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Intertwined Literatures: Karamanli, Armeno-Turkish,
and regular Ottoman versions of the Koroglu Folk-tale

Edith Giilgin Ambros, Hiilya Celik, and Ani Sargsyan

I. Introduction

Karamanli literature and Armeno-Turkish literature are of special importance because they bear witness
to a vanished cultural past.! The aim of this study is to show the benefits of an inclusive approach to
Ottoman literary history that comprises texts in other scripts than the Arabo-Persian script as valuable
artifacts of a no longer existing cultural and literary multiplicity. Such an inclusion is not dependent on
a literary evaluation of the texts, but only on their having been produced in one of these scripts. The
present article will illustrate similarities and dissimilarities by comparing a Turkish folk-tale written in
the regular Ottoman (i.e. the Arabo-Persian) script, the Karamanli Greek script, and the Armenian script.

Sabri Koz, Johann Strauss, and Giinil Ozlem Ayaydin Cebe are the literary pioneers who have
emphasized the popularity of Turkish folk stories printed in several scripts in the Ottoman Empire.> The
stories were read in public and printed parallelly within a short span of time in various scripts at various
printing houses.

Until the mid-nineteenth century Armeno-Turkish textual and literary production mainly had a
religious content,® but from 1850 onwards there was an important production of prints of folk literature.

Actually, this is an enlarged version of Bernt Brendemoen’s statement “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”, adding Armeno-Turkish literature, for which the same applies; see
“Karamanlidic literature and its value as a source for spoken Turkish in the 18th and 19th centuries,” Turkic
Languages 20/1 (2016): 23.

M. Sabri Koz, “Comparative Bibliographic Notes on Karamanlidika Editions of Turkish Folk Stories,” in Cries
and Whispers in Karamanlidika Books. Proceedings of the First International Conference on Karamanlidika
Studies (Nicosia, 11-13 September 2008), eds. Evangelia Balta and Matthias Kappler, Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz,
2010: 241-54; M. Sabri Koz, “Kéroglu Destania Bakislar ve Karamanlica “Kéroglu Hikayesi”, in [zzet Giindag
Kayaoglu Hatira Kitabi. Makaleler, eds. Oktay Belli, Yiicel Dagli and M. Sinan Genim Istanbul: Ta¢ Vakfi
Yayinlart, 2005: 327-37; Johann Strauss, “Who read what in the Ottoman Empire (19th-20th centuries)?,”
Arabic Middle Eastern Literatures, Vol. 6, No. 1 (2003): 53, 58; Giinil Ozlem Ayaydm Cebe, “19. Yiizyilda
Osmanli Toplumu ve Basili Tiirkge Edebiyat: Etkilesimler, Degisimler, Cesitlilik,” (PhD diss.), Bilkent
University, Ankara 2009: 216.

3 Hasmik Stepanyan, Ermeni Harfli Tiirkce Kitaplar ve Siireli Yayinlar Bibliyografyasi (1727-1968), Istanbul,
Turkuaz Yaymlari, 2005: 17-18.



LITERARY AND CULTURAL CROSSROADS IN THE LATE OTTOMAN EMPIRE

As to Karamanli, almost all the books printed before 1830 dealt with religious subjects.* This parallel
literary development seems to have been generated by a heterogeneous community’s common literary
taste. Brendemoen pertinently remarks that “In particular, the numerous editions of popular epics such
as Koroglu, Sah Ismail, and Asik Garip show that the literary taste of the Karamanli public was different
from that of the Greek-speaking Ottomans.””

The first examples of published popular folk stories in Armeno-Turkish, that is in Turkish written
in the Armenian script, are Asik Garib, Ferhad ile Sirin (‘Ferhad and Shirin’), Asik Kerim, and Leyla ile
Mecnun (‘Leyla and Medjnun’).® The folk stories published in Karamanli Greek script at roughly the
same time were Asik Garib, Sah Ismail ile Giiliizar (‘Sah Ismail and Giiliizar’), Koroglu, Arzu Kamber
(‘Arzu [and] Kamber’), Kerem ile Asli (‘Kerem and Asli”) Meliksah, and Tayyarzade.’

The parallelism seen in printed Turkish folk-tales in the Arabo-Persian script, the Armenian script,
and the Greek script illustrates cultural interrelations in one cross-cultural contact zone. The present
study is about the so-called Istanbul tradition of the folk-tale Kéroglu, which was popular with Muslims
and Turcophone non-Muslims (Greek and Armenian Ottomans).® We shall compare four different prints
of the famous folk-tale Korogl, “The Blind Man’s Son”.° The prints we chose for comparison are the
Karamanl print of 1872, the Armeno-Turkish print of 1875, and two Arabo-Persian prints of 1297/1880
and 1326/1908. The information given here on the Karamanli print of 1872 is the considerably enlarged
version of Edith G. Ambros’ two previous studies comparing this print with (only) the Arabo-Persian
print of 1326/1908.!° The poems in this prose tale are excluded from our present study because verse

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

centuries,” 6. See also Evangelia Balta, “Turkish-speaking Anatolian Rums and the Karamanlidika book

production,” in: Spoken Ottoman in Mediator Texts. Turcologica 106, eds. Eva A. Csat6, Astrid Menz, and

Fikret Turan, Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz, 2016: 51-63.

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

centuries,” 12.

¢ Stepanyan, Ermeni Harfli Tiirkge Kitaplar, 116, 119, 121, 126; Ayaydin Cebe, “19. Yiizyilda Osmanli Toplumu,”
212.

7 Faruk Colak, Karamanlica Halk Hikdyeleri, Konya: Kémen Yayimlari, 2015; Ibrahim Karahanci, “Grek Harfli

Tiirkge Bir Metin: Hekaye-i Sah Ismail ve Giiliizar Hanum (Cevriyazili Metin, Dil Incelemesi, Sozliik),” (MA

thesis), Bursa, Uludag University, 2013.

Giinil Ozlem Ayaydin Cebe, “Yazmadan Basmaya, Gosterimden Romana: 19. Yiizyilda Osmanli’da Folklor”,

Milli Folklor 99 (2013): 27-40, and Ayaydin Cebe, “19. Yiizyilda Osmanli Toplumu,” 329 provides a table with

the prints of Koroglu in the Arabo-Persian, the Armenian and the Karamanli scripts “Kéroglu Hikayesinin Arap,

Ermeni ve Yunan Harfli Tiirk¢e Baskilar: Tablosu™.

All translations are our own unless otherwise stated.

Edith Giilgin Ambros, “The comparison of a Karamanli edition with a regular Ottoman edition of the folk-tale

Koroglu: morphological and syntactic aspects,” in: Karamanlidika Legacies, ed. Evangelia Balta, Istanbul, The

ISIS Press, 2018: 13-38; Edith Giilgin Ambros, “The sound of popular language towards the end of the 19th

century as reflected by a Karamanli edition of the folk-tale Kéroglu,” in: Déchiffrer le passé d’'un empire:
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narrative differs from prose narrative both linguistically and formally to such an extent that their inclusion
would necessitate more additional space than available. However, a comparison of the poems in the
Karamanli print of 1872 with (only) those in the Arabo-Persian print of 1326/1908 has been made
previously by Ambros.!!

By examining the four texts in three different scripts as products of intercultural transformation,
we aim to show their intertwining connections and call attention to the need of a comparative study of
these three branches of literature, as emphasized by Evangelia Balta.!?> Actually, a fourth branch must be
added to include a hitherto unknown tradition of the Turkish Koroglu tale written in yet another script,
namely the Syriac script. This manuscript was probably written about the nineteenth century, too. An
initial study of it by Giirol Aktas and Peter Zieme will be forthcoming soon.

Description of the sources

[KT] The edition in Karamanli script of 1872, Hikdyeyi Kéroglu
A note below the title reads:
Muahhiren ermeniceden lisani rumiye ilk [sic] yazilarak Bu®® defa tashih [text: tahsis]
tlan bastimistir
“Latterly it was transcribed [literally ‘written’] for the first time from the Armenian
into the Greek language [script] and this time was printed with corrections”.'*

This note necessarily leads to the assumption that this edition cannot be the oldest Karamanl
Koroglu edition. According to Koz, it is the earliest known and seen edition, while the latest known and
seen Koroglu edition is dated 1909."° It is also the earliest edition we have been able to procure.

The print consists of 34 pages, including a title page, and an endpage. The title page contains a
drawing of the bust of a man with long hair, probably representing the hero Kéroglu (see illustration 1).

Hommage a Nicolas Vatin et aux humanités ottomanes, eds. Elisabetta Borromeo, Frédéric Hitzel and Benjamin
Lellouch, Paris, etc.: Peeters, 2022: 77-95.
I Edith Giilgin Ambros, “On the Value of a Karamanli Edition of Kdrogiu as a Source of Folk Poetry,” in:
Dogumunun 120. Yilinda Prof. Dr. Ahmet Caferoglu Hatira Kitabi, eds. Fikret Turan and Ozcan Tabaklar
Istanbul, Istanbul Universitesi-Tiirk Ocaklar1 Istanbul Subesi, 2019: 171-204.
Evangelia Balta, “Introduction: Cries and Whispers in Karamanlidika Books Before the Doom of Silence,” in:
Cries and Whispers in Karamanlidika Books. Proceedings of the First International Conference on
Karamanlidika Studies (Nicosia, 11-13 September 2008), eds. Evangelia Balta and Matthias Kappler,
Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz, 2010: 12-13.
13 With capital initial letter.
4 Ambros, “The comparison of a Karamanli edition,” 15.
Koz, “Kéroglu Destanina Bakislar ve Karamanlica ‘Koroglu Hikayesi’,” 331.
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KT: Hikayeyi Koroglu

In the centre of the endpage there is a drawing that might be interpreted as Benli Hanim waiting for
Hasan to recover (see illustration 2). Each page of the text has 34 lines, except the first (31 lines), the
last (24 lines) and page 26 (33 lines). There is an ornamental top line on the first page of the text, an
ornamental end line on its final page, and the inserted poems are centered.'®

16 Cf. also Koz, “Comparative Bibliographic Notes on Karamanlidika Editions of Turkish Folk Stories,” 248.
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KT — Hasan, the son of Kéroglu,
and his beloved Benli Hanim.

All the sounds of Turkish cannot be rendered unequivocally by the Greek alphabet. In transcribing the
Karamanli script into Latin letters, Matthias Kappler’s “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’
served as a guide.’

[AT] The edition in Armenian script of 1875: Hikyayei Kér Oglu Tiirkiileri Ile Beraber

The first Armeno-Turkish publication of the story of Koroglu took place in Istanbul in 1865, followed
by further Istanbul prints in 1870, 1872, 1875, and a print in Aleppo in 1933.!” Additionally, Sabri Koz
refers to a print of 1873, which is part of his private library.’ The edition of 1875 was used because it
was the earliest edition we could procure.

7" 1In Turcica et Islamica: Studi in memoria di Aldo Gallotta, a cura di Ugo Marazzi, Vol. I, Napoli, Universita
degli Studi di Napoli “L’Orientale”, 2003: 309-39. Cf. also Eftychios Gavriel, “Transcription Problems of
Karamanlidika Texts,” in Cries and Whispers in Karamanlidika Books. Proceedings of the First International
Conference on Karamanlidika Studies (Nicosia, 11-13 September 2008), eds. Evangelia Balta and Matthias
Kappler, Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz, 2010: 255-65.

8 Hikyayei Koroglu, Istanbul, see Stepanyan, Ermeni Harfli Tiirk¢e Kitaplar, 137. The editions of 1865 and 1870
were recorded with their identification in the catalogues. Stepanyan does not mention the location of the prints.
Of course, it is obvious that there must have existed at least one older print than the print of 1875.

9 According to Stepanyan’s bibliography: 1870: Hikyayei Kor Oglu. Tiirkiiler ile Beraber, comprising 81 pages;
1872: Kéroglu Hikyayesi. Tiirkiiler ile. Mat. H. Kavafyan, comprising 48 pages; 1875: Hikyayei Kéroglu.
Tiirkiiler ile Beraber, comprising 48 pages; 1933: Hikyayei Kéroglu. Mat. Der Sahakyan, comprising 32 pages,
cf. Stepanyan, Ermeni Harfli Tiirk¢e Kitaplar, 156, 168, 179, and 371.

0 Hikdye-yi Kor Oglu, Sirket-i K. Markaryan ve Papazyan, Tabhdne-yi B. Cezveciyan, Istanbul 1873, 48 pages;
see Koz, “Comparative Bibliographic Notes on Karamanlidika Editions of Turkish Folk Stories,” 248, 253.
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The print of 1875 which was used for this study consists of 47 pages and a title page (see illustration
3). The title is Hikyayei Kér Oglu Tiirkiileri Ile Beraber (‘The Story of Kéroglu with Its Songs’), the
subtitle Tiirki lisamindan terciime olunarak tabh ve temsil kilindi (‘1t has been translated from the Turkish
language, printed and published’). The emblematic drawing on the title page suggests that the publisher
in question was the Hovsep Kavafyan printing house as Ardashes H. Kardashian and Hasmik Stepanyan
state.?! Each page has 29 lines, except page 6 with 30 lines and page 47 with 13 lines.?

ZPPEGUBED

REOPF OULMNR

FhhPEPRLECH bLE MEQLULAER

BRRMPD LRIV LS PLPAPNUTE
| OLOMLULDY: @UME L PLUDDL 9LLLLSE

. uruL90L

1835

AT: Hikyayei Kor Oglu Tiirkiileri Ile Beraber

2t Ardashes Kardashian, Matenagitut iwn Hayatar Otar Lezwov Tpagir Girk ‘eru, Paris, Hratarakut‘iwn “Rubén
Sewak” Mshakut‘ayin Himnarki, 1987: 113; Stepanyan, Ermeni Harfli Tiirk¢e Kitaplar, 179. However, the
Dimaksian publishing house had a very similar emblematic drawing in its 1875 print of Hikyayei Asik Garib.
In this print there was also a note (‘itar’) announcing that the price of its Kéroglu publication was 2 Piasters
(gurug). For further information about the two printing houses cf. Téotig, Dib u dar (Gosdantnubolis: Vahramay
ev Hrach‘ei Der-Nersesyan, 1912), 90-92, 105-106; Teotig - Baski ve Harf. Ermeni Matbaacilik Tarihi, [Ceviri:
Sirvart Malhasyan, Arlet Incidiizen], Istanbul, Birzamanlar Yayimcilik, 2012: 118-21 and 137.

22 The print used is available digitally on the website of the National Library of Armenia, accessed May 25, 2023,
https://haygirk.nla.am/upload/1512-1940/1851-1900/higeai_qeor1875. pdf.
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[O] The edition in Arabo-Turkish script of 1297/1880: Meshir Kéroglunusi hikayesi.

This edition consists of 21 pages and a title page (see illustration 4) with the title and the following
statements: Meshiir Koroglunuii Hikayesi. Gurits 2. Hakkaklar ¢arsisinda Sirket-i Hayriyye-i Sahhdfiyye
diikkaninda fiiritht olunur. Kiitiib-i cedid-i Sahhafiyve sene 297 (‘The story of the famous Koroglu. 2
Piasters. It is sold in the shop of the beneficent Sahhafiye (‘bookselling”) Company, in the Engravers’
Bazaar. New books of the Sahhafiye [Company], year [1]297 [1880]’). There is a further unpaginated
page with a drawing of Koroglu preceding the main text and the statement: Koroglununi taglarda gah
insan gah hayvan tutmaga ¢ikdiginiii resmidir (‘“This is the picture of Koroglu going into the mountains
to sometimes catch humans and sometimes animals’). Uzunlug: yarda 500 karis parmak 3; 3 gram 500
karig® (“Its length: [1] yard, 500 spans, 3 finger lengths; 3 grams, 500 spans). The story starts on page

R
AR ey e

62
b
s
e
‘6 (4
3\
£y

UL Sl el
Qo

1f0.0°0 0B I S D0}
A

O: Meshuir Kéroglunuin hikayesi

2 Kaf - sin without the diacritical dots.
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2 with 14 lines, all the other pages have 19 lines, except page 21 with 16 lines. The text is embedded in
an outer frame, but there are no inner frames surrounding the columns of the text. This edition is a
lithograph written in the nesih ductus with full vocalisation (see illustration 5).

[OT] The edition in Arabo-Persian script of 1326/1908: Kéroglu hikayesi.

This edition consists of 15 pages and a title page with the inscription Meghiir Kérogli (‘Famous Koroglu’).
Page 2, on which the story starts with the title Korogli Hikayesi (‘The story of Kéroglu’), has 19 lines,
all other pages have 25 lines. The text is embedded in an outer frame and there are inner frames
surrounding the columns of text; additionally, there are flower-like small figures separating some of the
hemistichs. This edition is a lithograph written in the nesih ductus with full vocalisation.

Koroglu
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In this case study, the four different editions of the “Istanbul tradition”* of the Kéroglu text
described above have been compared. The focus lies primarily on the comparison of KT with AT
regarding peculiarities and deviations of phonology, morphology and syntax. The examples given will
strive to be representative without being exhaustive. Where deemed appropriate, the comparison was
extended to O and OT. The Ottoman lithography of 1297/1880 [O] was chosen because this was the
edition that was chronologically closest to KT (1872) and AT (1875) that was available to us. For further
insight into Ottoman editions, we chose the later Ottoman lithography of 1326/1908 [OT]. Additionally,
differences from or similarities to nineteenth-century Ottoman (Ott.) as well as modern Standard Turkish
(ST) have been pointed out.

II. Script

As Matthias Kappler states, the Karamanli writing system in the late nineteenth century distinguished
most of the phonological oppositions,” but KT is a ‘vulgar’ script that does not systematically distinguish
phonological oppositions such as /i/ : /1/ through <> : <n>, /d/: /t/ through <6> : <t>, and /c/: /¢/
through <6C> : <tC>. Furthermore, oppositions that are distinguished

a) through the use of the same letter with a dot on top, such as /k/ : /g/ through <x>: < >; /p/ :
/b/ through <> : <7t >; /s/ : /s/ through <o> : <& >; /o/ : /6/ through <o> : <6>; /u/ : /ii/ through <ov>
and <o6v>;

b) through the use of letter combinations such as /k/ : /g/ through <i> : <y, yy>?¢; /p/ : /b/ through
<m> : <um>; /t/ : /d/ through <t> : <vt>; /o/ : /6/ through <o> : <10>; /u/ : /ii/ through <ov> : <iov, 6v,
o>,

occur rarely or not at all, with the exception of /6/ that regularly occurs as <10>.2%

For example, /b/ is written exceptionally a number of times with <st > on p. 4, where the usual
writing with <m> also occurs repeatedly. /b/ also occurs exceptionally and repeatedly with <pm> in the
word pazubend (nalovunevt) on pp. 22 and 25. On the other hand, while /6/ occurs regularly as <io>

2 “Istanbul rivayeti”, cf. Pertev Naili Boratav, K6roglu Destan: (Istanbul: Adam Yayincilik, 1984), 30-33; Mustafa
Duman, “Tagbaskis1 Kéroglu Hikayesi Kitaplari,” Miiteferrika 2 (2019): 82.

2> Matthias Kappler, “The Karamanli Divan by the ‘Agsik Talib and Ottoman Lyric Poetry: a Preliminary Approach,
in Karamanlidika Legacies, ed. Evangelia Balta (Istanbul: The ISIS Press, 2018), 150-51.

26 Exceptionally in KT, /g/ is represented by <y>: gayet (yayer, 30:12), ‘an end; extremely’, gayet Ott., gayet ST.

27 For an overview of these oppositions with dates of provenance see the two tables in Kappler, “Note a proposito
di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 318-319.

28 For technical reasons, a tilde or a half-circle under a letter can be rendered here only as a straight line. <i0>
with or without a tilde under the <t> denotes /5/.
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and is thus distinguished from /o/, /ii/ occurs sometimes as <ov> and is therefore not distinguished from
/u/, and sometimes as <tov> and is thereby distinguished from /u/. So the handling of the oppositions is
vacillating and imperfect.

This causes uncertainty when transcribing. For example, should one transcribe xedipnrev (3:13)%
as geliriken or geliriken, or for that matter as keliriken or keliriken? Should one transcribe Sapidnxi (3:10)
as varidiki, varidiki or varidiki? And should one transcribe dvkionviy (5:21) as [h]angisini or ankisini?
Now and then we also encounter <i> for /y/;* e.g., kaAijice, kaldiyse (3:20-21), oikidtijicozo, stkildiysada
(13:13-14), drdiop, atayor (13:6) for atiyor.>' Where the script of KT did not allow us to be sure of the
sound a letter was meant to represent, we opted for the modern standard pronunciation. Dialectal
particularities of mixed provenance, which are reflected quite frequently by the Karamanli script, are
rendered in transcription as faithfully as possible. Basically, as already stated by Ambros, “this text
reflects colloquial Turkish spoken familiarly by a part of the Ottoman population towards the end of the
19th century.”??

The Armenian letters are transcribed according to the transcription system recently proposed by
Hiilya Celik and Ani Sargsyan.* This proposed transcription system focused especially on printed texts
of the nineteenth and the first decades of the twentieth century. Features of the contemporary written
Ottoman language as well as the standard literary pronunciation of Western Armenian were taken into
consideration. In contradistinction to Karamanli, the Armenian script is capable of rendering every sound
of Turkish.

The script of AT corresponds with Armin Hetzer’s observations in his valuable study involving a

chrestomathy of more than 20 Armeno-Turkish prints of the nineteenth century.>* Hetzer states that these

2 In the examples given in Karamanli script, the accents will be included. However, the Karamanli letters will be

transliterated into Latin letters as faithfully as possible without including the accents in order to keep the picture
simple, as at least some of the accents seem to be placed haphazardly in this text. In some other printed texts
the accents are placed with more consideration and uniformity. On accents see Stelios Irakleous, “On the
Development of Karamanlidika Writing Systems Based on Sources of the Period 1764-1895,” Mediterranean
Language Review 20 (2013), 66-7. In this article, the first sequential number is the page number, the second the
line number.

30 Cf. Kappler, “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 325.

31 In AT atayor (wupugjop, 19:5); gideyor (§hwkjop, 40:7). This reflects the status before the change to -1yor; cf.
Milan Adamovi¢, Konjugationsgeschichte der tiirkischen Sprache (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1985), 160: “Anfang des
20. Jahrhunderts werden die Vokalstimme vom Typ baslayor, gelmeyor zu basliyor, gelmiyor. Damit hat das
literarische Présens seine moderne Stufe erreicht.”

32 Ambros, “The sound of popular language towards the end of the 19th century,” 77.

33 Hiilya Celik and Ani Sargsyan, “Introducing Transcription Standards for Armeno-Turkish Literary Studies,”

Diyar. Journal of Ottoman, Turkish and Middle Eastern Studies, 3, 2 (2022): 161-89; for the discussion of

previous transcription systems and the reasons for the decision of a new transcription system see especially

167-170.

Armin Hetzer, Dackeréen-Texte: Eine Chrestomathie aus Armenierdrucken des 19. Jahrhunderts in tiirkischer

Sprache (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1987). Hetzer’s chrestomathy contains predominantly religious texts, and,

34

10
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“texts can be regarded throughout as testimonies of the higher Umgangssprache (colloquial speech) of
urban population groups” and that “quite different varieties of Ottoman were in circulation in Istanbul
at that time”.%* He concludes: “Based on these observations we come to the conclusion that with the
exception of a few peculiarities belonging to the substandard or dialects, the Dackerén texts remained
primarily indebted to the Ottoman literary language based on the vernacular of Istanbul.” He adds that
in script and vocabulary they are literary, but in sentence structure they remain close to the folk language.*

The present Armeno-Turkish Koroglu text exemplifies these linguistic characteristics. We should
add that though the Karamanli text reflects many more dialectal peculiarities than the Armeno-Turkish
text, the two are very similar in sentence structure.

Table of sounds and corresponding letters as seen in AT and KT ¥

Sounds Letters
AT KT
b/ <up> <u>, rarely <um, 7t
/p/ <ih>, rarely <p> <>
I/ <d> <>
I <> <B, 6>

to a lesser extent, various other genres such as the first novel in Turkish language, Agapi Hikayesi, historical
texts, and textbooks, but not any folk stories.

Hetzer, Dackerén-Texte, 9: “So konnen die Texte durchweg als Zeugnisse der gehobenen Umgangssprache
stadtischer Bevolkerungskreise gelten.”, 108: “in Istanbul damals recht verschiedene Varietiten des
Osmanischen verbreitet waren.” and ibid. “Aus den Provinzen flossen daher stindig mundartliche Eigenheiten
nach Istanbul.”

Hetzer, Dackerén-Texte, 117: “Wir ziehen aus diesen Beobachtungen den Schluf3, dafl mit Ausnahme einiger
dem Substandard oder den Mundarten zuzurechnenden Eigenheiten die Dackerén-Texte in erster Linie der
osmanischen Buchsprache auf Stambuler Mundartbasis verpflichtet blieben. In Schriftbild und Wortschatz sind
sie literarisch, im Satzbau hingegen bleiben sie der Volkssprache so nahe, [...].”

37 The sequence is chosen to reflect the special characteristics of the Karamanli and Armeno-Turkish alphabets.

35

36
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Sounds Letters
e/ <t> <>
le/ <> <1l>
/d/ <m> <9, T, exceptionally <t>
! <> <>
g <y, > <>, exceptionally <y>
/g/ mouillé <ljtw> <K10>
8/ <8 <y>
Iy <, > <Y, YL 1>
/k/ <q. p> <>
/k/ mouillé <ptau> <K10>
/kh/ <pu> -
/ks/ - <E>

38 Tt is transcribed as g, however with no certainty that it was pronounced as gayn.
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Sounds Letters
/h/ <h, [u>* <>
N <> <>

/1/ mouillé <l <l
m/ <ii> <>
n/ <[> <y>
n/ <, iy, Oy, Gp, ji> <vy, yv, y>10
It/ <p, > <p>
Is/ <u> <g>
Is/ <> <6>
lz/ <q> <>
fal <w> <>

3 Both /h/ and /kh/ are represented by <ju>.

40 The grapheme <y> standing for /fi/ may in some instances be pronounced /g/; cf. Janos Eckmann, “Anadolu
Karamanli Agizlarina Ait Arastirmalar, I: Phonetica,” Ankara Universitesi Dil ve Tarih-Cografya Fakiiltesi
Dergisi, 8 (1950): 193-194.

4 The letter <> occurs only three times in this text and only with the word ahor (wfuon, 24:16, 24:8, 25:16)
‘stable’.

13
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Sounds Letters
lel <t> <g>
n/ <p> <qn,
fi/ <h> <, i>
lo/ <> <0>
16/ <to> <o, 10>
fu/ <nL> <ov>
i/ <h> <ov>, rarely <iov>

The transcription into Latin letters of O and OT is made according to the Arabo-Persian fully
vocalized scripts. The vocalization reflects the prevalent nineteenth-century Ottoman orthography, which
is standardized up to a certain point. However, any instances of conservative orthography in the scripts
have been adhered to; e.g.: the gerund -Ub ending with -b (instead of -p), as was usual in the nineteenth
century; and the letter <fi>, even if not pronounced as /i1/.** We have followed the transcription system
of Islam Ansiklopedisi * for the texts in Arabo-Persian script, respecting its non-use of <g>, but adding
<¢> for the /closed e/.

42 “The only commonly occurring bound morpheme ending in a stop, the converb suffix {-(y) Ub/p}, was usually

spelled with b in the Arabic script, and this is reflected in the standardised nineteenth-century orthography”,
see Celia Kerslake, “Ottoman Turkish,” in The Turkic Languages, 2nd ed., eds. Lars Johanson and Eva A. Csato
(Routledge: London and New York, 2022), 179.

4 See Ismail Durmus, “Transkripsiyon,” in Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi 41 (2012): 306-308.
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/ii/ and /dl/

In KT, /i is rendered through <vy> ; e.g.: sofira (covypa, 6:14). Alternatively, we find /fi/ rendered
with the letter <y>, which may at times entail the pronunciation /g/; e.g.: sofira/sogra (ooypa, 4:34). As
to /fil/, there are a few examples of its transformation to /fin/ or /g/, rendered through <yv>; e.g.:
annayisli/agnayisli  (édyvayiodi, 3:10-11), ‘understanding, adj.’, adlayisli Ott., anlayish ST,
dinnemeyip/dignemeyip (tiyvéueyim, 28:10), ‘did not listen to (and)’, < difilemeyiib Ott., dinlemeyip ST.

In AT /1/ is rendered with the letters <&> (/n/), <alp> (/ng/), <an> (/ng/), <ji> (/yn/), <ap> (/nk/).
Examples for these variants: sonra with <> (uoépu, 8:1), more often than songra with <alp> (uotljpu,
7:8); Benli (MEayh, only in 31:12; 45:9), more often Bengli (NMEalh, 36:12,19; 37:22), ‘personal name’;
also e.g., Tangriya (Pwanppyu, 8:5), ‘to God’, Tasniriya Ott., Tanrya ST, beynzemez (wlkjaqlkultq, 33:14),
‘does not resemble’, berize- Ott., benze- ST; benkler (wykapikp, 11:14), ‘moles’, beriler Ott, benler ST.

In AT /il/ is rendered as /gn/ through <n&> and as /yn/ through <ji>; e.g., agnar (wnaup,19:26)
from the verb arila- Ott., anla- ST, ‘to understand’; diyneyib (wnpjaljhuyy, 7:7), gerund of the verb difile-
Ott., dinle- ST ‘to listen’.

Punctuation

The punctuation in KT and AT deviates partly from the modern Turkish punctuation used with
the Latin script. The punctuation in O and OT is minimal as is usual with Ottoman texts in Arabo-Persian
script.

With the aim of making texts easier to understand, punctuation marks that are usual in texts in
Latin script were used for KT and AT. For sentences in O and OT, we added a few punctuation marks
when absolutely necessary for easier comprehension.

Graphic lacunae, graphic inaccuracies, and orthographic variations (partial similarity
between KT and AT)

Some graphic lacunae in KT, such as in yik ak (yix dx, 5:32, for yikmak ‘to pull down’) probably
reflect typescript errors rather than actual elision. E.g., ¢ diirmege (6 dovpueyé, 9:19) ‘to kill, dat.’, for
oldiirmege Ott., 6ldiirmege ST, in close proximity to 6/diiriirsan 6ldiir (6Arovpodpoay dArodp, 9:18), ‘kill
if you want to kill’, éldiiriirsen 6ldiir Ott., éldiiriirsen oldiir ST. The same can be said of AT; e.g. there
is an extra space before azimi [corr. sazimi] (wgpup, 19:28), ‘my saz (musical instrument), acc.’.
There are relatively frequent inaccuracies in KT that may in part be due to imprecise type-setting; e.g.,
yik ak istensinler yikilmas (yix Ok iotevoivAép yikiluag, corr. yikmak isteseler yikilmaz, 5:32-33), ‘it
would not get demolished even if they wanted to demolish it’; sitinden (ontnvév, 28:1), ‘already’,
simdiden Ott. and ST. Such inaccuracies are less frequent in AT; e.g., hayvayni [corr. hayvani] (huyjuyap,
44:21), ‘animal, acc.’.

There are frequent orthographic variations in KT, which often occur in close proximity; e.g.,
seyis ‘groom’ occurs as geynol (3:10), geyioe (3:11), oeyio (3:12), and geio (3:15).

15
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Orthographic variations are rare in AT; one example: beiti without <y> (wEhph, e.g. 29:13, ‘the
verse, acc.’), but also with <y> beyiti (wylkjhph, e.g. 15:1).

Graphic attachment of elements

Elements that are unattached in Ott. and ST are sometimes attached in KT, and to a lesser extent in AT.
Such an attachment is inconsistent and may, occasionally, be in fact a typographical error.

izafet i/i (similarity between KT and AT)

The izafet is not frequent in KT and AT, but when it does occur, it is attached. For example,
zemani sabikda ({euovi oamixda, 3:4 and qhuwah vwypgquu, 5:4), ‘in former times’; Cenabi Barie
(zlevamn fapie, 4:7) and Cenabi Bariye (aLauwnyp Mwpfyk, 6:19), ‘His Majesty, the Creator’; zemdan-i
sabikda and Cenab-1 Bariye in scholarly transcription.

conjunction u/ii (i.e., ve) (similarity between KT and AT)
This conjunction is attached as in canu goniilden in KT and AT (t{avod kiovovizév, 3:30 and
auibm fkobapipnka, 6:10), ‘from the heart and soul’, can u goniilden in scholarly transcription.

ki (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Ki is mostly attached in KT; e.g., bir seyisi varidiki (zip oeynai fapionki, 3:10), ‘he had a groom
who’, bir seyisi var idi ki Ott. and ST; gordiiki (rk1oprovki, 3:17), ‘he saw that’, gérdi ki Ott., gérdii ki ST.

In AT it is mostly unattached as in standard usage in ST; e.g., oldu ki (ojuant ph, 7:11), ‘it happened
that’.

ise and -(p/yy)sA (partial similarity between KT and AT)

In KT, ise is frequently attached; e.g., cani pek sikildiysada (tlovy mex oiiltiioora, 13:13-14),
‘even though he was very annoyed’, sikildiysa da Ott., sikildiysa da ST, ele giderimezisem (¢
ritepyueQiocu, 17:6, < getiremez isem for geciremez isem), ‘if 1 can’t get hold (of)’, getiremezisem /
getivemez isem Ott., getiremez isem / getiremezsem ST; instances of unattached ise; e.g., vermedi isede
(Pépuetr ioére, 13:7), ‘even though he did not give’, vérmediyse de Ott., vermedi ise de ST. The attached
form -sA occurs, too; e.g.: gidersa (kitépoa, 3:27), ‘if he goes’, giderse Ott. and ST; girse (kipoe, 4:25),
‘if (he) should enter’, girse Ott. and ST.

In AT, the form ise occurs as well as -sA; e.g., bagladiyisa (yununnppuw, 25:20), ‘even though
he tied up’, bagladi ise / bagladiysa Ott., bagladi ise | bagladiysa ST; olursa (ojnipuuw, 32:13), as well as
olur ise (oynip huk, 40:16), ‘if it is’, olursa / olur ise Ott. and ST; only once isa, namely ograsdilar isa da
(onpupwunppup puw ww, 32:21),‘even though they strove’, ugrasdilar ise de Ott., ugrastilar ise de ST.

iken / -ken (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

16
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The full form iken is mostly attached in KT; e.g.: geliriken (kelipnkev, 3:13), ‘while coming’,
geliriken/gelirken Ott. and ST, tendeyken (teviéixev, 30:22-23), “‘while in the body’, tendeyken Ott. and
ST. An instance of the attached form -ken: gezerken (kelépxev, 7:1-2), ‘while going about’, gezerken Ott.
and ST.

In AT the full form iken is always unattached; e.g.: gezer iken (kgkp hpka, 10:20-21), ‘while
going about’; sende iken (ulbtunk hpka, §8:4), ‘while it is with you’, sende iken Ott. and ST. The attached
form -ken is more frequent; e.g.: gelirken (Ljhppka, 5:14), ‘while coming’. In several instances an
apostrophe is placed before ken (we cannot judge at this point whether this might be in replacement of
/1/); e.g.: gider’ken (Ghwkp’pka, 32:29), ‘while going’, giderken Ott. and ST; diisiiniir ken
(nhpmapip’ pka, 46:20), ‘while thinking’, diisiiniirken Ott. and ST.

-IdI (similarity between KT and AT)

This occurs both attached and unattached in KT as well as in AT; e.g.: varidiki (fapionxt, 3:10),
varidi ki (Juppup ph, 5:15), var idi (Yuip puap, 28:28), ‘there was (that)’, var idi (ki) Ott. and ST; bir
adam idi (zip adau iti, 3:11), ‘he was a man’, bir adam idi Ott and ST; yok idi (og hup, 9:5), ‘there
was no’, yok idi Ott., yok idi ST. In AT, there seems to be a stronger tendency for the separated version.

-Imls (similarity between KT and AT)
This occurs both attached and unattached in KT as well as in AT; e.g., varimis (fapyuig, 4:2) ‘there
was’, var tmis (Jup pupp, 44:27), var imis Ott. and ST; kusumus (kovoovuovg, 19:32), kusimis (gnippupy,
28:22), ‘it was a bird’, kus imis Ott. and kug imis ST.

II1. Phonology

One of the aims of the present study is to compare the phonological traits of AT and KT* in order to
determine if the pronunciation reflected in AT resembles that reflected in KT. This is of interest regarding
developments arising from inner-Turkish language contacts in Anatolia, which is a very intensive contact
region. Likewise, as Nurettin Demir and Lars Johanson state, “Cypriot Turkish, generally described as
an extension of Anatolian Turkish, offers a good basis for investigating inner-Turkish contact processes.”®
For this reason, the study also points out some phonological characteristics KT has in common with the
Cypriot Turkish dialects, at least some of which the Cypriot Turkish dialects have in common with the
North-Eastern Anatolian Turkish dialects.

Hetzer considers Armeno-Turkish to have the function of practical usage at all levels, spanning

4 For a first evaluation see Ambros, “The sound of popular language towards the end of the 19th century,” 93.
4 Nurettin Demir and Lars Johanson, “Dialect contact in Northern Cyprus,” International Journal of the Sociology
of Language 181 (20006): 1.
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from the vernacular to the religious and the literary, and speaks of a “functional style”.* He concludes
that the Dackerén texts exhibit some of the phenomena named ‘vulgar Ottoman Turkish’
(‘vulgirosmanisch’), but nevertheless remain within the framework of the literary norm of Muslim texts,
so that one cannot speak of a separate Armenian sociolect in written use.*” Hetzer adds: “No phonological
or morphological features are found in the Armenian prints of the nineteenth century that determine these
to be typically Armenian. They are variants of the Ottoman middle-class colloquial speech (“biirgerliche
Umgangssprache”), with each text exhibiting its individual particularities.”*® As in some texts in Hetzer’s
study, AT has a few vernacular Ottoman elements as well as a small number of dialectal peculiarities. At
the same time, and again as in some Hetzer texts, AT occasionally tends to archaisms, while also
exhibiting elements nearer to modern Standard Turkish.

The comparison below will show that KT has more dialectal peculiarities of pronunciation than AT.

Elision of consonants

Elision of /°/ (hamza) (partial similarity between KT and AT)

Arabic words with a iamza occur seldom in AT, and KT mainly has the same word choice as AT,
but they occur in greater number in O and OT. The elision of /°/ without replacement is very rare in AT;
stial is such an exception (upiuyy, 10:12, written passim thus), ‘question’, su'al Ott., sual ST. In KT /°/ is
replaced by /v/ in this word: sival (a16a4, e.g., 6:28, 14:3, 16:17, and on664, 26:7). An example in KT of
elision without replacement: hainin (yoiviv, 3:25), ‘traitor’s’, hainiii Ott.; hainin ST.

Elision of /% (‘ayn) (similarity between KT and AT)

This occurs similarly in KT and AT; e.g.: ald (dAia, 3:12-13) and alea (wjkw, 5:14), ‘excellent’,
a'la Ott., ald ST; mahud (uoyovr, 23:2 and dwhnnn, 41:10), ‘well-known’, ma ‘hiid Ott., mahut ST; men
(uev, 29:24, 28 and ukda, 42:13), ‘a forbidding’, men * Ott., men ST; dua (rova, 5:10, 12 and wniu, 8:5);
‘a prayer’, du‘a Ott., dua ST; masukun (uocovrovv, 22:10 and dupnipmb, 31:24-25), ‘your beloved’,
ma "sukun Ott., masukun ST; saat (cooz, 12:33 and vwwp, 20:8), ‘hour, time’, sa ‘at Ott., saat ST; veda

46 Hetzer, Dackeren-Texte, 58, explained in detail under the heading “Funktionaler Stil statt ‘Soziolekt ™.

47 Hetzer, Dackerén-Texte, 120: “Wir ziehen aus der Durchsicht von Prokosch (1980) und dem Vergleich mit dem
in unserer Chrestomathie enthaltenen sprachlichen Material den SchluB3, da3 die Dackerén-Texte tatséchlich
einen Teil der als ‘vulgdrosmanisch’ bezeichneten Erscheinungen auch aufweisen. Insgesamt gesehen bleiben
sie jedoch innerhalb des Rahmens der literarischen Norm von Muslim-Texten, so da3 von einem eigenen
Armenier-Soziolekt in schriftlicher Verwendung nicht gesprochen werden kann.”

Hetzer, Dackeréen-Texte, 121: “In Laut-und Formenlehre weist die tiirkische Sprache, die in den
Armenierdrucken des 19. Jahrhunderts vorkommt, keinerlei Ziige auf, die sie als typisch armenisch bestimmen.
Es handelt sich um Varianten der osmanischen biirgerlichen Umgangssprache, wobei jeder Text wiederum im
einzelnen seine Besonderheiten aufweist.”
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(Perto, 5:13 and YL, 32:27), ‘a farewell’, veda * Ott., veda ST; in KT zaif ((ong, (oip, (oip, 3:16, 3:17,
30:8 respectively), ‘weak’, zaif Ott., zayif ST; in AT inadina (htunnpéuw, 13:20), ‘out of sheer
obstinacy’, ‘inddina Ott., inadina ST.

Elision of /y/, /g/, /g/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

This is very frequent in KT in the middle of words. For example, /y/ is elided in all instances of
the suffix -iyor, such as gelior (twice the variant xedzjop, 9:8, 23:14, thrice the variant xediop, 10:16,
10:28, 16:15), ‘is coming’, geliyor in Ott. and ST. Other examples: neree (vépee, 3:26), ‘where to, nereye
Ott. and ST; ¢awr (zlaip, 3:7), ‘a meadow’, ¢aywr Ott. and ST, but ¢ayrina (tlaipive,” 3:6), ‘to [Bolu’s]
meadow (dat.)’; ine delii (ive telin, 4:20), ‘needle eye’, igne deligi Ott., igne deligi ST; feraat (pepaar,
25:22), ‘renunciation’, feragat Ott., feragat ST; ziadesiila ((areoinia, 5:22), ‘with excess’, ziyadesi ile
Ott., ziyadesi ile ST, eziete (£(iete, 18:1), ‘torment, dat.’, eziyete Ott., eziyete ST; sevdiim (oebtiin, 29:3),
‘my beloved’, sevdigim Ott., sevdigim ST; ogluim (éylodnu, 22:18), ‘I am his son’, ogluyum Ott., ogluyum
ST. Examples of inconsistency: ei (¢1, 3:3) ‘good’, but eysi (éy107,>° 20:33), ‘the good one’, eyii/eyi ‘good’
Ott., iyi ST; zaif (Cane, 3:16), ‘thin’, za i Ott., zayif ST, but zayfliktan (Coiplixtov, 3:17), ‘out of thinness’,
za 'iflikdan Ott., zayifliktan ST; beendigi (weevuiyn, 3:26), begeendigin (weyeevriynv, 3:22), and begendi
(meyevtl, 3:15), begen- ‘to admire’. The elision of /g/ can entail the elision of a syllable, as in ¢ocukluma
(zdotlovriovua, 28:15), ‘to my childhood’, ¢ocukluguma Ott., cocukluguma ST.

In AT such an elision is very rare; e.g., gelior (Ejhop, 23:20), ‘he is coming’, geliyor Ott. and ST;
ziadesi ile (qhunnkup ik, 19:20-21).

Orhan Kabatas reports that the elision of /y/ at the beginning of words and of /g, g/ in the middle
of words is one of the phonological phenomena in the Cypriot dialects of Turkish.’' Mustafa Argunsah
states that the lengthening of vowels after the elision of consonants is very frequent in Anatolian Turkish
dialects. One of the examples he gives is ‘asa: assa: < asagi’ (‘lower/low part’).5? In KT, this word is
documented both with lengthened vowel (represented by double a) following the elision of /g/ as asaada
(¢oaaza, 26:12-13) < asagida, ‘in the lower/low part’, asagida Ott., and without elision and lengthening
of vowel as asagi (aoayij, 25:7), asagr Ott. In AT there is neither such lengthening of a vowel after the
elision of /g/ nor does the elision of /g/ always take place; there is but one occurrence with elision as
asade (wpunnk, 37:26) < asagida, but otherwise no elision: asaga (wownu, 36:3), ‘to the low/lower

4 See Kappler, “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 325, on the use of <i> in place of <y> to denote
/y/. In KT, e.g., bey (wéi, 3:11), “(title) Bey’, but beyn/bein? (weiv, 3:10), ‘the Beg’s’, begini Ott., beyin ST;
deystirdim (teiotipoiu, 3:23), ‘I changed’, degistirdim Ott. and degistirdim ST.

0 See Kappler, “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 325, on the composite grapheme <yt> denoting
/y/ in the nineteenth century.

51 Orhan Kabatas, “Kibris Tiirkgesinin Ses Bilgisi Ozellikleri,” Belleten 54 (2006): 96-97.

52 Mustafa Argunansah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” Imi Arastirmalar 11 (2014): 9.
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part’, asaga Ott., and asag: (wpwnp, 28:4).5
Another example in KT of the lengthening of a vowel after the elision of /§/: saalik (caainx, 17:7),
‘health’, saglik Ott., saglk ST.

Elision of /h/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

The elision of /h/ at the beginning, in the middle, and at the end of words occurs in KT, but not
consistently, e.g.: erif (épip, 3:2 1), ‘fellow’, herif Ott., herif ST, er giin (&p kiovv, 5:34), ‘every day’,
her giin Ott. and ST, but her angisini (yép aviionvr, 5:21), ‘any one of them’, kangisini, vulg. hangisint
Ott., hangisini ST; hem (yéu) size yoldas olur em (u) maslaatiniza (uocloativnla) yarar (6:18-19), ‘He
would be both your companion and suit your affair’, maslahat Ott.; cail (t{ail, 28:13), ‘ignorant’, cahil
Ott., cahil ST. A hiatus ensuing from such elision can occasionally lead to contraction; e.g., tamil (tauil,
22:28), ‘endurance’, tahammiil Ott., tahammiil ST, but also tahamilii (tayouniod, 27:5-6), ‘endurance,
acc.’; elision at the end, e.g., miiferi (uovpepn, 19:12), ‘exhilarant’, miiferrih Ott., miiferrih ST.>*

In AT, the elision of /h/ at the beginning and at the end of words does not occur and there is only
one example of its occurrence in the middle of a word, viz., taamiil (punwdhiy, 32:16), ‘endurance’,
tahammiil Ott., tahammiil ST.

Elision of /k/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Only in KT; e.g., aya bastisa (¢yio. mootioa, 25:31), ‘if he entered’, ayak basdiysa Ott., ayak
bastiysa ST. This may reflect a tendency to elide one of the consonants in cases of K#K.>

Elision of /I/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Only in KT; e.g., onardan (évoprav, 10:9) and onara (évapa, 13:29), ‘they, abl. and dat.,
respectively’, onlardan and onlara Ott. and ST, but also onlar (6viap, 15:19) ‘they, nom.’; bunar (movvap,
17:3) ‘these’, bunlar Ott. and ST. Also nak (vox, 25:14), ‘narration’, nakl Ott., nakil ST.

Elision of /n/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Only in KT; e.g., Temiirleg (Teuovpiék, 8:11-12), Timurleng ST; bed (wéz, 10:7), ‘that is bound’,
bend Ott. < Pers. band, bent ST; pazubed (ralovuner, 22:5) and panzubedi (raviovmevty, 22:25, but
panzubendi if vt stands for nd instead of d here; note also z > nz), ‘armlet’, bazii-bend Ott. < Pers. bazii-

33 Cf. Andreas Tietze, Tarihi ve Etimolojik Tiirkiye Tiirk¢esi Lugati, I: A-E (Istanbul - Wien: Simurg, 2002), 214-
15: “EO. [Old Ottoman] asaga ‘asagr’ < asak + istikamet dativusu -a.”

34 Kabatag writes that the elision of /h/ at the beginning, in the middle, and the end of words is one of the
phonological phenomena in the Cypriot dialects of Turkish, “Kibris Tiirkgesinin Ses Bilgisi Ozellikleri,” 96-
97.

55 Kabatag reports that /k/ in the middle or at the end of words may be elided in Cypriot Turkish, “Kibris
Tiirkgesinin Ses Bilgisi Ozellikleri,” 97.
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band, pazibent ST. See also pazuben (malovmév, 15:10) with elision of d; gece yirisindasora (ketle
ypiovidaoopo, 27:28-29), ‘after midnight’, géce yarisindan sorira Ott. and ST; the last vowel of yirisinda
is probably accented because of the elision of the final consonant.

Elision of /ii/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Only in KT; e.g., beleri (mwelepi, 6:25), ‘his moles’, beiileri (vulg. benleri) Ott., benleri ST;
repeatedly sora; e.g., ondansora (éviavoopa, e.g., 22:10), ‘after that’, ondan sorira Ott., ondan sonra
ST. However, the word sofira/sonra ‘after’ is also written with <vy> (gévypa, 6:14; soiira), <y> (aoypa,
4:34; sofira/sogra), or <v> (govpa, 5:27).%

Kabatas reports ‘sora < sogra < sopyra’ for Cypriot Turkish dialects.’” Argunsah mentions that
one encounters the elision of /fi/ after it has turned into /g/ and also gives the example ‘so:ra (< sogra) <
sonra’.>®

On /ii/ and /il/ in AT see the section “Script”.

Elision of /p/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Only in KT; e.g., a¢t geleni (atln xelev, 5:30), ‘opened holes. [In order to see people who were
coming]’, acub geleni Ott., acip geleni ST; ali heman (645 yéuov, 23:1), ‘taking the whip into his hand, he
immediately’; alub heman Ott., alip hemen ST; varipedi (Bopireti] sic, 7:25-26), ‘he arrived and said’ varub
dedi Ott., varip dedi ST. This may reflect a tendency to elide one of the consonants in cases of K#K.

Elision of /r/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Only in KT: gériilerta (kiopoviépta, 19:16), ‘they see and’, goriirler de Ott. and ST.>

Elision of /t/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Only in KT: bay tistine (wdg ovcovve, 8:17), ‘with pleasure!’, bay tistiine Ott. and ST.

Elision of /v/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Only in AT: suar (uniwp, 18:11), ‘a rider’, sivar Ott., stivari ST; elsewhere without elision
suivariyle (uhujuphyk, 41:24), ‘with the rider’ and sivari (upyjuph, 41:10).

Elision of /z/ (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Only in KT; e.g., eger siz gotiirmesiniz (éyep oi kiotovpuéavi{, 7:6-7) ‘if you do not take it away’,

56 On the variants <vy> and <y> for /ii/ see Eckmann, “Anadolu Karamanli Agizlarina Ait Arastirmalar,” 193-

194 and Kappler, “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 327.
57 Kabatas, “Kibris Tiirkgesinin Ses Bilgisi Ozellikleri,” 97.
8 Argunsah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 9.
Kabatas reports that /r/ in the middle of words may be elided in Cypriot Turkish, “Kibris Tiirk¢esinin Ses Bilgisi
Ozellikleri,” 97.
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gotiirmezseniz Ott., gotiirmezseniz ST; o kizt yaliniz brakmasin ve beraber gotiirmesin (mpaxuootv and
Kiotovpuéonv, 6:17-18) ‘you will not leave that girl alone and will not take her with you’, birakmazsin
Ott., birakmazsin ST; gétiirmezsin Ott. and ST.

Elision of vowels

Elision of /1/ and /i/ (similarity between KT and AT)

Occurs in both KT and AT with the Ott. and ST verb birak- ‘to leave’; in KT e.g. in brakmasin
(mpdruaov, 6:17) and bragip/brakip (mpaynn / mpaxir, 7:14 and 23:14 respectively). In AT, this verb
occurs 8 times with elision: brakib (wypwgpuy, 5:17, 6:14, 28:27, 33:12), brakamazsin (ypuquidwqupd,
9:27), brakdim (ypwqupdy, 11:9), brakir myim (ypwgpp dppd,14:1), brakir (wpwgpp, 15:5), and
thrice without elision: birakib (yppugpuwy, 31:2), biragib (yppwnpuy, 11:6), and birakiriz (yppuigpppg,
24:2). Another example in AT is ¢ayrina (suyppéiu, 10:17), ‘to his meadow’, ¢cayrina.

In KT, word-final /i/ following /8/ may be elided: isitig gibi (ioitiy xnzn, 33:3), ‘as soon as she/he
heard’, isitdigi gibi Ott. and isittigi gibi ST, but also without elision: isitigi gibi (ioitryi xini, 29:19-20).
This does not occur in AT.

Elision of a vowel at word boundary (V#V) (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

This is not frequent in KT and may reflect a Sandhi tendency to elide the first vowel in cases of
V#V. For example: besled ondan sorira (weolét dvrov ooypo., 4:34), ‘he fed [and] after that’, besledi
ondan sonira Ott. and ST; dua eyled oglan (tova éyAed dylov, 5:12), ‘he prayed. The son’, du‘a eyledi.
Oglan Ott., dua eyledi oglan ST.

There is no instance of such an elision in AT.

Gemination

Elimination of gemination® (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

This is moderately frequent in KT; e.g., hakindan gelir (yoxivrav xedip, 8:12-13), ‘(he) will
vanquish (him)’; hakkindan Ott., hakkindan ST; kuvet (kovbér, 25:23), ‘power’, kuvvet Ott., kuvvet ST;
helaliga (yelodiya, 6:7), ‘a legitimate spouse, dat.’, helalliga Ott., helalliga ST; yat1 (yiazi, 30:16), ‘(he)
lied down’, yatti ST; teseli (teaelr, 8:20), ‘consolation’.

In AT, this is very rare; e.g., taamiil (pupiy, 32:16), ‘endurance’, tahammiil Ott., tahammiil ST;
samur (uwdnip, 11:13), ‘sable’, semmar Ott., samur ST.

60 Caferoglu mentions the elimination of gemination especially in loanwords (Ahmet Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen
und rumelischen Dialekte,” in Philologicae Turcicae Fundamenta, Vol. 1., eds. Jean Deny et al. (Wiesbaden:
Franz Steiner, 1959), § 232.13, 255.
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Creation of gemination®' (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Some instances of arbitrary gemination may be the result of faulty type-setting as the result of
dictation.®? Another cause of arbitrary gemination was presumably emphasizing (stressing) words in the
oral rendition of a text.®

In KT arbitrary gemination occurs occasionally; e.g.: illa (ilda, 6:30, 12:5) but also ila (ila, 20:34),
‘with’, ile Ott. and ST; atti (drzi, 4:21), ‘the horse, acc.’, a1 Ott. and ST, but also afini (dyvij, 27:21),
‘your horse, acc.’, atint Ott. and ST; akksamdan (éx&ourav, 27:21), ‘evening, abl.’, aksamdan Ott. and
aksamdan ST. The doubling of a vowel may also show stress through longer duration, suggesting that
the text was dictated. For example, begeendigin (meysevriynv, 3:22), ‘[the horse] that you have chosen’
may reflect oral emphasis to show anger at the choice of a horse.

This is very rare in AT and only with /1/; e.g.: ahallisine (whuyhuhak, 8:18), ‘to the people [of
Bolu]’, ahalisine Ott., ahalisine ST; hille (hhyik, 9:22), ‘trick’, hile Ott., hile ST; hellak (hEjjup, 44:4),
‘destruction, death’, helak Ott., helak ST.

Prothesis of /y/ in Turkish words®* (similarity between KT and AT)

There are a few instances of this in KT and AT, some of which concern the same words. E.g., the
word tizre/iizere and iizeri ‘on, upon’ Ott. and ST: yiizre (yov(pé, 19:3), yiizerindendir (yovlepivievenp,
19:26-27; corr. iizerindedir) and yiizerimize (bhigkphdhgk, 22:17); the verb yeris-/éris- Ott., erig- ST,
‘to reach’: yeristi (yepioty, 31:23), yeriseim (yepioein, 31:15) and yerisir (kEphohp, 43:29), yeriseyim
(GEphotjhd, 44:19). Only in AT: yirakdan (bppuiquwid, 15:14), ‘“from far’, wrakdan Ott., iraktan ST.

Prothesis in loanwords® (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
This is rare in KT; e.g.: ilazim (ilaliu, 32:28), ‘necessary’, lazim Ott., lazim ST; utamasa

1 Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” § 232.13, 255: “Zuweilen findet sich Gemination iiber

das in der Schriftsprache vorkommende Maf} hinaus, besonders bei Sibilanten.”

62 Cf. Bernt Brendemoen, “An Eighteenth-Century Karamanlidika Codex,” in Cries and Whispers in
Karamanlidika Books. Proceedings of the First International Conference on Karamanlidika Studies (Nicosia,
11-13 September 2008), eds. Evangelia Balta and Matthias Kappler (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010), 272:
“The fact that the text has been dictated becomes clear from notations such as anca-bbil (1. 13), where the person
dictating must have stressed bi/ ‘know’ so strongly that it has been perceived by the scribe as having a geminate
initial consonant.”

6 Cf. Leyla Karahan, Anadolu Agizlarinin Smiflandiriimasi (Ankara, Tirk Dil Kurumu Yay., 1996), 32, footnote

44: (in translation) “One of the reasons for the gemination of consonants that can be seen in every period and

every region since Old Turkish is emphasis.”

Caferoglu states that the addition of y- is frequent; see “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §232.10,

254.

65 Cf. Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §22282, 247: ‘Gleichfalls erscheinen (in fast allen
Dialekten) Vokalprothesen usw., vor allem bei Fremdwdortern, die mit /, » (seltener anderen Lauten) beginnen
oder eine der tiirkischen Phonologie ungewohnte Konsonantenfolge aufweisen.’

64
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(obrouaoa, 5:16), but also tamasa (touooca, 7:34), ‘to look on, to see’, temasa Ott., temasa ST. There is
no instance of this in AT.

Epenthesis (Anaptyxis) (partial similarity between KT and AT)

This occurs occasionally in KT; e.g., si¢cra- ‘to jump’: sicira(y)ip (oitipoyir, 8:8-9; oit{ipairn,
23:26), sicrayub Ott., sigrayip ST, sicaradi (ort{oparn, 25:21-22), sicradi Ott., sigradi ST; kiswrahiila
(k1opoynnlo, 15:5), ‘with his mare’, kisragryla Ott., kisragiyla ST; doguru (toyovpov, 19:3), ‘directly’,
t/dogru Ott., dogru ST; deri, hal (tépt, yal., 7:10; tepi, yad [sic], 15:1), ‘at once’, der-hal Ott., derhal ST;
giriiz (kipov, 29:32), ‘a mace used in battle’, giirz Ott. and ST; Sehirin (Zeyipiv, 4:14), ‘the town’s’, but
Bolu sehrinde (Ilolov aeypivte, 5:7), ‘in the town’, and sehri (oeypi, 5:15-16), ‘the town, acc.’, sehirin
Ott., sehirin ST, sehrinde and sehri Ott. and ST; izinin (i&iviv, 25:19), ‘your permission, gen.’, iznifi Ott.,
iznin ST, fikira (pixipo., 6:28), ‘thought, dat.’, fikre Ott. and ST.

The very rare occurrence in AT is mostly with si¢ra-: siciradi (upsppunnp, 27:3-4), si¢iradib
(uppppunnpuy, 27:15), sigradub Ott., sigratip ST; sicirayib (upyppuypuyy, 12:11-12, 36:21-22, 37:27,
41:24-25). Also kisirakdan (qpuppuiquuwa, 22:3), ‘from the mare, abl.’, kisrakdan Ott., kisraktan ST, as
well as, with s > z, kiziragiyla (gqpgppunpyu, 21:27-28), ‘with their mare’.

Metathesis (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Metathesis in both Turkish words and loanwords is quite frequent in KT, which has a significant
number of various dialectal characteristics, but occurs rarely in AT, which is largely devoid of dialectal
traits.%® In KT, e.g.: kevran (kebpdv, 19:15; kebpav,19:27), ‘caravan’, karban/karvan Ott., kervan ST;
devrisin (tebpioiv, 28:11), ‘dervish, gen.’, dervisini Ott., dervisin ST; simarlamis (oiuoplouic, 22:24),
verb ismarla- ‘to order’, ismarlamis Ott., ismarlamis ST; dribiinii (tpirovvov, 23:10), ‘fieldglass, acc.’,
dir-bini Ott., diirbiinii ST; iksmetidir (ixouetitip, 25:33), ‘it is his fortune’, kismetidiir Ott., kismetidir
ST; verb sdoyle- ‘to say’: solyedi (coliedn, 8:1), séyledi Ott. and ST; séyeldikta (ooigitixta, 13:5), but
close by without metathesis séyledikta (coiletixza, 13:13), séyledikde Ott., soyledikte ST; pederinerdeki
(medeprvepoext, 7:4), ‘he says to his father that’, pederine dér ki Ott., pederine der ki ST; oldiilerim
(0droviepiu, 18:31-32), ‘let’s kill’, oldiirelim Ott. and ST; ezdrehaye (éGzpeyaye, 12:11), ‘to a dragon,
dat.’, ejderhdya Ott., ejderhaya ST, garyet (yopyiér, 27:14) ‘effort’, gayret Ott., gayret ST; terciibe
(reptovme, 32:33), ‘[here:] test’, tecribe Ott., tecriibe vulg. and ST.

In AT, e.g.: kevran (pLypwii, 28:7); Devrisin (SEyphoha, 40:14); stmarladi (updwipjunnp, 32:12-
13); siryasinda (ipbwuptunu, 31:8), ‘in his dream’, diryasina (fuphwupbw, 31:13-14), ‘to his dream’,
rii 'yasmda and rii 'yasina Ott., riiyasinda and riiyasina ST, but also without metathesis ruyade ([Inyunnk,

% This is in keeping with Caferoglu’s statement that metathesis is quite frequent in argot; Caferoglu, “Die
anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §232.11, 254: “[Metathese ist] recht hdufig, vor allem bei Gruppen
mit / und r, besonders im Argot, meist bei Fremdwortern, in Kontakt wie auch Fernstellung.”
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36:11) and riiyade ([1hyunnk, 37:25), ‘in a dream’; cayireler, cayirelere and cayireleri (Guyhpkyip, 40:25,
auyhpbibpk 41:1-2, auyhplkbph, 41:3-4), ‘female slaves, nom., dat., acc.’, cariyeler Ott., cariyeler ST.

Exchanges

Exchanges of vowels (partial similarity between KT and AT)

/al > /e/ This is scarcer in KT than in AT, but sometimes concerns the same words, as e.g., helas
(yedag, 18:3) and helas (Julbjuu, 26:3), ‘salvation’, halas Ott., halas ST. In KT also, e.g., behader
(meyotep, 5:20), ‘brave’, bahdadir Ott., bahadir ST; zire (Cipe: 22:19), ‘because’, zira in Ott., zira
in ST. In AT, e.g., kisseyi (qpuuljh, 6:8), ‘story, acc.’, kissa Ott., kissa ST; taket (puglp, 24:22),
‘strength’, takat Ott., takat ST; ferk and ferki ($Epp, $Epph, 28:12, 33:11-12), “‘difference, nom.,
acc.’, fark, farki Ott., fark, farki ST; heyran (hljpwa, 12:8), ‘perplexed’, hayran Ott., hayran ST,
as well as hayran (huypwd, 10:9). As seen from these examples the change /a/ > /e/ mostly occurs
in Arabic and Persian loanwords. Its occurrence in Turkish words is not quite consistent as one
reads yareleri and yarelerini (kwpkjkph, 47:1; bupkjkphah, 43:11) ‘his wounds, nom., acc.’,
yaralart and yaralarm Ott. and ST; and also yaralarini and yaralarina (Gwpwyjuppép, 43:1,
44:7; bupwjuippauw, 45:20-21), ‘his wounds, acc., dat.”. In KT, there are instances of this exchange
in the verbal suffixes -dIlAr and -mlslAr; e.g., oturduler (drovpooviép, 12:17; drovproviép, 25:10-
11; 31:4), ‘they sat down/they sat’, oturdilar Ott., oturdular ST; olmusler (6Juovelép, 32:14), ‘they
became’, olmislar Ott., olmuslar ST.

lal > h/ An instance in KT: gece yirisindasora (ketle yipiorvedoopa, 27:28-29), ‘after midnight’,
géce yarisindan soiira Ott., gece yarisindan sonra ST. There is no instance in AT.

/é/>/e/ or /i/®" In KT and AT the two scripts reflect both /&/ > /e/ and /&/ > /i/; e.g.: deyip (deyir, 5:26),
gerund of de- ‘to say’, déyiib Ott., deyip ST, dedi (tetn, 3:22), ‘he said’; edip (étir, 4:22), gerund
of et- ‘to do’, édiib Ott., edip ST, but also idiip (itovw, 3:31). In AT there is the same duality;
e.g., deyub (nbyniyy, 11:11; 19:28), but idub (hwnniy, 8:9;15:8, 10); ider (hunkp, 5:6), ederler
(Ewnkppkp, 18:5). In KT and AT for géce/gece Ott., gece ST, ‘night’: in KT once gice (x1tle, 22:1),
repeatedly gece (ketle, 14:3); in AT once gece (flak, 39:23) but much more frequently gice
(4hat, 20:15).

lel > [i/ Very rare both in KT and AT; e.g., in KT miibagsire (uovraoipe, 15:3), ‘a proceeding to
execute an act’, miibageret Ott., miibaseret ST; hiybe (yiyme; 33:14), ‘a saddle-bag’, hegbe Ott.,
heybe ST; ilfida (ilpiza, 33:21), ‘a farewell’, el-veda " Ott., elveda ST. In AT elvida (Ejjhunu,
37:13 and 42:1); the verb eyle- ‘to do’ is sometimes iyle- but much more often eyle-; e.g., haber
iylediler (Juwwkp hyibwnpikp, 5:10), ‘they informed’, nakl iyledi (dwqq hjjkwnp, 36:17), ‘he
reported’, but nakl eyledi (fuuqq Ljjkwnp, 36:11).

67 Kabatag reports that /é/ does not change to /i/ but remains as /e/ in the Cypriot Turkish dialects, “Kibris
Tiirkgesinin Ses Bilgisi Ozellikleri,” 90.
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il > lel There is a limited and not consistent tendency to this in KT and, much less pronounced,
in AT;® e.g., ferakina (pepaxiva, 22:28) and ferakina ($Epwgpéuu, 32:16), ‘separation, dat.’,
firakina Ott., firakina ST. In KT, e.g., esitip (eoitir, 6:28), gerund of igit-/esit-, ‘to hear’, but also
isitigi (lortiyi, 29:19-20), ‘that which he heard’, isitdigi Ott., isittigi ST; ister (iotép, 6:30), ‘it is
a matter/affair’, isdir Ott., istir ST; zehniyi ({eyviyi [sic], 6:20), ‘his/her mind (acc.)’, zihnini Ott.,
zihnini ST; geterin (mwetépiv, 17:8), ‘bring’, getirin Ott. and ST; seze (oelé, 6:27), but also size
(01¢, 6:18), ‘to you’, size Ott. and ST; behos (peydc, 29:33), ‘insensible’, bi-hos Ott., bihug
(‘dazed’) ST, atin terkesine (aziv tepxeonvé, 7:7; ativ tepkeoive, 7:32), but ariv terkisine (dtiv
tepkiorve, 7:30), ‘the place behind the saddle of the horse (dat.)’, atii terkisine Ott., atin terkisine
ST; ben (wév, 6:5), ‘thousand’, bisi/bin Ott., bin ST. In AT, e.g.: enib (Eahw, 32:26), gerund of
in-, ‘to go down’, iniib Ott., inip ST; endirsinler (Liunhpuhaybp, 29:6-7), indir- ‘to lower’, ‘let
them lower’, but also indi (hawp, 7:16), ‘he came down’.

n/ > i/ This exchange cannot be ascertained for sure in this type-script of KT, as z and i are not
strictly distinguishable. There are some rather rare instances in AT; e.g.: silama (uhjuu, 6:12),
‘to my homeland’, silama Ott., silama ST; riza ([1hqu, 46:11), ‘consent’, riza Ott., riza ST; hasim
(fuwupil, 46:8), ‘adversary’, hasm/hasim Ott., hasim ST.

il >h/ This exchange cannot be ascertained with certainty in this type-script of KT, as 1 and i
are not strictly distinguishable (see ‘Script’ above). In AT it is relatively frequent; e.g.: vakitlarda
(Jugpppupunu, 23:26), ‘times, loc.”, vakitlerde Ott., vakitlerde ST; hani (hwiép, 45:8-9, only
once) and hani (hwih, 23:21, 32:22), ‘where’, hani Ott. and hani ST; dikkat (tnpgquip, 20:10),
‘careful attention’, dikkat Ott., dikkat ST, hizmet (Jupqultp, 35:18), ‘service’, hidmet (vulg.
hizmet) Ott., hizmet ST; zalim (quypd, 8:17), ‘cruel’, zalim Ott., zalim ST.

/il > lii/ Very rare in KT: hiismet (yovouet, 24:32) and hiizmetkiarlar (yovluetkioplop, 15:22),
‘service’ and ‘servants’, hidmet (vulg. hizmet) Ott., hizmet ST; periisan (wepovaay, 20:32),
‘disordered; wretched’, perisan Ott., perisan ST. Non-existent in AT.

/ol > la/ An instance in KT: utururken (vrovpovprev, 23:7), ‘while sitting’, otururken Ott. and
ST. Consistently with one word in AT, viz.,: buynuzlu (ynyamqni, 10:15), ‘horned’, boynuziu
in Ott. and ST.%

/u/ > /o/ Both KT and AT show such a tendency but only with certain Turkish words;” e.g. with
ugrat- ‘to let someone come by’: ogratmazidi (éypazualnt, 17:2-3), ogratmaz (onpupuug,
24:18-19); ugras- ‘to strive’: ograsmakta (dypoouoxta, 17:3), ograsmakda (onpupdwgqunu,

68 Argunsah states that /i/ > /e/ is very frequent in Cypriot Turkish, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 19-20.

% For buynuz (boynuz ST) cf. the online version of Derleme Sozliigii, accessed May 25, 2023, https://sozluk.gov.tr/:
used all over Anatolia.

70 Argunsah reports the occurrence of /u/ > /o/ for both Turkish words and loanwords in Cypriot Turkish, “Kibris
Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,”19-20.
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24:20), ograsdilar (onpupwppup, 32:21); yokar: (yroxapi, 5:28), yokar: (hoquipp, 15:25), ‘high,
upper’, yukart Ott., yukart ST."!

/> /o/ There is no instance of this in KT and only one instance in AT: diger gén (nnhljfp §Eoaq,
36:9), ‘altered’, diger-giin Ott.

/> [i/ Very rare in both KT and AT: meskiir (ueoxiovp, 27:32), ‘mentioned’, mezkir Ott.,
mezkir ST, mezkiir (Ukgphip, 39:20); siial (upiu, 10:12, consistently), ‘question’, su’al Ott.,
sual ST.

hi/ > i/ This is seen in some words in KT and AT; e.g., in KT and AT miimkiin (uovuxiovv,
19:1),’possible’, miimkin Ott., miimkiin ST; bitiin (mizovv, 10:11) and bitiin (yhphid, 15:8),
‘whole, entire’, biitiin Ott. and ST. In AT mirur (dhpnip, 7:1), ‘times of occurrence’, miirir Ott.,
miirur ST; minasib (dhbwuhy, 21:23), ‘suitable’, minasibeti (Uhtwuhwkph, 9:25), ‘(her)
suitability’, miinasibeti Ott., miinasebeti ST.

N/ > o/ In KT, the word biiyiik ‘big; great’ is once béoyiik (wroyrovx, 4:3-4), but otherwise biiyiik
(movyodx, movyiovk, movyrodk, and movyiovk, 22:20, 23:2, 25:23, 29:20 respectively, and
mwovyovklepe, 28:23-24, biiyiiklere for biiyiikleri ‘the important people, acc.’), biiyiik Ott. and ST,
boyiik in Anatolian dialects.”” The change i > 6 is also seen in Osini (Oaivi, 29:34), “the three,
acc.’, tigtinti Ott. and ST. This exchange occurs with only one word in AT, viz. béyiik (wkojhip,
passim); boyiiklerinden (wkojhipiEphinnka, 40:28-41:1), ‘of the important people’.

il >/ No discernible instance in KT as this type-script has no unequivocal way of rendering
/i/. In AT: e.g., deyu (inkyn1, 5:10), deyub (inkyniyy, 11:11), gerund of de- ‘to speak’; idub (hwniyy,
6:21), ‘gerund of ez- © to do’; icun (hyma, 12:26), “for, in order to’, i¢ciin/i¢in Ott., igcin ST, but
also i¢in (hspa, 10:5) and i¢iin (hspua, 9:1).

Exchanges of consonants (partial dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Exchanges of hamza: i/ > /v/ and /’i/ > /y/

Not frequent in either KT or AT. In KT, e.g.: dayima (zaynua, 24:31), ‘always’, da ima Ott., daima
ST; swal (o604, 6:28) ‘question’, su ‘al Ott., sual ST; seyise (oeyi0¢, 3:11), ‘groom, dat.’, se’is, vulg. seyis
Ott., seyis ST. In AT, e.g.: gayb oldu (nuyuy ojunnt, 31:26-27), ‘he disappeared’, ga'ib oldi Ott., kayboldu
ST; with exchange and elision of /i/: dayma (inuyw, 35:18), ‘always’, da ‘ima Ott., daima ST.

' For ograsmak (ugragsmak ST) cf. the online version of Derleme Sozliigii, accessed May 25, 2023,

https://sozluk.gov.tr/: used in Erzurum, Rize and Artvin; also used in Cypriot Turkish dialects, as reported by
Argunsah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 24.

2 Derleme Sozligii 11 (Ankara, Turk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1965), 773-4: “boyuk [boyiih, boyiiyh, boyyiik]”
and “boyiih”. Tietze, Tarihi ve Etimolojik Tiirkiye Tiirk¢esi Lugati, I: A-E, 383 on béyiik being the form used in
Anatolian Turkish dialects, while biiyiik is used in contemporary standard Turkish of Turkey. Argunsah, “Kibris
Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 25 on /ii/ > /&/ being one of the most frequent vowel changes in Cypriot
Turkish, whereby some of these instances are not changes but the preservation of an original /6/.
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Exchanges of ¢ (‘ayn)

/% >’ (apostrophe) This is found only in AT and only in one word; the apostrophe signals a minimal
pause: Allah Ta’alyamn (Ujjuh Pw’wybwapa, 21:21), ‘God, may He be exalted, gen.’, Allah
ta‘alanun Ott., tealamin ST, Hak Ta’alya (Zwq Pwuybw, 22:1), ‘God, may He be exalted’, Hakk
te‘ala Ott., Hak teala ST.

/1> [al This is rare both in KT and AT; e.g. cumaa (tovpaa, 15:3) and (anidfunw, 21:26),
‘Friday’, cum'a Ott., cuma ST; etbaalar (étraolop, 16:20), ‘the attendants’, etbd ‘lar Ott.;
etbaalarina (Epwywwjuppiw, 6:2-3), ‘to his attendants’; only in AT vakaa (Juquiu,17:26),
‘occurrence’, vak ‘a Ott., vaka ST.

Il >1g/ This is found only in KT and there only once: kanagat (xavoyor, 21:2), ‘conviction’,
kana ‘at Ott., kanaat ST.

/¢ >/h/ This is found only in AT; e.g.: kanahat (quiawhuwp, 30:8), ‘contentment’, kanda ‘at Ott.,
kanaat ST; sahat (uwhwp, 18:25), ‘hour’, sa ‘at Ott., saat ST.

11 > Ivl Only in KT and there only in one instance: dovast ni (tobaai vij [sic], 25:17), ‘his prayer’,
du ‘asim Ott., duasini ST.

11>yl This is rare in both KT and AT; e.g.: yinadina (yivatnva, 9:8), ‘out of obstinacy’, ‘inddina

Ott., inadina ST; yiiryan (yrovpyiav, 10:11), ‘naked, bare’, ‘uryan Ott., iirvan ST; zayif (quiyh,
43:6), ‘weak, thin’, za 'if Ott., zayif ST.

/1> IyV There is no instance of this in KT and only one instance in AT: etbayilar (Epwuypjup,
23:27) ‘attendants’.
11> Iyi/ There is no instance of this in KT and only one instance in AT: fiyile ($hjpiL, 12:13),

‘action (dat.)’, fi 'l Ott., fiil ST.
/bl > /f, -v/ Only one instance in both KT and AT: pertaf (zeprop, 19:30; 20:5) and pertav/pertav
(ptppuny, 27:3; thEppuny, 28:19) “leap’, pertab/pertavipertev Ott., pertev ST.

lel > Is/7 A couple of occurrences in KT: gesti (keoti, 27:32), ‘she passed to’, ge¢di Ott., gecti
ST; Osini ('Oowvi, 29:34), ‘the three, acc.’, ii¢iinii Ott. and ST. No instance in AT.
/d/ > It/ Such a change is not discernible in KT because <6> and <t> are used for both /d/ and

/t/. A few instances are found in AT; e.g.: tiikyanina (phiptwapiw, 10:18), but also diikyanina
(npipbwapina, 18:11), ‘to his shop’; bet (wkp, 9:20), ‘ugly, bad’, bed Ott. and bet ST.

gl > Iyl In KT, such an exchange is seen sporadically with infinitives, reflecting a partial change
from the full infinitive -mAk to the shortened infinitive -mA. The difference between /g/ and /y/

RIRINININ

is rendered through the use of <y> and <yr>, respectively;™* e.g., aglamaya baslaip (dylapoyio

3 Ttis interesting to note that this exchange occurs in Cypriot Turkish; cf. Kabatas, “Kibris Tiirk¢esinin Ses Bilgisi
Ozellikleri,” 101; one of the examples given is ‘ges- < ge¢-’. In Derleme Sozliigii V1 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih
Kurumu Basimevi, 1972), 2007, the occurrence of gesmek in the meaning of ge¢mek is recorded for Ordu and
Gilimiishane in north-east Anatolia.

" See Kappler, “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 325-326, on the composite grapheme <yt>.

28



KARAMANLI, ARMENO-TURKISH, OTTOMAN VERSIONS OF KOROGLU

rwaciont, 8:19), ‘began to weep (and)’, aglamaga baslayub Ott., aglamag/ya baslayip ST; bakmaya

baslad: (roxuoyio rociatn, 13:33), ‘began to look (at)’, bakmaga Ott., bakmag/ya ST; but 6rtmege

basladi (6ptueyé maolati], 14:14), ‘began to cover’, drtmege Ott., ortmeg/ye ST, kisnemege basladi

(x1oveueye maoiatn, 17:23-24), ‘began to neigh’, kisnemege Ott., kisnemeg/ye ST. There seems to

be a slight but more general tendency to g >y in AT; e.g., iyne deliyi (hjak: mmkjhjh, 7:5), ‘needle

eye’, igne deligi Ott., igne deligi ST; diiyiin (mhyhia, 47:7), ‘wedding feast’, diigiin Ott., diigiin

ST; deyisdirdim (nkEjhpmppwnpd, 5:27), ‘1 changed’, degisdirdim Ott., degistirdim ST; gordiiyii

gibi (§Lopwpyht Jhuyh, 5:23 and passim), ‘the moment he saw’, gordigi Ott., gérdiigii ST;
beyendiyi att (wljkampih wpp, 6:4), ‘the horse that he liked’, begendigi Ott., begendigi ST.

/h/ > /g/ In KT, exceptionally /bragim ('Impayiu, 6:32), ‘Abraham’, personal name, [brahim Ott.,

Ibrahim ST, otherwise Ibragim ('Inpoyin, 7:13, 'Inpayiu, 7:16, 33). There are no instances in AT.

K/ > g/ Such a change is not discernible in KT because <i> is used for both /k/ and /g/. In AT

there is a tendency to this exchange, especially after /s/; e.g.: pisgiirme (phiuljpipdk, 11:14),

‘scattered’, piiskiirme Ott., piiskiirme ST; Usgiidara (Prugpunwpu, 10:16), ‘to Uskiidar’; asger

(wuljkp, 42:23), asgerler (wulibpikp, 44:3), ‘soldier(s)’, ‘askerler Ott., askerler ST; but more

frequently asker (wupkp, 46:11); isitdigleri gibi (hohpwuhliEph Jhuh, 25:8),‘the moment they

heard’, isitdiikleri Ott., isittikleri ST; hakgindan gelir (hwglpéunwa GEjhp, 12:16-17), ‘he will

vanquish (him)’; hakkindan Ott., hakkindan ST; Hakga (Zwqlu, 6:25), ‘God, dat.’, hakka Ott.,
hakka ST; boliig (wkojhily, 42:23) and boliik (wykojhip, 41:24), ‘division’, boliik Ott. and ST.

Iq/ > 1g/’® In KT, there is no discernible instance of such an exchange, i.e. with /g/ rendered
unequivocally. In AT, there is only one instance: asg: (wolp, 42:19), ‘his love’, wski/ ‘aski Ott.,
aski ST.

/K/ > /h/ There is no instance in AT and only one instance in KT: mahbul (uoymood, 20:34; 32:30),
‘accepted’, makbul Ott., makbul ST.

/m/>/n/ There is no instance in AT and one instance in KT: sindi (Xivey, 27:3), ‘now’, simdi Ott.
and ST.

/a/ >/ A rare reflection of this in KT: sonra (covpa, 5:27), “after’, sorira Ott., sonra ST. Kabatas

states that even though the nasal /fi/ changes to /n/ in Standard Turkish, it continues to exist in
some of the Anatolian dialects and almost all of the Cypriot Turkish dialects up to the present.”’
In AT, e.g., sonra (uoapuw, 8:1) and Benli (NMEagh, only in 31:12; 45:9).

/al/ > /in/, /gn/, /gn/, /yn/ In KT, e.g., arinar/agnar gibi (dyvap xiri, 13:24), ‘as if understanding’,

5 Cf. Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §23221, 250: “Der Ubergang k- > g- iiber das
MaB der Schriftsprache hinaus erscheint nur sporadisch [...] Auch -k- > -g- nur selten [...] -k > -g zuweilen im
Sandhi.”

76 Cf. Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §23221, 249-250.

77 Kabatas, “Kibris Tiirkgesinin Ses Bilgisi Ozellikleri,” 88.
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annadi/agnadi (dyvorn, 13:34), ‘(she) understood’, from arila- Ott., anla- ST, ‘to understand’;
dinnemeye/dignemeye (tiyveueyé, 23:19-20), ‘to listen (dat.)’, difinemeyip/dignemeyip (tiyvéueyiz,
28:10), ‘not pay attention (and)’, from disile- (vulg. dinne-, dine-) Ott., dinle- ST, ‘to listen; to pay
attention’. Agnamak and dignemek occur in Anatolian dialects.” In AT e.g., agnar (wnawp,
19:26); diyneyib (npjatjhuy, 7:7).

/m/>/m/ Very rare in both KT and AT; e.g., namkor (vauxiop, 8:9; 9:14), ‘ungrateful’, nakir Ott.,
nankér ST; siimbiile (uhtdwyhyk, 10:7), ‘hyacinth, dat.’, siinbiile Ott., siimbiile ST.
/>N In both KT and AT only in one word:, in KT melhem (ueiyéu, 32:7-8); and with

metathesis almost adjacent mehlemi (ueyleun, 32:8), ‘ointment’, in AT mehlem and mehlemi
(UEhiEd, UERiEdp, 45:20), merhem Ott., vulg. melhem Ott., merhem ST.

1t > /d/ In KT, /d/ is mostly rendered with <t>, seldom with <6>, so that the script does not

inform one with certainty about an exchange t > d. In AT, e.g., patirdisini (thwpppupupap,

45:7),‘its noise, acc.’, pat/tirdisini Ott., patirtisint ST; rasd (nwun, 46:3), “straight’, rast Ott., rast

ST; usda is used consistently as in usdanin (nunwiapa, 18:12), ‘master, gen.’, ustanui Ott., ustanin

ST.

vl > I/ Exceptional occurrence in KT and AT: feda (peta, 23:3), ‘farewell’, veda * Ott., veda ST;
zefk (qkdq, 7:1), ‘pleasure’, zevk Ott., zevk ST.

/vl > m/ No instance in KT and only one instance in AT: tab u tumanleri (pwiwy n1 pnidwiyEph,
41:14-15), ‘their power and ability’, tab u tiivanlar: Ott. In KT: tab utuvanlari (zox odvtov6aviapy,
29:2).

vl >/ Only one instance in KT: gauga (yavya, 20:31), ‘a tumult’, gavga Ott., ‘a quarrel; a fight’
kavga ST.

1zl > [s/ In KT, occasionally in verbal endings: yapmas (yiomuas, 12:11), ‘does not do’, yapmaz

Ott. and ST; vermesinis (Bepuéonvng, 22:30), ‘you (pl.) do not give’, vé/ermezsiniz Ott., vermezsiniz
ST; olurus (6Aovpovg, 20:32), ‘we shall be’, oluruz Ott. and ST. Also in a couple of words in KT:
mahsun (uoyoovv, 12:13), ‘grieved’, mahzian Ott., mahzun ST; meskiir (ueoxiovp, 27:32),
‘mentioned’, mezkiir Ott., mezkir ST. Only one instance in AT: mahsun (dwhunia, 17:27),
‘grieved’. There are no such verbal endings in AT.

Assimilation” (noteworthy dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Progressive assimilation
In KT, e.g.: onnari (évvopi, 13:28), ‘them, acc.’, onlar: Ott. and ST; arinayisl (¢yvayioii, 3:10-

8 Derleme Sozliigii 1 (Ankara: Tiirk Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1963), 107; Derleme Sozligii IV (Ankara: Tirk
Tarih Kurumu Basimevi, 1969), 1483.

Cf. Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §232.12, 254 on assimilations being frequent,
with progressive assimilation occurring especially as nl, nf, nd > nn.
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11), ‘understanding’, asinad: (dyvorn, 13:34; 31:34), ‘she understood’, arila- Ott., anla- ST; difine (tiyve,
30:32), ‘listen!’, difile- Ott., dinle- ST; sahabi (coyonn, 25:23), ‘possessor of’, sahibi Ott., sahabi vulg.,
sahibi ST. There is no instance in AT.

Regressive assimilation

This is very rare in KT and AT. In KT only samur (copovp, 7:19) ‘sable’, semmiir Ott., samur,
samur vulg. Ott. and ST; hayillisinde (yoyiiiiowvte, 19:27), a mis-construct of ga’ilesinde, ‘with the
preoccupation’, gailesinde ST. In AT, e.g., samur (uwunip, 11:13), vulg. Ott. and ST. In AT: belleri
(wkyktph, 10:7-8), ‘his moles’, berileri Ott., benleri ST.

Progressive/regressive assimilation

Only one or two instances in KT and AT; e.g., macaray: (uatlopoyn, 8:16 and twdwpuyp, 12:21),
‘adventure, acc.’, ma-cerayi Ott., maceray: ST; in KT: nasaat (vacaot with elision of 4, 25:30), ‘advice’,
nasthat Ott., nasihat ST.

Dissimilation® (similarity between KT and AT)

Dissimilations are rarer than assimilations in KT. They are also rare in AT. Examples of regressive
dissimilation: gazebe (yalere, 30:33; nuglkylk, 44:2), ‘wrath, anger, dat.’, gazaba Ott., gazaba ST; AT
also gazab (nuquy, 5:23).

The genitive suffix ending (similarity between KT and AT)

In both KT and AT, the genitive suffix ends with /n/, not with /fi/, and is written with <v> and <&>
respectively. For example, pederinin (zetepivipv, 5:10 and thEwnkphahé, 7:7), ‘his father’s’, pederiniiii
Ott., pederinin ST; gozii miin (k10lod povv,?' 5:8 and [Loghidpid, 8:3), ‘my eye’s”, goziimiin Ott.,
goziimiin ST.

Mouillé consonants (similarity between KT and AT)

Mouillé Arabic and Persian consonants rendering /kia/, /gia/, and /lia/ are rendered as follows:
/kia/ as <kia> (<xw>) and <kya> (<phur>); /gia/ as <gia> (<kio>) and <gya> (<[jhur>); and /lia/ as <lia>
(<Mo>, and <lya > (<jhw >). For example: hikiayeyi (yiiayeyr, 1:2, 3:1), hikaye-i Ott., ‘the tale of”,
hikdye ST, diikkianina (tovxkiovive, 7:14), “to his shop, dat.’, diikkan Ott., diikkan ST; iskyan (hupbwa,
9:24), ‘a settling in’, iskan Ott., iskan ST; bazirgian (ralipxiov, 20:2, 7), Bazirgyan ("Mwughpllwa, 29:1),

80 Cf. Caferoglu, “Die anatolischen und rumelischen Dialekte,” §232.12, 255 on dissimilations being less frequent
than assimilations.

81 A curved line joins the two parts of this word.
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bazirgan Ott., vulg. bezirgan; bezirgan ST, ‘merchant’; riizgyar (nhiqylwp, 7:5), ‘wind’, rizgar Ott.,
riizgar ST; alia (¢, 3:12-13), ‘very good’ and alya (wybui,18:13).

Vowel harmony (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

Jean Deny writes in his article ‘L’osmanli moderne et le tiirk de Turquie’ that vowel harmony was
adhered to much better in conversation than in literary language, both when reading aloud and in writing
(regarding the letters ya and vav).®

As far as can be ascertained by the less than satisfactory rendering of vowels in KT, vowel harmony
tends to be defective; e.g. behader (neyarep, 5:20), ‘brave’, bahadwr Ott., bahadwr ST. 1t is also vacillating,
with the variations often close together; e.g., sizengia (odlevkia, 18:8), ‘stirrup, dat.” and iizengiye
(oblevirye, 18:10).

In AT vowel harmony dominates, but cases of vacillating vowel harmony also occur; e.g., once
Kor oglumin ({REop onnitipé, 32:6), Kéroglu, gen.’, but otherwise Kor oglunun (LEop onnianid, 9:18);
kapusunun (quuhniuniania, 43:24), ‘its door, gen.’, bunun (wymanmda, 30:3), ‘this, gen.” goziiniin
(YLoghiapia, 32:1), ‘his eyes, gen.” pederinin (thbwkphapa, 7:7), ‘his father, gen.” Kasab basinin
(Fuuwy wuppapa, 10:6), ‘the head butcher, gen.’.

Tendency to posterior pronunciation of suffixes even though there is an anterior vowel in
the preceding syllable (striking dissimilarity between KT and AT)
This tendency is peculiar to KT. There is no such tendency in AT.
-A KT fikira (puxipa, 6:28), ‘thought, dat.’, Ott. and ST fikre.
AT: no instance.
-dA. KT: yiikta (yiookra, 27:29), ‘in weight’, yiikde Ott., yiikte ST.
AT: no instance.

-dAn KT: vakittan (foxitrov, 4:2-3),° from the time’, vaktdan (vulg. vakitden) Ott, vakitten ST, but also
in accordance with vowel harmony, e.g., beldiklerinden (meAtixiepiviev, 17:34), ‘from what they
knew’, bildiklerinden Ott. and ST.

AT: no instance.
-dIkCA KT: soyledikca (coyidedixtoa, 24:28), ‘whenever he said’, soyledikce Ott., séyledikge ST.
AT: no instance.

-DIKDA KT, e.g.: gérdiikta (kioprovkro, 13:28), ‘when he saw’, gordiikde Ott.; esitikta

(éaitikta, 11:6) and isitikta (ioitixro, 13:19), “when he heard’, isitdiikde Ott.; eyledikta (éyAetikza,

82 Jean Deny, “L’osmanli moderne et le tiirk de Turquie,” in Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta 1, eds. Jean Deny
et al. (Wiesbaden: Steiner. 1959), 190: “L’harmonie vocalique était beaucoup miecux observée dans la
conversation que dans le langage livresque, aussi bien a la lecture a haute voix que dans 1’orthographe (pour
les lettres ya et vav)”.
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17:8), ‘when he had [ordered]’, eylediikde Ott., dedikda exceptionally written with <> (zetikdo,
8:8) but also dedikta (zedixta, 11:30; tetixta, 24:8), ‘when he said’, dediikde Ott.33
AT: no instance.
In KT the form -nca is rather more frequent than the form -ince, and this entails some vocalic
disharmony; e.g., soyleyinca (coyileyiviéa, 20:15), ‘when he said’, séyleyince Ott. and ST;
isidinca (ioitivida, 20:16-17; isindinca, iovtivida, 23:26), ‘when he heard’, isidince Ott. and ST;
gelinca (keAnvtla, 20:8), ‘when he came’, gelince Ott. and ST, but also gelince (kedivt{e, 29:31);
gidince (kntivele, 28:2), ‘when she went’, gidince Ott. and ST; deyince (zeynvrle, 29:12), ‘when
she said’, deyince Ott. and ST.
AT: no instance.
Argunsah notes that the use of -ince is rare, whereas that of -inca, under noncompliance with
vowel harmony, is frequent in Cypriot Turkish and that this phenomenon is also seen in the
North-Eastern Anatolian group of Turkish dialects.®
KT: vakitlarda (Boxitiopra, 16:19-20), at the time’, vaktlarda (vulg. vakitlerde) Ott., vakitlerde
ST.
AT: no instance.
KT: e.g., gitsa (kitoa, 28:10), ‘if he goes’, gitse in Ott. and ST, gidersa (kitépoa, 3:27), ‘if [here:
wherever]| he goes’, giderse in Ott. and ST; dersan (€poav, 6:16), ‘if you say’, dérsen Ott.,
dersen ST, etsam (étoou, 23:5, 6), ‘if 1 do’, étsem Ott., etsem ST; deilsa (teiloa, 32:34), ‘if it is
not’, degiilse/degilse Ott., degilse ST, gorsa (kiopoa., 5:22), ‘if he sees’, gorse Ott. and ST;
oldiiriirsan (dAtovpovpoav, 9:18), ‘if you kill’, dldiiriirseni Ott., dldiiriirsen ST; girsam (kipooy,
17:15-16), ‘if | enter’; but also with vowel harmony, e.g., girse (kipoe, 4:25), ‘if he enters’. AT:
no instance.

According to Argunsah, in Cypriot Turkish, the conditional suffix attached to stems with
anterior vowels can be -se or -sa, leading to vowel disharmony in the latter case. He notes, too,
that this is also seen in the North-Eastern Anatolian group of Turkish dialects.®

The particle ile/ila/ila (dissimilarity between KT and AT)
In KT, this particle is realized mostly as z/a/ila, not only when preceded by a posterior vowel

but also when following an anterior vowel; e.g., usulila (ovoodiila., 7:2), here for usulca ‘quietly’, usil

ile Ott., usul ile ST; top ila (tor iia, 5:32), ‘with a cannon’, fop ile Ott., top ile ST; askerila (doxépila,

8:13), ‘with troops’, ‘asker ile Ott., asker ile ST; ziadesiila (Gioteoinla, 5:22), ‘in excess’, ziyadesiyle
Ott., ziyadesiyle ST, hile ila (yilé iia, 6:13), ‘with a wile’, hile ile Ott., hile ile ST; sizinila/sizinila

8 Not commonly used in modern ST.
8 Argunsah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 14.
85 Argunsah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 16.
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(olivida, 7:5-6; onlivaia, 7:27), ‘with you (pl.)’, siziii ile Ott., sizinle ST. Although <n> stands
predominantly for /1/, it can also denote /i/, as <t> can also denote /1/, so that it is impossible to ascertain
with certainty whether /i/ or /1/ is meant. Of interest in this connection is Argunsah’s remark that when
this particle is attached to words with anterior vowels in Cypriot Turkish, it is either i/e in accordance
with vowel harmony or i/a in noncompliance with it.3 In KT, the rather infrequently used form i/e features
<i> that was also used to designate /y/,*” so that, e.g., iouiide (3:14) may be read as ismiyle (or ismiile),
‘with the name’, ismiyle/ismi ile Ott. and ST; éinjide (4:31) as eliyle (or eliile), “with his hand’, eliyle/eli
ile Ott. and ST; gepdile (33:23) as sefayle (or sefaile), “with pleasure’, safayla/safa ile Ott., safayla/safa
ile ST.

In AT, ile/ila occurs predominantly attached as -le/-la, now and then as -1la, always in accordance
with vowel harmony; e.g.: boylelikle (wjLojljhpiL, 8:19), ‘thus, thereby’, boylelikle Ott. and ST; reyimle
(pkjhupk, 23:22), ‘on my own choice’, re yimle Ott., reyimle ST; usulila (niunypju, 10:21). It rarely
occurs with the insertion of /y/, almost always in accordance with vowel harmony; e.g., atlariyla
(wppuppju, 43:3), ‘with their horses’, atlariyla Ott. and ST; once kamgiyla (quuispju, 32:22), ‘with
the whip’, kamg¢ryla Ott., kamgiyla ST; -yle, e.g., once kamg¢iyle (quiispyk, 31:18). Two examples of the
rarer unattached form: usul ile (niunyy pjk, 11:17; 45:5); once usul 1la (niuniy pju, 44:23); asker ile
(wupkp pyk, 12:17). In a few instances an apostrophe is placed before -le/-la; e.g.: sizin 'le (upghil’|L,
11:22),“with you (pl.)’ and ¢ocuk ’la (yodniq 1w, 40:16), ‘with the youth’, cocukla Ott., cocukla ST.

Consonant assimilation in suffixes starting with -d (no comparison is possible as KT is not

informative and AT conforms to the Ottoman form)

In his article about a Karamanli anthology of poems from the Black Sea region published in 1914
by the printing-press A. Garophalidis in Samsun, Matthias Kappler®® states that in this anthology all the
suffixes that start with a dental consonant do not assimilate with the preceding voiceless consonant of
the stem, but always stay voiced. Kappler states that since there is no exception to this in the anthology,
this is an essential characteristic of these poems, and suggests the possibility of a phonetic explanation,®
to which he gives preference, or of a sociolinguistic explanation. The latter explanation is the historicising
use of the old forms of the suffixes instead of their contemporary assimilated realizations.

8 Argunsah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 15; the examples he gives for noncompliance are yemegila,

kesfinila, siidiila.
87 Kappler, “Note a proposito di ‘Ortografia Caramanlidica’,” 325.
88 Matthias Kappler, “Eine karamanlidische Liedanthologie vom Schwarzen Meer,” in Building Bridges to Turkish:
Essays in Honour of Bernt Brendemoen, eds. Eva A. Csato et al. (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2018), 175-
90.
Kappler, “Eine karamanlidische Liedanthologie vom Schwarzen Meer,” 188: “Die eindeutige Notierung in
unseren Liedern mit <¢> [...].”
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In contradistinction to the explicit notation with <6> in Kappler’s anthology, /d/ and /t/ are written
with both <6> and <t> in KT, with <t> dominating. It follows that rendering <z> as /t/ is the more likely
but nevertheless somewhat arbitrary choice, since <t> could also stand for /d/ (see the examples given
above for the tendency to posterior pronunciation with the suffixes -dA, -dAn, -dIkdA). Therefore, the
script of KT does not allow us to decide unequivocally whether the suffixes starting with -d become
voiceless when attached to a stem ending with a voiceless consonant (as in ST) or if they remain voiced
(as in classic Ottoman).

In AT, the opposition /d/ : /t/ is indicated through <un> : <p>%, so the script of AT has the means
of being more informative than that of KT. According to the script of AT, the suffixes starting with -d do
not assimilate with the preceding voiceless consonant of the stem, but always stay voiced.”! For example:
gitmekde (Jhpulpwk, 28:23), ‘going’, gitmekde Ott., gitmekte ST; isitdikde (hohpuhpwil, 16:9), ‘when
he heard’, isitdikde Ott., isittikte ST; oturdukda (opmipunmqunui, 11:12), ‘when he sat down’, oturdukda
Ott., oturdukta ST; ge¢di (4l wnp, 6:1), ‘it passed’, gegdi Ott., gecti ST; kiigiikliikden (phishihipunla,
6:14), ‘from childhood, abl.’, kiiciikliikden Ott., kiiciikliikten ST; vasifda (Juup$unm, 10:3-4),
‘characteristic, loc.’, vasifda Ott., vasifta ST.

Harmonic/Disharmonic form of the enclitic dA (dissimilarity between KT and AT)

dA The enclitic dA ‘also, too’ is almost always in disharmonic form in KT; birda (e.g., nipzo,
32:9), bir de Ott. and ST, occurs with the meaning ‘and then’, introducing the next step in the narrative,
about 40 times. The harmonic form birde (wipze, 7:22) is exceptional. This quasi exclusive use of da
brings about further disharmonic forms such as bizda (ziza, 8:13), ‘we, too’ gelsinda (keAonvra, 23:16),
‘let him come and’, gelsiin de Ott. and ST; gelipda (kelipta, 28:12), ‘came and’, geliip de Ott. and ST;
eyleda (éyieta, 27:21), ‘do and’, eyle de Ott. and ST.

AT: no disharmonic instance.

Kappler remarks that such disharmonization is known primarily in the Turkish dialects of Cyprus.*?
Argunsah goes further, stating that the use of the enclitic dA only as da without complying to vowel
harmony is one of the important characteristics that separate Cypriot Turkish from the Anatolian dialects.”

% <> denoting /t’/ is used only in words of Armenian origin which do not occur in this text. Therefore < n> is
of no interest in this opposition.

%1 Celik and Sargsyan, “Introducing Transcription Standards for Armeno-Turkish Literary Studies,” 174-5: “A
similarity with Ottoman Turkish is that the suffixes of the locative and ablative cases are consistently given
with -de/-da and -den/-dan, and at this point there is no consonant assimilation in suffixes. [...] The same is true
for the “di-past”.”

%2 Kappler, “Eine karamanlidische Liedanthologie vom Schwarzen Meer,” 187-88: “Die hier vorliegende
Disharmonisation ist vor allem aus den tiirkischen Dialekten Zyperns bekannt und ist sprachgeschichtlich
begriindet.”

% Argunsah, “Kibris Tiirk Agzinda Unlii Degismeleri,” 14: “de baglac1 Kibris agzinda da sekliyle kullanilir ve
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Tendency to anterior pronunciation of suffixes even when there is a posteriorvowel in the
preceding syllable (some dissimilarity between KT and AT)
Jean Deny writes that anterior (palatalized) pronunciation was considered more distinguished,

and that this tendency was very well reflected by texts transcribed in Greek and Armenian script.** AT

reflects such a tendency to a certain degree. A tendency to palatalization is much less apparent in KT

(where, additionally, suffixes with the back vowel /a/ are frequently attached to words with front vowels,

see ‘Tendency to posterior pronunciation of suffixes”).

A

-dA

-dAn

KT, e.g.: hanume (yovovué, 25:14-15), ‘lady, dat.’, hanmima Ott., hanima ST; kardagime
(raprooiue, 29:33), ‘to my brother, dat.’, kardasimal/kardesime Ott., kardesime ST. AT, e.g.:
odaye (oL, 41:5), ‘room, dat.’, odaya Ott. and ST (but also odasinda, omnwupéinu, 40:26,
‘in her room’); yaye (huylk, 10:7), ‘bow, dat.’, yaya Ott. and ST; meydane (dljumual, 42:21),
‘public square, dat.”, meydana Ott., meydana ST.

No instance in KT.

In AT only agler idi (wunjkp hunp, 6:20), ‘he was crying’, aglar Ott., aglar ST; ne aglersin (&L
winkpupa, 43:15), ‘why are you crying’, aglarsin Ott., aglarsin ST.

KT, e.g.: hayillisinde (yayillioivee, 19:27), a misconstruct of ga'ilesinde, ‘with the
preoccupation’, gailesinde ST. AT, e.g.: ruyade (pnyunnk, 36:11), ‘in a dream’, rii yada Ott,
riiyada ST, but also riiyade (phyunnt, 37:25); burade (ynipunnk, 24:12), ‘here’, burada Ott.
and ST.

There are no examples of this in KT. However, there is also no case of -dAn where velarisation
in contradiction to vowel harmony might have occurred. AT, e.g.: punarden (pminupunkia, 5:16,
18, 21),“from the spring’, pi/uriardan Ott., pinardan ST, but also punardan (pmbwpuwd, 6:1;
27:16-17). In KT, on the contrary, repeatedly punardan (rovvaprav, 3:14, 18). Other examples
in AT: anden sonra (winnké uotipu, 8:25, passim),‘after that’, andan Ott. and ondan ST; o0 araden
(o wpunnka, 18:7), ‘through there (locality)’, aradan Ott. and ST; sevdaden (ubyinunnka, 37:2),
‘love, abl.’, sevdadan Ott., sevdadan ST, but also sevdadan (ubunwunwia, 36:22).

-dIlAr In KT repeatedly with the same verbs: hairan olduler (yoipav diroviép, 30:4), ‘they were

astounded’, oldilar Ott., oldular ST; oturduler (6tovpdoviép, 12:17; drovproviép, 25:10-11;

inli uyumuna girmez. Bu degisiklik Kibris agzint Anadolu agizlarindan ayiran 6nemli 6zelliklerden biridir.”
Speaking generally of “Karamanli”, Eckmann notes that the disharmonic form occurs sometimes; cf. “Anadolu
Karamanli Agizlaria Ait Arastirmalar,” 183.

94

Deny, “L’osmanli moderne et le tiirk de Turquie,” 190: “La prononciation antéricure (palatalisée) était considérée

comme plus élégante, plus distinguée. Les textes transcrits en caractéres grecs et arméniens reflétent
surabondamment cette tendance. Dans la déclinaison on pronongait les désinences de 1’ablatif et du locatif -
Den et -De, méme quand dans la syllabe précédente il y avait une postérieure.”
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31:4), ‘they sat down/they sat’, oturdilar Ott., oturdular ST; yola ¢iktiler (yroda tixtidép, 28:33),
‘they set oft”, yola ¢iktilar Ott., yola ¢iktilar ST. In AT there is no such palatalisation with -dIlAr.
However, there is also no case in AT where palatalisation in contradiction to vowel harmony
might have occurred.
-IAr KT, e.g.: cairaler (t{oipalep, 28:20), cairalere (tloipoiepe, 28:27), ‘female slaves’, pl. nom.
and pl. dat., cariyeler(e) Ott., cariyeler(e) ST.
AT, e.g.: anlerden (wajEmnka, 15:6), ‘from them’, anlardan Ott., onlardan ST; anleri (wbykph,
20:4), ‘them’, anlere (wiykpk, 20:4, 43:16), ‘to them’; anlerin (wajkpha, 21:27), ‘their’, anler
(wiykp, 22:17, 24:16, 25:8, 37:14), ‘they’, but onlar (oGjup, 30:28), ‘they’ and onlara (objuipu,
43:19-20), ‘to them’; tumanleri (pnidwiajkbph, 41:14-15), ‘their abilities, power’, tiivanlar: Ott.
-mlIslAr KT: olmugsler (6Juoveiép, 32:14), ‘they became’, olmiglar Ott., olmugslar ST. In AT there is no
such palatalisation with -mlslAr. However, there is also no case in AT where palatalisation in
contradiction to vowel harmony might have occurred.

Labialization and delabialization (similarity between KT and AT)

u/ii >1/i In KT, e.g.: sivart (o160p1, 28:32), ‘rider’, siivart Ott. and siivari ST; sivariyle (o16aplile,
29:9), siivari ile ST; vicudi (fitéovti, 10:12), “(his) body, acc.’, viicidr Ott. and viicudu ST, but
close by viicudumi (fovt{ovrovud, 10:7); misafirt (wuoagipi, 14:4), ‘a guest, poss.’, miisafiri Ott.
and misafiri ST, but close by miisafiri (uovoagipi, 14:6); sival (o1604, 6:28) ‘question’, su’al Ott.,
with v as replacement for hamza, and sual ST. In AT, e.g.: stvari (upyuph, 41:10) once and once
siivariyle (uhtjuppyik, 41:24), see above; vicudin (Jhanunhd, 15:8), viiciadin Ott. and viicudunu
ST.

-(y)Ub > -(y)Ib/p In KT the -(y)Ub gerund occurs mostly as -(y)Ip/b, with the ending consistently
written with <m>, which denotes not only /p/, but also /b/, as the following example illustrates:
begenip (meyevir, 7:9), gerund of begen- ‘to admire’, begentib Ott, begenip ST; varip (Bopir, 6:8;
7:13; 8:10), gerund of var- ‘to arrive’, varub Ott., varp ST; sokip (ooxnm, 15:17), gerund of s6k-
‘to pull out’, sokiib Ott., sokiip ST; deyip (deyir, 5:26), gerund of de- ‘to say’, deéyiib Ott., deyip
ST; edip (étir, 4:22), gerund of et- ‘to do’, édiib Ott., edip ST. Examples of the occasional non-
conformance to this trend: idiip (izovr, 3:31); dolasup (rolocovr, 4:29), gerund of dolas- ‘to walk
around’, dolasub Ott., dolasip ST.
In AT the -(y)Ub gerund occurs predominantly as -(y)Ib; e.g., soyleyib (ukojjtjhuy, 18:21), gerund
of soyle- ‘to say’, soyleyiib Ott., séyleyip ST; alib (wypuyy, 10:15), gerund of al- ‘to take’, alub Ott.,
alp ST; urub (nipnuy, 12:6), gerund of ur- ‘to hit’, (V)urub Ott., vurup ST; goriib (§Eophuy, 6:23),
gerund of gor- ‘to see’, goriib Ott., goriip ST. However, there are some exceptions; e.g., idub
(hwuniy, 8:9;15:8, 10), édiib Ott. and edip ST.; deyub (b, 11:11; 19:28), déyiib Ott. and deyip
ST.

-Idl, -Imls, and -dIr  In KT, the suffixes -IdI and -Imls are attached to the stem without loss of the

initial -I; e.g.: otururudu (drovpovpovrov, 5:34), ‘he sat’, oturur idi/otururdr Ott., oturur
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idi/otururdu ST; olmusudu (6Auoveovtov, 19:7), ‘it was’, olmisidi/olmisdi Ott., olmus idi/olmustu
ST; kusudu (koboovrov, 18:34), ‘it was a bird’, kusidi/kusdi Ott., kus idi/kustu ST; bumudur
(rovuovrovp, 3:22), is this it?°, bu midur Ott., bu midir ST; tutarlaridi (rovroplapitn, 17:2), ‘they
engaged’, tutarlar idi/tutarlard: Ott., tutarlar idi/tutarlardi ST; verirleridi (Pepiplépity, 17:1),
‘they gave’, vérirler idi/vérirlerdi Ott., verirler idi/verirlerdi ST.

In AT, the suffix -Idl is always in accordance with vowel harmonys; it is predominantly unattached
without loss of the initial -I; e.g.: sanir 1di (uwépp pnp, 25:1). The only two exceptions to this
are: varidi (Yuipmnp, 5:15), komazlaridi (qodwgquippunp, 24:15-16).

Result of the comparison

The comparison of KT with AT has highlighted the following similarities and dissimilarities:

In the elision of consonants we find only dissimilarities, with the exception of similarity in the
elision of // (‘ayn) and partial similarity in the elision of /’/ (hamza). In the elision of vowels, we find
similarity in the elision of /1/ and /i/, but dissimilarity in the elision of a vowel at word boundary. We
find dissimilarity both in the elimination and the creation of gemination. There is similarity in the
application of the prothesis /y/ in Turkish words, but dissimilarity in the application of prothesis in
loanwords, and partial similarity in the use of epenthesis (anaptyxis). We find dissimilarity in the
occurrence of metathesis. In the exchanges of vowels, there is partial similarity, while in the exchanges
of consonants there is partial dissimilarity. There is noteworthy dissimilarity regarding assimilation,
but similarity regarding dissimilation. Similarity is seen regarding the genitive suffix ending and mouillé
consonants. There is dissimilarity in vowel harmony, including a striking dissimilarity in a tendency
to posterior pronunciation of suffixes even though there is an anterior vowel in the preceding syllable.
There is also dissimilarity in the use of the particle ile/ila, as well as dissimilarity in the use of the
harmonic/disharmonic form of the enclitic dA. There is some dissimilarity in the tendency to anterior
pronunciation of suffixes even when there is a posterior vowel in the preceding syllable. Finally, there is
similarity in labialization and delabialization.

IV. Morphology and Syntax

Plural marker (similarity between KT and AT)

Apart from some clichéd appellations such as Kirk Haramiler (‘“the Forty Robbers”) and some
set expressions such as ¢ok tesekkiirler (“many thanks”), a noun that is modified by a numeral or by a
quantifier in word(s) cannot be marked with the plural suffix -1Ar in modern ST, while this is possible
in older Turkish. We find rather rare instances of such usage in KT and AT; e.g.:
KT iki gozlerini (3:25-26), ‘his two eyes, acc.’, iki goziinii ST; 6 tane kardagslar: (29:8),

‘her six brothers’, alti tane kardesi ST; her bir duvarlar: kalinligi (5:30-31), ‘the thickness of

each of its walls’, her bir duvarimin kalinlig1 ST,
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AT iki gozlerini (6:3-4, 6; 8:7); alti tane kardaslar: (41:23), her bir duvarlarinin
kalinligr (9:1-2).

Plural agreement (similarity between KT and AT)

When the head noun is modified by a numeral or a quantifier, the verb is not marked with the
plural morpheme in modern ST, while this occurred in older Turkish. It occasionally occurs in KT and
AT, too.

KT bir ota (< otag/otak) Kiirtler kondular ve ¢adir kurup oturdular (6:2-3), ‘a tent of

Kurds alighted and put up tents and settled’;

AT bir oba kiirdler konub ve ¢cadir kurub oturdular (9:9-10).

When a head noun is morphologically singular but has the semantic inference of a plural, the
verb cannot be marked with the plural morpheme in modern ST, while this could occur in older Turkish.
An example of such occurrence in O, OT, KT, and AT:

O Sehir halki sayisi goriib bildiler (3:7), ‘the townspeople saw the groom and
recognized [him]’

oT Sehir halki goriib bildiler (2:15), ‘the townspeople saw [the groom] and recognized
[him]’

KT sehrin halk: seise [ST seisi] goriip bildiler (4:10-11), ‘the townspeople saw the groom
and recognized [him]’.

AT sehrin halki seyisi goriib ve taniyib, ‘Nedir hemsehri bu hal’ dediler (6:22-23), ‘the
townspeople saw the groom, recognized [him] and said ‘What is the matter, fellow
townsman?”’

Case interchange and omission (similarity between KT and AT)

The usage of cases is fixed in modern ST, but not in older Turkish. On the interchangeability of
cases see Tarama Sozliigii, VII (1974). KT occasionally deviates from the usual ST usage, though not
with the same frequency in all the types of case change. The same is true of AT.

Examples:

The dative for the accusative
KT Koéroglu buna [ST: bunu] begenip (7:9), ‘Koroglu liked this ...’

AT Kor oglu buna [ST: bunu] beyenib, (10:29-11:1), ‘Koéroglu liked this, ...’

The dative for the locative and vice versa

KT atin iizerine [ST: iizerinde] aglamaya baslayp (8:19), ‘began to cry on the horse and’.
AT atin iizerine aglamaya baslayib. (12:24-25), ‘began to cry on the horse and’.
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Kéroglu koyunlar aldig: gibi dogru Uskiidarda varip (7:12-13), ‘As soon as he had

taken the sheep he came straight to Uskiidar’;

Kor oglu koyunlart aldigi gibi dogru Usgiidare varib (11:4-5), *As soon as Koroglu had taken
the sheep he came straight to Uskiidar’.

Omission of the accusative (more frequent in KT than in AT)

seis dedi oglum getir su att bakalim oglan at [ST: at1] gotiirdii seis eliile at [ST: at1] yoklad:
(4:30-31) ‘The groom said, “My son, so bring that horse.” The lad brought the horse. The groom
checked the horse with his hands.” ST would be a1 with the accusative suffix because this is a
definite object. We note the inconsistency in writing once a#z and twice at.

Seyis dedi; “oglum getir su att bakalim”, oglan at1 getirdi, ve seyis eli ile at1 yoklayib (7: 17-19)
‘The groom said, “My son, so bring that horse.” The lad brought the horse. The groom checked
the horse with his hands and...’

Omission of the dative

kasap basin [ST: basina] dersinki, efendim koyun getirdim (6:34-7:1), ‘you’ll say to the head
butcher, “Sir, I have brought sheep’.

No omission but <y> instead of <n>: kasab basiya [ST: basina) dersin ki “efendim, koyun
getirdim” (10:18-19) ‘you’ll say to the head butcher, “Sir, I have brought sheep”.’

Omission of the genitive

The omission of the genitive ending occurs rather frequently. bak su namkor [< nankér] dag
haydutu [ST: haydutunun] bana ettigi kotiiliik [ST: kotiiliige] deyip (8:9-10), ‘saying, “Look at
the evil this ungrateful mountain robber has done me™”.

Such an omission occurs seldom. Kéroglu [ST: Kéroglunun] aklr erdiki (9:16), ‘Koroglu
understood that’.

Multiple use of the gerund -(y)Ib/p (similarity between KT and AT)
In KT and AT this gerund is used abundantly and frequently not singly, that is as one -(y)Ib/p

gerund followed closely by a finite verb, but in sequences of two or more -(y)Ib/p gerunds as customary

in Ottoman.

In Ottoman the -(y)Ib/p gerund had a latent quasi-finite quality that becomes more apparent

when it is followed by a conjunction, an adverbial expression, or a syntactic break. In the following

instance the adverbial expression ve [-hasil ‘in short’ plays such a role.”®

% For more details see Ambros, “The comparison of a Karamanli edition”, 23-25.
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heman o bir kardasime idane [= kardasi meydana] gelip onu dahi basip vel hasil

Osini [< ticiinii] basti (29:33-34), ‘His other brother came immediately into the open space and
he vanquished him, too. In short, he vanquished the three.’

Heman o bir karindasi meydane [< meydana) gelib anit dahi basib, velhasil altisini dahi yendi
(42:20-22), ‘His other brother came immediately into the open space and he vanquished him,
too. In short, he vanquished all six of them.’

Whereas the gerund gelib(p) in KT and AT does not suggest finiteness, the gerund basib(p) in
KT and AT does.

The gerund -(y)Ib/p + -durur (commonly denotes a durative action in the past, but may also

denote a durative action in the present) (similarity between KT and AT)

KT

AT

KT

AT

KT

AT

An example with durative meaning in the past:

gordiiki bir usta bir eyi saz almis yapip durur (12:24-25), ‘He saw that a craftsman had taken a
good long-necked lute and was working on it.’

gordii ki usdanin biri bir alya saz almis yapib durur (18:12-13), ‘He saw that a craftsman had
taken a good long-necked lute and was working on it.’

-DI ise, -Ar ise (with temporal meaning) (similarity between KT and AT)

pederinden bu cevabi aldusa kiz kapuyu agti (14:6-7), “When she got this answer from her father,
the girl opened the door.’

pederinden bu cevabi aldy ise, kiz dir kapuyu agdi. (20:19-21), ‘When she got this answer from
her father, the girl opened the door’.

Hasan elbete [< elbette] giderim deyi aya [< ayak] bastisa ne yapasin menine ¢are edemedi
(25:31-32 ), “When Hasan insisted, saying “Sure I’ll go”, what could one do, he could find no
means of forbidding it.’

Hasan “illa giderim” deyib ayak basar ise, ne yapsin, menine ¢are edemedi (37:4-6). “When
Hasan insisted, saying “Sure I’ll go”, what could he do, he could find no means of forbidding
it.”

The full infinitive -mAKk (similarity between KT and AT)
The full infinitive -mAk is preferred to constructions with the short infinitive -mA + possessive

suffix. This preference is not regular or familiar in ST.

KT

AT

belki bu soyleen Ayvazdwr deyii Hasan [ST: Hasana) ilazim [< lazim] geldi kendini bildirmek
(24:32-34), ‘As the speaker might be Ayvaz, it became necessary for Hasan to make himself
known.’ (ST would be “Hasana kendini bildirmesi lazim geldi”.)

Ayvaz dir deyu Hasana lazim geldi kendisini bildirmek (35:20-21), ‘As it might be Ayvaz, it
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became necessary for Hasan to make himself known’.

-mAKDA + olsun is repeatedly used as an element of narration in KT and AT (similarity between
KT and AT)

bunlar gelmekte olsun biz gelelim Kérogluna (19:33-34), ‘Let them be coming, let us turn to
Koéroglu’.

is the same except for gitmekde (git- ‘to go’) instead of gelmekte (28:22-23).

-DIr (for emphasis serving to focus attention) (similarity between KT and AT)

KT and AT contain quite a few samples of this construction. For example:

Ayvazdir atin iizerine [ST: iizerinde] aglamaya baslaip (8:19), ‘Ayvaz started crying on the back
of the horse and’;

(12:24-25) is the same as KT.

cocuktur onu isittigi gibi (7:25), ‘As soon as the child heard this’;
(11:19-20) is the same as KT.

Nominal and adjectival clauses introduced by ki (partial similarity between KT and AT)
The genuine Turkish way of expressing nominal (complement) clauses and adjectival (relative)

clauses through embedded participle or infinitive constructions is not frequent in KT and AT. Instead,
the introduction of complement and relative clauses by the particle ki (“that”, functioning here like a
conjunction) is strikingly frequent in KT and AT. In fact, the narrative relies very much on complement
clauses introduced by £i.

The introduction of complement clauses by 4i is regarded as normal usage in modern ST, especially

in oral language. Relative clauses introduced by ki were used in older Ottoman Turkish, but are not

approved of in modern ST.

KT

AT

KT

Eski nakliyetleri ei bilenler su gibi rivayet ederlerki zemani sabikda Bolu sehrinde bir derebeg
varki cemii kazasina hiikm ideridi (3:3-5), ‘Those who know the old narratives well narrate thus
[literally: like that] that in the past there was a feudal lord in the town of Bolu who ruled over
all its districts’; alternative translation: ‘those who know the old narratives well narrate thus: “In
the past there was a feudal lord in the town of Bolu who ruled over all its districts”.

is practically identical: ‘Esgi nakliyetleri eyi bilenler su gibi rivayet iderler ki zemani sabikda
Bolu sehrinde bir Derebey varmus ki, cemii Bolu kazasina hiikm ider’ (5:3-6).

The use of ki does not always occur in parallel positions in KT and AT; for example:
o kadar isitim altini [sic] al gel dedi (28:30-31), ‘I heard that much: “Take the gold [and] come,”
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he said.’
ol kadar isitdim ki “‘atini al gel” dedi (41:8-9), ‘1 heard that much: “Take the horse [and] come,”
he said.’

An adjectival (relative) clause with nasil ki

Koroglu heman atin yanina varp gordiiki atin agzi gemden par¢a olmus, zira zeman Ayvaz nasil
ki dagladiysa oyle kalmig (17:24-26), ‘Koroglu immediately went to the horse and saw that the
mouth of the horse had been cut by the bit because it had stayed the same as when Ayvaz had
branded it.’

Kor oglu hemen atin yanina varib gordii ki atin agzi gemden par¢a par¢a olmus, zira o zeman
Ayvaz nasu ki bagladiyisa dyle kalmig (25:17-20). AT is practically the same as KT.

KT and AT are often identical in the use of the Persian 4i; e.g.;

gordiiki dag haydutu, kanli gozlii, bet yiizlii, cellada benzer bir erif, (6:10-12), ‘he saw that he
was a mountain robber, a bloody-eyed ugly-faced fellow like a hangman.’

gordii ki dag haydudu, kanly gozlii, bet yiizlii, cellada benzer bir herif. (9:18-21).

Direct speech (similarity between KT and AT)

Direct speech preceded by the verb de- without ki (the more popular oral style)

bir seneden sonira seis dedi “oglum su bizim aviuyu 3 giin sula taki bal¢ik olsun”
(4:23-24) ‘After a year the groom said, “My son, water this courtyard of ours for three

days until it becomes wet clay.
Bir seneden songra seyis dedi, “oglum su bizim avluyu ii¢ giin sula ta ki bal¢ik olsun” (7:8-10).

Direct speech followed by the verb de- (the more literary/standard style)

Bei seyise emr eyledi “Var bir at begende getir” deyii. Seyis ¢ayire varip (3:11-12), ‘The Beg
ordered the groom, saying, “Go, choose a horse and bring it”. The groom reached the pasture
and’.

is practically the same, with only emr edib instead of emr eyledi (5:12-14).

Direct speech neither preceded by ki or de- nor followed by de- (the most informal variant,
reminiscent of everyday conversation and well suited for popular story-telling)

seis kapudan disart ¢iktigr gibi deruni dilden ve canu goniilden ah idiip Yarabbi bana
dogru yolu géoster ve selamet [ST. selamete] sen kavustur (3:29-4:1), ‘As soon as the
groom had passed through the door, he sighed from the depths of his heart and with all
his soul and said “O my God, show me the right way and You help me reach
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salvation!”’

AT is practically the same, with only selamet ‘salvation’ replaced by silama ‘homeland’: seyis
kapudan disart cikdigir  gibi deruni dilden ve canu goniilden ah edib “ya
Rabbi, bana dogru yolu gésder ve silama sen kavusdur dedi (6:9-12).

Narration through direct speech
There is a great deal of direct speech in KT and AT. This results occasionally in a striking
frequency of the verb “to say”. A rather extreme example:

KT Hasan bunu dedikta Ayvaz Korogluna doniip efendim dogiisiiriim deyii [< deyiir] dedi
Koroglu da hele bak su c¢akpimin [< c¢apkimin] séyledigine dedi oldiirmeye ruhsat
etiktensora [< ettikten sonra] dedi [verses follow] (24:8-11), “When Hasan said this,
Ayvaz turned to Koroglu and said, “Sir, he says he’ll fight”. And Ko&roglu said, “Will
you look at what this rogue is saying”. After he had given permission to kill, he
[Ayvaz] said: [verses follow]’

AT Hasan bunu dedikde, Ayvaz Kér ogluna doniib ‘efendim doyiisiiriim deyor’ dedi. Kor
ogluda ‘hele bak su capgimin séyledigine kendi istedikden sonra, size de dldiirmeye
rubsat’ deyib gine aldi Ayvaz. (34:18-22), ‘When Hasan said this, Ayvaz turned to
Koroglu and said, “Sir, he says he’ll fight”. And Koroglu said, “Will you look at what
this rogue is saying. Since he wishes it himself, you have permission to kill” [and]
Ayvaz took it [the saz] up again.’

Similes and descriptions (similarity between KT and AT)

Descriptions are not frequent, a rare exception being the description of Ayvaz.
KT has kaslar: yan ya [yaya!], ve cemali aya, saglar: siimbiile, beleri [!] fiilfiile benzer, (6:24-25) ‘his
eyebrows are like bows and his beauty is like the moon, his hair like hyacinths and his beauty spots are
like peppercorns’ and AT is practically identical: kaslar: yaye, ve cemali aye, saglari siimbiile, belleri
fiilfiile benzer (10:6-8);
KT ayin 14 gibi piiskiirme benzer [corr. benler] tane filfil gibi yiiziinde (7:20-21), ‘scattered beauty spots
like pepper corns on his face like the 14th of the month’*® and AT is again practically identical: aymn on
dordii gibi piisgiirme benkler, tane fiilfiil gibi yiiziinde (11:14-15).

A simple simile in KT and AT: cellada benzer bir erif, (6:11-12 and 9:20-21, herif in AT), ‘a
fellow like a hangman’.

Word order: Inversion (partial similarity between KT and AT)

% With a face that is beautiful like the full moon.
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Inversion is frequent in everyday spoken Turkish today. Such deviance from the neutral/standard
word order (SOV) is rare in AT and somewhat less rare in KT. The usage of inversion is not always
parallel in KT, AT, O, and OT. E.g.:

Inversion in KT ve buna verin beendigi ati (3:26), ‘and give him the horse he chose’, whereas
AT has the neutral word order beyendiyi ati kendisine verin (6:4-5), with kendisine instead of buna. No
inversion in O that has begendigi atifi iizerine bindiriii (2:13-14), ‘make him mount the horse he chose’,
or in OT getiirdigi ata bindiriii (2:11), ‘make him mount the horse he brought’.

Stereotypic endings and beginnings (similarity between KT, AT, O and OT)
Incorrect usage of Arabic expressions (similarity between KT and AT); e.g.:

KT

AT

0

orT

soz burada kalsin.
Biz gelelim (4:4-6),
‘so much for that.

Let us turn to’

Soz burada kalsin:
Biz gelelim seyise.
(6:17-18), So much
for that. Let us turn

to the groom.’

Séiz burada biz

gelelim (3:4-5)

Soz burada. Biz

gelelim (2:15)

Q gide dursun. Biz

o gide dursun. Biz

gide tursun biz

gide tursun biz

gelelim (8:18), gelelim (12:23) gelelim (7:11) gelelim (4:22)
‘Let him be going

on. Let us turn to.’

Giinlerden bir giin Giinlerde bir giin Giinlerde bir giin Giinlerde bir giin
(e.g., 5:15), ‘One (e.g., 6:22) 3:7) (32:10)

El

day

Aldr Kennan (9:24)

‘Kennan took it [the
saz] up’ Aldt

Aldi Kenan (e.g.,
14:13),

Aldr Ken'an
(8:16)
Aldr Korogh

Aldi Ken ‘an
(5:13)
Aldi Korogli (5:15)
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Koroghu (9:29), Aldr Kor oglu (e.g., |(8:19)
‘Koroglu took it [the | 14:8)

saz] up’.

Interjections (similarity between KT and AT)
Occasionally, there are parallel interjections and expressions in KT and AT. These are, e.g.:
KT and AT bre (mpe, ypl, 18:28 and 27:4), ‘Hey!’;
KT eh vah (& Poy, 27:33),°Alas!’; ey vah (éy1 fay, 32:12) and AT ey vah (Lj Juwh, 40:1);
KT vay (Bayi, 25:8), ‘Ohl’and AT vay (Juy, 36:4);
KT be hey (wé yéi, 7:29 and 18:7), ‘Hey!” and AT be hey (wk hij, 11:24-25), ‘Hey!’;
KT ey (&y, 14:3 and &y, 17:15), ‘O!” and AT ey (I, 20:15) ‘O!’;
KT aman (éuav, 19:26) and (wwda, 28:14), ‘Mercy!’;
KT Yarabbi! (ltoparry, 3:31), ‘O my God!” and AT ya Rabbi! (hw Puiyuh, 6:11);
KT insallah (iveoiioy, 5:9), ‘God willing’ and AT insallah (hapwyjuih, 15:6).

Vocabulary (partial dissimilarity between KT, AT, O, and OT)
Some examples of the difference between KT, AT, O, and OT as to word choice in parallel positions in
the respective texts:

KT AT 0 oT
kotitlitk (8:10), evil” | fivile (12:13, <fi'le, | bafia étdigi fi'li baia ne yapdr (4:20)
‘action’, dat.) (7:5), ‘what he did to
me’

isinizden (13:23-24), | eshalinizden (19:26, | kemalifiizden (12:9), | kelamiiuzdan (7:11),

‘from your action’ < eggal) “from your | “from your ‘from your words’
actions’ perfection’

elerinden ne gelir ellerinden ne gelir fa 'ide vérmeyiib fa'idesiz (9:15)

(18:34), ‘what can he | (27:12) (17:4), ‘it was ‘useless’

do? useless and’
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o0 bir (29:33), ‘the o bir (42:20) diger (27:19) diger (14:4)
other’

vazgeg (25:29), Jarig ol (37:2), farig ol (23:18) geg (12:11)
‘Give up!’

su kahbeye (30:33- su kahbeyi (44:2), su fact'ayt (29:1), sunt (14:16), ‘her

34), ‘this bitch, dat.” | ‘this bitch, acc.’ ‘this disaster, acc.’ (this, acc.)’
aceleila (31:15), tezelden (44:20) tizce (29:10) -
‘quickly’

ardimdan (31:15), ardmndan (44:19) ardimdan (29:10) arkadan (14:21)
‘after me’

hasim (32:22), hasim (46:8) diismen (30:19) -
‘enemy’

Kacmana kovimak kacam kovalamalk kagani kovmalk kogmak olmaz

ilazim degildir
(32:28), ‘It is not
necessary to drive

away the fleeing’

lazim deyil dir

(46:14-15)

olmaz (31:2)

kacani (15:13-14)

saz ve iman (33:16),
‘joyful’, corr.
sadman Ott.,

sadiman ST;

sadiiman (47:5)

saduman (31:11)

mesriir (15:20).
‘glad’

“from the beginning to the end’; min eyelden sonuna kadar (uiv éyeitév covovve karop, 25:13-
14), ‘from the time appointed for one’s death to the end’;
min evvelinden min ahirinadak (Uhé EyyLjhinnka upt wfupppiuwunup, 12:20-21).

el hasil vel kelim [sic] (€ ydoid PeL keAiu, 25:12-13), ‘in short’.
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AT el hasil il kelam (Ej hwupy hyy pkjud, 36:9-10). Corr.: el-hasil, ‘in short, in one word’ and Adst/-
1 kelam, ‘in one word’.

Result of the comparison

The comparison of KT with AT has highlighted the following similarities and dissimilarities:

Similarity between KT and AT regarding the use of a plural marker, of plural agreement, case
interchanges, case omissions, the multiple use of the gerund -(y)Ib/p, the use of -(y)Ib/p + durur, of -DI
ise, -Ar ise, of the full infinitive -mAk, of -mAkDA + olsun, of -DIr (for emphasis serving to focus
attention); partial similarity in the use of nominal and adjectival clauses introduced by ki; similarity
in the use of direct speech, similarity in similes and descriptions; partial similarity in word order
(inversion); similarity in stereotypic endings and beginnings, in the use of interjections, and of Arabic
expressions.

The comparison between KT, AT, O, and OT shows a partial dissimilarity in vocabulary.

A hypothesis of relationship between O (1880), KT (1872), AT (1875), and OT (1908)
O is the most literary version of the four. AT is very close to O, though with some modifications in the
choice of expression and word order, thereby bringing the language nearer to the vernacular. KT is very
close to AT, without being an intralingual translation. Therefore, KT is very close to O, too. The
pronunciation as reflected by the Karamanli script of KT shows more deviation from modern Standard
Turkish and Ottoman than the Armenian script of AT. Finally, OT stands apart; it is a much simpler and
shorter version than the other three.

Two sample passages
1. O (28:15-29:3), OT (14:12-17), AT (43:21- 44:5), KT (30:25-31:3)

(0] Bir de ‘asker bakdi-ki Hasan gelmez. Vezir emr édiib ‘asker magaraniii iizerine hiicium étdiler.
oT Bir de ‘askere bakdi-ki Hasan gelmez. Vezir emir étdi. "Asker Hasaniii oldigi yére hiicim étstinler.
AT Asger gordii ki ne gelen var ne giden, vezir emr idib askerler magaranin iizerine yiiriidiiler,

KT Asker gordiilerki ne gelen var ne giden. Vezir embr edip asker magaranin tizerine yiiriisiin.

0] Heman Bernili Hamim kilic ¢ekiib magaraniii kapust 6niinde turdi. Hic kimse gelemez old.

oT Heman Benli Hamm kilinc ¢ekiib kapu ériinde turdi. Hig kimse gelemez oldl.

AT hemen Bengli hanmim kilici ¢ekib magara kapusunun oniinde durdu, kapunun oniine kimse
getirtmez oldu,

KT Heman Benli Hanum kimigi ¢ekip magaranin kapusunu durdu. Kapunun éniine kimse getirtmes
oldu.

0 Ba 'dehu kuzin pederi geliib eyitdi: “Gel kizum bu herifden vaz gec seni bir vezir ogluna véreyim
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ve hem bunurfi isi temam olmis ‘6mri az kalmis.”

Ba‘dehii kizifi pederi geliib “Gel vaz geg, seni vezir ogluna véreyim. Buniii isi tamam oldi omri
az kaldr”.

birde kizin pederi gelib dedi “kizim gel boyle itme, seni bir bey ogluna vereyim ve hem bunun
isi temam olmus: aksama kadar ya yerisir ya yerigsmez, gel sen benim soziimii diyne”;

Birda kizin pederi gelip dedi: “Kizim gel boyle etme se ni bir ananin ogluna vereyim ve hem

bunun igi tamam olmusg, aksama kadar yerismes. Gel, sen benim séziime dini/gne.”

Hasuli cok nasthat étdi ise-de asld te 'sir étmeyiib ba ‘dehii vezir gazaba geliib ‘askere emr édiib:
“Uruii su fact'ay1!” dédi.

Cok nasthat étdise de te'sir étmeyiib ba ‘dehii vezir gazaba geldi. Emir étdi. “Uruii suni!”

kiz asla kulak vermediginde vezir dir gazebe gelib “vurun su kahbeyi” dedi;

I¢ bir care edemedi. Bu kere Vezir gazebe gelip askere “Vurun su kahbeye” dedi.

Heman 'asker kizifi iizerine hiicim eyledilerse de kiz dahi seca ‘atle ba Zan giirz”" ile gah kilicla
helak éderd.

‘Asker kiza hiicium étdiler. Kiz cogini heldk étdi.

asgerler kizin tizerine hamla etdiler, kiz geleni hellak ider idi;

Asker kizin tizerine hamla etiler. Kiz dir kendin helak ederidi.

Ol-giin dalh geciib géce magaraya girdi.

Yine ahsam old..

aksam olub giin kavusunca kiz magaradan iceri girdi.

Ne hasile o giin dahi aksam olup giin kavusunca kiz magaradan iceri girdi.

2.0 (24:6-7), OT (12:15-16), AT (37:22-24), KT (26:9-11)

0)

oT
AT

KT

Bir giin Benili Hamim Hasamiii ‘askiyla cam sikilub “varayim pencireden bir az etrafi
seyr édeyim” déyiib pencirenifi onitine oturdi.

Benli Hanim-dali Hasaniii ‘askindan sikilub pengere onitinde gozedirdi.

Bir giin Bengli hamimin cam sikilib, varayim pencireden bari etrafa bakayim deyiib
pencirenin oniine oturdu,

Bir giin Benli Hanumun cami sikilip “Varayim, pencereden barim etrafa bakalim”

deyip pencerinin éniine oturdu.

97 In text: g-v-z.
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Conclusion

Our results concern only the Istanbul tradition of the Kéroglu tale as reflected in the Karamanli text of
1872 (KT) and the Armeno-Turkish text of 1875 (AT). No generalizations have been made based on
these findings, although it is highly likely that at least some of these results are also valid for other
contemporary Turkish folk-tales in circulation in the Ottoman Empire in the second half of the nineteenth
century. This study gives evidence on the following points:

It is well-known that there was a multi-literary climate in the Ottoman Empire in the nineteenth
century. Muslims and Turcophone Christians had a common literary patrimony of popular folk-tales.”®
This joint patrimony is proof that differences in religion did not necessitate or create divergences in
literary topic or form. The present study illustrates this especially well because it is of a comparative
nature. As the comparison is between a Karamanli version and an Armeno-Turkish version on one hand
and between these two versions and regular Ottoman Turkish in the nineteenth century on the other, it is
able to give a good picture of the common and diverging particularities of the versions grounded in time.

Both the Karamanli script and the Armenian script are better at rendering colloquial Turkish speech
(Umgangssprache) than the Arabo-Persian script. The present comparison shows that the Armenian script
is better than the Karamanli script in this function. In fact, the Armenian script is capable of rendering
every sound of Turkish, whereas the Karamanli Greek script is not suited as well to reflect Turkish
pronunciation unambiguously. The actual lesser presence of colloquial or vernacular pronunciation in
the Armenian script of this folk-tale is not the result of a lesser capacity than the Karamanl script to
reflect these, but simply the reflection of a more standard pronunciation. Further comparative study is
necessary to see if this is typical of Armeno-Turkish folk-tales of the nineteenth century.

Eva Csato et al. write: “The Armenian literature in Turkish was written in Armenian script. It is of
great linguistic interest because it tends to reflect the pronunciation more adequately than texts in Ottoman
script.”® The present study provides evidence of this. Furthermore, as a first comparison between the
Armenian script and the Karamanli script, it shows that the Armenian script is better at reflecting the
Turkish pronunciation than the Karamanli script.

In the Karamanli edition, there are some phonological phenomena that are frequent in Central
Anatolian dialects and are also seen in Cypriot Turkish dialects as well as in the North-Eastern Anatolian
group of Turkish dialects. That Karamanl texts reflect heterogeneous linguistic influences is well-known

% On this and other aspects of a common literary patrimony see Ayaydin Cebe, “Yazmadan Basmaya, Gosterimden
Romana: 19. Yiizyilda Osmanli’da Folklor,” 27-40 and Strauss, “Who read what in the Ottoman Empire (19th-
20th centuries)?”” 39-76.
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and we have reported such resemblances as further information, without making an attempt to pinpoint
all influences or to specify the degrees of the various influences. In contradistinction, the Armeno-Turkish
edition has few colloquial elements and a small number of dialectal peculiarities. The Armeno-Turkish
edition also differs somewhat from the Karamanli edition with regard to phonological peculiarities such
as divergence from vowel harmony or palatalization. On the other hand, the Karamanli and the Armeno-
Turkish editions are very similar, and in places identical, in sentence structure and, generally, in the
choice of words. The usage of idiomatic expressions is likewise similar in these two editions.

The comparison with two Ottoman editions in Arabo-Persian script of the Istanbul tradition dated
1880 (O) and 1908 (OT) was made “behind the scenes”; it hardly appears openly as illustration. This
was due to the lack of space coupled with our preference not to restrict our comparative illustration to
two Ottoman editions with their individual peculiarities. Instead, we opted to show the differences through
a comparison with standard Ottoman. This comparison was made meticulously throughout, as was a
comparison with modern Standard Turkish. A network of linguistic interconnections between the
Karamanli, the Armeno-Turkish, and the regular Ottoman versions have thereby been highlighted.

% FEva A. Csaté, Bernt Brendemoen, Lars Johanson, Claudia Romer, and Stein, Heidi, “The Linguistic Landscape
of Istanbul in the Seventeenth Century. Introduction,” in Spoken Ottoman in Mediator Texts. Turcologica 106,
eds. Eva A. Csato, Astrid Menz, and Fikret Turan (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2016), 19.
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