Vaissiére 2010a: byy
(éwr)-pay nry x’y’'n “le seigneur (Cor)-pay Niri Qaghan)”, the grandson of Mugan Qagan.
Niri represented the challenge of the Muqanids to the Keluoids (de La Vaissiére 2010:
273, Osawa 2006: 480-486, 497, placed Niri’s death in 599).

#:3% Yangsu EMC: 2iay’ so" LMC: Pian’ sus (P: 360 [177:5], 295 [120:4], MC: ?jan”
suo® (S: 78 [3-20f], 59 [1-61a]).

VMK 2 7% Nijue Chuluo EMC: nje" kuat tc"i3 la LMC: nigj’ kyat 15"i3'1s"y3" la, P: 224
[85:5], 167[64:12], 60 [141:5], 203 [122:14], (Xiong, 2009: 95, 378). The Mongolkiire
inscription has: cwry x’y 'n? (*Curi Qagan, Osawa 2006: 481, 489, 491, Lurje, 2010: 168
[393] suggests Culi). His other names and honorifics were &##Hl Hesana (EMC: yat sat
na’ LMC: xfiat sat na', P: 123 [73:5], 271 [140:14], 221 [163:4]) Qagan and 7€ Daman
(EMC: dat man" LMC: that muan’ P: 69 [162:9], 207 [85:11]) Qagan (Chavannes 1941:
34, 14-23, 50-54, 141, Xiong, 2009: 95, 214 (? —618, r. 603—611, de La Vaissiére 2010a:
222: 1. 604-610, d. 619). It is unlikely that “Chuluo” renders the Tiirk title cor (Clauson
1972: 427, referencing Giles 1892: 251 [2421]), usually written as chuo % EMC: te"wiat,
(P: 63 [30:8]), MC: tsyhwet (Kasai 2014: 124, also noting tg"yat, Kroll 2015: 63).

WL 7 Shidianmi: EMC: git tem’ mit LMC: gsit tiam' mi. (P: 285 [40:6], 77 [203:5], 213
[40:8], variants: =E25% Shidianmi EMC: eit tem’'mjit LMC: gsit tiam' mit and 575 K
Sedimi: EMC §it—t€jh mejh LMC: sat tiaj mjiaj (Kasai, 2014: 126, P: 273 [96:9], 76 [50:6],
213 [119:0], Dobrovits 2008: 69). In Greek it is Xtepfioydyav (Theoph. Sim. 1972: 257,
Dobrovits 2008: 70). The Runiform Old Tiirk writing reflects a non-Turkic name, hence
the prosthetic . The name would appear to be *Stimi/*Stiimbi or *Stimi/*Stimbi. Sirin
(2015: 149-150) gives a brief summary of the etymological question. Dobrovits (2004:
112) following Harmatta (1999: 396) suggests that it is Iranian from a conjectured (but
unattested) Saka *sthaima = sOcmi < Iran. stdna “place, country/land” i.e. *Istimi Qagan
“ruler of the country/land”.

100Gumilév (1967: 58, 104-108) with Kamoliddin in NarSaxi (2011: 133, n.36), among

others, following him, also mistakes Chavannes (1941: 361) rendering of Bujia (Pou-kia,
see below) for the name Bok6. Tardu, a name or title/honorific of unknown origin,
appears in Byzantine sources as Tapdov (Menander 1985: 178/179), in Sogdian as Trow
(Lurje 2010: 389 [11239] and Chinese #8H Datou = EMC: dat dow, LMC: that thow (P:
69, 311), NWMC: dadt/*dat/*dar dou/*dou/*thou etc (Coblin 1994:307 [0619], 2634
[0472]), dat duw (Kroll 72, 458) accurately reflects the Tardu other sources. It has no
relationship with Tardus. In 599, Tardu took the title Bilgd Qagan (Chinese #7il Bujia
Kehan): EMC: bo" kia, LMC: pﬁua“‘kia, P: 43 [66:3], 153[162:5]). His personal name was
F5 K Dianjue (EMC: tem’ kuat, LMC: tiam' kyat, P: 77 [95:6], 168 [27:10], MC temH
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Duliu'" (r. 603-605) son of Tardu.
Shegui (r. 605-617/618),'°* son of Duliu

Abbreviations
AC Ancient Chinese
BGA Bibliotheca Geographorum Arabicorum
BQ,E Bilgd Qagan Inscription, East
EMC Early Middle Chinese
K Kroll, 2015
KT, E Kiil Tegin Inscription, East
LMC Late Middle Chinese
MC Middle Chinese
ONWC Old Northwest Chinese
P Pulleyblank, 1991.
MTCA Mid-Tang Chang’an
S Schuessler, 2009.
STCA Sui-Tang Chang’an
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Speakers’ judgment about well-formedness is susceptible to variation in certain domains
of a language system. The usage of Turkish demonstratives bu, su and o is one such do-
main. In this paper the variability of speakers’ judgment will be used as a linguistic index
characterizing a group of speakers. Turkish monolingual high school students in Istanbul,
and Turkish-German bilingual peers in Berlin, participated in questionnaire surveys in
which their judgments about which demonstrative was appropriate for given contexts
were asked for. University students learning Turkish as a foreign language in Tokyo also
participated in the survey as a control group. The results show a complete parallelism be-
tween the Istanbul and Berlin students’ answers, while a considerable difference is found
between the Tokyo students’ answers and those of the Istanbul and Berlin students.

Tooru Hayasi, Department of Linguistics, University of Tokyo, Japan.
E-mail: hayasi@L.u-tokyo.ac.jp

1. Introduction

Although demonstratives seem to be found in every language, as speculated in
Dixon 2003, it is sometimes hard to know precisely how a speaker chooses the right
one among the two, three, or more available demonstratives. The reason is that they
are not distinguished simply by the distance between the speaker and the referent
(the object referred to), but other properties may also be encoded in demonstratives,
such as visibility, specificity, distinction of new/old information, etc. '

1 This paper is a revised version of my oral presentation at /5th International Conference
on Turkish Linguistics, August 20-22, 2010, Szeged. Parts of the results have also been
presented in Hayasi, Pfaff and Dolnick (2012). I am indebted to Donna Erickson and
Everett Thiele for their highly relevant comments and advice, which have improved the
paper very much. I am also grateful to Tomokazu Haebara for his clear guidance on
statistical analysis.
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Turkish has morphologically simplex demonstratives with a three-way distinc-
tion, bu, su and o,2 together with their derivatives, such as local demonstratives,
bura, sura and ora, and manner demonstratives, boyle, sdyle and dyle. It is tradi-
tional in Turkish reference grammars and textbooks to characterize bu, su and o as
referring to proximal, medial and distal referents respectively, according to the dis-
tance from the speaker. It is true that there are circumstances in which su seems to
be interchangeable with either bu or o, and which may invite us to locate it between
the proximal bu and the distal o. Recent studies of Turkish demonstratives, however,
have revealed that in those circumstances, what motivates the use of su is not the
medial distance between the speaker and the referent, but the hearer’s unawareness
of the referent; i.e. the referent of su is outside the hearer’s attention up until the
utterance moment, while the referents of bu and o are already identified by the
hearer before the utterance is spoken (Hayasi 1988, 2004, 2014; Ozyiirek 1998;
Kiintay & Ozyiirek 2006), as in (1):

(1)  Suna bak. Hasan geliyor.
‘Look at this. Hasan is coming.’

The speaker’s choice of suna, the dative form of su, in (1) reminds the hearer that
the referent is among the objects that she has not recognized yet, for example, some-
one approaching the hearer from behind. Experimental results (Hayasi & Ozsoy
2015) show that the occurrence of su is not related to any distance between the
speaker and the referent.

The new characterization of Turkish demonstratives, especially of su, seems to
be successful in many cases, but it is not free from counter-examples. The most seri-
ous of these may be the case mentioned by Balpinar (2006: 39), in which the speaker
can refer exclusively with su to the referents, su Meksika’'da ¢dlde bulunan iki
iskelet ‘those two skeletons found in the desert in Mexico’, in her memory that she
expects to be shared by the hearer, as in (2):

(2) Mr. Redbridge size s6z etmis miydi?
‘Has Mr. Redbridge told you?’
{*Bu / Su / *O} Meksika’da ¢élde bulunan iki iskelet...
‘Those two skeletons found in the desert in Mexico... ’
Ne yazik ki gergekten Richard ve Linda'ya aitmis.
‘It is a great pity that they really belong to Richard and Linda.’

(Glosses and morpheme boundaries in the original example are omitted by the
author.)

2 Turkish simplex demonstratives function as pronouns and determiners, like this and that
do in English, e.g. Bu kitap “This is a book’, bu kitap ‘this book’.
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One source of difficulty in searching for relevant factors in the choice of demonstra-
tives is the variability of speakers’ judgment. There are cases where two different
demonstratives are reported to fit the same context equally well, as well as cases
where the same demonstrative is reported to be completely appropriate for con-
siderably different contexts. Indeterminacy thus seems inevitable if we look for the
definition of the usage of demonstratives through speakers’ intuitive judgments.

In this paper, the factors controlling the choice of Turkish demonstratives will
not be explored; instead, I will try to propose a way to use such indeterminacy, i.e.
the variability of speakers’ judgments as an index characterizing a linguistic variety
spoken by a group of people. The examples to be treated here are judgments made
by Turkish monolingual and Turkish-German bilingual groups. It is often argued
that the Turkish variety of the latter group has undergone such strong and enduring
influence from German that it differs from the variety of the former. We will exam-
ine how distant or close these two groups are to each other linguistically. A group of
Japanese students studying Turkish as a foreign language will also serve as a control
group for making comparisons.

2. About surveys

2.1. Three surveys carried out in Istanbul, Berlin, and Tokyo

I carried out questionnaire surveys in Istanbul and Berlin in 2008, and in Tokyo in
2010, as follows:

Table 1: Three questionnaire surveys

Place Time Participant
Istanbul September 2008 25 ninth anditenth grado
students
Berlin June 2008 32 ninth and tenth grade
students

31 university students stud-
Tokyo July 2010 ying Turkish as a foreign
language for more than one

year

The same questionnaire was used in the three surveys. The participants took part in
the surveys completely voluntarily outside school hours. They were told to report
their judgment anonymously. They were also told that they could leave any question
unanswered if they preferred not to answer.

3 I am deeply grateful to Kemal Cengiz, Muhsin Korkmaz, Musa Duman, and Kayoko
Hayashi, who kindly distributed the questionnaire to students.
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2.2. Questionnaire

The data in this paper comprise the replies to a questionnaire asking participants to
choose the most appropriate demonstrative(s) according to the situation given in
each question.

The questionnaire contains fifty questions. Ten ask about the background of each
participant, while the forty main questions are related to the usage of Turkish words
and expressions, the majority of which (36) are concerned with demonstratives.

In the questionnaire, questions about usage are arranged to form a kind of sce-
nario of a short nonsense play. There are three characters in the play: the participant
her- or himself, the father of the participant, and the father’s Japanese friend whose
name is Hayasi. The story goes roughly as follows:

(3) Story according to which questions are arranged
“One day your home telephone (i.e., the participant’s telephone) rings and a
Japanese friend of your father asks you to call your father to the telephone.
You tell him that your father is not at home but will be back soon, since he just
went out for a walk to one of the nearby parks. The Japanese man tells you
that he needs to meet your father and will come to your house in thirty
minutes. When the Japanese man arrives at your house, your father is not
back home yet. After waiting thirty minutes, the impatient Japanese friend of
vour father goes out to look for your father at the park you show him from the
window. Before five minutes pass, your father comes back from the park. He
begins waiting for his Japanese friend, but also gets impatient, and goes out
to look for his friend. Then before five minutes pass, the Japanese comes back
and begins waiting for your father. Again he gets impatient and goes out, and
the same situation continues. It is thus unclear if they manage to see each

>

other.’

Participants were requested to choose the most appropriate expressions according to
the situation or context, which changes as the story develops. The instructions for
answering questions are shown in (4), and in (5), the first three questions about us-
age are given.

(4) Instructions

Simdi asil sorulara gegiyoruz. Asagida bir hikaye goriirsiiniiz. Tabii gergek
degil. Bu hikayede siz, babaniz ve bir Japon yer alacak. Bu iig kisi, (a), (b), (c)
.. ile gosterilen ciimlelerden hangisini soylese sizce uygun olur? Uygun olan
ciimlenin bagina bir ¢arpt isareti koyar misiniz? Eger birden fazla uygun
ciimle varsa tek tek igsaret koyabilirsiniz. Simdi basliyoruz.

[Now we are moving on to the main questions. You will see a story below. It
is, of course, not a real one. In this story you, your father, and a friend of your

father will play a part. Which of the alternatives (a), (b), (c) , etc. would be
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the most appropriate sentence for you, your father, or your father’s friend to
say? Please check the most appropriate sentence. You may check more than
one sentence if they are all equally appropriate. Now here we go.]

(5) First three questions of the questionnaire
Giizel bir yaz giinii. Evinizin telefonu ¢aldi. Telefona siz ¢iktiniz. Telefondaki
adam babanizla goriigsmek istiyor. Acaba ne soyler? (Babanizin adi “Ahmet”
olsun.) [On a beautiful summer day your home telephone rings. You pick up
the telephone. A man on the other end of the line wants to talk with your fa-
ther. What should he say? (Let’s suppose that your father’s name is “Ah-

met.”)]
(a) Ahmet Bey burada® mi? ‘Is Mr. Ahmet here,?’
(b)  Ahmet Bey surada mi? ‘Is Mr. Ahmet here,?’
(c) Ahmet Bey orada mi? ‘Is Mr. Ahmet there?’

Babaniz biraz dnce ¢evredeki bir parka yiiriiyiise ¢ikmisti. [Your father has
gone for a walk in one of the near-by parks. You say...]

(a)  Bu an burada degil. ‘At this; moment he is not here;.’
(b)  Su an burada degil. ‘At this, moment he is not here;.’
(¢) O an burada degil. ‘At that moment he is not here;.’

... diyerek devam ediyorsunuz. [...and you continue...]

(a) Ama hemen buradaki parka gittigi icin birazdan déner.

‘But he’ll be back soon, since he’s gone to a park just over here;.’
(b) Ama hemen suradaki parka gittigi icin birazdan doner.

‘But he’ll be back soon, since he’s gone to a park just over here,.’
(c) Ama hemen oradaki parka gittigi igin birazdan doner.

‘But he’ll be back soon, since he’s gone to a park just over there.’

Three versions of the questionnaire, in Turkish, German and Japanese, were pre-
pared in which the instructions, the background questions and the story are pre-
sented in each of the three languages. In Istanbul, the Turkish version was used, and
in Tokyo, the Japanese version. In Berlin, however, both Turkish and German ver-
sions were available to be chosen according to the student’s preference.

4 In translation bu and su are rendered into this; and this,, respectively. This does not mean
that we categorize both bu and su as proximal; they are just practical labels.



Variability in linguistic judgment 65

2.3. Participants

In Istanbul, 59 students in the 9th and 10th grade at a /ise ‘senior high school’ in the
city quarter of Fatih kindly accepted my request to answer the questionnaire. In Ber-
lin, participants were 32 high school students, also in the 9th and 10th grade, at a
Gymnasium in Kreuzberg.

For comparison with the results from Istanbul and Berlin, the questionnaire was
also answered in Tokyo by 31 students of Tokyo University of Foreign Studies who
had studied Turkish as a foreign language for more than one year. Their major was
Turkish studies and they therefore attended Turkish language classes more than
fourteen hours per week. One third of the lessons are taught by a Turkish native
speaker. Thus, the students are immersed in fairly good conditions for learning
Turkish as a foreign language outside of Turkey. In addition, morphosyntactic
similarities between the Turkish and Japanese demonstrative systems may also have
helped them respond to the questionnaire. Both languages have a three-way distinc-
tion: bu, su and o in Turkish, and, ko-, so- and a- in Japanese, and also resemble
each other in other morphosyntactic respects.’ Tables 2, 3, and 4 show the age and
gender distribution of each group of participants.

Table 2: Participants from Istanbul Table 3: Participants from Berlin
Age | Female | Male | Total Age | Female | Male | Total
14 12 5 17 14 4 8 12

15 14 12 26 15 3 6 9

16 5 10 15 16 3 6 9

17 0 1 1 17 1 1 2
Total 31 28 59 Total 11 21 32

Table 4: Participants from Tokyo

| Age Female | Male | Total
19 7 1 8

20 11 1 12
21 4 1 5
22 1 1 2
23 1 0 1
24 1 0 1
25 1 0 1
29 0 1 1
Total 26 5 31

5 There are, however, significant differences in usage between Turkish and Japanese de-
monstratives. See Hayasi (2004).
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3. Results

The participants’ answers were analyzed in a rather simple way. For each question,
the numbers of participants who regarded either bu, su or o as the most appropriate
demonstrative were counted. Yet, counting becomes a little complicated if students
check more than one demonstrative, thinking that they are equally appropriate. Let
me explain how the number of participants was counted, using questions 30 and 31
as examples.

(6) Question 30
(a)  BuJapon arkadagim hangi parka gitti?
‘Which park has this, Japanese friend of mine gone to?’
(b)  SuJapon arkadasim hangi parka gitti?
‘Which park has this, Japanese friend of mine gone to?’
(c) O Japon arkadasim hangi parka gitti?
‘Which park has that Japanese friend of mine gone to?’

(7)  Question 31

(a) Bu parka. ‘To this; park.’
(b) Suparka. “To this, park.’
(c) O parka. ‘To that park.’

As to question 30, among Istanbul students, 23 chose bu, 6 chose su, and 28 chose o.
One student checked both bu and o, and another checked all three demonstratives.
The former student’s responses are thus divided between bu and o; i.e. 0.5 is added
to the totals of both bu and o. Following the same method, the latter’s responses are
divided among bu, su and o; i.e. 0.3333, is added to each of the totals of bu, su and
o. As a result, among the Istanbul participants the totals for bu, su and o in question
30 are 23.8, 6.3, and 28.8 respectively. The totals for the Berlin and Tokyo partici-
pants were counted similarly. Table 5 shows the result of question 30.

Table 5: The result of question 30

Istanbul Berlin Tokyo
Demonstrative bu su o bu su o bu su o
Number of
patticipants 238| 63| 288 140] 25| 155]| 00/ 100] 210
choosing each
demonstrative
Percentage of | 45 40 | 10.7% | 48.9% | 43.8% | 7.8% | a8.4% | 0.0% | 32.3% | 67.7%
participants

As to question 31, among Istanbul students, 15 chose bu, 25 chose su, and 18 chose
o. There was also one student who reported that all three demonstratives were equal-
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ly appropriate in the context where question 31 was placed. This student’s responses
are divided equally among the three demonstratives, as in the case of question 30.
Table 6 shows the result of question 31.

Table 6: The result of question 31
Istanbul Berlin Tokyo

Demonstrative bu su o bu su o bu su o

Number of
participants
choosing each
demonstrative
Percentage of
participants

153 | 253 | 183 115 15.0 5.5 1.0 85| 215

26.0% | 42.9% | 31.1% | 35.9% | 46.9% | 17.2% 3.2% | 27.4% | 69.4%

Tables 5 and 6 show that in no city do students’ answers converge upon one de-
monstrative. Rather, they seem to be scattered over the three demonstratives, espe-
cially in Istanbul and Berlin. In Tokyo, however, concentration occurs for the de-
monstrative o. Assuming that variability of speakers’ replies may reflect part of their
linguistic competence or the common linguistic knowledge of a speech community,
then variability may be regarded as information rather than noise. Along this line of
thinking, Table 7 shows the numbers of participants choosing each of the demon-
stratives.

Gray cells on each line show the demonstratives chosen by the majority of par-
ticipants, i.e. the most frequent responses. Comparison of the most frequent re-
sponses of the Istanbul and Berlin students shows an easily recognizable parallelism,
as the same demonstrative was chosen as the most frequent response in all 38 ques-
tions about choices of demonstratives.

Can such congruence result from mere coincidence? The probability of two
groups agreeing completely in 38 independent choices is quite low, occurring by
chance in about one in 1.35 quintillion trials. Thus, the congruence between the Is-
tanbul and Berlin students’ responses is considered to be significant.

Were the questions too easy? For some of the questions, judgments of partici-
pants were scattered over two or three demonstratives, thus showing no congruence,
as is seen in the results for question 30 (Table 5) and question 31 (Table 6). This
means that participants felt some hesitation in answering at least some of the ques-
tions, indicating that the questions were not too easy.
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Table 7: Choice of demonstratives by Istanbul, Berlin and Tokyo participants®

Question Istanbul Berlin Tokyo
1D bu su 0 |other bu su 0 |other bu su 0 |other
1 0.0 0.0 [59.0 0.0 2.5 0.5 |29.0 0.0 3.0 55 [225 0.0
2 0.0 [59.0 00 | 00 | 20 |300 00 | 00 J150 |100 60 | 00
3 370 |20.0 0.0 20 | 230 8.0 0.0 10 | 16.0 8.5 6.5 1.0
4 55 |525 10 | 95 |225 00 | 190 |120 0.0
6 00 | 00 [495 95 | 00 | 00 |205 |115 30 | 40 [125 [115
T 0.5 00 |585 0.0 4.0 00 |28.0 00 | 140 20 |15.0 0.0
10 11.0 1.0 |47.0 00 115 25 |180 00 | 45 55 |21.0 0.0
11 49.5 1.0 8.5 00 |235 0.0 8.5 00 |27.0 1.0 3.0 0.0
12 50.5 8.5 00 | 00 J205 7.5 40 | 00 235 5.0 25 | 00
13 00 | 00 | 45 |545 00 [ 00 9.0 |23.0 00 | 00 |130 |180
14 59.0 0.0 00 | 295 1.5 1.0 | 230 8.0 0.0
15 55.5 25 1.0 | 25.5 6.5 0.0 |27.5 3.5 0.0
16 56.5 1.0 1.5 | 00 |288 1.3 1.8 | 00 |310 00 [ 00 | 00
17 57.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 ]29.0 0.5 2.5 00 |25.0 2.0 4.0 0.0
18 7.0 |225 |285 1.0 75 75 |17.0 0.0 | 100 8.0 [130 0.0
19 1.0 0.0 |58.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 |30.0 0.0 | 225 0.0 8.5 0.0
21 1.0 3.0 |55.0 00 | 00 [ 40 |280 00 | 00 |115 |195 0.0
22 180 |320 9.0 0.0 58 [153 |10.8 0.0 2.3 98 |[188 0.0
23 former | 12.8 28 |433 00 | 68 [ 43 |208 00 | 25 6.0 [225 0.0
23 latter 52.5 6.5 0.0 25.5 6.5 0.0 22.0 9.0 0.0
24 22.0 [250 |120 00 120 [120 80 | 00 | 30 |135 [145 0.0
25 4.5 40 |50.5 0.0 4.0 45 |23.5 0.0 2.0 85 |205 0.0
26 00 | 30 |560 0.0 1.0 1.5 |295 0.0 10 | 45 |255 0.0
27 37.0 50 |16.0 1.0 |21.5 5.0 5.5 0.0 200 4.0 7.0 0.0
28 9.0 | 00 |50.0 00 | 75 | 00 |245 00 | 50 | 95 |165 0.0
29 33 |108 [103 |348 25 5.0 70 |17.5 0.0 30 [100 [180
30 238 6.3 | 288 00 | 140 25 [155 00 | 00 |100 |21.0 0.0
31 153 |253 |183 00 |11.5 [150 55 | 00 10 | 85 |215 0.0
32 215 205 [11.0 00 J180 |11.0 3.0 00 | 40 | 95 |175 0.0
33 165 |280 |145 00 | 7.2 [202 47 | 00 | 30 [105 [175 0.0
34 20 1.0 |56.0 00 | 03 6.3 [253 00 | 00 | 35 |275 0.0
35 0.0 1.0 |58.0 00 | 43 38 [238 00 | 80 [ 40 |190 0.0
36 59.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ]29.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 |31.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
37 30 |130 |430 00 | 65 |11.0 |145 0.0 10 | 50 [250 0.0
38 former 228 |[143 [21.8 00 |11.7 |11.7 8.7 0.0 80 [155 7.5 0.0
38 latter |228 |143 |21.8 00 J11.7 [11.7 87 | 00 | 20 |120 [17.0 0.0
39 19.3 [830.3 9.3 00 | 143 |148 2.8 0.0 1.0 85 |21.5 0.0
40 5.0 7.0 _|47.0 00 | 38 | 63 [21.8 0.0 10 | 50 |250 0.0

[Note: Demonstratives chosen by the majority of participants are in gray cells.]

As for Tokyo students, in 71% of the questions (i.e. 27 out of 38 questions), the de-
monstratives chosen by the majority are the same as those chosen by the majority of
the Istanbul and Berlin students. I think this is rather a good result for students learn-

6 Results of questions 5, 8, 9 and 20 are excluded from Table 7, because they do not con-
cern the demonstratives. Questions 23 and 38, on the other hand, actually each contain
two questions, which are shown as the former and the latter, respectively.
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ing Turkish as a foreign language, though the ratio of congruence is clearly much
lower than that between the Istanbul and Berlin students (71% vs. 100%). The dif-
ference is mainly a result of the Tokyo students choosing o more frequently than the
Istanbul and Berlin students; the majority from Tokyo chose o in 22 questions,
whereas those from Istanbul and Berlin chose o in just 16 questions.

Up to this point, we have focused on which demonstrative is chosen by the
majority of each group. However, the distribution of answers to the specific ques-
tions may differ considerably, even though the same demonstrative might be chosen
by the majority. For example, in question 30, o was chosen by the majority of stu-
dents both in Istanbul and in Tokyo. Yet, as shown in Table 5, in Istanbul, many
students also chose bu and the difference between o and bu is small, while in Tokyo
more concentration is found on the demonstrative o, and no student chose bu.

An effective approach for showing differences in distribution of answers may be
to calculate the Entropy of the answer distribution, since Entropy (H*)” can show the
degree of scatteredness of categorical variables. When the number of alternatives is
three, as is the case in most of our questions, Entropy is defined, as follows:

3 P(xi)logP(xi)

. * = _) 7
(8) Entropy: H =1 logs

For example, if all the participants chose one and the same demonstrative, then the
Entropy would be 0. On the other hand, if the same number of participants chose
each of the three demonstratives, then, the Entropy would be 1. According to how
concentrated the answers are, the value of Enfropy varies between 0 and 1, with 0
showing maximal concentration and 1 maximal scatteredness. Using this formula,
the Entropy of the answers to questions 30 and 31 from Istanbul can be calculated,

as shown in (9) and (10). The results are 0.87 and 0.98, respectively; hence the de-
gree of scatteredness is considerable in both cases.

(9) H'=—YP(x;)logP (x)/log3
=-1* {23.8/59 * log (23.8/59) + 6.3/59 * log (6.3/59)
+28.8/59 * log (28.8/59) } / log 3
~0.87

(10) H'=—Y P (x;) log P (x;) / log 3
=-1* {15.3/59 * log (15.3/59) + 25.3/59 * log (25.3/59)
+18.3/59 * log (18.3/59) } /log 3
~0.98
In the same way, the Entropies of all the answers of Istanbul, Berlin and Tokyo stu-
dents were calculated to compare the values for each group. Figure 1 is the scatter
diagram of the Entropy values of Istanbul and Berlin students’ answers.

7 More precisely, what we call Entropy here should be termed ‘normalized’ Entropy.
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Figure 1: Correlation in variability between Istanbul and Berlin

Each dot in Figure 1 stands for one of the questions in the questionnaire. The x-axis
shows the Entropy values of the Istanbul students’ answers to the questions, while
the y-axis shows the Entropy values of the Berlin students’ answers to the same
questions.

Figure 1 indicates a strong positive correlation for students from Istanbul and
Berlin; Figure 2, on the other hand, shows a scattered distribution with no correla-
tion for students from Istanbul and Tokyo.
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Figure 2: Correlation in variability between Istanbul and Tokyo

Thus, when considering not only which demonstrative is chosen by the majority, but
also the distribution patterns of answers, we see that the answers from students in
Istanbul and Berlin show almost perfect congruence.

4. Conclusion

The purpose of this research was to examine variability in demonstrative usage
among Turkish speakers. The method involved looking at speakers in three distinct
locales: Istanbul, Turkey; Berlin, Germany; and Tokyo, Japan. The first two groups
consisted of first-language or bilingual speakers. The third group consisted of se-
cond-language learners of Turkish and acted as a control group.

The answers from the Tokyo students showed congruence internally, but not
with the answers of the first-language or bilingual Turkish speakers. Our results sug-
gest that mono/bilingual speakers share an understanding of the meaning of the
demonstratives which the second-language learners do not. It may be the case that
they chose o as the default demonstrative when they were hesitant about the choice.
Actually, the distal demonstrative o is also most frequently chosen by the Istanbul
and Berlin students; o was chosen in 16 questions, bz in 12, and s« in 8 questions.

The comparison of the answers given by the Istanbul and Berlin students reveals
an almost complete parallelism between the two groups. In every question, the same
demonstrative is chosen by the majority of students in both cities. The same pattern
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of variability is also found in their answers. The parallelism between Istanbul and
Berlin speakers becomes more salient when compared with the pattern of the Tokyo
students’ answers.

The close similarity between the Berlin and Istanbul students in the judgment of
demonstratives is particularly amazing considering that 30 of 32 participants in Ber-
lin were born in Germany, that 8 students reported speaking German better than
Turkish (15 reported speaking both well), and that the German and Turkish
demonstrative systems are different (with a two-way distinction in the German
demonstrative system vs. a three-way distinction in Turkish).

The Turkish varieties spoken in Germany usually contain many loans from Ger-
man and some of their grammatical idiosyncrasies are not found in varieties spoken
in Turkey. This gives us the impression that Turkish varieties spoken in Germany
have undergone much change induced by the language contact with German. How-
ever, we should not draw hasty conclusions. Formal components such as lexical
items and grammatical rules are usually explicit, and accordingly are more influen-
tial than implicit components, such as patterns and frequencies of their occurrence,
in forming the holistic impression of a linguistic variety, although the latter also are
important. The results of this paper should thus be taken as another example of the
multifacetedness of language.
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1. Introduction

The existence of a world class ‘adjectives’ in the Turkic languages has long been
disputed, and scholars have come to fairly different conclusions on this question.
Without being exhaustive, I mention some of the most influential research results:
Gronbech (1936: 24), for example, has stated that “der Nominalbegriff ist also so
vielseitig, dass er mehrere unserer sprachlichen Kategorien umspannt. Ein tiirkisches
Nomen ist also weder ein Substantiv, noch ein Adjektiv, sondern eben beides zu
gleicher Zeit”. Decades later, Braun and Haig (2000) argued for a ‘superclass’ of
nominals that would be “a continuum from prototypical noun to prototypical adjec-
tive’ (Braun & Haig 2000: 91). Contrary to these views, Johanson (2006) has pre-
sented structural evidence that unequivocally demonstrates “the classhood of nouns
and adjectives in Turkic” (Johanson 2006: 57). I also have expressed my view that
(1) prototypical major class items belong to one and only one lexical class, (2) there
are grammatical criteria which make it possible to distinguish adjectives from nouns
in the Turkic languages, and (3) certain grammatical processes allow adjectives to
function as nouns in Turkic, but nouns cannot usually function as adjectives (Karoly
2014: 60).

Looking at the results of general linguistic investigations of this question and
taking the evidence of comparative typology into consideration, we see that adjec-
tives in the languages of the world represent a class distinguishable from the class of
nouns. For instance, Dixon, one of the most prominent researchers of this question,
writes the following: “I suggest that a distinct world class ‘adjectives’ can be recog-
nized for every human language. In some languages, adjectives have similar gram-
matical properties to nouns, in some to verbs, in some to both nouns and verbs, and
in some to neither. I suggest that there are always some grammatical criteria—
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sometimes rather subtle—for distinguishing the adjective class from other word
classes.” (Dixon 2004: 1)

In an early paper, Dixon (1982 [1977])" has defined some important criteria for
the comparative analysis of adjectives in the world’s languages. It is worth noting
that Dixon regards a lexeme as an adjective when (1) it is monomorphemic, gener-
ally referred to as primary, and (2) it denotes a property typical of adjectives, gener-
ally referred to as prototypical. On the basis of monomorphemic lexemes in English,
Dixon (1982 [1977]: 15-16) defines seven basic semantic types, i.e. classes of lex-
emes, which could make up the word class ‘adjectives’. These are AGE, COLOUR,
DIMENSION, HUMAN PROPENSITIES, PHYSICAL PROPERTIES, SPEED,
and VALUE, which altogether include 36 basic lexemes. These are listed below. He
then compares these universal semantic types in terms of their semantic, syntactic
and morphological properties in seventeen languages.” The typological comparison
between languages provides, among other things, an important finding: some of the
universal semantic types, i.e. HUMAN PROPENSITIES, PHYSICAL PROPER-
TIES and SPEED, do not appear to be prototypical in terms of cross-linguistic gen-
eralization (Dixon 1982 [1977]: 46-48).

Since Dixon’s basic adjectives denote typologically universal properties, one can
suppose that they are relatively stable over time. This assumption however hardly
goes back to reliable research data. The first serious study on diachronic features of
basic adjectives is that of Schoneborn (2006), who compares and analyses the pri-
mary adjectives of English and German in terms of diachronic stability.

Similar to Schoneborn (2006), the present paper aims at analysing the same set
of basic adjectives in Turkic. In section 2, I provide the Old Turkic equivalents of
the 36 primary adjectives in English, and describe them with an emphasis on their
primariness.® Then, section 3 comprises corresponding data and their analysis taken
from seven modern Turkic languages: Turkish, Turkmen, Tatar, Kazakh, Uyghur,
Khakas, and Yakut.*

The universal semantic types and the 36 lexical items (cf. Dixon 1982 [1977]:
38) used in the present analysis are as follow:

1 For further discussion on typological considerations regarding the word class(es) ‘adjec-
tives’, see Dixon (1994, 2004).

2 Itis important to note that Dixon analysed only languages with a minor class ‘adjectives’.
Languages with an open class of adjectives have not been considered.

3 If an adjective in Turkic is found to be a derivative, e.g. a deverbal one, only the root of
the derivation and its basic part of speech membership will be considered, as Dixon (1982
[1977]: 36) also has done.

4 The dozens of dictionaries and other materials used for the identification of the proper
lexemes are not mentioned in the References.
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1. Prototypical types

1k
2.
3.

4.

AGE (A) — new, old
VALUE (V) — good, bad

Laszl6 Karoly

DIMENSION (D) — big, small, long, short, wide, narrow, deep, shal-

low, open

COLOUR (C) — black, white, red

2. Non-prototypical types
HUMAN PROPENSITIES (H) — cruel, kind, generous, jealous,
proud, happy, clever, fierce
PHYSICAL PROPERTIES (P) — heavy, light, hot, cold, sharp, blunt,

1

wet, dry, raw, whole
SPEED (S) — quick, slow

2. Primary adjectives in Old Turkic

The following table shows the closest Old Turkic equivalents of the English words
on Dixon’s list. If more then one equivalent is found for a semantic concept, the
morphologically simplest, semantically closest and most commonly used one has
been selected. In two cases, i.e. ‘old’ and ‘big’, two lexemes are provided. The rea-
sons will be described below.

Table 1. The primary adjectives in Old Turkic

Sem. type English Derivational class® Old Turkic form

A
A

o< <

vlviviivilvlvlv}

new P yani
old P diski

P kari
good P adgii
bad P yavlak
big \% bddiik

P (N) ulug
small P kicig
long P (V) uzun
short \%
wide P ken
narrow P tar
deep P triy
shallow P sik

kisga, kiska

Meaning in Old Turkic
new

old (of things)

old (of living beings)
good

bad, evil

big, great

big, great

small

long

short

wide, broad

narrow, constricted, confined
deep

shallow, scanty

5 This column briefly defines the morphological structure of the Old Turkic lexemes:
P = primary; V = adjective derived from a verb; N = adjective derived from a noun;
* = unknown, unclear status; ! = word with imperfect matching.
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D open v
C black P
C white P
C red P (*N)
H cruel P
H kind A%
H generous P
H jealous P
H proud P (*V)
H happy N
H clever P (*V)
H fierce P
P heavy P
P light A%
P hot A%
P cold A%
P sharp P
P blunt v
P wet P
P dry v
P raw P
P whole V
S quick A%
S slow P

acok
kara
tiriin
kizil
kadir
amrak
aki
kiini
kiiviiz
mapnilig
tetig
kal
agir
yenig
isig
sogik
yiti

! tig-®
ol
kurig
yig
biitiin
yiigriik
! akru

77

open
black

white

red

grim, brutal, dangerous
benign, friendly
generous, open-handed
jealousy; jealous

proud, pride

joyful, happy
quick-witted, intelligent
wild, savage, mad
heavy

light

hot

cold

sharp

make blunt’

damp, moist

dry

raw

complete, entire

fast, swift

gently, quietly; gentle, slow

It has already been noted by Johanson (2006: 71-76) that even adjectives “among
the core types” are often derived ones. He mentions, as typical adjectivizers in Tur-
kic, the suffixes -V(G), -(V)K, -IV(G), and -sVz, and interprets many deverbal
adjectives as old lexicalized participles, see e.g. Tuvan 6/iig ‘dead’ «— ol- ‘to die’, or
Khakas pdlik ‘separated’ < pdl- ‘to separate’. Accordingly, adjectives derived from
intransitive verbs express a property of the first actant, i.e. an intransitive subject,
and those of derived from transitive verbs denote a property of the second actant, i.e.
a transitive object (Johanson 2006: 76).*

Our data also show a high number of deverbal, i.e. non-primary, adjectives of the
universal semantic types. It is not easy however to decide which word can be con-

6 The word tiimgd, found in Old Uyghur Buddhist texts, is most likely a term denoting the
human propensity of being ‘dull, intellectually weak’ and not the property of an object,

see further Erdal (1991: 376-377).

7 This is the only case for which I could not find a proper adjective in the sources known to

me.

8 Many primary adjectives in Germanic are also verbal derivatives, as Schoneborn (2006:

109) has pointed out.
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sidered primary or secondary in a dead historical language. Even if it is evident to us
that the Old Turkic adjective uzun ‘long’ is a derivative from the verb uza- ‘to be, or
become, long’ by means of the suffix -Xn, it is unclear whether this relation was
transparent for the average speakers of Old Turkic. In case of uncertainty I made an
introspective decision, but other scholars might come to different conclusions. In
any event, I have given the ultimate source of no longer transparent adjectives
within brackets in the above table.

Deverbal adjectives of the universal semantic types were formed in Old Turkic
by means of the following suffixes: -(X)g,” -(O)k,'® -Xn,'" and -g4."* Besides the
deverbal adjectives, there are two words going back to nominal roots: (1) the word
ulug ‘big, great’ (< ullug ‘having foundation, basis’) «— u/ ‘foundation, basis’ that
without doubt had already become monomorphemic for the speakers of Old Turkic,
and (2) the obviously transparent adjective mdpyilig ‘joyful, happy’ « mdyi ‘joy’.

If the adjective kizil ‘red’ comes from an unknown, but fairly easily reconstructi-
ble base (< *kizsil <) *kiz, as suggested by certain scholars, it is also a derived
prototypical adjective.

Regarding the stability of adjectives of the universal semantic types, we see that
often different words can compete for the same semantic position."* The word ddgii
was the ultimate adjective for ‘good’ in the earliest period of Old Turkic; yaksi
‘good’'* not only appeared later in the sources, but had the original meaning ‘suita-
ble, pleasing, good-looking” (Clauson 1972: 908; Erdal 1991: 344). It gradually
became synonymous with ddgii and later became the de facto word for ‘good’ in
many different Turkic languages.

In the Old Turkic sources we find three different words for the semantic concept
‘bad’. (1) yavlak ‘bad, evil’ and (2) yaviz ‘bad’"® were more or less synonymous; the
latter however disappeared by the 16th century. The word (3) yaman ‘bad, evil’

9 See yenig ‘light’ « yeni- ‘to be, or become, light’, isig ‘hot’ « isi- ‘to be hot’, and kurig
‘dry’ « kuri- ‘to be, or become, dry’. The word fetig ‘quick-witted, intelligent’ might
also be a derivative, cf. tetil- ‘to become intelligent’. Although very hypothetical, we
cannot rule out that the adjective kicig ‘small’ is also a derivative in -(X)g.

10 See bddiik ‘big, great’ « bddii- ‘to be, or become, big, great’, acok ‘open’ «— ac- ‘to
open’, amrak ‘benign, friendly’ « amra- ‘to be contented, at peace’, and sogik ‘cold’ «—
sogi- ‘to be cold’.

11 See uzun ‘long’ < uza- ‘to be, or become, long’, and biitiin ‘complete, entire’ « biit- ‘to
become complete’.

12 See kisga, kiska ‘short’ « kis- ‘to compress, squeeze, pinch’.

13 Since Old Turkic was not a homogeneous language, some of the example cases may
represent dialectal differences in Old Turkic.

14 1t is a verbal adjective derived from yakis- ‘to approach, or to be near to, one another’ «
yak- ‘to approach, or be near to’.

15 Because they have the same initial segment yav, some scholars have suggested that these
words are etymologically related.
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appeared relatively late in the written sources, but had become dominant already in
Middle Turkic, and is so in many modern Turkic languages.

The two adjectives bddiik ‘big, great’ and u/ug id. became synonymous already
in Old Turkic, but we can easily prove that u//ug originally meant *‘stable, founded’
< *‘having a foundation, basis’.

Concerning the words for ‘old’, Old Turkic had a clear differentiation between
things and living beings, with dski being used for the first, and kari denoting the
second concept.

The typical word for ‘white’ was ziriiy in Old Turkic. The adjective ak meant
only the white coat, fur of an animal, cf. ak ar ‘white coloured horse’. And again, it
became a general term for the colour ‘white’ and in most modern languages replaced
the other adjective.

The positive sense of the notion ‘proud’ was generally expressed by the word
kiiviz ‘proud, pride’ already in Old Uyghur texts, whereas the word 6ktim, appear-
ing first in the Karakhanid sources, had a rather pejorative connotation meaning
‘proud, boastful’.

The word yig is the oldest attestation in the written sources for the concept ‘raw’,
it was however slowly replaced by the synonymous word ¢ig, from the Karakhanid
period onwards.

It seems highly likely that the word akru ‘gently; gentle, slow’ was primarily an
adverb and that its adjectival meaning is secondary. Both akru and yavas denoted
the human propensity of being ‘gentle, mild, peaceable’; and not someone’s moving
at low speed. No Old Turkic words having the primary meaning ‘slow’ are known to
me.

2.1. Primariness

As mentioned above, a large proportion of the basic adjectives analysed by Johanson
(2006), have been found to be polymorphemic. This is similarly true of the 36 pro-
totypical adjectives; i.e. one third of them belong to the group of deverbal adjec-
tives'® (cf. Table 2 for the details). The number of primary adjectives (23 items) is
however still high. If we only consider the “truly” prototypical semantic types AGE,
VALUE, DIMENSION and COLOUR, 13 of 16 items are primary."’

16 This ratio can even be higher, if we consider, for example, the word uzun as still transpar-
ent in Old Turkic.

17 According to the results of Schoneborn (2006: 114—115), Common Germanic adjectives
of the prototypical semantic types are often derived items within the reconstructed Indo-
European language family. Within the Germanic family they already had monomor-
phemic status. Maybe Turkic also would show the same result on a proto-Turkic level, but
the available sources and data do not allow us to make such a deep “excavation”. What
we however can state without doubt is that twenty, i.e. more than half of the analysed Old
Turkic adjectives, were transparent derivatives in certain stages of proto-Turkic.
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It is beyond the scope of this paper, but it would be useful to know which Old
Turkic adjectives are primary and which semantic types they belong to. This is defi-
nitely a topic for future investigation.

Table 2. The distribution of adjectives according to their derivational class
Number of cases

Semantic type Derivational class

A P 2(3)
\% P 2

D P/V 6(7)/3
¢ P 3

H P/V/N 6/1/1
P P/V 4/6
S P/V 1/1

3. Modern language data

In this section, I present corresponding data'® from seven modern Turkic languages
and analyse them in terms of their semantic and morphological properties. The
words will be discussed in groups according to their semantic type. The major ques-
tion guiding the analysis is how the system as a whole changes over time.

Table 3a. Prototypical adjectives in Old Turkic, Turkish, Turkmen and Tatar

Sem. type English oT Turkish Turkmen Tatar

A new yani yeni tdze, yany yaya

A old dski eski kone iske
karit yash (D)'9, garry kart

ihtiyar

A% good adgii iyi yagsy yaxsi

A" bad yavlak kotii erbet yaman

D big bdidiik biiyiik uly zur,

oli

D small kiiciig kiigiik kigi kece

D long uzun uzun uzyn ozin

D short kiska kisa gysga kiska

18 The choice of lexemes is strongly determined by morphological criteria; i.e. simple forms
were preferred, which could lead to some semantic discrepancies, especially in the cate-
gory of HUMAN PROPENSITIES. If more words were found with the same meaning,
the morphologically simplest and semantically closest was taken. In cases requiring any
kind of disambiguation, more lexemes are given.
19 D indicates that the word is either a transparent derivative or a compound in the given

language.
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Table 3b. Prototypical adjectives in Kazakh, Uyghur, Khakas, and Yakut

Sem. type English
A new
A old

good
bad
big

0 <<

small
long

short
wide

O g oo

narrow
deep

o o

shallow
open
black
white
red

cruel
kind
generous

D ETDOOCQO U

jealous
proud

T =

happy
clever

fierce

- jite = fie=ias

heavy

~

light

hot
cold
sharp
blunt
wet

jn=e - e - e - e -

Kazakh
Zana
yeski
qari
Zaqsi
Zaman
iilkcin

kisi
uzin
qgisqa
keny

tar
tereny

tayiz
asiq
qara
aq
qizil
qatal

Uyghur
yeni
dski
qgeri
yaxsi
yaman
coy,
biiyiik
kicik
uzun
qisqa
kdn

tar
tirdn,
conqur
teyiz
ocuq
qara
aq
qizil
wahsi

meyirimdi (D) mehriban

Zomart

mdirdandi,
mdird

gizgansaq (D) kiinci (D)

or,
tikappar
bagitti (D)
aqildi (D)
Zawiz
awir

Zenil

istiq
suwiq
otkir
Otpes
dimdi (D)

tikébbur

xusal
dgqilliq (D)
yawuz
egir

yenik,
yangil
issiq
soguq
ittik
qasay
hol

Khakas
na:
irgi
kiri
caxsi
xomay
ulug

kicig
uzun
xisxa
allig,
calbax
tar
tiren

tayis
azix
xara

ax

xizil
xazir
Calaxay
parsax

kiinndigji (D)
maxtanjix (D)

Caskalig (D)
xiyga

arsil

ar

ni:k

Yakut

sana

dargd
kirjagas (D)
iiciigdy, iitiic
kuhagan
ulaxan,

ulu:

accigiy (D), kira
uhun

qilgas

kidy

kiaragas (D)
diring

cica:s

ahagas (D)
xara

tiriin

kihil

xagis maygila:x
kiindii

jalldam

kiinii: hiit (D)
kidnndi:x (D)

jollo:x (D)
oydo:x (D)
jula:n

iar,
iaraxan
Eipcdki

iti:

timni:

siti:
sippax (D)
iiol,
incdgdy
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P dry qurgaq quruq xurug kura:nax
P raw Siyki xam cig si:kdy

P whole biitin piitiin piidiin biitiin

S quick tez tez cligiirik tiirgdn

S slow aqirin asta agirin bita:n
Age (4)

The semantic concept ‘new’ is stable throughout the selected languages; only Turk-
men has a new item borrowed from Persian.

The semantic opposition of new ‘having not previously existed’ and o/d ‘having
lived or existed a long time’ in English does not hold for Turkic, because it has a
strict differentiation between ‘old thing’ and ‘old living being’. The Old Turkic
word dski ‘old’ refers only to things ‘having existed a long time’, whereas old living
beings are generally referred to as kari.

Smaller or larger semantic changes detected in the modern languages show that
even lexemes of prototypical semantic concepts can become unstable over time. For
instance, the meaning of Old Turkic gari narrowed down to kar: ‘(old) woman;
wife, spouse’ in Turkish, and additionally the Arabic word ihtiyar has penetrated
into the system.”” Tatar kariy became an archaic element, and has gradually been
replaced by the word kart ‘old (of human being, animal, or plant)’, which first ap-
peared in the Middle Turkic period.

The case of Turkmen is especially interesting; the lexeme eski has been com-
pletely replaced by kdne*' denoting both old things (e.g. kine jay “old house’) and
old living beings (e.g. kéne adam ‘old person’). The adaptation of loanwords can
eventually break up the traditional system of differentiation between things and
humans.

Siberian Turkic has new items for the concept ‘old (things)’. Yakut kirjagas is an
adjective derived from kiriy-, kirjV- ‘to become old’, which is a cognate of the Old
Turkic word kari- ‘to be, or become, old’.

Value (V)

As already noted, the lexemes for the semantic concept ‘good’ are the most cited
examples of the case where a later word replaces an earlier one almost everywhere
in the Turkic world. Although yaksi appeared first in the 11th century and originally
meant ‘suitable, pleasing’, it gradually replaced ddgii in most of the modern lan-
guages. Only Turkish preserved it as the primary word for ‘good’. Yakut still has it
as #itiio, but the de facto adjective for ‘good’ is iiciigdy, a lexeme of unknown origin.

20 The adjective yasli ‘old, aged’ is a transparent derivative in Turkish, cf. yas ‘a year of
one’s life’. The word appeared very early in the Old Turkic documents, and is used today
in different meanings in the Turkic languages. See e.g. Uyghur yaslig ‘youthful’.

21 A loanword from Persian, cf. 4%S [kohna] ‘old, ancient’.
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The semantic concept ‘bad’ is challenging. Turkish k6t has hardly any attesta-
tion in older sources, Turkmen erbet is related to Persian x [bad] ‘ugly, bad’, and the
Khakas and Yakut lexemes are of unknown origin.

Dimension (D)

Two lexemes, bddiik and ulug, have been competing in the Turkic languages for a
long period of time for the slot of ‘big’. Yakut u/axan is most likely related to Old
Turkic ulug, whereas the status of Kazakh iilkdn, already used in Middle Turkic
sources, is unclear.

Words for the concepts ‘small’, ‘long’, ‘short’, ‘wide’, ‘narrow’, ‘deep’ and
‘open’ are extremely stable. Divergent forms can very rarely be seen. As usual,
Yakut is a language with high ratio of other lexemes: (1) accigiy®* and kira, of
which the latter is of unknown origin, for ‘small’, (2) kilgas for ‘short’>, (3)
kiaragas for ‘narrow’ as a derivative from kiara:- ‘to become narrow’,”* and (4)
ahagas ‘open’, like Old Turkic acok, is another derivative of the same verbal base
as- (< ac-), cf. Karoly (2013: 125). Khakas allig ‘wide’ is related to the Old Turkic
word alkig ‘wide, broad’, and calbax id. is most likely a Turkic word. Turkmen
curi(fiur) ‘deep’ and Uyghur copqur id. are of unknown origin, but have further
parallels in other Turkic languages.

Turkmen yalpak ‘shallow’ and Khakas calbax id. are possible examples of se-
mantic change, i.e. ‘shallow’ < ‘flat’; see Middle Turkic yalpak ‘wide, flat’ and
Kazakh Zalpaq ‘flat’. Tatar say comes from Old Turkic say ‘an area of (level)
ground covered with stones; stony desert’ with various extended meanings. The
Kazakh, Uyghur and Khakas words for ‘shallow’ are also likely of Turkic origin,
and go back to raygiz; cf. Teleut taygis ‘shallow; shoal’. Yakut ¢ica:s ‘shallow’ is of
unknown origin.

Colour (C)

Colour terms are stable in almost every analysed language. The word ak ‘white’,
originally used for animals, is a well-known example of replacing an old lexeme.
The Old Turkic word diriiy ‘white’ is maintained only in Yakut as colour term.”
Turkish replaced both ak ‘white’ and kara ‘black’ as general colour terms with
beyaz («— Arabic) and siyah («— Persian), respectively. The original Turkic words
are mainly used in special phrases, such as kara biiyii ‘black magic’ or ak asbest
‘mineral wool’.

22 Itis a derivative from acca:- ‘to decrease, diminish’, cf. Karoly (2013: 137).
23 See Stachowski (1993: 50) for further remarks on this word.

24 See Stachowski (1993: 123) for further remarks on the verbal root.

25 See also Turkish ziriin ‘product’.
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Human propensities (H)

The semantic category of human propensities is the most unstable one. None of the
seven modern languages preserved the Old Turkic lexemes. The only exception is
Khakas xazir ‘cruel’ going back to Old Turkic kadir id. Moreover, this category
comprises the greatest number of derivatives, often denominal adjectives, and the
greatest number of borrowed elements.

Looking at the exact semantics of the English words, it is apparent that they are
only partly compatible with those of the Turkic languages. For instance, Khakas
man pirbes is ‘proud in the sense of feeling deep pleasure or satisfaction as a result
of one’s own achievements’, whereas wulugziras and maxtanjix are ‘proud in the
sense of showing a high or excessively high opinion of oneself’. Turkmen gérip
means both ‘jealous’ and ‘envious’ at the same time.

It can often be seen that several words exist for a special concept with minor dif-
ferences of meaning; see Turkmen guwanjan, tekepbir, buysanjan, buysangly and
gedam, which express different aspects of English ‘proud’. Turkish often has, for
example, the option to have old Arabic or Persian items and Turkish words (often
neologisms) with different stylistic value; see e.g. akilli and zeki for ‘clever’. Alt-
hough not considered in the analysis, descriptive expressions are also more common
in this category than in other ones.

Sometimes we see semantic overlapping in the Turkic languages. For instance,
English cruel and fierce can often be expressed with the same word; Turkmen zalym
‘fierce’ tends to behave this way. The same Arabic or Persian words were some-
times borrowed into the Turkic languages with different meanings, such as Turkish
zalim ‘cruel’ and Turkmen zalym ‘fierce’, both coming from Arabic A [za:lim]
‘acting wrongfully, unjustly, injuriously or tyrannically’.

Physical properties (P)

The words for heavy, hot, cold, wet, dry and whole are stable across the languages,
showing only minor changes or differences. Turkish sicak is a special development
from *isi-jak, and thus is related to Old Turkic isig. Yakut timni: is a modern coun-
terpart of Old Turkic rumlig ‘cold’.*® Concerning the concept ‘light’, there is a gen-
eral tendency in Turkic to move from yenig ‘light’ towards yeyil id.

Although the concept for ‘sharp’ seems to be stable and clearly expressed in the
analysed languages, words for the concept ‘blunt’ suggest that it was not originally
expressed by adjectives. To the best of my knowledge, Old Turkic sources did not
have this concept as an adjective, and the verbal concept ‘be, or become blunt’ is
also missing as a primary lexeme.”” Turkish metaphorically uses k67, a Persian loan-
word, primarily meaning ‘blind’. Uyghur gasay is also a metaphoric expression
going back to the Old Turkic word kasay ‘lazy, sluggish, idle (of men, horses, etc.)’.

26 See further the verb fumli- ‘to be cold’.
27 See the transitive verb fig- ‘to blunt something’ and its passive derivative figil- ‘to be
blunted’.
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As opposites of iitken ‘sharp’ and otkir id., Tatar and Kazakh have negative expres-
sions derived from the Old Turkic verb dz- ‘to cross; to penetrate into’. They both
describe the inability of knives, swords or other cutting instruments to cut things.
Khakas omas may be a similar formation, and is most likely no longer transparent.
Yakut sippax is derived from the verb sippa:- ‘to become blunt’.

The word ¢ig ‘moist, raw’ and its various derivatives have completely replaced
the Old Turkic lexeme yig, but Khakas ¢ig and Yakut si-kdy may eventually be the
continuation of it. Uyghur has a Persian loanword.

Speed (S)

The Old Turkic word yiigriik has been preserved only in some modern languages.
Otherwise, the Persian word )& [t€z] ‘swift, prompt’ dominates everywhere except
Siberia. Yakut tirgdn is a loanword from Mongolic; cf. Classical Mongolian tiirgen
‘quick, swift, rapid, speedy’.

The Old Turkic lexeme akru (also akrin) is preserved only in Tatar, Kazakh and
Khakas. The word yavas is typical of the Oghuzic languages. Uyghur asta is related
to the Persian word «ial [ahista] ‘soft, tender, gentle; grave, sedate, modest, quiet;
calmly; slowly, gently’.

Table 4 presents the etymological background of the lexemes given in Table 3.
The abbreviations are as follow: S = same, i.e. cognate of the Old Turkic word; O =
other, i.e. another word of Turkic origin; L = loanword, in our cases borrowings
from Arabic, Persian or Mongolic; and ? = word of unknown origin.

Table 4. Etymological background

S.type English OT Turkish TurkmenTatar  Kazakh Uyghur Khakas Yakut
A new yayi S L,S S S S S S
A old diski S L S S S 2 ?
qart O,L S (0] S S ? ?
\% good  ddgii S (0] (6} 6} (6} (6} 7,8
A% bad yavlak O L (6} 6} (6} ? ?
D big badiik S (¢} L,O ? L,S (6] (0)
D small  kicig S S S S S S 2, 2
D long uzun S S S S S S S
D short  kiska S S S S S S ?
D wide ken S S S S S 0,0 S
D narrow tar S S S S S S o
D deep tdriy S o S S S,0 S S
D shallow sik S (¢} (6] (0] (6] (6] ?
D open acok S S S S S S O
C black  kara L S S S S S S
C white  iiriiy L (0] (o} ¢} ¢} (6} S
C red kizil 0,8 S S S S S S
H cruel  kadir L L o L L S (0]
H kind amrak L ) [ 0,0 L I L L
H generous aki’ L L L L L (6] It
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H jealous  kiini (6] O,L (6] (6} o 0] 0}
H proud  kiivdiz L 0,? L O,L L L L
H happy  mapilig O L L L L o L
H clever tetig O,L 2,0 (6] o o o O
H fierce  kal j 2 L (0] (6] (0] (6] L
P heavy  agir S S S S S S S,0
P light yenig L,0 (6] (6] (0] S,0 (0] L
P hot isig (6] S S S S S S
P cold sogik S S 0,8 S S S (0]
P sharp  yiti (6] S,0 (0] (0] S S S
P blunt ? L 2 (6] (0] (0] (0] ?
P wet ol 0,0 S (6] (0] S S S, ?
P dry kurig S S S (0] S S (0]
P raw yig (0] (6] (0] (0] L (6] (0]
P whole  biitiin S S S S S S S
S quick  yzigrik L,L 2.8 L L IL S L
S slow akru (0] L,O S S L S ?

Finally, Table 5 summarizes the origin of the lexemes. Yakut, one of the most di-
vergent Turkic languages, maintains the lowest number of Old Turkic elements. The
emergence of other (secondary) Turkic lexemes is more or less equal through the
different branches. Although the Oghuz and Kipchak languages preserved the same
number of Old Turkic elements, Oghuzic is more strongly influenced by foreign
elements. Despite the language reform, Turkish still shows the highest number of
loanwords. This picture is blurred however by the fact that 11 lexemes in Yakut are
of unknown origin. If it turns out that at least some of these adjectives are of foreign
origin, Yakut could compete with Turkish. The most striking fact in the results is
that Khakas shows the second highest number of preserved lexemes and has only
two loanwords.

Table 5. Summary of origin

Turkish ~ Turkmen Tatar Kazakh  Uyghur Khakas  Yakut

Same word 17 18 17 17 21 19 13
Other word 13 12 18 14 10 14 10
Loanword 13 10 5 6 9 2 7

Unknown 0 4 0 1 0 3 11
Sum 43 44 40 38 40 38 41

4. Conclusion

The above presentation and analysis of 36 basic Turkic adjectives has shown that
those of the prototypical semantic types have mostly been primary in Old Turkic as
well as in the modern languages. The fact that some of the Old Turkic lexemes were
replaced by other Turkic words or by borrowed elements has not changed the pro-
portion of primary adjectives in these semantic categories. It is worth noting how-
ever that six of 16 Old Turkic lexemes of the prototypical semantic types can be
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considered polymorphemic in proto-Turkic. This proportion is much higher than
those of any other non-reconstructed stratum of Turkic.

On the contrary, we pointed out that lexemes of the semantic types HUMAN
PROPENSITIES, PHYSICAL PROPERTIES and SPEED tend to be polymor-
phemic. This is most typical of the adjectives describing HUMAN PROPENSITIES;
we find here the highest proportion of derivatives, mostly denominal adjectives.

Regarding the stability of the individual lexemes, we can see language-internal
changes and the gradual replacement of old items. The earliest example of this kind
is the complete replacement of ziriiy ‘white’ by ak id. The spread of yaksi ‘good’ is
definitely a Middle Turkic feature. The emergence of Turkish kiskang ‘jealous’ is a
recent case.

The penetration of loanwords into the original Turkic word stock is especially
strong in the three non-prototypical categories. The replacement of Turkic words by
borrowed elements however is marginal in the prototypical semantic categories. The
most affected languages are Turkish and Turkmen, each with three loanwords in the
categories AGE, VALUE, DIMENSION and COLOUR. The complete picture is
however blurred by the fact that Yakut has an extremely high number of words of
unknown origin which might be borrowed elements. The impact of Persian and
Arabic in the western part of the Turkic world is definitely stronger than that of the
Mongolic languages in the East.
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The present article investigates a type of complex sentence in Turkish where the predicate
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pean languages by Haspelmath & Konig (1998).
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Introduction

The type of complex sentence dealt with here has a conditional form as the predicate
of the embedded clause. It does not, however, convey any conditional semantics in
the sense that a situation B is brought about only under the condition that a situation
A takes place. Konig (1994: 86) describes the semantic equivalents of this Turkish
construction for German and other Germanic languages. He claims that this sentence
type stands between conditional and concessive clauses in terms of its semantic and
syntactic properties, and labels it Concessive Conditional. In the following, I will
examine in detail this sentence type in Turkish in light of the observations made by
Konig (1994) and Haspelmath & Konig (1998).

Concessive clauses

Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 566) give a definition of the semantic properties of
concessive clauses as follows: “Concessive constructions, [...], are used to assert two
propositions against the background assumption that the relevant situations do not
normally go together”. The implied connection between the two clauses has, as
Konig explains “the status of a presupposition [...] with roughly the content that
there is a general incompatibility between the two propositions in question” (1988:
146).

Concessive clauses in Turkish

The main types of concessive clauses' in Turkish are based on converb constructions
in -mesine ragmen/karsin® or -digi halde® and, to a somewhat lesser extent, in -mekle
beraber/birlikte.*

1 For a list of other possibilities see Banguoglu (1974: 432).
2 Member of Konig’s group (i), (1988: 152).
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For a demonstration of the definition given above on a simple Turkish example,
see (1) below: despite the fact that he is ill—and that one normally would stay at
home when one is ill—Ali went to work.” In other words, the situation expressed in
the subordinate clause is irrelevant for the situation expressed in the main clause.

(1) Alihasta ol-masina ragmen  is-e git-ti.
A.ill  be-conv work-DAT  go-PST3SG
Ali hasta ol-dugu halde ise gitti.
be-CONV
Ali hasta ol-makla beraber ise gitti.
be-CONV
factual factual

‘Although Ali was ill, he went to work.’

In concessive clauses, both parts of the construction, main and subordinate clause,
are factual, and a speaker is normally confident of the truth of both clauses (Konig
1988: 146). In Turkish, the interpretation as concessive is strongest in the construc-
tion with -mesine ragmen/karsin® and weakest with -mekle beraber. The concessive
semantics in constructions with the converbs -digi halde and -mekle beraber arise
from the contrast between the situations narrated in the two clauses. Depending on
the context, for instance, if the contrast between the two situations in question is not
very strong, constructions with oldugu halde and -mekle beraber can be interpreted
simply as temporal co-occurrence, like ‘in the state of being...” and ‘together with
being ...". Thus, example (2) could be interpreted as: tafrasina kizarim ayni zamanda
kendisini severim ‘I am annoyed by his boastings (but) at the same time I do like
him’ as well as tafrasina kizmama ragmen kendisini severim ‘Despite being annoyed
by his boastings, I do like him’.

(2) Tafra-sm-a kiz-makla beraber  on-u sev-er-im.
boasting-POSS3-DAT get annoyed-CONV  he-AcC like-AOR-1SG
‘Although his boastings annoy me, I do like him.” (Banguoglu 1974: 432)

Constructions with ragmen ‘despite’ are always concessive because of the unambig-
uous semantics of the postposition. The concessive interpretation of the other two
constructions thus stems from the contrast between the two situations described in
the clauses together with a certain degree of conventionalization rather than from the
semantics of the respective postpositions.

Member of Ko6nig’s group (i), (1988: 152).

Konig’s group (iv), (1988: 154).

Konig’s group (v), (1988: 155).

After Konig’s (1994: 90) example “Obwohl Paul krank ist, geht er zur Arbeit”.

The postposition karsin ‘despite, in spite of” is mostly encountered in formal language.

AN b WN



92 Astrid Menz

Besides these constructions for concessive clauses proper, in grammar books on
Turkish we find a further construction that is ascribed the semantic value of conces-
sion. In this construction, the embedded clause has the predicate in a conditional
form followed by one of the particles de or bile. This construction is one of the pos-
sibilities for expressing concessive conditionals in Turkish.

Concessive conditionals

In their article on “Concessive conditionals in the languages of Europe” Haspelmath
& Konig (1998) argue that the three types of constructions exhibited in example (3)
are each specific subtypes of a construction that Konig (1988) has labeled Conces-
sive Conditional. Whereas these subtypes do not share formal properties in most
European languages, they are obviously formally connected with each other in Turk-
ish. If one compares the Turkish translations with the English examples taken from
Haspelmath & Konig’s (1998) article, the formal similarity becomes clear: in all
three Turkish the predicate of the subordinated clause versions is marked with a
conditional form:

(3) a. Scalar concessive conditionals/extreme value
Even if we do not get any financial support, we will go ahead with our project.

Maddi  yardim alma-sak da/bile proje-yi
financial support get-NEG-COND-1PL PTCL project-ACC
devam et-tir-eceg-iz.

continuation  AUX-CAUS-FUT-1PL

b. Alternative concessive conditionals/disjunction

Whether we get any financial support or not, we will go ahead with our project.

Maddi yardim al-sak da  alma-sak da projeyi devam ettirecegiz.7
get- COND-1PL PTCL get-NEG-COND-1PLPTCL

c. Universal concessive conditionals/quantification

No matter how much/(However much) financial support we get, we will go ahead with

our project.

Ne kadar maddi yardim al-sak da (alirsak alalim) projeyi devam ettirecegiz.

get- COND-1PL PTCL

According to Haspelmath & Konig (1998), these three subtypes are semantically
and/or formally connected to

1. conditionals

2. concessives

7  Another construction with the same semantics is built with ister ‘wants’ preceding each of
both of the alternatives that are marked by the optative. Eg. Ister hosumuza gitsin ister
gitmesin markalar, [...] bir¢ok islev iistlenir. (TUD WI22F1D-4721) ‘Whether we like it
or not, brands [...] fulfil a lot of functions’. Similar constructions are also found in
Hungarian, Ossetic, Georgian and Basque; see Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 599-601).
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3. in the case of universal concessive conditionals, to free relative clauses®
4. in the case of alternative concessive conditionals, to embedded interrogative
clauses

In what follows I will focus on this type of adverbial clauses in Turkish based on the
findings made by Ko6nig (1994) and Haspelmath & Ko6nig (1998). Note that all gen-
eral findings on concessive conditionals in the following are taken from these arti-
cles and compared to the situation in Turkish. I will therefore refrain from repeated-
ly referencing Haspelmath & Konig’s (1998) article and will mention it only when
referring to a specific paragraph.

Concessive conditionals in Turkish

For Turkish, all three subtypes are generally regarded as a subtype of a conditional
clause for formal reasons: in all of them the embedded clause has the predicate
marked with a conditional suffix or copula. Subtype (a) is sometimes regarded simp-
ly as a concessive clause; see Kornfilt (1997: 76) and Lewis (1985: 269).

As for conditional clauses the association with concessive conditionals is obvi-
ous in Turkish, for all three types are formally conditional clauses with some addi-
tional element (the particle de or sometimes bile; a question/indefinite pronoun or
coordinated alternative predicates). Compare the conditional construction in exam-
ple (4a) with the concessive conditional in (4b) the ostensible formal difference
being the use of the particle dE.

(4) a. Murat sinema-ya gid-er-se Ayse kiz-ar.
M. cinema-DAT go-AOR-COND.COP3SG ~ A.  be_angry-AOR3SG
‘If Murat goes to the movies, Ayse will be angry.’
b. Murat sinema-ya git-se de  Ayse kiz-maz.
M. cinema-DAT go-COND3SG  PTCL A.  be angry-NEG.AOR3SG

Even if Murat goes to the movies, Ayse won’t be angry.’

Furthermore, there are also common semantic features that connect concessive con-
ditionals to conditional clauses.

First, simple conditional clauses can be understood as concessive (conditionals)
when the two situations in question are interpreted as contrastive.” This interpreta-
tion of conditional clauses as concessive seems to work better in Turkish with either
the contrasting adverb yine ‘again, still, yet’ in the apodosis or if the contrast is
stressed by e.g. an overt subject in the main clause different from the subordinate
clause subject. Compare the examples given in (5), where a. has an overt subject in

8 On Turkish free relative clauses based on a question word and a predicate marked with
the conditional (copula) see Ozil (1993) and Erkman-Akerson (1993).

9 “Sentences, on the other hand, that are explicitly marked as concessive can never be
reinterpreted in the sense of any other adverbial relation, however suitable the context
might be.” (Konig 1988: 150)
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the both clauses, b. contains the adverb yine ‘anew, still’ in the main clause and c. is
a “canonical” (scalar) concessive conditional construction.

(5) a. Herkes git-se ben  git-mem. (Kononov 1956: 534)
everyone  go-COND3sG | 20-NEG.AOR1SG
‘If everyone goes, I won’t go.” and ‘Even if everyone goes, [ won’t.”
b. Herkes gitse  yine gitmem/ yine de  gitmem.
‘Even if everyone goes, I won’t.’
c. Herkes gitse de (ben) gitmem.
‘Even if everyone goes, I won’t.’

Example (6a) is a conditional clause with a possible concessive nuance. The differ-
ence between the semantics of (6a) and b. is that the expectation with a. is that
Murat indeed would follow Ayse, while in b. the expectation is that Murat will even-
tually leave Ayse, which he surprisingly does not do.

(6) a. Ayse Amerika’ya  git-se Murat  on-u birak-maz.
A.  America-DAT go-COND3SG M. she-ACC leave-NEG.AOR3SG
Murat will not leave Ayse, if she goes to America.
b. Ayse Amerika’ya gitse de Murat onu birakmaz. .
‘Even if Ayse goes to America, Murat won’t leave her.’

Secondly, type Bf/alternative concessive conditional, can be paraphrased as two
coordinated conditional constructions: one assertive, the other a negative version of
the first. See (7); a paraphrase of (3b).

(7) Maddi yardim al-sak proje-yi devam et-tir-eceg-iz ve
financial support get-COND-1PL project-ACC continuationAUX-CAUS-FUT-1PL  and
maddi yardim al-ma-sa-k projeyi devam ettirecegiz.

get-NEG-COND-1PL
= Maddi yardim alsak da almasak da projeyi devam ettirecegiz.

Type C/universal concessive conditionals can be paraphrased by type B, alternative
ones:

(8) Hesap nekadar  gel-se de  dd-er-im.
bill how much come-COND3SG  PTCL pay-AOR-1SG
= Hesap az  gel-se de  ¢ok gel-se de  dderim.
bill low come-COND3SG PTCL much come-COND3SGPTCL pay-AOR-1SG

‘I will pay the bill, however much it is. = Whether it is high or low I will pay the bill.”

10 The same meaning as in a. can also be expressed by Ayse nereye giderse gitsin Murat onu
birakmaz.
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According to Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 565) ordinary conditionals as well as con-
cessive conditionals express a conditional relationship between a protasis and an
apodosis. The main semantic difference between the two types is that in concessive
conditionals a set of conditions for the consequent is established in the protasis,
whereas in conditional constructions usually only one condition is related to a con-
sequent; see Konig (1994: 88). This set of conditions can contain a qualification
over a variable (universal), be a disjunction between a protasis and its negation (al-
ternative) or is an extreme value for the relevant condition (scalar).

An even more important semantic difference in my opinion, however, is that the
situations expressed in the protasis are not a condition for the situation expressed in
the apodosis to unfold but just background information for it. The situation in the
apodosis is expressed as factual and as unfolding regardless of the fulfillment of the
set of events expressed in the protasis.

A major formal difference between Turkish conditionals on the one hand and
concessive conditionals on the other, besides the use of the particles de or bile, is
that the conditional conjunctions eger ‘if” or sayet ‘if” cannot occur in concessive
conditionals.

In Turkish, in scalar concessive conditionals, the predicates theoretically can
take the same aspecto-temporal suffixes as in ordinary conditional constructions;
compare example (9).

9) Aliev-e git-se / gid-er-se / gid-ecek-se / git-ti-yse /
A. house-DAT g0-COND/-AOR-COND.COP3SG/-FUT-COND.COP3SG/-PST-COND.COP3SG
git-mis-se de  ben kal-ir-im/kal-acag-im/kal-di-m.
gO-PERF- COND.COP3SG  PTCL [ stay-AOR-1SG/-FUT-1SG/-PST-1SG
‘Even if Ali goes/will go/went home I stay/will stay/stayed.’

However, the bare conditional is far more frequent in scalar concessive conditionals
than are forms with aspect-temporal affixes. Examples (10) and (11) thus exhibit the
typical sequence of predicators for non-past and past.

(10) Dikkat et-se-m de  bir fayda-si ol-maz ki!
caution AUX-COND-1SG ~ PTCL one benefit-POSS3SG ~ AUX-NEG.AOR3SG
“Even if I am careful, it won’t help anyway!” TUD'' VA14B1A-1602

(11) Soyle-sem de  gel-mez-di-n sen. TUD PA16B4A-1247
say-COND-1SG PTCL come-NEG.AOR-PST.COP-2SG  you
‘Even if | had told you, you wouldn’t have come.’

11 Examples marked by the abbreviation TUD are all taken from the Turkish National
Corpus (http://www.tnc.org.tr/index.php/en/), established by Mustafa Aksan, Yesim Ak-
san and others. See also Aksan et al. (2012).
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In scalar concessive conditionals where the particle bile follows the predicate of the
embedded clause, the examples I have seen so far invariably have the predicate in
the bare conditional, as in example (12). When the lexical verb carries an aspecto-
temporal suffix it is followed by the auxiliary o/- which then carries the bare condi-
tional, as in example (13).

(12) ...ikram  ed-il-se bile Coca Cola ig-il-mez,
... offering AUX-PASS-COND3sG PTCL CC drink-pass-NEG.AOR3SG
Algida  dondurma ye-n-mez.
A. ice-cream eat-PASS-NEG.AOR3SG TUD SH43C4A-1885

‘....even if it is offered, Coca-Cola and Algida ice-cream are refused.’

(13) .. bu sonug-lar siyasal istikrar-la ¢elig-iyor olsa bile,
this result-PL political stability-PP contradict-PRES3SG ~ AUX-COND3SG PTCL
sonug-lar-dan tatmin ol-ma-ya devam ed-er-ler.

result-PL-ABL satisfaction AUX-VN-DAT continuation AUX-AOR-3PL
‘... even if those results conflict with political stability, they continue to be satisfied
with the results.’ IC05A2A-1770

Lewis (1985: 269) claims in his Turkish grammar that a constraint for subtype B
(alternative) is that only the simple conditional form can appear in alternative prota-
ses, while tensed forms were not possible. He maintains that “Pairs of alternative
protases are expressed in the remote form (because the two conditions, being mutu-
ally exclusive, are not open)”. Thus, only constructions like examples (14) and (15)
should be possible.

(14) Ali git-se de  git-me-se de  ben kal-ir-im.
A. g0-COND3SG  PTCL gO-NEG-COND3SG PTCL I stay-AOR-1SG
‘Whether Ali goes or not, I will stay.’

(15) Ali git-se-ydi de  git-me-sey-di de
A. g0-COND-PST.COP3SG PTCL gO0-NEG-COND-PST.COP3SG PTCL
ben  kal-r-di-m.

I stay-AOR-PST.COP1SG
‘Whether Ali had gone or not, I would have stayed.’

That seems however not to be a rule but rather the statistically most frequent case. In
principle, native speakers judge sentences like (16) and (17) as grammatical.

(16) Ali gid-iyor-sa da  git-mi-yor-sa da  ben kal-ir-um.
A. g0-PRES-COND.COP3SG  PTCL gO-NEG-PRES-CONDCOP3SG PTCL I  stay-AOR-1SG
‘Whether Ali is going or not, I will stay.’
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(17) Ali git-mig-se de  git-me-mig-se de  ben kal-di-m.
A. go-perf.COND.COP3SG PTCL g0-NEG-PERF-CONDCOP3SG PTCL I stay-PST-1SG
‘Whether Ali had gone or not, I did stay.’

Nevertheless, even though it is possible to have either bare or tensed conditional
forms as the protasis predicator, the bare form is overwhelmingly more frequent
than forms also bearing aspect-temporal markers. I will return to this below. At this
point I would just like to mention that this statistical relation of bare to marked
forms is reversed in canonical conditional constructions in Turkish, see Menz (2010:
597).

In scalar concessive conditionals, the particles de and bile are attached to the
predicate or alternatively to another constituent. The particle bile does not appear in
the other two (alternative and universal) types of concessive conditional construc-
tions. When the particle precedes the predicate, the focus shifts to the element pre-
ceding de; compare example (18) a. with (18) b. The particle in the protasis serves
to mark the contrast between the situation in the apodosis and the situation in the
protasis. If it is placed adjacent to an argument of the embedded clause rather than to
the predicate, it serves additionally to emphasize the element it is adjacent to.'

(18) a. Alimektup yaz-sa da/bile  affet-mem.
A. letter  write-COND3SG ~ PTCL forgive-NEG.AOR1SG
‘Even if Ali writes a letter, I won’t forgive him.’
b. Ali mektup da/bile yazsa affetmem.
‘Even if Ali writes a letter, I won’t forgive him.’

In universal concessive conditionals, the particle can follow either the predicate or
the question word. Compare example (19) a. and b. below:

(19) a. Ne kadar ara-sak da  bul-ama-yacag-iz.
how much search-COND3SG PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-FUT-1PL
b. Ne kadar da arasak bulamayacagiz.
‘However much we look for (her), we will not find (her).’

De and bile thus exhibit a different behavior than focus particles in concessive
clauses in languages that utilize finite subordinated clauses where the position of the
additional focus particle is fixed and normally sentence initial preceding the subor-
dinating conjunction (e.g. German auch wenn, English even if).

One of the predicates in alternative concessive conditionals can follow the main
clause, see the below example taken from Deny (1921: 846):

12 On the function of dA4 in Turkish see Goksel & Ozsoy (2003).
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(20) ben al-sa-m da  ig-i bitir-ecek-ler  al-ma-sa-m da
I take-COND-1SG PTCL work-ACC  finish-FUT-3PL take-NEG-COND-1SG PTCL
“que je me charge de I’affaire ou que je ne m’en charge point, on la finira”

As for the properties that concessive conditionals share with concessives, first, both
constructions share the factuality of the main clause. Typically, concessive condi-
tionals are semifactual; i.e. their apodosis is factual or, if the event has not occurred
at the time of speaking, the speaker is nevertheless convinced that it will inevitably
do so in the future. All main clauses of alternative concessive conditionals are factu-
al, as are all those of scalar concessive conditionals if they are linked on the epistem-
ic level. In universal concessive conditionals, the main clause is also typically factu-
al, but there are exceptions to this; see Haspelmath & Konig (1998: 567).

The subordinate clauses of concessive conditionals are of course non-factual.

Secondly, in all concessive and concessive conditional sentences, the situation
described in the subordinate clause contains an unfavorable circumstance or one that
is unusual for the situation described in the main clause; i.e. the two situations would
not normally go together. These circumstances are however presented as irrelevant
for the occurrence of the event described in the main clause. Compare the conces-
sive constructions in (21) a. and b. with the concessive conditional constructions in
(21) c.—e. Note that the interpretation of concessive in (21) b. or concessive condi-
tional in (21) c. depends on the marking of the verbs, and thus the factuality of the
clauses, rather than on the use of the particle dA.

(21) a. Arama-lar-imiz-a ragmen bul-ama-migsti-k. TUD PI22E1B-2909
search-PL-POSS1PL-DAT PP find-IMPOSSIB-PLUPERF-1PL
‘Although we looked for (her), we couldn’t find (her).’
b. Ara-di-ysak da  bul-ama-migti-k."”

search-PST-COND.COP-1SG  PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-PLUPERF-1PL
‘Even though we looked for (her), we couldn’t find (her).’

c. Ara-sak da bul-ama-yacag-iz.
search-COND-1PL PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-FUT-1PL
‘Even if we look for (her) we will not find (her).’

d. Ara-sak da  ara-ma-sak da bulamayacagiz
search-COND-1PL PTCL search-NEG-COND-1PL  PTCL
‘Whether we look for (her) or not, we will not find (her).’

e. Ne kadar ara-sak da  bul-ama-yacag-iz.
how much search-COND-1PL PTCL find-IMPOSSIB-FUT-1PL
‘However much we look for (her), we will not find (her).’

13 Arasak da bulamadik would also be possible with roughly the same meaning as (21) b.
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Linking levels

In concessive conditionals as well as in causal, conditional and concessive construc-
tions, subordinate and main clause can be semantically linked on three different
levels:

1. On the content level, one situation follows and/or is brought about by another one,
or in the case of concessive conditionals, the set of situations established in the sub-
ordinate clause has no influence on the situation in the main clause. The situation in
the main clause takes place despite the unfavorable or unusual condition that is ex-
pressed in the subordinate clause.

(22) Mektup yaz-sa-m da  ben-i affet-mez.
letter  write-COND-1SG  PTCL I-ACC forgive-AOR3SG
‘Even if [ write a letter, he won’t forgive me.’

(23) Yagmur yag-sa da  havuz-a gid-er-iz.
rain rain-COND3SG PTCL pool-DAT  go-AOR-1PL
‘Even if it rains, we will go swimming.’

2. On the epistemic level two items of knowledge, a premise and a conclusion, are
connected. In concessive conditionals, the premise is irrelevant for the unfolding of
the event expressed in the main clause. The difference between examples (24) and
(25) on the one hand and (26) on the other lies in the fact that in the former sentenc-
es the main clause is factual, but in the latter it is non-factual. Moreover, while (24)
is a concessive conditional, with a hypothetical event in the subordinate clause, (25)
is a concessive construction, both the main and embedded clauses being factual.

(24) Mektub-u  postala-sa da  biz-e  gel-me-di.
lettter-ACC mail-COND3SG PTCL we-DAT come-NEG-PST3SG
‘Even if he sent the letter, we didn’t receive it.’

(25) Mektubu postala-di-ysa da bize gelmedi.
mail-PST-COND.COP3SG
Although he had sent the letter, we didn’t receive it.

(26) Mektubu postalasa da bize gel-mez-di.
come-NEG.AOR-PST.COP3SG
‘Even if he had sent the letter, we wouldn’t have received it.’

3. On the illocutionary level, the facts established in the subordinate clause are only
of potential relevance for the uttering of the main clause.
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(27) Duy-mak  iste-mez-sen de  anne-n sen-i
hear-INF ~ want-NEG.AOR-COND.COP-2SG PTCL mother-POSS2SG  you-ACC
bekl-iyor.

Wwait-PRES3SG
‘Even if you don’t want to hear this, your mother is waiting for you.” (Haspelmath &
Konig 1998: 570)

According to Haspelmath & Konig (1998), only linking on the content level leads to
constraints on the sequence of tenses similar to those in conditional clauses (conse-
cutio temporum).

In Turkish, conditional clauses with linking on the content level, i.e. when the
event in the apodosis is a consequence of the event in the protasis, have the predicate
of the conditional clause in either the aorist and the conditional copula in the case of
real conditionals, or in the bare conditional form in hypothetical conditional clauses.
All other theoretically possible combinations of aspect-temporal affixes and the
conditional copula only appear in sentences with linking either on the epistemic or
on the illocutionary level; see Kerslake (2003).

As mentioned above, we do in fact also find various tensed forms as well as the
bare conditional in concessive conditionals. Nevertheless, if we take a closer look at
scalar concessive conditionals that are conditional clauses simply expanded by a
particle, we find that statistically the bare conditional is far more frequent than the
tensed form in -(¥)rsE, which in turn is the most frequent form in conditional
clauses.

(28) Bir sonraki trenle  git-se-k de  yetig-ir-iz.
one later train-PP  g0-COND-1SG PTCL arrive-AOR-1PL
Bir sonraki trenle gid-er-se-k de yetigiriz.

£0-AOR-COND.COP-1SG
‘Even if we take the next train, we will be on time.’

If we look at the two versions of example (28) we find that there is no semantic
difference between them, but native speakers claimed that the first version is the
more appropriate one. This is also reflected by the far more frequent occurrence of
this type in Turkish texts as well as in grammar books. In a real conditional clause,
however, we would expect the aspect-temporally marked conditional form gidersek
rather than the bare conditional. The bare form in conditional clauses is used to
express hypotheticality; see Menz (2010: 596-597).

With universal concessive conditionals the statistics are slightly different. Here
forms bearing an aspect-temporal affix, as in examples (29) (for linking on the il-
locutonary level) and (30) (for linking at the epistemic level) are not infrequent.
Again, however, with linking on the content level the bare conditional is used; see
example (31).
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(29) Her nekadar  Zuhal’in agabey-i-nin bu  olay-a tliml
however much Z-GEN  older brother-POSS3SG-GEN this event-DAT mild
bak-tig-n-1 ogren-di-yse de,  bir siirii
100k-PART-POSS3SG-ACC learn-PST-COND.COP3SG PTCL a bunch of
“acaba’-lar  on-u rahatsiz ed-iyor-du. TUD, JA16B4A-0854
if-PL he-ACC uncomfortable AUX-PRES-PST.COP3SG

‘However much he found out that Zuhal’s brother looked mildly on this incident, a
bunch of “ifs” were bothering him.’

(30) Her nekadar  sicaklik su-yun biitiin  ozellik-ler-in-i,
however much heat water-GEN  all feature-PL-POSS3SG-ACC
etkile-r-se de  bu etkileme biitiin ozellik-ler-i
influence-AOR-COND.COP3SG  PTCL this influenceall feature-PL-POSS3SG
igin aym oran-da degil-dir. TUD OB04A2A-1982

PP same rate-LOC not-COP3SG
‘However much the temperature influences the features of water, this influence does
not have the same rate for all features.’

(31) Ben de  kendi-m-i ne kadar geri ¢ek-iyormug gibi
I PTCL self-POSS1SG-AcC however much  back pull-CONV
yap-sa-m da, neden-in-i anla-ma-dig-im bicim-de
do-COND-1SG  PTCL reason-POSS3SG-ACC understand-NEG-PART-POSS1SG form-LOC
on-dan uzun siire uzak kal-ami-yor-du-m. TUD VA16B2A-1243
she-ABL long period far  stay-IMPOSSIB-PRES-PAST-COP-1SG
‘However much I pretended to stay away from her,—for reasons I do not understand—I
could not stay far from her for a long time.’

As can be seen in the above examples, the use of bare conditional forms is con-
strained to concessive conditional constructions with a linking on the content level.
That means that concessive conditional constructions are not just ordinary condi-
tional constructions extended by the particle -dE. Example (23), with a clear linking
on the content level, exhibits a bare conditional, whereas its conditional counterpart
in example (32) has the aorist marked by the conditional copula. An explanation for
this may be found in logical facts. Because the situation described in the subordinat-
ed clause is not factual and is irrelevant for the main clause situation, a temporal
sequence between subordinated and main clause predication is not necessary, and
therefore only the adverbial status and the non-factuality and/or a higher degree of
hypotheticality have to be expressed. The concessive semantic force comes from the
contrast between the two events and is emphasized by the focus particle.

(32) Yagmur yag-ar-sa havuz-a gitmeyiz.
rain rain-AOR-COND.COP3SG pool-DAT  go-NEG.AOR-1PL
‘If it rains, we won’t go swimming.’
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Conclusion

All three types of concessive conditionals in Turkish share the use of a conditional
verb form and the particle dE in the embedded clause. The use of the particle bile as
an alternative to dE is restricted to scalar concessive conditionals. The conditional
junctors eger or sayet cannot appear in this type of adverbial clause. In concessive
conditionals with a semantic linking on the content level, the bare conditional form
is the rule. Marking of the embedded clause predicate with aspect-temporal affixes
is restricted to linking on illocutionary or epistemic levels. Scalar concessive condi-
tionals consist of a conditional construction extended by a focus particle in a variety
of languages, while the other two types are often based on different adverbial con-
structions.

In Turkish, we thus do see a similar use of a conditional construction with an ad-
ditional particle as concessive construction, as is the case in many European lan-
guages; see Haspelmath & Konig (1998). Whether we can speak of a diachronic
development from conditional to concessive conditional construction in Turkish re-
mains to be investigated. In many languages, concessive conditionals have further
developed into concessive clauses (German, English, Norwegian), the development
thus being conditional > concessive conditional > concessive.

In Turkish, however, concessive clause models did not develop from concessive
conditional constructions.

Haspelmath & Konig’s (1998) claim that the three types should be analyzed as
subtypes of one type on semantic and functional grounds is supported by the fact
that in Turkish all three types are formally marked by a conditional affix or copula.

Abbreviations
1 First person INF Infinitive
2 Second person NEG Negation
3 Third person PART Participle
ABL Ablative PASS Passive
ACC Accusative PERF Perfect
AOR Aorist PL Plural
AUX Auxiliary PLUPERF Plusquamperfect
CAUS Causative POSS Possessive marker
COND Conditional PP Postposition
CONV Converb PRES Present
cop Copula PST Past
DAT Dative PTCL Particle
FUT Future SG Singular
GEN Genitive VN Verbal noun

IMPOSSIB Impossibility



Concessive conditionals in Turkish 103

References

Aksan, Yesim et al. 2012. Construction of the Turkish National Corpus. In: (LREC2012).
Proceedings of the Eighth International Conference on Language Resources and Evalua-
tion. http://www.Irec-conf.org/proceedings/lrec2012/pdf/991 Paper.pdf

Banguoglu, Tahsin 1974. Tiirk¢enin grameri. istanbul: Baha Matbaasi.

Deny, Jean 1921. Grammaire de la langue turque: (Dialecte osmanli). (Bibliothéque de
I’Ecole des Langues Orientales Vivantes 5.) Paris: Leroux.

Erkman-Akerson, Fatma 1993. Es islevli dilbilgisel yapilarin kullanim degerleri: Ortagh ve
kosullu yapilar. In: imer, Kamile & Uzun, N. Engin (eds.) 1993. VII. Dilbilim Kurultay:
bildirileri. Ankara: Ankara Universitesi. 95-103.

Goksel, Asli & Ozsoy, A. Sumru. 2003. dA: a focus/topic associated clitic in Turkish. Lingua
113, 1143-1167.

Haspelmath, Martin & Ekkehard Koénig 1998. Concessive conditionals in the languages of
Europe. In: Auwera, Johan van der (in collaboration with Dénall P. O. Baoill) (eds.) 1998.
Adverbial constructions in the languages of Europe. Berlin, New York: De Gruyter. 563—
640.

Kerslake, Celia 2003. A new look at conditional constructions in Turkish. In: Ozsoy, A. Sum-
ru (eds.) 2003. Studies in Turkish linguistics: Proceedings of the Tenth International Con-
ference in Turkish Linguistics, August 16—18, 2000, Bogazi¢i University, Istanbul. Istan-
bul: Bogazi¢i University Press. 215-226.

Konig, Ekkehard 1988. Concessive connectives and concessive sentences: Cross-linguistic
regularities and pragmatic principles. In: Hawkins, John A. (ed.) 1988. Explaining lan-
guage universals. Oxford: Blackwell. 145-166.

Konig, Ekkehard 1994. Konzessive Konditionalsidtze im Deutschen und anderen germani-
schen Sprachen. Nordlyd: Tromso University Working Papers on Language and Linguis-
tics 22, 85-101.

Kononov, Andrej N. 1956. Grammatika sovremennogo tureckogo literaturnogo jazyka.
Moskva: Izd. Akad. Nauk SSSR.

Kornfilt, Jaklin 1997. Turkish. London: Routledge.

Lewis, Geoffrey L. 1985. Turkish grammar. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Menz, Astrid 2010. Mood in Turkish. In: Rothstein, Bjérn & Thieroff, Rolf (eds.) 2010. Mood
in the languages of Europe. (Studies in language companion series 120.) Amsterdam:
Benjamins 584-602.

Ozil, Seyda 1993. Tiirk¢ede es islevli dilbigisel yapilar: ortaglar ve kosul tiimceleri. In: imer,
Kamile & Engin, Uzun, N. (eds.) 1993. VII. Dilbilim Kurultay: bildirileri. Ankara: Anka-
ra Universitesi. 85-97.



Some observations on the grammaticalization
of the cause-time relation in Turkish
sonra clauses

A. Sumru Ozsoy

Ozsoy, A. Sumru 2016. Some observations on the grammaticalization of the cause-time
relation in Turkish sonra clauses. Turkic Languages 20, 104—112.

Turkish grammaticalizes the cause-time relation expressed by the somra clauses. The
postposition sonra is generally taken to express a temporal relation of “priority in time” of
the event of the embedded clause in relation to that of the matrix clause. However, the na-
ture of the suffix on the verb of the clause embedded in the postpositional phrase distin-
guishes between the temporal and causal relation between the events of the matrix clause
and the embedded clause. While constructions in which the embedded verb is marked
with the suffix -DIktAn express the temporal relation between the two events, construc-
tions in which the verb of the embedded clause is marked with the suffix -mAs/ndAn en-
code the causal relation between the event of the matrix clause and that of the embedded
clause.

A. Sumru Ozsoy, Linguistics Department, Bogazi¢i University, Bebek, TR-34342 Istanbul,
Turkey. E-mail: ozsoys@boun.edu.tr

0. Introduction

This paper presents some preliminary comments on the grammaticalization of the
cause-time relation in Turkish as expressed by the sonra clauses, which are gener-
ally taken to express a temporal relation of ‘priority in time’ of the event of the
embedded clause in relation to that of the matrix clause.

1. Causatives in Turkish

It is a well-known fact that Turkish employs different means of grammaticalizing
the cause-effect relation between events. The most common way of expressing
causality is by the use of the causative verbal suffix -DIr (Banguoglu 2015, Ergin
2012, Gencan 1966, Goksel & Kerslake 2005, Kornfilt 1997, Ozsoy 2004). -DIr has
the effect of changing the valency of the verb to which it is attached, as in the exam-
ple Ogretmen Ggrencilere siiri okuttu ‘The teacher had the students read the poem’.
Alternate causative constructions are the periphrastic expressions sebep/neden
olmak: Aniden inen yagmur bizim planlarimizi degistirmemize sebep/neden oldu
‘The sudden rain caused us to change our plans’. The following sentential adverbs
are listed by Ergin (2012) as other means of expressing causality in Turkish: meger
‘apparently’, binaenaleyh ‘therefore’, dyle ki ‘such that’, soyle ki ‘namely’, nitekim
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‘therefore’, halbuki “however’, kaldi ki ‘moreover’. The following constructions as
well are mentioned by Goksel & Kerslake (2005) and Ozsoy (2004) as expressing
the cause-effect relation in Turkish:

(i) the -DAn suffix,

(ii)  the postpositions dolay, étiirii, sayesinde, nedeniyle, yiiziinden

(iii) complementizer diye

(iii)  converbs -DIgI i¢in, -DIgIndAn, -(y)AcAgIndan, -mAsIndAn dolayi, -mAsl
yiiziinden

Some of the examples given by Goksel & Kerslake (2005) to illustrate the postposi-
tional constructions expressing the cause-result relation are: Bana kizdigin igin dyle
soyliiyorsun ‘You are saying that because you are angry at me’. Bu para yetmeye-
cegi i¢in Giirkan'dan bor¢ isteyecegim ‘1 will ask Giirkan for some money since this
amount will not be sufficient’.

Significantly, while the different expressions of causality mentioned above all
mark a cause-effect relation between two events, they are not interchangeable in
most instances. While the marking of the verb with the causative suffix -DIr typi-
cally expresses direct causation, as in Anne ¢ocugu yedirdi ‘The mother fed the
child’, the periphrastic expression sebep/neden olmak indicates the causation to be
indirect, as in Aniden inen yagmur bizim planlarimizi degistirmemize sebep/neden
oldu ‘The sudden rain caused us to change our plans.” The use of the periphrastic
expression in the first case will express that the mother did not feed the child herself,
but indirectly caused the child to eat, as in Anne ¢ocugun yemek yemesine neden
oldu ‘The mother was the cause of the child’s eating’.

Similarly, marking the verb with the causative affix -D/r in the second example
expresses not direct causation brought about by the pouring rain, but the immediacy
of the consequence once the rain began pouring down: Aniden inen yagmur bize
planlarimizi degistirtti ‘The sudden rain made us change our plans’.

2. The cause-time relation in language

It is well established in such disciplines as philosophy and psychology that one of
the basic cognitive relations is the association between causality and temporality. In
their discussion of the philosophical approaches to the concept of causality, Khoo &
Chan & Niu (2002) mention Hume’s (1740/1965 as cited) three conditions on the
conceptualization of causality, which Hume labelled as the cement of the universe,
as follows:

(1) contiguity in time and place
(i)  priority in time
(iii)  constant conjunction between cause and effect
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They further mention that Mill (1872/1973) argued against the condition of “con-
stant conjunction” as being sufficient in inferring causation. According to Mill, only
in the case that “constant conjunction” is “unconditional” can such a causal relation
be inferred. Mill proposed a methodology by which the causal relation between A
and B can be determined. His methodology subsumed the method of agreement, the
method of difference, the method of residues, and the method of concomitant varia-
tions (Khoo & Chan & Niu 2002).

It has been argued that in deciding whether a particular event X caused an event
Y, individuals typically engage in the counterfactual or contrary-to-fact reasoning
(Mackie 1980). That is, the general reasoning is to associate the occurrence of A and
the occurrence of B and ask whether B would have occurred had A not occurred. If
the answer is negative, that is if A had not occurred then B would not have occurred,
then the conclusion is that A caused B.

Languages possess different linguistic means to encode the cause-effect relation.
These include lexical as well as structural ways of expressing both implicit and ex-
plicit causation. Goikoetxea & Pascual & Acha (2008), for example, in a study of
the function of implicit causality in the processing of interpersonal verbs (e.g., to
criticize, to help), i.e. verbs that describe interchanges between people and have a
semantic content with causal attribution, have shown that general knowledge of
causal inferences has an effect on the comprehension of discourse.

3. Sonra and causality

In Turkish, the postposition sonra is generally taken to express a temporal relation
between the event of the matrix clause and that of its own clause. In the case that its
complement is an embedded clause, the verb of the embedded clause is based
on -DIktAn.

(1) [Biz yemek ye-dik-ten sonra) disart ¢ik-ti-k.
we food  eat-DIK.VN-ABL  after outside go-PAST-1PL
‘We went out after eating dinner.’

The temporal relation expressed by the sonra clause is one of sequentiality; i.e. the
postposition sonra indicates that the event of the matrix clause has taken place after
the event of the sonra clause.

Significantly, in addition to -DIktAn sonra constructions, which typically are
associated with the temporal relation between the event of the matrix clause and that
of the embedded clause, Turkish also licenses sonra constructions that express
cause-effect relation. The following example is mentioned by Goksel & Kerslake
(2005: 529) as an instance of the postposition sonra expressing causality: Haydi
ceketini giy. Usiirsiin sonra ‘Come on, put on your jacket. You’ll get cold other-
wise’. The use of sonra in this construction expresses the inference that the weather
is cold, and declares that unless the person addressed puts on her/his jacket, s/he will
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be cold. Sonra therefore implicitly expresses the cause-effect relation between the
act of (not) putting on a jacket and getting cold.

3.1. Sonra clauses and causality

Crucially, Turkish grammaticalizes the difference between the sonra constructions
expressing a temporal relation that holds between the event of the embedded clause
and that of the matrix clause and those that express the cause-effect relation. While
in the former case, the verb of its embedded clause is marked with -DIktAn, in the
latter case it is marked with -mAdAn. This is illustrated in the difference between the
following pair:

(2) a. Yeni belge-ler orta-ya  ¢ik-tik-tan sonra, biitiin olay  tekrar
new document-PL open-DAT go-DIK.VN-ABL after whole affair again
incele-n-ecek.
investigate- PASS-FUT3SG
‘ After the disclosure of new documents, the whole affair will be re-examined.’

b. Yeni belge-ler-in orta-ya ¢tk-ma-sin-dan sonra biitiin  olay
new document-PL-GEN open-DAT g0-MA.VN-ABL after  whole affair
tekrar incele-n-ecek.
again investigate- PASS-FUT3SG
‘Due to new documents having been disclosed, the whole affair will be
reexamined.’

The two constructions (2a) and (2b) are not interchangeable; there is a difference in
the presuppositions, hence the interpretation, of the two constructions. In (2a), in
which the embedded predicate of the postposition sonra is marked with -DIktAn,
what is expressed is the temporal relationship between the event of the embedded
clause and that of the matrix clause. That is, the reexamination of the case as stated
in the main clause will be realized after the event of uncovering new documents,
which is an expected development in the course of the ongoing investigation. In
other words, in (2a) the discovery of new documents regarding the case is expected,
and when that happens the whole case will be reinvestigated.

The construction (2b), in which the embedded verb of the sonra postposition is
marked with -mAsindAn, on the other hand, has a completely different interpreta-
tion. The embedded clause now refers to a situation where the discovery of new
documents, which was unexpected, will lead to the event of the matrix clause. That
is, as a consequence of the unexpected discovery, the whole case will have to be
reexamined. Contrary to (2a), the relationship between the event of the embedded
clause and that of the matrix clause in (2b) is no longer a simple temporal relation of
sequentiality, but one of causality, where the unexpected discovery leads to a
reexamination of the case.



108 A. Sumru Ozsoy

3.2. Inherent causality

In cases where the causal link between the event of the embedded clause and that of
the matrix clause is inherent, i.e. is part of the world knowledge of the speakers due
to common human experience, Turkish licenses both -DIiktdn and -mAsindAn con-
structions as possible expressions of the cause-effect relation. Note that by the term
“inherent causality” I mean cases that satisfy the conditions of causality stated by
Hume, i.e. priority in time, contiguity in time and place, and conjunction between
cause and effect due to common human experience. Some examples are as follows:

(3)a. Kaleci dordiincii - gol-ii ye-dik-ten sonra, takim
goal-keeper  fourth goal-ACC  eat-DIK.VN-ABL after  team
diizen-in-i tamamiyle yitir-di.

organization-POSS3-ACC  totally lose-PAST3SG
‘After the goal-keeper could not stop the fourth goal, the team lost all control.’

b. Kaleci-nin dordiincii - gol-ii ye-me-sin-den sonra, takim
goal-keeper-GEN  fourth goal-ACC  eat-MA.VN-POSS3-ABL after team
diizen-in-i tamamiyle yitir-di.
organization-POSS3-ACC  totally lose-PAST3SG

‘The goal-keeper’s not being able to stop the fourth goal resulted in the team’s
losing all control.’

(4) a. Bu sokak-ta  bina sayist art-tik-tan sonra,
this street-LOC building number  increase-DIK.VN-ABL  after
orta-ya bir ¢ok sorun ¢ik-11.

open-DAT alot problem-PL  appear-PAST3SG
‘After the number of buildings increased on this street, a lot of problems

arose.’

b. Busokak-ta  bina sayisi-nin art-ma-sin-dan sonra
this street-LOC building number-GEN  increase-MA.VN-POSS3-ABL after
orta-ya bir ¢ok sorun ¢ik-t1.
open-DAT a lot problem-pL  appear-PAST3SG
‘The increase in the number of buildings on this street gave rise to a lot of
problems.’

(5)a. Sehir-ler-e go¢ art-tik-tan sonra orta-ya
city-PL-DAT  migration increase-DIK.VN-ABL after  open-DAT
bir ¢ok sorun daha ¢kt

alot problem more appear-PAST3SG
‘After the migration into the cities increased, a lot more problems arose.’
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b. Sehir-ler-e go¢-iin art-ma-sin-dan sonra orta-ya
city-PL-DAT  migration-GEN increase-MA.VN-POSS3-ABL after ~ open-DAT
bir ¢ok sorun daha ¢kt

alot problem more appear-PAST3SG
‘The increase of migration into the cities gave rise to a lot more problems.’

In (3)—(5), the relation between the temporal and cause-effect relations of the event
of the sonra clause and that of the matrix clause is inherent in the situation referred
to in each of the sentences. In (3), it is almost predicted that after four goals scored
by the opponent, particularly when such a score is due to the goal-keeper’s bad per-
formance, a team would feel discouraged and lose discipline. Also, both (5) and (6)
express situations in which the temporal and cause-effect relation between the event
of the embedded clause and that of the matrix clause is undeniable; the increase in
the number of buildings on a street or the number of inhabitants in a city is bound to
give rise to a number of social and infrastructure problems. It is therefore predicted
that both the (a) and (b) sentences are acceptable with only a slight semantic dif-
ference; the relation that is highlighted by the latter, i.e. the suffix -mAsindAn, is the
causal one, while in the (a) sentences it is the temporal relation. However, given that
the events such as those expressed in (3)—(5) constitute part of the world knowledge
of speakers of a language, and as such are shared by all the speakers, the (a) and (b)
sentences which satisfy all the conditions of causality stated by Hume are hence
interpreted to be semantic equivalents of each other.

3.3. Sonra and necessary condition of causality

Significantly, what the above discussion leads to is that in instances where no neces-
sary condition can be construed between the event of the sonra clause and that of the
matrix clause, i.e. cases in which at least one of the conditions of causality is not
satisfied, the construction with -mAsindAn should not be possible in Turkish. That
this indeed is the case is illustrated by the difference between the grammaticality of
the (a) and (b) sentences below, which are the example (1) repeated here as (6a) and
its counterpart with -mAsIndAn in (6b).

(6)a Biz yemek ye-dik-ten sonra disar1  ¢ik-ti-k.
we food eat-DIK.VN-ABL after outside go-PAST-1PL
‘We went out after we had dinner.’
b. *Biz-im  yemek ye-me-miz-den sonra disart ¢ik-ti-k.
we-GEN  food eat-MA.VN-POSSIPLABL  after outside go-PAST-1PL
‘¢ We went out because we had had dinner.’

As can be noted, in contrast to (2a—b) above, in which such a logical causal relation
can be construed between the unexpected discovery of new documents and the start
of a new reexamination, no such relation can be construed for the events in (6a-b).
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The relation between eating dinner and going out for a walk is therefore construed to
be a temporal one. Sentence (6a) does not have a -mAsIndAn sonra counterpart; in
fact the -mAsIndAn sonra construction is judged to be ungrammatical in Turkish.
Consequently, only the -DIktAn sonra counterpart is licensed in such cases, as in the
examples (1) and (6a).

Further evidence supporting the analysis of the -mAsIndAn sonra construction as
not occurring where no causality can be construed between the event of the embed-
ded clause and that of the matrix clause is illustrated in (7a-b).

(Na. Insan  6l-diik-ten hemen sonra viicud-un-da degisim-ler
person die-DIK.VN-ABLimmediately after body-POSS3-LOC  change-PL
bagl-yor.
start-IYOR.PRES3SG
‘Changes start taking place in one’s body shortly after one dies.’

b. *Insan-in 6l-me-sin-den sonra viicud-un-da degisim-ler
person-GEN  die-MA.VN-POSS3-ABL after body-POss3-LoCc  change-PL
bagl-yor.

start-ITYOR.PRES3SG
‘¢ Changes start taking place in one’s body because one dies.’

Note that (7) seemingly meets Hume’s three conditions of causality—the temporal
priority of the event of the embedded clause with respect to the event of the matrix
clause, the contiguity in time and place and conjunction of the two events. However,
the event expressed by the matrix clause is due to natural causes in this case, rather
than intentional causation. -mAsIndAn sonra constructions therefore encode the
cause-effect relation that in fact can be acted upon to reverse or to modify the
outcome, if need be.

4. -mAsIndAn sonra

The contrast in the relative acceptability of the constructions in the following exam-
ples illustrates further differences between the -DIktAn sonra and -mAsIndAn sonra
constructions.

(8)a. ?Son  eser-i bir ¢ok okur  tarafindan
last  work-pOSs3  alot reader by
elestir-il-dik-ten sonra,
criticize-PASS-DIK.VN-ABL after
yazar inziva-ya cekil-meg-e karar ver-di.
author reclusion-DAT withdraw-INF-DAT decision give-PAST3SG

‘After his last work was criticized by many readers, the author decided to
withdraw into seclusion.’
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b. Son  eser-i-nin bir ¢cok okur  tarafindan
last ~ work-POSS3-GEN  a lot reader by
elestir-il-me-sin-den sonra
criticize-PASS-MA.VN-ABL  after
yazar inziva-ya cekil-meg-e karar ver-di.

author reclusion-DAT withdraw-INF-DAT decision give-PAST3SG
‘Because his last work was criticized by many readers, the author decided to with-
draw into seclusion.’

In (8), given that an author’s decision to withdraw into seclusion is a serious one, the
unacceptability of the -DIktAn sonra construction is predicted. Formulating the two
events, i.e. the readers’s criticism and the author’s decision to withdraw into seclu-
sion, in terms of a mere temporal relation at the very least tones down the signifi-
cance of the impact of the author’s decision. By focusing on the cause of such a dra-
matic outcome, the -mAsindAn sonra construction, on the other hand, highlights the
significance of the outcome.

5. Conclusion

The above discussion intended to show how Turkish grammaticalizes the difference
between simple temporal and temporal-causal relations expressed by the sonra
constructions. Constructions in which the embedded verb is marked with -DIktAn
express a temporal relation between the event of the embedded clause and that of the
matrix clause, while constructions in which the verb of the embedded clause is
marked with the -mAsIndAn suffix encode a causal relation between the two events.
Further analysis into the various aspects of the expressions of causality in Turkish,
particularly with respect to constructions of implicit causality, as investigated by
Hartshorne (2014), and Garvey & Caramazzo (1974), as well as the cognitive
representation of causality (cf. Barriere 2002) will indisputably reveal further
interesting properties of causative constructions in the language, which in turn will
also contribute to investigations into the representation and annotation of causality
in the field of natural language processing (cf. Mirza & Tonelli 2014).

Abbreviations

ABL ablative LOC locative

ACC accusative MA.VN verbal noun in -MA
DAT dative PASS passive

DIK.VN verbal noun in -DIK PL plural

FUT future POSS possessive

GEN genitive SG singular

IYOR.PRES present in - IYOR
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Information structure in Turkic languages spoken and written in Central Asia show some
specific features compared to Turkish. This article reports preliminary results of a contras-
tive study of focus in Turkish and Uyghur, which has been carried out as part of a project
on the information structure of minority languages in China that has been underway at
Minzu University of China since 2013. In principle, it follows the framework suggested
by Johanson (2014), however, it also applies results of recent research on information
structure to Turkish. The introduction briefly outlines main research on information struc-
ture in the Turkic languages, after which follows a description and contrastive analysis of
syntagmatic focus, exclusive focus and inclusive focus. The article concludes with brief
remarks on some common and divergent features observed in Turkish and some Central
Asian languages, specially Uyghur. The analysis is restricted to linguistic facts at sentence
level.

Abdurishid Yakup, Turfanforschung, Berlin Brandenburg Academy of Sciences and
Humanities, Germany; School of Minority Languages and Literatures, Minzu University
of China, China. E-Mail: yakup@bbaw.de

This article reports preliminary results of a contrastive study of focus, one of the im-
portant information-structural categories in Turkish and Uyghur, which are repre-
sentative of the southwestern (SW) and the southeastern (SE) branches of the Turkic
language family respectively.' The term “information structure” covers a number of
rather broad notions including focus and background, topic and comment, topic and
focus, givenness and new information, presupposed and pragmatically unrecover-
able information, etc., and refers to how information is presented, in contrast to in-
formation itself; see Chafe (1976), Féry & Krifka (2008), Krifka & Musan (2012),

1 This paper presents part of the research being carried out within the Specially Funded
Research Project “Etymological investigations on the Turkic languages in China” sup-
ported by the National Social Sciences Foundation of China (Founding No. 11&ZD130)
and “Information Structure of minority languages in China” funded by Minzu University
of China since 2013.
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Zimmermann & Féry (2010), Johanson (2014). It can be studied at the level of the
phrase, the clause, the text, or the context; see Hasselgard et al. (2002: ix—x).

In recent years a considerable amount of research on the information structure of
Turkic languages has been published, though research on information structure actu-
ally has a long history in Turkic linguistics; see Johanson (1977), Erguvanl (1984:
72-117), Kornfilt (1997: 200-207), Johanson (1998: 58-59). Most of the publica-
tions dealt with Turkish. Among the results appearing in recent years, those by
Goksel & Ozsoy (2000) specially deal with focus in Turkish and challenge the
generally accepted belief in Turkish linguistics that the immediately pre-verbal
position is the focus position in Turkish. They point out that “it is important to note
that the immediately preverbal position is only one of the possible positions for
f-phrases and wh-expressions”, stating that “the area between the constituent that
takes focal stress and the position that includes the verb complex is the domain that
hosts the elements designating non-recoverable information”, namely focus (Goksel
& Ozsoy 2000: 227). The five articles that appeared in a special issue of Lingua in
November 2003 mainly deal with important aspects of focus in Turkish; see Donati
& Nespor (2003), Goksel & Ozsoy (2003), Issever (2003), Kennelly (2003), Sener
& Issever (2003). The monograph Turkish. A Comprehensive Grammar includes
rather detailed discussions of focus and topic in Turkish (Goksel & Kerslake 2005:
391-403). Johanson (2006) presents interesting analysis of specificity in Turkic
from the functional and structural point of view, which is important in analysis of
information structure of Turkic. In her new article “Focus in words with truth val-
ues” Goksel (2010) discovers interesting facts relating to focus in declarative sen-
tences consisting of a single morphologically complex word (DMWs) and focus in
propositions with lexical phrases (DLPs). Johanson (2014), in a lecture specially
prepared for the project “Information Structure of Minority languages in China”
which has been underway since 2013 in Beijing, suggests a framework for
investigating information structure not only in Turkic languages of China but also in
other Turkic languages, thereby covering all important aspects of Turkic information
structure. In addition, there are some theses and dissertations, e.g. Kilicaslan (1994)
and Issever (2000), directly dealing with information structure in Turkish. Unfortu-
nately, they are not accessible for most scholars. Publications dealing with infor-
mation structure of specific Turkic languages other than Turkish are rare. The only
such article I know of, Wang & Qadir & Xu (2013), discusses some aspects of pro-
sodic encoding and perception of focus in Uyghur declarative sentences, though the
conclusions of the article are debatable. Marcel Erdal’s grammar of Old Turkic
contains valuable comments on the organization of information in the sentence in
Eastern Old Turkic (2004: 422-432). A recently published article by Aydin Ozbek,
Zang Linshen and Esra Demirtas presents analysis of the morpho-syntactic character
of additives in Asian SOV languages, including Turkish and Uyghur, discussing
typological properties that these languages share with regard to the additives, one of
the important devices for inclusive focus (Ozbek & Zang & Demirtas 2014). How-
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ever, with the exception of Mukhamedova (2011), until now no known publications
deal with an inner-Turkic contrastive study of information structure.

Focus was chosen as the fertium comparationis in this article not only because
among the basic concepts of information structure the notional definition of focus is
relatively clear, but also for the following three reasons: (i) it is the starting point of
research on the information structure of Turkic, and a systematic investigation of
this category in many Turkic languages, including Uyghur, is still lacking; (ii) focus
in Turkish is relatively well-investigated, and by applying the most promising re-
search results on focus in Turkish to other Turkic languages, in this case of this case
to Uyghur, we can subject these languages to a new type of scrutiny; (iii) focus in
Central Asian Turkic languages, including Uyghur, shows many interesting features,
especially in contrast to Turkish, and its description in a cross-linguistic perspective
will certainly shed light on many important aspects of focus in Turkic languages.
Although a contrastive analysis of focus in Turkish and Uyghur is the main goal of
the article, facts about some other Turkic languages, e.g. Kazakh, Kirghiz, Salar and
Uzbek, will also be discussed. Relevant instances in historical Turkic written lan-
guages will also be frequently mentioned, since many crucial aspects of focus in
modern Turkic languages can hardly be understood without reference to the facts of
historical Turkic languages. I will mostly follow the framework suggested by Johan-
son (2014), but I also apply results from recent research on information structure in
Turkish, especially Goksel & Ozsoy (2000, 2003), and Issever (2003) as well as
Goksel & Kerslake (2005: 395-399) and Goksel (2010).

1. Syntagmatic focus

The most widespread and well-accepted approach to establishing the scope of focus
is Wh-questions and their answers. The basic idea is that Wh-questions always ask
for new information. If focus is defined as the new information in a sentence in the
case of narrow focus, then the phrase that replaces the Wh-element is in focus (van
der Wal 2014: 108). This is the so-called syntagmatic focus, or the so-called answer
focus. In Turkic, interrogative pronouns and the syntagmatic focus are in
pre-predicate position (Johanson 1998: 59, Johanson 2014: 7). This can be illus-
trated with the following examples; the elements in the syntagmatic focus position
are underlined.

(1)  Turkish
As¢t yemek pisir-iyor.
cook food cook-INTRA.PRES3
‘The cook cooks food.’
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(2) Kazakh
Muxtar xat  jaz-di.
Muhtar letter write-SPST3
‘Muhtar wrote a letter.’

(3) Uyghur
Bala tapSuruk  isld-vatidu.
child homework do-FOC.INTRA.PRES3
‘The child is doing homework.’

Sentence (1) answers the question “What did the cook cook?” and the word for food,
namely yemek, is in the focus position; sentence (2) answers the question “What did
Muxtar write?”, and the word for letter (xat) is in the focus position; sentence (3) is
the answer to the question “What is the child doing?”, and the word for homework,
tapsuruk, is in the focus position.

In Turkish, focused constituents can be rather freely placed immediately in front
of the verb in verbal sentences with more constituents than subject, direct object and
verb (Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 395).

(4)  Turkish
Ali-ye  yemeg-i anne-m pisir-di.
Ali-pDAT food-AccC mother-POSS1SG co0k-SPST3
‘It was my mother who cooked the food for Ali.’

(5) Yemeg-i anne-m Ali-ye pisir-di.
food-AcC  mother-POSS1SG ~ Ali-DAT cook-SPST3

‘My mother cooked the food for Ali.’

(6) Anne-m Ali-ye emeg-i pisir-di.
mother-POSS1SG Ali-paT  food-Acc cook-SPST3
‘My mother cooked the food for Ali.’

However, in Uyghur only the focused direct and indirect object and adverbials may
occur immediately in front of the predicate verb.

(7) Uyghur
Alim dost-i-ya polo-ni at-ti.
Alim  friend-POSS3-DAT pilaf-AcC  cook-SPST3
‘Alim cooked the pilaf for his friend.’

(8) Alim polo-ni dost-i-ya dt-ti.
Alim  pilaf-acCc  friend-POSS3-DAT cook-SPST3
‘Alim cooked the pilaf for his friend.’
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9) Alim polo-ni dost-i-ya hazir  dt-ti.
Alim  pilaf-acc  friend-POSS3-DAT now  cook-SPST3
‘Alim cooked the polo just now for his friend.’

That is, in Uyghur in sentences with more than three constituents the subject does
not occur in immediately preverbal position in the same way that we see in the Turk-
ish sentence in (4). If the subject is the focus of the verbal sentences with both direct
and indirect objects, the direct and indirect objects should be moved to postverbal
position, and there is a pause between the verb and the postponed constituent.

(10) Alim dt-ti, polo-ni dost-i-ya.
Alim  cook-SPST3 pilaf-acc  friend-POSS3-DAT
‘It was Alim who cooked the pilaf for his friend.’

However, this is the only possible order; placing the indirect object dostiya before
the direct object poloni is considered ungrammatical.

In this connection I would like to discuss some aspects of stress in Uyghur with
regard to focus. Some scholars claim that focused constituents bear heavy stress in
Turkish wherever they may occur (adapted from Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 397).

(11) Turkish
Fatma ¢icek-ler-i BUgiin sula-yacak.
Fatmaflower-pPL-ACC today water-FUT3
‘Fatma will water the plants today.’

(12) Bazi giin-ler ~ 6n bahge-de cocuk-LAR OynuU-yor.
some  day-PL front garden-LOC child-pL play-INTRA.PRES3

‘Some days children play in the front garden.’

However, in Uyghur the focused constituents in the same position usually do not
take heavy stress but a normal stress. Below are the Uyghur counterparts of the
Turkish sentences (11) and (12).

(13) Uyghur
Patimd  giil-ldr-ni biigiin suyir-idu.
Patime flower-PL-ACC today water-INTRA.PRES3
‘Patime will water the plants today.’

(14) Bdzi kiin-lir-i ald-i-di-ki bayci-da
some  day-PL-POSS3 front-POSS3-LOC-REL  garden-LOC
bali-lar oyna-ydu.
children-PL play-INTRA.PRES3
‘Some days children play in the front garden.’
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If some part of the focused constituents bore heavy stress in Uyghur, they would
have the readings of trial, discontent, etc.

(15) Uyghur
NAgd  may-diyiz?
where  go-SPST2SG
‘Where are you going?’

BaZA-ya man-dim.
basar-DAT  go-SPST1SG
‘I am going to the basar.’

This shows that, in focusing, syntagmatic position is crucial in Uyghur but not stress
or high pitch.

Vallduvi & Engdahl (1996) claim that both syntactic and prosodic strategies are
used in Turkish; that is, in situ focus is possible in Turkish. Concerning this claim,
Issever states that

“A closer consideration of the Turkish data reveals that syntactic and prosodic strate-
gies are not used for the same task but are motivated by different pragmatic needs. I
propose that they are used to mark p-focus [is restricted only to immediately pre-verbal
elements and to the verb] and c-focus [can be assigned to any element in the entire
pre-verbal area, including the verb itself], respectively.” (Issever 2003: 1033)

He illustrates this point by means of four sentences which answer the questions
“When did a servant leave the note on the table?” and “Who left the note on the
table before lunch?” Below are the two sentences used by Issever to illustrate that in
situ focus is possible in Turkish (the glossing and translation are slightly modified).

(16) Turkish
a.  Bir hizmet¢i  [pyemek-ten oOnge] masa-nmin iizer-i-ne
a servant lunch-ABL before table-GEN 0on-POSS3-DAT
not-u birak-ti.
note-ACC  leave-SPST3
‘A servant left the note on the table before lunch.’

b.  [r Bir hizmetgi] yemek-ten onge masa-min iizer-i-ne
a servant lunch-ABL before table-GEN 0on-POSS3-DAT
not-u birak-ti.
note-ACC leave-SPST3
‘A servant left the note on the table before the lunch.’
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In Uyghur this kind of in situ focus is not observable; that is, in Uyghur the pre-
verbal position is still decisive. Thus only the following sentence is acceptable as the
Uyghur counterpart of the sentences in (17).

(17) Uyghur
Bir  xizmetci  cisliik tamak-tin - burun jozi-niy  iist-i-gd
a servant noon food-ABL before table-GEN on-POSS3-DAT
ddptir-ni  koy-up koy-di.
note-ACC put-CONV  POSTV-SPST3
‘A servant put the note on the table before the lunch.’

It is difficult, and perhaps not necessary, to make the same or similar interpretations
for Uyghur and some other Turkic languages.

In Turkish a constituent with genitive in existential sentences can be focused by
placing stress on it, as seen in (18) (adapted from Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 397).
However, in Uyghur this is only possible when another clause follows as a contras-
tive element, as seen in (19. Otherwise, the focus is still the constituent occurring
immediately in front of bar and yok, as seen in (20) and (21).

(18) Turkish
Ahmet -in iki araba-s1  var.
Ahmet-GEN two  car-POSS3 existing
‘Ahmet has two cars.’

(19) Uyghur

A'xmdt—nigl ikki masini-si  bar, lekin  hdr ikki-si buzuk.
Ahmet-GEN two  car-POsSS3 existing  but each  two-POSS3 broken

‘Ahmet has two cars, but both are broken.’

(20) Axmiit-niy ikki  masini-si  bar.
Ahmet-GEN two  car-POSS3 existing
‘Ahmet has two cars.’

(21) Alim-nin Anargiil-din  bali-si yok.
Alim-GEN  Anargiil-ABL  child-POSS3 non-existing
‘Alim does not have any child with Anargiil.’

This is also true for Kazakh existential sentences.

(22) Kazakh
Meniy  aksa-m bar.
I.GEN  money-POSSISG  existing
‘I have money.’
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(23) Sen-iy aksa-n jok.
yOu-GEN money-POSS2SG  non-existing
“You do not have money.’

2. Exclusive focus

Another type of focus, called exclusive focus or exhaustive focus, indicates that the
focus denotation is the only one that leads to a true proposition (Krifka & Musan
2010: 21). English cleft constructions are considered to trigger this specific mean-
ing.

(24) It’s John and Bill who stole a cookie.

Turkic languages have several devices for coding exclusive focus. In Turkish rela-
tive constructions functioning as the subject followed by a nominal predicate are
used for exclusive focus (after Johanson 2014: 8).

(25) Turkish
a. Al resm-i yap-ti.
Ali picture-ACC ~ make-SPST3
‘Ali made the picture.’

b.  Resm-i yap-an Ali-ydi.
picture-ACC ~ make-PART Ali-coP.SPST3
‘It was Ali who made the picture.’

In contrast to (25a), (25b) indicates that Ali is the only person who made the picture.
Uyghur has a similar strategy to express exclusive focus, using the same participle
of same origin.

(26) Uyghur
a. Apa-m iSik-ni ac-ti.
mother-POSS1SG  door-ACC  open-SPST3
‘My mother opened the door.’

b.  ISik-ni ac-kan apa-m i-di.
door-ACC  open-PART mother-POSS1SG ~ COP-SPST3
‘It was my mother who opened the door.”

In Uyghur, participles in this construction may take possessive markers, however, in
this case, the construction expresses an identity statement rather than exclusivity.
Usually, there is a pause between the possessive construction and the following
constituent.
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27) ILik-ni ac-kin-i, apa-m bol-idu.
door-ACC  open-PART-POSS3 mother-POSS1SG  become-INTRA.PRES3
‘The one who opened the door is my mother.’

It should be noted that this way of coding identification focus is not specific to Mod-
ern Uyghur. In the Tonyukuk inscription, erected at the beginning of the 8th century
and written in so-called Orkhun Turkic, we find almost exactly the same construc-
tion. The only difference is that Orkhun Turkic uses the participle in -mIs instead of
the participle in -GAn.

(28) East Old Turkic
Yay-mis-i bin  dr-tim Bilgd  Tonyukuk.
join-PART-POSS3 I CcopP-spSTISG  Bilgd Tonyukuk

“The one who has joined (them) was I, Bilgd Tonyukuk.’

It hardly needs saying that the frequent use of -GA4n with a participial function in
Central Asian Turkic languages, including Uyghur, begins with Chaghatay, a Cen-
tral Asian Turkic written language used from the 13th century to the early 20th cen-
tury. Below is an example taken from Risala-i ma ‘arif by Shaybani Khan (3v10), in
which the participle in -G4n with the possessive suffix also stands for exclusive
focus.

(29) Chaghatay
Bil-gdn-i Kur’an oku-yay.
know-PART-POSS3  Koran read-OPT3
‘The one who knows should recite from the Koran.’

The other device coding exclusive focus in Turkish is the use of particles before the
focused constituent. Turkish shows ancak, yalniz, sadece, sirf, salt and tek, all of
which mean ‘only’ and occur before the focused constituent, as seen in (30a). Ka-
zakh also has tek with the same distribution and function (30b). Both go back to the
East Old Turkic exclusive particle tik, while Uyghur uses pdkdt ‘only’ (30c) copied
from Arabic (< Arabic fakat).

(30) Turkish

a.  Ancak 6ZEL izin-le gir-il-ebil-iyor-mus.
only special permit-INST  enter-PASS-POSSIB-INTRA.PRES-COP.EV3
kulis-e.

backstage-DAT
‘One can only go back stage by special permit.” (Goksel/Kerslake 2005: 398)
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b. Kazakh
Tek  jas-tar kel-sin.
only young-PL come-VOL3
‘Let only young guys come!’ (Zhang 2002: 203)

c.  Uyghur
Bu-ni péikdit biz bil-i-miz.
this-AcC  only we know-INTRA.PRES-1PL

‘Only we know this.’

An obvious difference between Turkish, Kazakh and Uyghur is that in Turkish,
stress also plays a role in coding exclusive focus. In (30a) the second syllable of dzel
takes heavy stress, while Kazakh and Uyghur mainly rely on the particles, the role of
stress not being obvious.

However, the most typical device for coding exclusive focus in Uyghur is the use
of the exclusive particle/clitic -/a (31a). Some other Inner Asian Turkic languages,
e.g. Kazakh, Kirghiz, Salar and Yellow Uyghur, also use this device. Kazakh has ak
(31b), and Kirghiz shows ele (31c).

@31 Uyghur
a. Bu vezipi-ni  siz-la orunli-yala-y-siz.
this  task-ACC ~ you-EXCL accomplish-POSSIB-INTRA-PRES2PL
‘Only you can accomplish this task.’

b.  Kazakh
Munday — material ~ Uriimji-de ak bar.
such material  Urumchi-LOC EXCL existing

‘Such material is only available in Urumchi.” (Zhang 2002: 206)

c. Kirghiz
Biigiin a-ni ele kor-diim.
today (s)he-ACC EXCL see-SPST1SG
‘It was only she whom I saw today. (Hu 1986: 157)

As we see, the constituent with the exclusive particle/clitic also occupies preverbal
position. However, it may also appear in other positions, in which case the entire
verbal phrase will be reorganized as a relative clause and take possessive markers.
Below is the reorganization of (31a).

(32) Bu  vdzipi-ni  orunli-yala-ydiyin-i siz-la.
this task-AcC accomplish:POSSIB-PART-POSS3 ~ you-EXCL
‘The one who can accomplish this task is only you.’
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In contrast to (31), (32) strongly excludes other possibilities than the one which
takes -/a.

Etymologically, the Kazakh particle ak goes back to the East Old Turkic and
Middle Turkic particle OK, which also codes exclusive focus. Below (33a) is taken
from the Tonyukuk inscription, and (33b) is from the Tiirkische Turfantexte VI (l.
418), whereas (33c¢) is from The Stories of the Prophets by Al-Rabghiizi’ (cited from
Boeschoten & O’Kane 2015: 6v6). Of them, the first two represent East Old Turkic,
and the third Middle Turkic.

(33) East Old Turkic
a.  bilgd-si Cab-isi bin ok dr-ti-m.
counselor-pOss3  aide-de-camp [ EXCL COP-SPST-1SG

‘It was I who was his counselor and his aide-de-camp.’

b.  East Old Turkic

ol kim burhan te-t-ir, nom ok ol
that ~who Buddha  say-CAUS-AOR3  Dharma  EXCL that
dr-iir.

COP-AOR3

‘That which is called Buddha, the dharma is nothing else but him.’

c.  Middle Turkic

ol zaman ok kafir  bol-di te-mis-lIdr.
that time EXCL infidel become-SPST3 say-PART-3PL
‘It is said that Satan became an infidel at that VERY moment.’

Some Chaghatay texts also show the exclusive particle OK (Bodrogligeti 2001:
326).

(34) Chaghatay
Sin ok sdn  yarat-yan bu yer kok  kiin  ay.
you EXCL you  create-PART  this  earth sky sun moon
‘It is exclusively you who created the earth, the sky, the sun, and the moon.”

In Orkhun Turkic Ok and kok are also used after the focused predicate (see Tekin
1968: 172). This usage is not detected in texts of later period. It should be noted that
Uzbek also has the particle yok, which is a development of the Middle Turkic and
Chaghatay particle OK rather than the East Old Turkic one. However, the Uzbek
particle has a clear temporal reading (Bodrogligeti 2003: 1027-1028), even if its
exclusive meaning still can be noticed.
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In Uyghur the exclusive particle -/a is also frequently used in combination with
yalyuz ‘alone’ and pdkdt ‘only’, expressing a focus denotation which is just one
among the alternatives that leads to a true assertion.

(35) Uyghur
a. Bu is-ni  yalyuz Alim-la bil-idu.
this matter-ACC alone Alim-EXCL know-INTRA.PRES3

‘It is only Alim who knows this thing.’

b. Bu iS-ni pékdat  dada-m-la bil-idu.
that  matter-AccC only father-POSS1SG-EXCL  know-INTRA.PRES3
‘Only my father knows that matter’.

However, the use of exclusive particles in combination with exclusive clitics is not
unique to Modern Uyghur. At least in Kazakh, exclusive particles are frequently
used in combination with exclusive clitics.

(36) Kazakh
a. Bu-ni tek Omar-diy oz-j-yana bil-edi.
this-acC  only = Omar-GEN self-POSS3-EXCL ~ know-INTRA.PRES3
‘It is only Omar himself who knows this.’

b. Klas-ta tek iki-ak okiwst otir.
classroom-LOC only  two-EXCL student sit.AOR3
‘Only two students are sitting in the classroom.’

Among the old Turkic languages, in Late East Old Turkic we find the exclusive
particle OK also being used together with the adjective yalayuz ‘alone’, placing
valayuz before the focused constituent and OK after it (the example is from Yakup
2010, Text C L. 259).

(37) A-ni bil-taci valyuz burhan-lar ok dr-tir-ldr.

that-AcC know-VN only Buddha-pL EXCL COP-AOR-PL
‘Those who understand it are exclusively Buddhas.’

If the focused constituent is modified by a numeral, the exclusive particle may occur
after the numeral but before the focused element (the example is again from Yakup
2010: 128-129).
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(38) Old Uyghur
Yalayuz bir ok yok kuruy  toz-i oz-in
alone one  EXCL nothing empty nature-POSS3  self-INSTR
k(d@)ntii  koziin-iir.

self appear-AOR3
‘Only and merely one’s nature of nothingness and emptiness will be apparent to one-
self.”

The use of yalyuz together with OK is absent from the texts of Early East Old Tur-
kic, nor does it occur in Middle Turkic or Chaghatay.

Kazakh, Kirghiz and Uyghur show a further morpheme for coding exclusive fo-
cus, namely -GA4na (it is realized in Uyghur as -GIna).

39) Kazakh
a.  Jas-tar-yana kel-di.
young-PL-EXCL come-SPST3
‘It was only the young people who came.’

b. Kirghiz
Bul  kitep kitepkana-da-yana bar.
this  book book store-LOC-EXCL existing
“This book is only available in the bookstore.”

c. Uyghur
Bu i§-ni sdn-yina kil-ala-ysdn.
this  matter-AcC YOUu-EXCL do-POSSIB-INTRA2SG

‘It is only you who can do this thing.’

The exclusive suffix -G4AnAd goes back to the Old Turkic diminutive particle kiya
(< -kliiA), which in a considerable number of cases also functioned as an exclusive
focus marker. It is also present in Chaghatay with the same function.

Obviously, Kazakh, Kirghiz and Uyghur show clear divergences from Turkish
with regard to coding of the exclusive focus, as Turkish does not have postpositional
particles coding focus. It also does not show focus-sensitive clitics and suffixes.
Meanwhile, the double coded constructions coding exclusive focus observed in
Kazakh and Uyghur also do not exist in Turkish.

3. Inclusive focus

Additive particles like also and too express the presupposition that the assertion
holds for other alternatives (Krifka & Musan 2010: 13). Some scholars call this
also-focus. I call it here inclusive focus in contrast to exclusive focus.

One of the functions of the Turkish particle d4 is to mark inclusive focus when
attached to the focused constituent (see Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 514; for other
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functions of d4 in Turkish see Goksel & Kerslake 2005: 213-215; Goksel & Ozsoy
2003).

(40) Turkish
a. Emine de gel-di.
Emine also  come-SPST3
‘Emine also came.’

b. Ahmet raki  da i¢-ebil-ir.
Ahmet raki  INCL  drink-POSSIB-AOR3
‘Ahmet can drink raki, too.’

Several Inner Asian Turkic languages, e.g. Kazakh, Salar and Uzbek, also have an
additive particle of the same origin, e.g. Kazakh DA, Salar da and Uzbek da. Like
Turkish dA, those particles are also attached to the focused constituent. Below (41a)
is an example from Kazakh, (41b) from Salar (is taken from Ma et al. 1993) and
(41c) from Uzbek.

41) Kazakh
a. Eldiy bar-i ket-ti, men  de ket-eyin.
people-GEN  all-POSs3 go-SPST3 1 INCL  go-VOLISG

‘All people left. Let me go, too.” (Zhang 2003: 131)

b.  Salar
Bal-ler-i ejz-i-negi aba-si
child-pL-POSS3 self-POSS3-GEN father-pOss3
ama-si-ge sajliam vej-ba.
mother-POSS3-DAT greeting give-INTRA.PRES3
Awla-da  bur-i bur-i-ge sajliam vej-ba.
they-INCL one-POSS3 one-POSS3-DAT  greeting  give-INTRA.PRES3

‘Children greet their own parents. They also greet each other.’

c.  Uzbek
Siyl-im-ni da cakir-dim.
younger sister-POSS1SG-ACC ~ INCL  invite-SPST1SG
‘I also invited my younger sister.’

Usually, the inclusive particle in Turkish (42a, b) and Kazakh (42c¢) is also attached
to the subject and object of the preceding clause.
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42) Turkish
a.  Nurettin  de yaz-di, Emine de yaz-du.
Nurettin = INCL  write-SPST3 Emine INCL  write-SPST3
‘Nurettin wrote, Emine also wrote, too.’

b.  Ali Almanca da bil-iyor, Ingilizce  de biliyor.
Ali German  INCL  know-INTRA.PRES3 English  INCL  know-INTRA.PRES3
‘Ali knows German but also English.’

c. Kazakh
Men  onjy  dke-si-ni de aya-si-ni
I he.GEN father-pOSS3-AcC INCL  elder brother-POSS3-AcC
da tani-ma-y-min.

KCL know-NEG-PRES-1SG
‘I know neither his father nor his elder brother.’

The Uyghur additive clitic mu has the same function. Orthographically, Uyghur mu
is written together with the constituent to which it is attached, and is not accented.

(43) Uyghur
a. Ati siz-mu kayt-i-siz, biz-mu
tomorrow you-INCL return-INTRA.PRES-2PL we-INCL

kayt-i-miz.

return-INTRA.PRES 1 PL
‘Tomorrow, you will go back. We will go back, too.’

b.  Biigiin uniy kizi-ni-mu kor-diim.
today he.GEN daughter-Acc-INCL see-SPST1SG
‘Today I also saw his daughter.’

In postverbal constructions coding actionality, mu is attached to the converb preced-
ing the postverb. In this case the basic meaning of mu is somewhat similar to that of
the English focus-sensitive particle ‘even’.

(44) Uyghur
U kiz sana kara-p-mu koy-mi-di.
that girl  you.DAT 100k-CONV-INCL ~ POSTV-NEG-SPST3
‘That girl did not even care about you.’

These examples illustrate that even very closely related Turkic languages show
divergences with regard to the inclusive focus. For instance, as we see, Uzbek has
da just like Kazakh, Salar and Turkish, while Uyghur has mu, which goes back to
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East Old Turkic ymd; for an analysis of Uyghur mu see Yakup (2014). It should be
noted that East Old Turkic ymd had the shortened variant mA4 already in some Old
Uyghur texts (Erdal 2004: 347) and also had the function of a clitic of inclusive
focus, having frequently been used together with the exclusive particle OK (the
below example is taken from Yakup (2010: 228-229).

(45) Old Uyghur

Karimak  dlmdk ymd ok yok,
ageing death also EXCL non-existing

karimak olmdk[ni]y ymd  alkinmak yok.
ageing death-GEN also  destruction no
‘There is no ageing and death, and there is also no destruction of ageing and death.’

Clear interpretation of ymd ok is not easy, however, it seems to be that it stands for
both inclusive and exclusive functions, expressing the meaning something like ‘not
only ... but also’.

It should be noted that the inclusive particle ma still survives in the eastern and
southwestern dialects of Modern Uyghur.

In Turkish, d4 may also be attached to the predicate (Goksel & Kerslake 2005:
514). However, the Kazakh, Salar, Uyghur and Uzbek additive particles discussed
above do not show this distributional feature.

As an aside, after comparing several very different languages belonging to three
different language families, Ozbek et al. (2014) claim that SOV word order itself has
an independent operation on the morpho-syntactic property of the additives, here the
inclusive focus. However, this is hard to justify on the basis of the materials dis-
cussed here.

5. Final remarks

The facts discussed in this article are fragmentary, and the analysis is restricted to
sentence level. Prosodic, pragmatic, and even some syntactic and semantic factors
are almost entirely ignored in the paper. This is far from the standard of empirical
contrastive Turkish linguistics would wish for. Below are some conclusions which
might be drawn from the analysis conducted so far.

Firstly, Turkic languages spoken and written in Central Asia, including Uyghur,
share some properties with Turkish with regard to focus, mainly in relation to the
following points:

Just as in Turkish, immediate pre-predicate position is used for interrogative pro-
nouns and the syntagmatic focus in Central Asian Turkic languages:

(1) Like Turkish, modern and historical Central Asian Turkic languages also use
relative constructions for exclusive focus, marking identification focus by adding
personal markers to the participles in -GAn in the relative construction.
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(i) Like Turkish, Central Asian Turkic languages show some adverbials and
particles for coding exclusive focus and inclusive focus.

Perhaps these are the properties the languages in the Turkic family generally
share.

In contrast to Turkish, Central Asian Turkic languages, including Uyghur, also
show clear divergences with regard to several points.

Firstly, although syntagmatic position is crucial in Central Asian Turkic lan-
guages, just as in Turkish, in the Central Asian Turkic languages the role of stress or
high pitch is limited. Even if stress and pitch play some role, they seem to be of
secondary importance.

Secondly, in Turkish, a constituent with a genitive in existential sentences can be
focused by placing stress on it. This is however not relevant for Central Asian Tur-
kic languages, especially Uyghur.

Thirdly, Central Asian Turkic languages show a considerable number of clitics
and suffixes coding exclusive focus and inclusive focus which do not exist in Turk-
ish.

Fourthly, some Central Asian Turkic languages, especially Kazakh and Uyghur
use double coding strategies for exclusive focus. These are also not observable in
Turkish.

These are only some preliminary facts and points that I can conclude at the pre-
sent stage of my research. I hope that detailed descriptions of each language and
language variety in the Turkic family of languages and typologically-oriented con-
trastive studies will make further contributions to the study of Turkic information
structure, including focus.

Abbreviations
1 First person
2 Second person
3 Third person
cop Copula
EXCL Exclusive focus marker
EV Evidential
FOC Focal
INCL Inclusive focus marker
INTRA.PRES Intraterminal present
NEG Negation
PART Participle
PL Plural
POSS Possessive marker
POSSIB Possibility
REL Relational suffix
SG Singular
SPST Simple past

VOL Voluntative
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Einleitung

Der schwedische Naturforscher Johan Peter Falck, ein Schiiler von Carl v. Linné,
wurde 1768 von der Petersburger Akademie der Wissenschaften zum Leiter einer
Expedition ernannt, die von der Wolga-Region bis nach Siidsibirien gefiihrt hat. Bei
seiner Riickkehr nach Kasan im Jahre 1774 war Falck physisch und psychisch so
erschopft, dass er durch Suizid aus dem Leben geschieden ist. Johan Gottlieb Georgi
bearbeitete die von Falck hinterlassenen Aufzeichnungen iiber den Verlauf und die
Ergebnisse der Forschungsreise und veroffentlichte sie 1785—1786 unter dem Titel
Beytrdge zur Topographischen Kenntnis des Russischen Reichs. Falcks dreibindiges
Werk fand allerdings wenig Resonanz, denn inzwischen hatten Peter Simon Pallas,
Samuel Gottlieb Gmelin und Johan Gottlieb Georgi, die fast zeitgleich mit Falck zu
Expeditionen nach Asien aufgebrochen waren, ihre Forschungsberichte publiziert.

Die im zweiten und dritten Band der Beytrdge erwihnten tiirkischen Pflanzen-
und Tiernamen wurden von Ingmar Svanberg in Turkic Ethnobotany and Ethno-
zoology as Recorded by Johan Peter Falck unter Beibehaltung der Falck’schen
Orthographie aufgelistet. Bei einigen Bezeichnungen beruht die Schreibung vermut-
lich auf einem Lesefehler, denn Georgi war wie Falck ein Naturwissenschaftler und
hat die handschriftlichen Notizen deshalb kaum unter sprachlichem Aspekt entzif-
fert.

Die vorliegende Studie, die auf den von Svanberg zusammengestellten Worterli-
sten basiert, beschéftigt sich mit den teleutischen Pflanzen- und Tiernamen; einbe-
zogen sind die von Pallas in Flora Rossica sowie Zoographia Rosso-Asiatica als
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teleutisch eingeordneten Pflanzen- und Tierbenennungen. Da laut Falck die Teleuten
auch Telengut heiflen (S 69), durften manche Begriffe aus dem Telengitischen
stammen. Nach den Angaben bei Aéimova (2007), die zwischen Teleutisch und
Telengitisch unterscheidet, gehort eine Reihe der von Falck mit ,teleutisch® apostro-
phierten Pflanzennamen zum telengitischen Dialekt.

Svanberg (S 61) verweist darauf, dass Falck zweifellos viele als Hiillworter ver-
wendete Tierbezeichnungen angefiihrt hat. Die Falck-Zitate werden deshalb auch
hinsichtlich ihrer euphemistischen Funktion untersucht. Ein weiteres Augenmerk
gilt einer spdteren Tabuierung mancher Namen in der Jéger- oder in der Frauenspra-
che. Die von Falck benutzte botanische und zoologische Nomenklatur richtet sich
nach Linné; eine aufgrund neuer Erkenntnisse erfolgte Abidnderung der wissen-
schaftlichen Termini ist den Lemmata beigefiigt. Belege in kyrillischer Schrift wer-
den in vereinfachter Transkription wiedergegeben.

1. Pflanzenbezeichnungen

Alle bei Falck erwéhnten teleutischen Pflanzennamen erfassen Gewichse, die im
taglichen Leben als Bau-, Heiz- und Flechtmaterial, zum Gerben und Firben, als
zusitzliche Nahrung und insbesondere als Heilmittel von Nutzen sind. Das Falck-
Material ist sehr viel ergiebiger als das von Pallas; von den sechs teleutischen Pflan-
zenbenennungen, die Pallas notiert hat, stimmen fiinf mit Falcks Angaben iiberein.

Apsaik Agatsch ,Populus tremula‘ [S 89] = Zitterpappel, Populus tremula.

Der Ausdruck hat sich im Altaitiirkischen als Name der Zitterpappel (r. osina)
mit Ilm 152, Verb 30 apsaq, B 1I: 202 n.-kmd. apsaq, B III: 139 leb. apsag sowie
Ilm 152, Verb 30 aspag, RAS 419 aspaq, WB 1: 554 alt.-k. aspaq erhalten.—Vgl.
schor. SRRS 16 apsaq, WB I: 554 aspaq und bar. Dmitrieva 1972: 199 absaq ~
awsaq ,osina‘.

Bei apsag gehen viele Forscher von einer indogermanischen Herkunft aus; Dmit-
rieva verweist in diesem Zusammenhang auf Tocharisch B ausa < indogermanisch
*apsa ,osina‘. Die Form aspag konnte ein durch Metathese entstandenes Hiillwort
sein; der Anlass dazu war moglicherweise das beim geringsten Luftzug in Bewe-
gung geratende Blattwerk.

Arschan ,Juniperus Sabina‘ [S 90] = Sadebaum, Juniperus sabina.

Im Altaitiirkischen ist Arschan mit RAS 301 arcin, WB 324 alt.-k. arcin, WB
332 tel. arsin, B III: 139 leb. arcin als generelle Benennung fiir den Wacholder
(r. mozzevel'nik) bewahrt.—Vgl. chak. XRS 32 arcin ,mozzevel'nik‘. Nach A 22 be-
zeichnen die Altai-Kizi den nur 20-80 cm hohen Sadebaum (r. mozZzZevel'nik ka-
zackij) mit qoy-arcin ,Schafwacholder‘, die ein Meter hohe Wacholder-Art Junipe-
rus pseudosabina (r. mozzevel'nik loznokazackij) hingegen mit at-arcin ,Pferdewa-
cholder*.
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Iso Agatsch ,Ulmus campestris‘ [S 78] = Bergulme, Ulmus glabra.

Mit Ulmus campestris ist hier nicht die Feldulme, sondern die von Linné als Ul-
mus campestris eingeordnete Bergulme, Ulmus glabra (r. vjaz Sersavyj) gemeint.
Die lediglich bei Falck nachweisbare Benennung Iso Agatsch diirfte izii ayas ,gli-
hender Baum® zu lesen sein, da die in Biischeln zusammengefassten dunkelroten
Bliiten der Bergulme sich von der aschgrauen Rinde der Aste wie kleine Glutstellen
abheben.

Aufgrund ihrer dunklen Rinde heifit die Ulme heute bei den meisten Tiirkvolkern
qara aya¢ ,schwarzer Baum°, bei den Altaitiirken jedoch RAS 99 gara tit ,schwarze
Liarche’. Der Name spielt darauf an, dass die Bliitenbiischel der Ulme den purpur-
roten weiblichen Bliitenzapfchen &hneln, die im Friithjahr an den kahlen Zweigen der
Lérche hervorsprieBen, wobei das Farbattribut gara die Ulme von der mit einer
helleren Rinde bedeckten Lérche unterscheidet.

Jas Terek ,Populus alba‘ [S 89] = Silberpappel, Populus alba.

Als Name der Silberpappel lésst sich Jas Terek nicht mehr belegen; vermutlich
bezieht sich Jas Terek ,Friihlingspappel® auf die bereits Ende April einsetzende
Bliite. Die Silberpappel (r. fopol’ belyj) benennt man jetzt wegen ihrer silbrig be-
haarten Blattunterseiten mit A 150 alt.-k., teleng. aq tdrdk ,weille Pappel®.

Karagan ,Robinia Caragana“ [S 85] = Erbsenstrauch, Caragana arborescens.

Der von mong. xaragana ,Erbsenstrauch® entlehnte Begriff, den Mahmud al-
Kasyar1 mit DLT 225 gardgan ,eine Art Bergbaum* vermerkt hat (vgl. Hauenschild
1994: 56), ist in den Siiddialekten des Altaitiirkischen als allgemeine Bezeichnung
fiir die Gattung Caragana (r. karagana) mit A 38 alt.-k. garana, teleng. garayana ~
qaraana erhalten; bei Ilm 191 wird tel. garayan mit ,rjabina‘ (Eberesche) defi-
niert.—Vgl. tuv. TuvRS 452 xarayan ,karagannik, stepnaja akacija‘.

Kendirosch ~ Kinder ,Cannabis sativa‘ [S 89] = Hanf, Cannabis sativa.

Als Benennung des Hanfs (r. konoplja) wurde Kendirosch mit A 161 teleng.
kéndirds, leb. kdndirds ~ kdndrds tberliefert.—Vgl. tat. kinderas, kum. kendiras
,konoplja‘ (Hauenschild 1989: Nr. 242). Kinder hat sich mit Ilm 207 kcndir, WB 1I:
1081 alt.-k., tel. kédndir, B 11: 221 kmd. kdndir, B I11: 161 leb. kédndir bewahrt.—Vgl.
chak. RXS 325 kindir, schor. SRRS 24 kéiindir, tuv. RTuvS 227 xdindir ,konoplja‘.
Der zweihdusige Hanf wird generell mit kdndir bezeichnet; mit kdndirds, dem Di-
minutiv von kdndir, benennt man speziell den mannlichen Hanf, der niedriger als
die weibliche Pflanze ist. Da er eine Rispe trigt, erfassen ihn die Altai-Kizi auch mit
A 161 kéindirbas ,Hanfkopf*.

Kuperei ,Rubus Ideus [S 83] = Himbeere, Rubus idaecus.—Vgl. Pallas 1789-1790,
1/2: 127 Teleutis Kuperei ,Rubus Ideus*.

Der Name, der im Altaitiirkischen nicht mehr belegbar ist, konnte auf altuigu-
risch kpra ,Rubus Idacus® (HK II: Nr. 3, 49 und Anm. 349) zuriickgehen und als
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Benennung fiir den Himbeerstrauch bzw. die Himbeere (r. malina) mit ba. TSB 104
quray yeldge und dem tatarischen Dialektwort TTDS 598 quray gildk ,quray-
Beere‘, im Hinblick auf die aus vielen Friichtchen bestehende Sammelfrucht mit
kirg. KiRS 455 dan quuray ,Korner-quray® sowie—auf die Farbe der Himbeere be-
zogen—mit kas. XQBS (s. v. fupénzi) tapgquwray und nuig. XUS (s. v. xuangouzi)
tanqoray ,Morgenréte-quwray/qoray* erhalten sein.

Mit ba. quray und kas. quwray (Hauenschild 1989: Nr. 966) < qura- ,austrock-
nen‘ wird primédr das strauchartige Kalikraut, Salsola kali bezeichnet, dessen Blatt-
spreiten zu pfriemformigen Gebilden reduziert sind. Beim Himbeerstrauch diirfte
quray ~ quwray ~ qoray auf eine Besonderheit der Triebe verweisen; sie fruchten
erst im zweiten Jahr und sterben danach bis zur Wurzel ab—ein Merkmal, das die
Himbeere von der verwandten Brombeere unterscheidet.

Sasch Tschestek ,Vaccinium Oxycoccos® [S 81] = Moosbeere, Vaccinium oxycoc-
cos.—Vgl. Pallas 1789-1790, 1/2: 88 Teleutis Sasch-Tschestek ,Vaccinium Oxycoc-
cus‘.

Als Benennung fiir die Moosbeere (r. kljukva) lasst sich Sasch Tschestek
,Sumpfbeere sinngemdl mit A 50 leb. sas-jiildk und B II: 246 n.-kmd. sas jiildgi
nachweisen; der Name betrifft das Vorkommen in Siimpfen oder morastigen Wil-
dern. Ansonsten wird die Moosbeere, die sich auf Torfmoospolstern ausbreitet, mit
WB III: 1190 alt.-k., tel. torbos, A 50 kmd. torbas, tub. torvos ,Moos‘ bezeichnet.—

Vgl. schor. SRRS 55 torbas cistégi ,kljukva‘, wortlich ,Moosbeere*.

Schangis Agatsch ,Viburnum Opulus® [S 79] = Schneeball, Viburnum opulus.—
Vgl. Pallas 1789-1790, 1/2: 53 Teleutis Schangis ,Viburnum Opulus".

Erhalten ist Schangis Agatsch als Benennung des Schneeballs (r. kalina) mit WB
III: 1851 tel. capis, A 154 alt.-k. canis, leb. canas, B 111: 225 leb. Sayis ayas.—Vgl.
chak. RXS 307 sangas ayazi und schor. SRRS 67 sayis ,kalina‘. Der Begriff konnte
von mong. canggis ,Moosbeere® entlehnt sein, denn die Friichte des Schneeballs
dhneln den kugeligen roten Moosbeeren.

Schiderban ,Hippopha Rhamnoides [S 89] = Sanddorn, Hippophaé rhamnoides.—
Vgl. Pallas 1789-1790, 1/2: 79 Teleutis Schiderban ,Hippophaé¢ Rhamnoides*.

Das in derselben Schreibung bei Pallas bezeugte Falck-Zitat Schiderban scheint
als Bezeichnung fiir den Sanddorn (r. oblepixa) mit A 193 teleng., kmd. cicirangat ~
Ci¢iryana ~ Cicirana, alt.-k. c¢icrana Uberliefert zu sein—Vgl. tuv. RTuvS 331 ¢i-
+ -ana hergeleitet. Eine sinnvolle Erkldrung gibt es dafiir nicht; der Ausdruck diirfte
eher auf mong. ¢icargana ,Sanddorn‘ zuriickgehen.

Tabuljah ,Spiraea crenata‘ [S 83] = Kerbblattriger Spierstrauch, Spiraea crenata.
Der Name ldsst sich bereits im Alttiirkischen mit zavilqu ,Spierstrauch® (Clauson
1972: 441) nachweisen. Bei Mahmud al-Kasyari ist DLT 245 tawilqu ~ tawilyic
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,tabarhiin‘ vermerkt, definiert als Purpurweide, jedoch bezogen auf den auch in der
Altai-Region hdufigen Weidenspierstrauch, Spiraea salicifolia (vgl. Hauenschild
1994: 74-75). Im Altaitiirkischen hat sich der Begriff als Benennung des Spier-
strauchs (r. tavolga) mit Ilm 257 tabilyi, WB 11I: 972 alt.-k., tel. tabilyi, A 268 leb.
tavilyi bewahrt.—Vgl. chak. XRS 212 tabilyi ,tavolga‘.

Tagen ,Pinus Abies‘ [S 88] = Rotfichte, Picea abies.—Vgl. Pallas 1789-1790, I/1:
15 Teleutis Tigén ,Pinus Abies".

Uberliefert ist Tagen bzw. Tigén, in eigentlicher Bedeutung ,Stacheln®, als Be-
zeichnung der Sibirischen Fichte, Picea obovata (r. e/’ sibirskaja) mit WB III: 1352
alt.-k., tel. tigdn, A 23-24 kmd. tdgdn, tub. tigddn ~ tigdn, B 11I: 205 leb. tigdn.—
Vgl. chak. RXS 207 tigdin und schor. SRRS 53 tigdn ,el".

Tockme Gul ,Rosa canina‘ [S 83] = Heckenrose, Rosa canina.

Mit Tockme Gul wurde die im Altai heimische wilde Rosen-Art Rosa acicularis
(r. Sipovnik iglistyj) benannt. Der Ausdruck, der nach Falck auch in Buchara ge-
brauchlich war, ldsst sich im Altaittirkischen nicht mehr belegen, wohl aber mit usb.
UzRS 418 tagmagiil ,Sipovnik®, wortlich ,Anhéngerblume‘, und zwar im Hinblick
auf die nach unten geneigten lénglich-eiférmigen roten Friichte. Moderne Bezeich-
nungen, die gleichfalls die Hagebutten betreffen, sind A 270 alt.-k. iyt-tumcuk
,Hundeschnauze‘, teleng. iyt-kédon ,Hundehintern‘ und tub. if-burun ,Hundenase‘.
Ein nur bei Pallas erwdhnter Name fiir Rosa acicularis hat sich bis heute mit RAS
845 tagdndk erhalten, vgl. Pallas 1789-1790, 1/2: 118 Teleutis fegenek ,Rosa cani-

¢

na-.

Tolonna ,Crataegus Oxyacantha® [S 82] = Weilldorn, Crataegus laevigata.

Unter Tolonna ist der im Altai verbreitete Blutdorn, Crataegus sanguinea (r. bo-
Jjarysnik krovavo-krasnyj) zu verstehen. Der Begriff geht auf mong. dolugana ~
dolunu ,Weilidorn® zuriick und hat sich mit WB III: 1195 tel. folono, A 253 alt.-k.
tolono, kmd. tolona ~ tulano, tub. tovono ~ toyona, B 1I: 255 n.-kmd. folono, B 111:
206 leb. tolono bewahrt.—Vgl. schor. SRRS 54 tolana, krg. TofRS 21 dolayana,
tuv. RTuvS 49 dolaana ~ dolayana und jak. Pek 734 doloyon ~ doloyono ~ doloxono
,bojary$nik‘. Der erste Wortteil von A 253 kmd. foo ayazi ,too-Baum‘ und leb.
toono-jdgldik ,toono-Beere® ist moglicherweise durch Kontraktion aus folono ent-
standen; vgl. chak. RXS 69 foo ayazi ,bojarysnik*.

Tscheina ,Pxonia officinalis [S 84] = Pfingstrose, Paeonia officinalis.

Der Name Tscheina, eine Entlehnung von mong. cene ,Pfingstrose‘, bezeichnet
die fiir den Altai charakteristische Spezies Paeconia anomala (r. pion uklonjajuscijsja
oder mar'in koren'). Uberliefert ist Tscheina mit WB III: 1942 tel. céynd, A 247
alt.-k., tub. cdynd ~ ciynd, kmd. Siynd ~ §dni, B 11: 267 n.-kmd. cdynd, B 111: 221
leb. ¢dnd.—Vgl. chak. XRS 187 siynd ,mar'in koren', krg. TofRS 96 §dynd ,pion,
mar'in koren', tuv. TuvRS 544 §dynd ,dikij pion‘.
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In der Frauensprache werden laut J 63 bolcoq bas ,runder Kopf* und gadisqin
,Malz‘ als Hillworter fiir alt.-k. cdynd ~ ciynd benutzt; bolcog bas beschreibt die

erinnernden Samen zu verweisen.

Tschita ,Pinus Picea‘ [S 88] = Weilitanne, Abies alba.

Bei Tschita diirfte es sich um eine falsche Lesung von Tschiba handeln; der Aus-
druck hat sich als Benennung fiir die Sibirische Tanne, Abies sibirica (r. pixta si-
birskaja) mit WB 1I1: 254 tel. ¢ibi, A 25 leb. Siivd ~ Siivii ~ ¢iivd, tub. ciivd, kmd.
Sibdd, B 1: 166 tub. ¢ibi, B 1I: 268 n.-kmd. ¢ibd erhalten.—Vgl. chak. RXS 586 sibi
und schor. SRRS 69 siibd ,pixta‘.

Auflerdem bezeichnet man mit A 23-24 alt.-k., teleng. cibi, leb. ¢ivi, B 1I: 270
kmd. ciibé die Sibirische Fichte, Picea obovata (r. el’ sibirskaja), bereits bei Pallas
1789-1790, 1/1: 15 mit Tataris Sibiricis Tschiby ,Pinus Abies‘ (= Picea abies) be-
zeugt.—Vgl. tuv. TuvRS 545 $ivi, bar. Dmitrieva 1972: 186 civi ,el'".

Nach J 64 sind in der Frauensprache anstelle von alt.-k. ¢ibi ,el'* die Euphemis-
men tdgdndk biirlii ayas ,Baum mit Stachelbattern® und iynd biirlii ayas ,Baum mit
Nadelblattern® iiblich.

Upstera ,Lonicera tatarica‘ [S 77| = Tatarengeiflblatt, Lonicera tatarica.

Die Benennung Upstera ist nach A 110 in derselben Bedeutung mit tel. unstera
tiberliefert; geht man von Upstera aus, so konnte ein Zusammenhang mit dem im
tatarischen Bereich gebrduchlichen, jedoch nicht mehr nachweisbaren Uptschera
,Himbeerstrauch® bestehen, vgl. Pallas 1789-1790, 1/2: 127 Tataris Uptschera ,Ru-
bus Ideeus®, bei Falck (S 83) Uptschero. Eine Namensiibertragung auf das strauchige
Tatarengeilblatt (r. Zimolost' tatarskaja) wiirde dessen kugelige rote Friichte mit
Himbeeren assoziieren.

2. Tierbezeichnungen

Falck zitiert vornehmlich Bezeichnungen fiir Tiere, deren Fleisch oder Fell verwer-
tet werden, aber auch fiir Tiere, mit denen sich abergldubische Vorstellungen ver-
binden. Obwohl er nur die Namen von S#ugetieren und Fischen erwihnt, ist sein
Beitrag zur teleutischen Tierlexik wesentlich umfangreicher als der von Pallas, der
lediglich vier—ebenfalls bei Falck belegte—Fischbenennungen vermerkt hat, zu-
sétzlich jedoch zwei Vogelnamen, ndmlich Pallas 1811, I: 436 Teleutis Kokutschi-
gasak ,Alcedo Ispida‘ (Eisvogel) und II: 171 Teleutis Charagatau ,Scolopax Rusti-
cola® (Waldschnepfe). Die im Kontext mit Sdugetieren angefiihrten Pallas-Zitate aus
Nachbarsprachen dienen als indirekte Bestitigung der Angaben von Falck.

Aba ,Ursus Arctos‘ [S 91] = Braunbér, Ursus arctos, s. Aju und Schakschek.—Vgl.
Pallas 1811, I: 64 Catschinzis ad Jeniseam Awa ,Ursus Arctos‘.
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Der fritheste Beleg fiir 4ba findet sich bei Mahmid al-Kasyari, der aufler DLT
54 ayiy ,ad-dubb‘ noch DLT 55 apa ,ad-dubb‘ dem Dialekt der Qif¢aq zuordnet hat,
d. h., dass die Qif¢aq aus Tabugriinden anstelle des alten Bérennamens ayiy das
Deckwort apa ,Ahn; GroBvater; Vater benutzt haben (vgl. Hauenschild 2003: 19).
In diesem Sinne ist auch die von Falck notierte Birenbenennung Aba zu verstehen,
die sich in der Jagersprache mit J 135 aba bzw. dem Diminutiv B II: 197 kmd.
abayaq bewahrt hat.—Vgl. schor. Zelenin 1929: 108 aba und n.-tscht. Bir 26 ad-
acaq ,medved'’. Im Chakassischen fungiert XRS 13 aba als generelle Bezeichnung
fiir den Béren.

Neben aba gibt es heute im Altaitiirkischen zahlreiche Hiillworter, die insbeson-
dere wihrend der Jagd als ehrerbietige Anrede des Bdren gebraucht werden. Zu
demselben Wortfeld wie aba gehoren J 135 apcivag ~ apsaq ,GroBvater‘, abaay
,GroBonkel (viterlicherseits)‘, abayay ,Onkel (viterlicherseits), ulda ,GroBvater
(véterlicherseits)‘, taadaq ,GroBvater (miitterlicherseits)‘, faay ,Onkel (miitterli-
cherseits)‘ und tayyaniy abazi ,élterer Verwandter aus der Taiga‘.—Vgl. chak. XRS
395 (Jagersprache) apsax, abk. Verb 23 apcaq ~ apciyagq, schor. SRRS 17 apsag,
kond. Verb 23 apsiyaq, schor. WB III: 766 tay, kond. SRRS 58 ulda sowie schor.
Zelenin 1929: 108 abay und jak. DSJaJa 37 aabiy ~ 39 abaya ,medved'“. Die Ach-
tung vor dem Bédren kommt auch in J 135 jaan 6bogon ,ehrwiirdiger Alter*, 6bogon
JAlter und ulu kizi ,alterer Mensch® zum Ausdruck. Schmeichelnamen wie J 135
qayraqan Herr*, altaydiy ddzi ,Herr des Altai‘ oder jdrdiy ddzi ,Herr der Wildnis®
zielen auf das Wohlwollen des Béren ab.

Hiillworter, die nicht zwangslaufig den Béren betreffen und ihn deshalb iiber das
Vorhaben der Jager hinwegtéduschen sollen, sind J 135 baraan ay ,dunkelfarbiges
Tier*, jaan ay ,groBes Tier‘, jdrdiy qatu ayi ,grausames Tier der Wildnis®, jddk ap
,raubgieriges Tier‘, aytara ton ,gewendeter Pelzrock und bayayi néimd ,das gewisse
Ding*.

Aju ,Ursus Arctos® [S 91] = Braunbir, Ursus arctos, s. Aba und Schakschek.

Der alte Barenname ayiy hat sich im Altaitiirkischen nur mit B II: 199 o.-kmd.
ayiy und B III: 136 leb. ayiy bewahrt. Hingegen wurde die von Falck angefiihrte Ab-
wandlung Aju mit Ilm 142, Verb 10 tel. ayu, ORS 24 ayu, B 1: 99 tub. ayu ~ ayuu ~
ayuv, B II: 199 kmd. ayu ~ ayuy, B III: 136 leb. ayu ~ ayuu tiberliefert.—Vgl.
n.-tscht. Bir 27 ayu, sib.-t. SDST 19 ayu ,medved".

Ak Balik ,Salmo Lavaretus® [S 111] = Renke, Coregonus lavaretus, s. Urundu
Balik—Vgl. Pallas 1811, III: 403 Tataris ad Jeniseam Ak-balyk ,Salmo oxyrhin-
chus‘ (= Coregonus oxyrhynchus, eine kleinere Form von C. lavaretus).

Die Benennung der hellgeférbten Renke (r. sig) mit Ak Balik ,weiler Fisch* lasst
sich im Altaitiirkischen mit WB I: 91 alt.-k. aq palig ,salmo lavaretus‘ nachwei-
sen.—Vgl. chak. XRS 142 ax palix, tuv. TR 49 ag-baliq und krg. TofRS 246 ag-
balig ,sig‘.
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Aktuk ,Cervus Capreolus® [S 93] = Reh, Capreolus capreolus, s. Ilik.

Mit Aktuk ,weiles Fell* zitiert Falck offenbar einen wihrend der Jagd anstelle
von [lik benutzten, aber nicht tiberlieferten euphemistischen Ausdruck, der sich auf
den weiBlen Spiegel des Rehs bezieht. Als moderne Hiillworter sind in der Jéger-
sprache J 137 sddrtkis ,Spriingemacher’, sdrgdk apy ,hellhoriges Tier® sowie tuy-
yaqtu ,mit Hufen‘ und in der Frauensprache J 134 anay ,zweijdhriges Zicklein ‘ge-
brauchlich.

Bel Balik ,Salmo Hucho‘ [S 111] = Taimen, Hucho taimen.—Vgl. Pallas 1811, III:
359 Tataris ad Jeniseam Billbalyk ,Salmo fluviatilis®.

Erhalten ist Bel Balik als Name des Taimen (r. fajmen’) mit Ilm 236, Verb 250
pdl, ORS 29 (Dialekt) bél, WB 1V: 1242 alt.-k., tel. pdl, B III: 187 leb. pdl.—Vgl.
chak. XRS 150 pil, schor. SRRS 40 pdl, tuv. TuvRS 89 bdil, krg. TofRS 16 bl und
jak. Pek 461 bil (balik) ~ 1568 mil (balik) ,tajmen' . Nach Tatarincev 2000: 209 han-
delt es sich bei tuv. bdl um eine ehrerbietige Anrede bzw. um ein Hiillwort im Sinne
von ,auBergew6hnlich® oder ,vornehm‘, und zwar moglicherweise im Hinblick dar-
auf, dass dem 1,5 m langen und 65 kg schweren Taimen wegen seiner Ausmafie der
Vorrang unter den Lachsfischen zukommt.

Bora Balik ,Cyprinus Idus® [S 112] = Aland, Leuciscus idus.—Vgl. Pallas 1811, III:
316 Teleutis Boro-balyk ,Cyprinus Idus®.

Weder im Altaitiirkischen noch in anderen siidsibirischen Tiirksprachen wurde
Bora Balik ,grauer Fisch® iiberliefert. Die Schoren benennen den Aland (r. jaz') mit
SRRS 15 aq palig ,weiBer Fisch* und die Kondoma-Schoren mit Verb 403 upta
balig ,Kreidefisch‘. Sowohl Bora Balik als auch aq paliq und upta balig konnten
sich auf die silbrig glanzenden Seiten des Fisches beziehen.

Im Teleutischen wird der Aland heute mit Verb 335 faptan < tapta- ,festtreten;
stampfen® erfasst, d. h. mit einem Begriff, der gleichfalls fiir den Hasen gebrauch-
lich ist (ORS 142 taptan ,zajac‘) und jeweils ein bestimmtes Verhalten aufzugreifen
scheint. Der Hase scharrt sich eine als Schlafstéitte dienende Mulde, und der Aland
driickt sich bei Antritt des Winterschlafes an tiefen Wasserstellen in den Sand.

Bulan ,Cervus Alces‘ [S 93] = Elch, Alces alces.—Vgl. Pallas 1811, I: 201 Tataris
etiam Sibiriae Bulan ,Cervus Alce‘.

Die Bezeichnung Bulan ist erstmals bei Mahmiid al-Kas§yari mit DLT 208 bulan
bezeugt, und zwar als Name eines sehr grolen wilden Tieres, das im Land der Qif-
¢aq lebt und dort gejagt wird. Bei vielen Tiirkvolkern hat sich bulan in der Be-
deutung ,Elch bewahrt, wurde aber teilweise auch ersetzt oder auf andere Tiere
ibertragen (vgl. Hauenschild 2003: 75-76). Im Altaitiirkischen ist der Name als
Benennung des Elchs (1. los' oder soxatyj) mit Ilm 242, Verb 270 pulan, ORS 35 bu-
lan, WB 1V: 1374 alt.-k., tel. pulan, B 1: 110 tub. bulan, B 111: 190 leb. pilan ~ pulan
erhalten—Vgl. chak. XRS 165 pulan, tuv. TuvRS 111 bulan, schor. SRRS 43 pulan
~ SRS 22 pilan und tscht. Bir 55 pulan ,los', soxatyj°.
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Fan Bulik ,Acipenser Sturio‘ [S 110] = Stor, Acipenser sturio.—Vgl. Pallas 1811,
III: 91 Teleutis Fan-balyk ,Acipenser Sturio®.

Der nicht mehr nachweisbare Ausdruck Fan Bulik—richtig Fan Balik—kenn-
zeichnet den bis zu 4 m langen Stor (r. oséfr) vermutlich als einen Konig unter den
Fischen, denn die erste Komponente diirfte sich von mong. vang ,Herrscher* herlei-
ten. Eine dhnlich hohe Stellung billigen die Jakuten dem grofiten der in Sibirien vor-
kommenden Store, dem Hausen, Huso dauricus (r. kaluga) zu, der nach Pek 3413
xatiis toyon ,Herr der Store* heif3t.

1l Balik ,Perca Cernua‘ [S 110] = Kaulbarsch, Gymnocephalus cernua.—Vgl. Pallas
1811, III: 245 Teleutis /t-balyk ,Perca cernua‘.

Wie das Pallas-Zitat zeigt, wurde /7 Balik ,Hundefisch* falschlich als 1/ Balik ge-
lesen; der Name, der auf den hundeédhnlichen Kopf des Fisches anspielt, ist fiir den
Kaulbarsch (r. ér§) nur mit schor. SRRS 19 it-palig belegbar. Laut Verb 467 benut-
zen die Teleuten it paliq fiir die Aalquappe, Lota lota (r. nalim), deren Kopf sich we-
gen des unterstdndigen Mauls gleichfalls wie eine Hundeschnauze ausnimmt.

Ilik ,Cervus Capreolus® [S 93] = Reh, Capreolus capreolus, s. Aktuk.—Vgl. Pallas
1811, I: 220 Tataris ad Jeniseam /Alik ,Cervus Capreolus®.

Als Bezeichnung fiir das Reh (r. kosulja oder dikaja koza) lasst sich elik bereits
im Alttiirkischen nachweisen (Clauson 1972: 142). Der Pallas-Beleg deutet darauf
hin, das Falck moglicherweise die bei den Chakassen iibliche Form vermerkt hat,
denn im Altaitiirkischen ist noch heute Ilm 157, Verb 43 dlik, ORS 191 dlik, WB I:
815 alt.-k., tel., leb. dlik, B I: 169 tub. dlik, B I1: 276 kmd. ddlik gebrauchlich.—Vgl.
chak. XRS 58 ilik, schor. SRRS 73 dlik, tuv. TuvRS 581 dlik, krg. TofRS 103 dlik,
Kuarik WB I: 815 dlik, tob., tim., bar. SDST 54 ildk und jak. DSJaJa 319 dlik ,ko-
sulja (samka), dikaja koza“.

Jesubalik ,Cyprinus Carassius‘ [S 111] = Karausche, Carassius carassius.—Vgl.
Pallas 1811, III: 297 Teleutis Jesu-balyk ,Cyprinus Carassius®.

Die Benennung Jesubalik ,flacher Fisch®, die sich auf den abgeplatteten Korper
der Karausche (r. karas') bezieht, ist mit [lm 164, Verb 67 jazi baliqg, WB I1I: 230
alt.-k. jazi paliq bewahrt—Vgl. schor. SRS 27 cazipalig, n.-tscht. Bir 5 yazbalig ~
52 yaz paaliq und tschat. SDST 64 yazbalig ,karas'. Wegen ihres flachen Korpers
bezeichnet man die Karausche auch mit WB III: 793 alt.-k., tel., leb. tagpay palig
,Spanfisch‘’.—Vgl. sag., schor. WB III: 793 tagpay paliq ,karas'.

Kakaja ,Sus Scrofa & Aper* [S 92] = Wildschwein, Eber, Sus scrofa.

Der Ausdruck Kakaja, der von mong. gaxai ,Wildschwein, Eber* entlehnt ist,
wurde als Benennung fiir das Wildschwein (r. kaban oder dikaja svin'ja) mit Ilm
186, Verb 119 tel. gaqa ~ gagay, ORS 68 gaqay, WB 1I: 63 tel. qaqqa ~ qaqqai, B
III: 156 leb. gagay tiberliefert.—Vgl. tuv. Tatarincev 2004: 31 gayay ,kaban, dikaja
svinj'a‘ und bar. Dmitrieva 1981: 150 gagay ,svin'ja“.
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Kanu ,Mustela Gulo® [S 97] = Vielfral3, Gulo gulo—Vgl. Pallas 1811, I: 74 Tataris
ad Jeniseam Kuno vel Kahna ,Meles Gulo‘.

Als Benennung fiir den Vielfral3 (r. rosomaxa) ist Kanu, vermutlich eine falsche
Lesung von Kunu, im Teleutischen und in anderen altaitiirkischen Dialekten nicht
mehr belegbar—Vgl. aber chak. XRS 292 xunu, ktsch., sag. WB II: 909 guna, abk.
Verb 151 gunu, o.-kond. Verb 151 qunucagq, schor. WB 11: 911 qunu ~ 912 qunucaq,
SRRS 29 qunucag, tscht. Bir 44 qunucag und tob., tiim. SDST 128 goni, tob. WB II:
911 qunu ,rosomaxa‘.

Nach den bei Tatarincev (2004: 296297 s. v. qundus) angefiihrten Etymologi-
sierungsvorschligen kann sich qunu ~ quna von qun- ,rauben‘ oder *qun- ,glatt
sein‘ herleiten, aber ebenso ein indogermanisches Lehnwort sein. Eine Ableitung
von gun- ,rauben‘ ist kaum anzunehmen, da sich das Verb nur im Alt- und Mittel-
tiirkischen nachweisen lédsst (Clauson 1972: 632). Im Hinblick auf das lange, zottige
Fell des plumpen Vielfrafles diirfte eine Ableitung von *qun- ,glatt sein‘ gleichfalls
entfallen. Moglich erscheint allerdings eine Entlehnung von r. kuna ~ kunica ,Mar-
der® > qunu/quna ~ qunucaq ,Vielfra‘; sowohl Marder als auch VielfraB3, die beide
zu den Musteliden gehoren, werden im chakassischen Dialekt mit WB II: 909 quna
benannt.

Im Altaitiirkischen bezeichnet man den Vielfral heute mit Ilm 173, Verb 87 tel.
Jjddkdn, ORS 51 jddkcdn, WB 11I: 318 alt.-k., tel. jacdkkdn, B 11: 212 n.-kmd. jécikén,
B III: 203 leb. tdckdn, einer Entlehnung von mong. jeexen ,Vielfra3‘.

Kara Balik I ,Cyprinus Tinca“ [S 111] = Schleie, Tinca vulgaris.

Die Schleie (r. /in") wird als Kara Balik ,schwarzer Fisch® erfasst, weil sie dun-
kelgraubraun getont ist. Erhalten hat sich der Name mit ORS 72 gara baliq—Vgl.
chak. XRS 142 xara palix, schor. SRRS 23 gara palig, kond. Verb 128 gara balig,
tscht. Bir 38 gara paalig ,lin'.

Kara Balik II ,Salmo Thymallus® [S 111] = Asche, Thymallus thymallus.—Vgl.
Pallas 1811, III: 365 Katschinzo-Tataris Kéra, Chéra ,Salmo Thymallus‘.

Der im Altaitiirkischen nicht mehr nachweisbare Ausdruck ist wahrscheinlich
Kora Balik zu lesen, denn die Asche (r. xarius) wird noch heute mit chak. XRS
(Dialekt) 287 xoora, abk. Verb 143 gora, schor. SRRS 26 goora, kond. Verb 143
qora bezeichnet.

Den rétlichen Schimmer des Fisches beschreibt B III: 137 leb. agcalaq als ,hell
leuchtend (wie ein Planet)‘. Ansonsten benennt man die Asche im Altaitiirkischen
mit Ilm 289, Verb 424 tel. carayan, ORS 176 carayan, WB: 1II: 1862 alt.-k., tel.
Caraan, B 1I: 266 kmd. ¢arya ~ n.-kmd. ¢arayan, B 11I: 221 leb. ¢arayan ~ caraq ~
¢aran.—Vgl. schor. WB 1V: 951 Sarayan ~ 954 $arya, o.-kond. Verb 424 carayan,
n.-kond. Verb 424 carya und jak. JaRS 127 jaryaa ,xarius‘. Nach Ilm 289 leitet sich
Carayan von mong. Sar ,gelb her; carya dirrfte jedoch mit mong. Sarga ,isabellfar-
ben‘ identisch sein.
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Korte Balik ,Gadus Lota‘ [S 110] = Aalquappe, Lota lota.—Vgl. Pallas 1811, III:
201 Tataris Korte-balyk ,Gadus Lota“.

Als Name der Aalquappe (r. nalim) ist Korte Balik mit Ilm 197, Verb 144 gorti,
ORS 88 gortu, WB 1I: 576 tel. qorti, B 11I: 166 leb. gorti bewahrt.—Vgl. koib. WB
II: 576 qordi, sag. XRS 288 xorti, schor. WB II: 576 gorti ~ SRRS 26 gortu und
tob., tschat., tiim. SDST 135 gurti ,nalim‘.

Kuschka Mus Musculus® [S 96] = Hausmaus, Mus musculus, s. Tschetschkan.

Im Sinne von ,Maus® (r. mys’) hat sich Kuschka nicht erhalten; die Altaitiirken
bezeichnen die Maus mit dem alten Namen ¢ic¢gan. Ein frither Beleg fiir Kuschka
findet sich im Altuigurischen mit kiiskii ,Ratte, Maus® (Clauson 1972: 750).—Vgl.
chak. XRS 98 kiiskd, tuv. TuvRS 256 kiiskd und tscht. Bir 45 kiiskd ,my$'* sowie
koib., ktsch., sag., tob. WB II: 1501 kiiskd ,krysa‘ (Ratte).

Der von Falck zitierte Ausdruck Kuschka ist vermutlich aus einer benachbarten
Tiirksprache ins Teleutische gelangt. Da man die nachtaktive Maus fiir ein Seelen-
tier hélt, konnte Kuschka als Hiillwort fiir Tschetschkan benutzt worden sein, denn
der Gebrauch von Lehnwortern ist ein Mittel zur Umgehung des Sprechverbots. Ein
Hinweis auf Entlehnung ergibt sich auch bei B II: 229 kmd. kiiskdcdk ,mys' und B
III: 173 leb. kiiskiicik ,polevaja my§'", einer vielleicht aus dem chakassischen Dia-
lekt iibernommenen Diminutivform; vgl. abk. Verb 194 kiiskdcdk, sag. WB 1I: 1502
kiiskiijik ;myS'*.

Kuuruk ,Sciurus striatus® [S 96] = Streifenhornchen, Tamias sibiricus.—Vgl. Pallas
1811, I: 187 Tataris ad Jeniseam Kuegeruk vel Kohroek ,Sciurus striatus®.

Der Begriff Kuuruk ist im Altaitiirkischen als generelle Benennung fiir das Strei-
fenhornchen (r. burunduk) mit Ilm 213 koriik, Verb 187 koriik ~ 484 kooriik, ORS
92 koriik, WB 11: 1252 alt.-k., tel. koriik, B I: 131 tub. koriik, B 11: 229 kmd. kiirdk ~
n.-kmd. kiirok, B III: 168 leb. kdriik ~ 172 kiirdik bewahrt.—Vgl. chak. XRS 92
korik, koib., sag. WB II: 1252 kiriik ~ 1456 kiiriik, schor. SRRS 28 kériik, n.-kond.
Verb 193 kiiriik, tuv. TuvRS 472 xdoriik, krg. TofRS 41 héoriik, n.-tscht. Bir 5 kiid-
rik und bar. SDST 105 kiicirik ,burunduk®.

Moglicherweise war koriik, in eigentlicher Bedeutung ,Blasebalg’, urspriinglich
ein Hiillwort; kdriik bezieht sich auf die Backentaschen, die wie aufgeblidht ausse-
hen, wenn das Streifenhornchen in ihnen Nahrung angesammelt hat. In der Jager-
sprache ist laut J 136 bultug jaaq ,aufgeblasene Backe® anstelle von koriik ge-
briuchlich. Weitere an derselben Stelle angefiihrte Decknamen betreffen die fiinf
dunkelbraunen Langsstreifen, die tiber Riicken und Seiten verlaufen, und zwar cogir
,das Gestreifte* sowie manjalayya tazitqan ,jemand, der vom Biren einen Hieb
abbekommen hat‘.

Oska Balik ,Acipenser ruthensis‘ [S 110] = Sterlet, Acipenser ruthenus.—Vgl. Pal-
las 1811, III: 103 Tataris ad Tschulymum Oswei ,Acipenser pygmacus".
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Uberliefert ist Oska Balik, das wohl filschlich fiir Oskai Balik steht, als Benen-
nung fiir den Sterlet (r. sterljad’) mit Ilm 227, Verb 223 tel. osqoy, WB I: 1141 tel.
osqoy, B 1I: 237 kmd. osqoy.—Vgl. sag. WB I: 1141 osgqir, schor. SRRS 36 osqay
palig, kond. Verb 223 osqay balig, tscht. Bir 6 osxay ~ osqay und tschat. SDST 163
oosqooy ,sterljad', osétr‘. Der Begriff leitet sich von os- ,springen, hiipfen‘ ab und
kennzeichnet den Sterlet als einen ,Springer‘; wenn der Sterlet zum Laichen die
Fliisse hochsteigt, iiberwindet er die Gefille durch Spriinge.

Rusch Kutsch Kalik ,Salmo Salvelinus® [S 111] = Wandersaibling, Salvelinus alpi-
nus.—Vgl. Pallas 1811, III: 362 Katscha-Tataris Kiiskiis ,Salmo coregonoides*.

Das Zitat diirfte von Falck mit Kusch Kutsch Balik notiert worden sein; entweder
wurde der im Altaitiirkischen nicht mehr nachweisbare Fischname vom Lenok, Bra-
chymystax lenok auf den Wandersaibling iibertragen oder er hat wie im Katscha-
Dialekt den gleichfalls zu den Lachsfischen gehorigen Lenok bezeichnet. Vermut-
lich ist Kusch Kutsch eine Entlehnung aus dem Sibirisch-Russischen, denn die in
den Altai- und Sajanbergen lebenden Russen benennen den Lenok mit kuskuc.—
Vgl. chak. XRS 98 kiiskiis ,lenok‘, abk. Verb 194 kiiskiis, schor. WB II: 1017 qus-
qus ~ 1502 kiiskiis, kond. Verb 154 qusqus ~ 194 kiiskiis ,kuskuc.

Schakschek ,Ursus Arctos® [S 91] = Braunbér, Ursus arctos, s. Aba und Aju.

Bei dem ansonsten nicht belegbaren Bérennamen Schakschek, d.i. caqsig
(< Cagsi ,schon, gut® + -q), handelt es sich wahrscheinlich um ein als captatio bene-
volentiae benutztes Hiillwort. Unter demselben Aspekt verstehen sich auch J 135
amaalday, kiiliik und tayma—ijeweils ,der Kraftvolle‘—sowie kdzdr ,der Kiihne*.

Schergelak ,Mustela Putorius‘ [S 97] = Waldiltis, Mustela putorius.

Der Ausdruck ist wohl Schargelak zu lesen, denn er hat sich als Bezeichnung fiir
den Iltis (r. xorék) mit ORS 176 carlag, B 1I: 266 n.-kmd. carlag ~ 272 kmd. Sar-
laag, B III: 225 leb. Sarlaq erhalten—Vgl. chak. XRS 182 sarlax, schor. SRRS 67
Saryilag ~ WB 1V: 955 Sarlag ,xorék".

Das Falck-Zitat entspricht der schorischen Form Saryilag, einer Zusammenset-
zung aus Saryil ,gelblich® (< mong. Sargal ,gelblich‘) + -ag. In dieser Bedeutung
lasst sich der Begriff jedoch nicht auf den dunkelbraunen Waldiltis, sondern nur auf
den weiBllichgelben Steppeniltis, Mustela eversmanni anwenden. Moglicherweise
war der Name im Teleutischen ein Hiillwort fiir kiizdn ,Waldiltis‘, vgl. Verb 188 tel.
kiizéin, ORS 98 kiizcin, WB 1I1: 1506 tel. kiizdin ~ 1508 alt.-k. kiizon, B 1II: 171 leb.
kiizoy ,xorék* sowie Pallas 1811, I: 88 Tataris Sibiricis Kusén ,Mustela Putorius’.

Als Benennung fiir den Waldiltis ist aulerdem ORS 56 joonmoyin ,dicker Hals*
gebriuchlich, bei Verb 488 exakt mit ,xorék (Mustela putorius)‘ definiert; vgl.
schor. WB III: 2018 coonmoyin ,xorék‘. Anscheinend war joonmoyin, das auf den
sehr gedrungen wirkenden Hals anspielt, zunédchst ein Hiillwort, denn an seiner
Stelle werden jetzt in der Jagersprache Bezeichnungen benutzt, die denselben Sach-
verhalt anders ausdriicken, namlich J 136 joon kiijiiiin ,dicker Hals‘ und Verb 362
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tel. toy moyin ,steifer Hals‘. Charakteristisch fiir den Iltis ist ebenso der schlei-
chende Gang, worauf sich ORS 193 (Jdgersprache) drldn ,Ratte® bezieht. Eine eu-
phemistische Funktion hat auch Verb 139 tel. gojoyim, J 136 qojoyim, B 1I: 223
o.-kmd. gojayim ~ n.-kmd. gojoyin ,Kaufmann‘—Vgl. kond. Verb 139 (Jagerspra-
che) gojayin ,xorék‘. Der Deckname, nach Verbickij eine Umformung von kiizdin,
konnte den gebuckelten Riicken des Iltisses mit der devoten Haltung eines Kauf-
manns assoziieren.

Sukandu ,Lutra vulgaris® [S 97] = Fischotter, Lutra lutra.

Im Altaitiirkischen ist Sukandu—wahrscheinlich félschlich fur Sukamdu—nur
verkiirzt als Name des Fischotters (r. vydra) tiberliefert, und zwar mit Ilm 188, Verb
123 tel. gamdu, ORS 70 gamdu, WB 11: 493 alt.-k., tel. gamduu, B 1. 123 tub. gam-
duu, B 1II: 157 leb. gamdu.—Vgl. schor. WB 1II: 491 gamduu und bar. WB 1II: 491
gamnu ,vydra“.

Das Wort gamdu hingt mit gam ,Schamane‘ zusammen und wird in dieser oder
dhnlicher Form fiir Tiere verwendet, die zu den Hilfsgeistern des Schamanen geho-
ren (vgl. Hauenschild 1998: 154-155). Bei dem Falck-Zitat verweist die Kompo-
nente su ,Wasser® offensichtlich darauf, dass der im Tauchen getibte Fischotter den
Schamanen auf seinen Reisen in die Wassertiefe begleitet. Die Rolle, die dem
Fischotter beim Schamanisieren zukommt, wird mit schor. WB II: 491 gamnayi
,Schamanengefahrte‘ eindeutig bestimmt. Altaitiirkische Benennungen, die gleich-
falls diese Aufgabe betreffen, sind B I: 123 tub. gamlaa, B 111: 157 leb. gamnay ~
qamna—Vgl. chak. XRS 271 xamnos, abk. Verb 123 gamnas, koib., sag. WB II:
491 gamnus, ktsch. WB 1I: 491 gamnus, tscht. Bir 37 gamnoc¢ ~ gamnuc und tar.,
tob. WB 1I: 479 gama ,vydra‘.

Vermutlich hatte gamdu urspriinglich eine euphemistische Funktion, die aber im
Laufe der Zeit verloren gegangen ist, denn anstelle von gamdu wird nun in der J&-
gersprache J 136 suuniy aluuzi ,Wasserpelztier’ und qaris quyruq ,spannenlanger
Schwanz* als Hiillwort gebraucht.

Sur ,Glis Marmota‘ [S 94] = Steppenmurmeltier, Marmota bobak.—Vgl. Pallas
1811, I: 155 Tataris Suur et Sugur ,Arctomys Baibak‘.

Der Ausdruck Sur entspricht suyur, das DLT 183 in der Bedeutung ,al-wabr*
(Buschschliefer) belegt ist (vgl. Hauenschild 2003: 188—189) und sich u. a. mit kirg.
KiRS 667 suur, usb. UzRS 391 suyur und nuig. URL 525 suyur als Benennung fiir
das Steppenmurmeltier (r. surok oder tarbagan) erhalten hat. Im Altaitiirkischen
wurde der Begriff durch farbayan (< mong. tarbagan ,Murmeltier*) verdrangt, vgl.
Ilm 261, Verb 335 tarbayan, ORS 143 tarbayan, WB 111: 872 tel. tarbayan, B 1II:
202 leb. tarbayan. Derselbe Vorgang fand anscheinend auch in anderen sibirischen
Tiirksprachen statt, vgl. chak. XRS 218 tarbayan, tuv. TuvRS 391 tarbayan, jak.
JaRS 371 taarbayan ,tarbagan, surok.

Bei J 137 sind verschiedene wiahrend der Jagd benutzte Hiillworter angefiihrt.
Die Lautmalerei angqiyt ~ tapqiyt ahmt den Warnpfiff des Murmeltiers nach, gilcir
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,Schieldugiger verweist darauf, dass Murmeltiere die Umgebung erkunden konnen,
ohne den Kopf zu drehen, und tirmaqtu qoy ,Schaf mit Krallen® bezieht sich auf den
massigen Korper und die lang bekrallten Zehen.

Tabuschkan ,Lepus variabilis® [S 94] = Schneehase, Lepus timidus, s. Toloi.

Der bereits im Alttiirkischen belegte Hasenname tavisyan (Clauson 1972: 447)
ist im Jakutischen fiir den Schneehasen mit Pek 2516 fabisxaan ,obyknovennyj bely;j
zajac, beljak, uskan, Lepus variabilis‘ und—mit diversen Varianten—im siidlichen
Bereich der Turcia fiir den Feldhasen bewahrt. Seit dem 13. Jahrhundert lédsst sich
die Hasenbezeichnung goyan nachweisen, die sich vornehmlich im Nordwesten, in
der Mitte und im Nordosten verbreitet hat (vgl. Hauenschild 2003: 198-201). Falcks
Angabe macht deutlich, dass Tabuschkan noch um die Mitte des 18. Jahrhunderts
als Benennung fiir den Schneehasen bei den Teleuten gebrauchlich war. Danach
wurde Tabuschkan aber gleichfalls durch goyan ersetzt, vgl. Ilm 195, Verb 138 tel.
goyon, ORS 85 goyon, WB 1I: 526 alt.-k., tel. goyon ,zajac‘. Moglicherweise ver-
steht sich jedoch ORS 142 taptan < tapta-,festtreten, stampfen® als eine volksetymo-
logische Anpassung an Tabuschkan; der Ausdruck hebt eine fiir den Hasen charak-
teristische Eigenschaft hervor, namlich das Scharren einer flachen Mulde, in die er
sich zum Schlafen eindriickt.

Tawarga ,Moschus Moschiferus® [S 94] = Moschushirsch, Moschus moschiferus.—
Vgl. Pallas 1811, I: 198 Tataris ad Jeniseam Tabarga ,Moschus moschiferus®.

Als Bezeichnung fiir den Moschushirsch (r. kabarga) ist Tawarga mit RAS 235
tabiryi, Verb tel. 323 taabaryi ~ 324 tabiryi, WB 1II: 971 tel. tabirya tiberliefert.—
Vgl. sag. WB III: 971 tabirya, schor. SRRS 51 tabiryi, kond. Verb 324 tabirya ,ka-
barga“.

Wihrend der Jagd wird der Moschushirsch mit Verb 363 tel. tooryi ~ toori, ORS
153 tooryi, J 137 (Jagersprache) tooryi, WB III: 1182 tel. foori ~ 1185 alt.-k., tel.
tooryi, B 1I: 255 n.-kmd. fooryi, B III: 207 leb. tooryi benannt.—Vgl. tuv. TuvRS
399 tooryu, krg. TofRS 164 tooryi ~ tooryu ,kabarga‘. Der Deckname tooryi diirfte
durch Konsonantenausfall aus der im Teleutischen gebrauchlichen und mdéglicher-
weise gleichfalls tabubedingten Abwandlung Verb 356, WB III: 1232 foboryi ent-
standen sein. Ein Euphemismus, der auf den Moschusbeutel des ménnlichen Tieres
anspielt, ist J 137 (Jagersprache) joon kin ,dicke Driise’.

Toloi ,Lepus variabilis® [S 94] = Schneehase, Lepus timidus, s. Tabuschkan.

Neben Tabuschkan fiithrt Falck Toloi an, ein Hiillwort, das fiir den Hasen
(r. zajac) bis heute in der Jagersprache benutzt wird, vgl. ORS 158 rulay, J 136
tuulay ,zajac‘. Der Ausdruck, eine Entlehnung von mong. tulai ,Hase‘, erfasst bei
den Chakassen und Tuvinern zudem die zentralasiatische Form des Feldhasen.—
Vgl. koib., sag. WB I1I: 1192 tolay und tuv. TuvRS 398 toolay ,zajac, zajac-rusak®.

Weitere in der Jagersprache iibliche Benennungen fiir den Schneehasen sind bei
J 136 aufgelistet. Auf das Winterfell verweist apayas ,der Ausgebleichte® bzw. ga-
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Zaar ,der Weille‘, auf die langen Ohren gos§ qulag ,ein Paar Ohren‘. Weil der Hase
bei Gefahr regungslos in seiner Sasse verharrt, aber mit den Augen das Geschehen
verfolgt, bezeichnen ihn die Jager mit gilcir ,Schieldugiger oder gilir kos ,Schiel-
auge*; iiber seine Schnelligkeit tduscht coycig bzw. mayciq ,der Lahme® hinweg. Ein
Hiillwort, das den zeugungsfreudigen Hasen zum Hammel verfremdet, ist irik
,Hammel‘, und mit zirgdk ,Beller’ wird aus dem von den Hunden gehetzten Hasen
der Verfolger gemacht.

Tschetschkan ,Mus Musculus‘ [S 96] = Hausmaus, Mus musculus, s. Kuschka.

Als Benennung fiir die Maus (r. mys") ist Tschetschkan mit Verb 441 tel. ¢icqan,
ORS 184 ci¢qan, WB 1II: 2094 alt.-k., tel. ¢icqan, B 1: 167 tub. c¢icgan, B 1I: 271
n.-kmd. ¢i¢gan, B III: 224 leb. c¢icxan bewahrt.—Vgl. koib., sag. WB IV: 661
sisqan, schor. SRRS 70 §isgan, kond. Verb 456 §isqan und sib.-t. SDST 245 cicqan,
bar. Dmitrieva 1981: 197 ¢icqan ,mys'".

Aus Tabugriinden bezeichnet man die Maus mit Decknamen, die ihre charakteri-
stischen Eigenschaften aufgreifen, ndmlich mit J 137 jimdkci ,Fresser®, jilaaci ,Na-
ger’, joryooc¢i ,Schleicher’, kdrtddci ,Knabberer* sowie mit B III: 224 leb. cimcit
,Kneifer’ und B II: 234 kmd. ndmci, B III: 179 leb. n'dmci ,Fresssack‘. Diese Hiill-
worter werden nicht von den Frauen, sondern von den Jagern benutzt, da ihnen das
Fallenstellen obliegt.

Urundu Balik ,Salmo Lavaretus® [S 111] = Renke, Coregonus lavaretus, s. Ak
Balik—Vgl. Pallas 1811, III: 398 Tataris ad Tschulymum Urunduk ,Salmo Muk-
sun‘.

Mit Urundu Balik, das sich im Altaitiirkischen nicht erhalten hat, wurde wahr-
scheinlich die Muksun-Renke, Coregonus muksun (r. muksun) benannt.—Vgl.
tschat. SDST 161 orondo ,muksun‘. Das Wort Urundu kénnte sich von urun- ,sich
anstoBen‘ ableiten; Urundu Balik bedeutet demnach ,Fisch, der sich angestofen hat*
und bezieht sich auf &ltere Muksun-Renken, bei denen die Bauchflossen eine
schwarze Farbung annehmen.

Ys ,Felis lynx‘ [S 98] = Luchs, Felis lynx.—Vgl. Pallas 1811, I: 28 Tataris ad Jeni-
seam Yhs ,Felis lynx*.

Die sibirischen Tiirkvolker verwenden iis als generelle Bezeichnung fiir den
Luchs (r. rys).—Vgl. chak. XRS 256 iis, schor. SRRS 59 iis, tuv. TuvRS 435 iis,
krg. TofRS 80 iis, tscht. Bir 69 zis und jak. JaRS 460 iiiis ,rys'. Nach J 108 ist bei
den Altaitiirken nur in den Norddialekten s als allgemeiner Name des Luchses ge-
brauchlich, vgl. n.-kmd. Verb 416, B II: 264 iis ,rys'*.

In den Siiddialekten wurde #s durch das mongolische Lehnwort siiliizin ersetzt,
vgl. Ilm 297, Verb 452 tel. §iiliizin, ORS 186 Siiliizin, WB 1V: 1111 tel. iiliiziin
,rys'‘. Da Pallas s nur fiir die Tataren am Jenissej ausweist, war bei den Teleuten
vermutlich schon in der zweiten Hélfte des 18. Jahrhunderts iis durch siiliiziin ver-
dringt worden. Falck konnte folglich mit Ys ein Hiillwort vermerkt haben, zumal iis
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nach J 137 in den Siiddialekten des Altaitiirkischen noch heute dieselbe Funktion
zukommt.

Einen dunkelgefleckten rotbraunen Luchs benennt man mit J 140 ar Siiliizin
,Pferdeluchs®, einen dunkelgefleckten hellgrauen Luchs mit J 147 koy Siiliizin
,Schafuchs‘. Spezielle Decknamen sind J 108 drddn ~ drddnay ~ drddndy ,der Ge-
fleckte® anstelle von at Siiliizin sowie coyondoy ~ coqondoy ~ coqiraaq ,der Ge-
fleckte® und cogqir an ,geflecktes Tier* anstelle von koy Siiliizin.

Zusammenfassung

Den von Falck vermerkten Pflanzen- und Tiernamen kommt sprachhistorisch eine
groBBe Relevanz zu, denn daran ist zu ersehen, dass—mit Ausnahme von einigen
schon im Alt- und Mitteltiirkischen belegten Bezeichnungen—eine Reihe der im
modernen Sprachgebrauch iiblichen altaitiirkischen Pflanzen- und Tiernamen etwa
um die Mitte des 18. Jahrhunderts lexikalisiert war. Zugleich unterstreichen oder
ergidnzen die Falck-Zitate die zeitgendssischen einschligigen Angaben von Peter
Simon Pallas.

Von besonderem Interesse sind die von Falck notierten euphemistisch benutzten
Begriffe; sie haben sich entweder bis heute in dieser Funktion erhalten oder wurden
in die Alltagssprache integriert und deshalb durch neue Hiillworter ersetzt. Das von
Furcht oder Ehrfurcht bestimmte Sprechverbot ist noch immer—zumindest latent—
vorhanden und wird sowohl in der Jager- als auch in der Frauensprache beachtet.

Abkiirzungen fiir Sprachen und Dialekte

abk. Abakan-Dialekt

alt. Altaitiirkisch

alt.-k. Altai-Kizi-Dialekt

ba. Baschkirisch

bar. Baraba-Dialekt

chak. Chakassisch

ewenk. Ewenkisch

jak. Jakutisch

kas. Kasachisch

kirg. Kirgisisch

kmd. Kumandinisch

koib. Koibalisch

kond. Kondoma-Schorisch
krg. Karagassisch (Tofa)
ktsch. Katschinisch

kum. Kumiikisch

leb. Lebedinisch (Quu-Kizi)
m.-tscht. Mittel-Tschulymtiirkisch
mong. Mongolisch

n.-kmd. Nieder-Kumandinisch

n.-kond. Nieder-Kondoma-Schorisch
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n.-tscht. Nieder-Tschulymtiirkisch
nuig. Neuuigurisch

o.-kmd. Ober-Kumandinisch
o.-kond. Ober-Kondoma-Schorisch
r. Russisch

sag. Sagaisch

schor. Schorisch

sib.-t. Sibirisch-Tatarisch

tar. Tara-Dialekt

tat. Tatarisch

tel. Teleutisch

teleng. Telengitisch

tob. Tobolsk-Dialekt

tschat. Euschta-Tschat-Dialekt
tscht. Tschulymtiirkisch

tub. Tuba-Dialekt

tuv. Tuvinisch

tiim. Tiimen-Dialekt

usb. Usbekisch
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The object of study in this book is the Upp-
sala manuscript, 0. nova 546, of Muhammed
Heva'1 Uskafi Bosnevi’s literary work
Makbil-i ‘arif from 1631. The manuscript,
handwritten in Ottoman script, came from
Cairo to the University Library in Uppsala in
1924. Makbal-i ‘arifis frequently referred to
as the first known Bosnian-Turkish diction-
ary, but this label is misleading. First, the
work consists of three parts — a long and
sophisticated foreword and an afterword in
addition to the dictionary part. Second, the
part of the work that is the cause of this label
is not a ‘dictionary’ in the modern sense of
the word: it is versified, dialogue-oriented,
and split into chapters according to topic.
The versified glossary is the only part where
we find Bosnian words (approximately 650).
The main motivation behind this book is the
fact that Makbal-i ‘arif has received little
attention from a turcological perspective.
Despite the fact that Makbal-i arifis a Turk-
ish, or Ottoman Turkish literary work of art,
the vast majority of researchers examine
it from a Bosnian cultural and/or linguistic
perspective. It is time Makbl-i ‘arif receives
attention from a turcological point of view,
too.

The contributions of this book are ordered
as follows: a grapheme-by-grapheme trans-
literation of the entire Uppsala manuscript
is followed by a transcription of the manu-
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script and an English translation of the entire
Makbdl-i ‘arif. So far, none of these enter-
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to make Makbil-i ‘arif available to a wider
audience.
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Die neuaraméische Sprache Turoyo war
urspriinglich im Gebiet der Tur ‘Abdin in der
Siidosttiirkei (Zentrum Midyat) beheimatet
und wird noch heute von syrisch-orthodoxen
Christen im nahdstlichen und europaischen
Exil gesprochen. Trotz der Verbreitung und
guten Dokumentation dieser Sprache blieb
eine ausfihrliche Darstellung der Syntax
lange ein Desideratum der Forschung. Mit
dem vorliegenden Band schlieBt Michael
Waltisberg diese Liicke.

Als Quellen der Untersuchung fungieren
neben Daten von zwei muttersprachlichen
Informanten die meisten bisher vertffent-
lichten Turoyo-Texte in Dorfdialekten, die
mehrheitlich von Helmut Ritter und Otto
Jastrow ediert worden sind. Der syntak-
tische Stoff wird in den drei groBen Kapiteln
Nominalphrase, einfacher Satz und komple-
xer Satz dargestellt und mit einer Fiille von
Beispielen belegt. Der methodische Ansatz
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Turkic languages such as Azeri, Kazakh, and
Modern Uyghur are also represented. An
introductory report gives a comprehensive
account of the wide range of contributions
presented at the conference. An overview of
the Turkic language family accompanied by
a map provides a first orientation even for
readers not familiar with Turkic.
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Language plays an important role for the
identity building of nation states and smaller
linguistic communities. The authors of this
volume present different aspects of the
mutual influences between linguistic iden-
tity, political dominance, religious denomi-
nation, and the social, political, and histori-
cal frameworks in which language choice
or maintenance take place. Another major
issue is the expression of a specific culture
as reflected in literature and religious texts.
Examples presented include Anatolia and the
peripheries of Turkey, such as the Balkans,
Greece, the Caucasus, the northern Black
Sea region, Cyprus, and Iraq.

In these regions, most speakers of minority
languages are bi- or multilingual, while the
distribution of spoken varieties often does
not coincide with political borders, which cut
through much older areas of settlement or
historical domains. Across the greater area,
the long-lasting and at times extensive con-
tacts of genealogically unrelated languages,
representing the Turkic, Indo-European,
Semitic, and South Kartvelian families, have
led to considerable structural changes and
linguistic convergence. These contacts have
also contributed to the formation of charac-
teristic regional traits in the cultures of the
different peoples of these regions.
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