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The Caucasian language material
in Evliya Celebi’'s “Travel book”
A Revision

Jost Gippert

When in 1934, Robert BEICHSTEINER published the Caucasian language specimina
contained in the “travel book” of the 17th century Turkish writer Evliya Célehé was
struck by the amount of reliability he found in Evliya’s notations: “(Die Sprachproben)
sind, von einzelnen MiRverstandnissen abgesehen, und wenn man die falschen Punktierun-
gen und Irrtimer der Kopisten abrechnet, aul3erordentlich gut, ja zuweilen mit einem
gewissen phonetischen Geschick wiedergegeben, was der Auffassungsgabe und dem Eifer
Evliyas ein hohes Zeugnis ausstellt. Man mul3 bedenken, wie schwer das arabische Alpha-
bet, ohne weitere Unterscheidungszeichen, wie sie die islamischen Kaukasusvolker
anwenden, die verwickelten, oft Uber 70 verschiedene Phoneme umfassenden Lautsysteme
wiederzugeben imstande ist. Wenn trotzdem die Entzifferung der Sprachproben zum
grofRten Teil geglickt ist, so muld man der ungewothnlichen Begabung des tirkischen
Reisenden und Gelehrten schrankenlose Bewunderung zollen” (85).

BLEICHSTEINERS judgment must be seen under the aspect that the material he had
to rely upon was far from being apt for a thorough linguistic analysis: As is widely
accepted today, neither the first edition (by Ahme&vBET), published in Istanbul between
1896 and 1902 nor Joseph von MMMER-PURGSTALL'S translation, which had appeared

! “Die kaukasischen Sprachproben in Evliya Celebi’'s Seyahetname”, in: Caucasica 11, 84-126.

2 Evliya Celebi, Seyahetname, Vols. I-VI; Vols. VII-VIII were edited by KilislifaT and appeared in
Istanbul 1928, Vols. IX-X ib. in 1935-1938.
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half a century earliér offer a sufficient basis for detailed studies, both being based on late
and incorrect manuscripts only. Now, however, we are in a happier position, since
Evliya’s original autograph has been identified in the so calledgdda K&kl series of
Istanbul manuscripts On the basis of this autograph, a reconsideration of the Caucasian
language material, which in the case of Abkhaz, Ubykh, Circassian, and Megrelian repre-
sents the oldest cohesive material available at all, suggests itself. Having Evliya’'s
manuscript at hand, IBEICHSTEINERS judgment must, as we will see, not only be sustained
but even reinforced. No longer having to face the “wrong punctuations and errors of
the copyists”, we are in the position to elucidate quite a lot of problematical words and
phrases in the language specimens of interest to us here. In addition, even some new
material can be adduced.

In the following treatise, Evliya’s Caucasian material is arranged in the order he
himself presents it: It starts witAbkhaz (in Evliya’s words:lisan-i “acib u ganb-i Abaza
l.e. “the strange and peculiar language of the Abaza”; as is well known, Abkhaz was
Evliya’s mother’s tongue) antlbykh (lisan-i Sada-Abaza“language of the Sad-Aba-
za”"), both appearing in pag. 258b f. of manuscripgBat 304, within the second book of
the Sewhat-rame. Later on in the same book, we find fBeorgian (Sawsad Gurcilering
lisani, “the language of theSawsat=Sav3eti — Georgians”) and tihvdegrelian (Megrel
kavminy lisanlari, “the languages of the Megrel tribe”) specimen, on pag. 320a and 332b,
respectively. TheCircassian (lisan-i Cerakize-yi namalqa, “language of the Mamluk-
Circassians”) specimen is contained in pag. 157b of the manuscrguaB&808 within the
seventh book.

Of the five specimina, the Ubykh alone deserves no further exhaustive study,
because it was the object of a detailed investigation by ERoVRsSP recently who did
use the autograph manuscript (although he seems not to have recognized its actual value).
It will be included here for the sake of completeness only.

For all five languages, Evliya’s material will be presented in the following way: For
all single entries, first the Turkish equivalent is given both in (Osmanist) transcription and
in Evliya’s original Arabic-Ottoman notation. Then, former interpretations of the Caucas-

% “Narrative of Travels in Europe, Asia and Africa ... by Evliya Effendi”, London 1846-1850.
4 Cf. F. KREUTEL, “Neues zur Evliya Celebi Forschung”, in: Der Islam 48, 1972, 269-298, esp. 274.

5 “Encore sur 'oubykh d’Evliya Celebi”, in: Annali (dell’) Istituto Universitario Orientale (di) Napoli,
vol. 44, 1984, 307-317.
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lan word or sentence in question are quoted for comparison; except for Ubykh, where G.
DUMEZIL’s study is used as a refereficeéhis is normally R. BEICHSTEINERS interpre-

tation. Next, for all languages but Ubykh, an equivalent of Evliya’s entry in today’s
“normal”’ language (and orthography) as well as a phonological interpretation is proposed.
Every entry closes with Evliya’s original notation of the words he heard, together with a
“Turkicizing” transcription, which is intended as a means of linking the — most often
ambiguous — Arabic notation with what can be assumed as its contents. In the transcription,
| make use of the methodic principles as developed by RIKOFF for his “Evliya Celebi
Glossary” of “Unusual, Dialectal and Foreign Words in the Seyahat-name”, the preparation
of which gave rise to the present stidispecially the following rules should be kept in
mind here: Arabialif (1) is transcribed as or &, the mark ofa-vocalization,fatha ( - ),

aseor a, Arabicya ( ./ < ) and the mark of-vocalization,kasra( - ), asi or € Arabic

waw ( ,) and the mark olu-vocalization,damma( : ), aso, u, 6, or U, according to the
sounds they are likely to represent. For some of the languages, additional principles have
turned out necessary; these are explained in the introduction to each treatise. Whenever a
single entry deserves an explicite commentary, this is added immediately after it.

For all five specimina, the part of the manuscript containing it is presented here as
a facsimile in order to allow for an examination of the readings. Note that in his second
book, Evliya chose an interlinear arrangement for the foreign material and its Turkish
translation (each pair of lines belonging together is marked by an additional brace, here),
whereas the Circassian is arranged in a succeeding way (except for the numbers).

No attempts will be made here to deal with a four (half-)verse poem within Evliya’s
material that was formerly regarded as ¥:afhe poem, contained in page 253a of the
second volume of Evliya’s book, occurs in a nearly identical shape in vol. 8 (336b) again,
where it forms part of the specimen of the Trabzon Greek dialect, and there are only
Greek elements to be detected in it; clANKOFF's glossary (114) for this.

¢ “’oubykh d’ Evliya Celebi”, in: Journal Asiatique 266, 1978, 57-66:d¥AsI (I.c.) does not deal
explicitly with all entries presented by Evliya.

" The volume, published at the Department of Near Eastern Languages and Civilizations of Harvard
University (Sources of Oriental Languages and Literatures, e&itgsi TEKIN & GoOnul Alpay TEKIN, 14:
Turkish sources XIl), has just appeared (1991; the main titel is Turkish: Evliya Celebi lugati. Seyahat-
name’deki Yabanci kelimeler, Mahalffiadeler); on pages 121 sq., it contains a short account of Evliya’s
Caucasian language materials.

8 Cf. e.g. S.S3IKIA, “Evlia Celebi lazebisa da lazuris Sesaxdvlija Celebi o lazax i lazskom jazyke”,
in: Iberiul-kavkasiuri enatmecniereba / Iberijsko-kavkazskoe jazykoznanie, 6, 1954, 243-256.
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Maybe some readers will find that the translation of Evliya’'s examples sounds a
little bit too rough or straightforward at times; to them, we may quote as an apologia what
Evliya felt necessary to state himself on behalf of his Megrelian material:

ol Fslee G ASAS s S (oS eV el (5 0Lt 655 g 0 b
i el il Al LB Gl el allS s odloe
seyyhlara bu ginesutimlari daxi bilmekazimdir kim kendiye sogdukleri fiuan olup
ol mehalde herkeslénisn-i Ulfetedlp bir taqrb ile canib-i seamete ¢iga.

“Travellers must know such insultings too, so that they may understand what
they were insulted with and may find safety from danger in a certain way by
keeping friendly relations with everybody in this regioh.”

My thanks are due to RobertABKOFF, Klaus KREISER and Semih EzCAN, who
checked all readings and contributed many improvements, especially for the Turkic part,
as well as Winfried BEDER and George BwITT, to whom | owe many ideas and correc-
tions in the Caucasian part. It goes without saying, that all errors and shortcomings of the
present study are mine.

° Lines 30-31 within the Megrelian specimen (pag. 332b).
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In the phonological spelling, aspirated consonants are marked digttalized ones by.
Palatalization is marked by, labialization by °. Vowel length is marked by :. Word
accent is only indicated, by where | am sure. Morpheme boundaries are represented by
hyphens. In the “Turkicizing” transcription of Evliya’s notations, necessary additions
(mostly of vocalizations) are given in parentheses, whereas necessary deletions (mostly of
prothetic or epenthetic vowels and the like) are given in square brackets; notations of a
vowel in a position where phonologically ahnmay be assumed, are indicated by braces.
When other corrections are necessary, an asterisk is used.

Turkish  meaning BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) ) 1 aka aKbI aka aql k]l
(iki) v o2 “W-ba 64 “(g)ba wii}ba L,
(Gg) r 3 bpalepa  xma (e)xpa {I}xpa ? o
(dort) ¥ 4 p¥'a-ba THITE0A pSe)ba b{i}sba b
(bes) s 5 he-ba Xy64 x°G)b'a xuba Ly



(altr) s 6 f-ba P64 f)ba f{i}ba @
(yedi) v 7 bz’-ba 6xb04a be)Zz'ba b{i}zba G
(sekiz) a8 a-ba aaba a:ba “aba e
(doquz) a 9 Z'v-ba Koba z°G)ba i{i}ba G
(on) v 10 Zva-ba Koa64 7°aba *ju(a)ba ? By

Today’s formsz°ba “9” and z°aba“10” have the same initial consonant, a labialized
Z; so Evliya’s ; [20in the latter word must stand for alZ[Jas in the first one; cp. the
following two entries too. If “10” had the mediak- at his time already, he must have
confuseddammaand fatha additionally; but cp. the following two entries.

(on bir) w 11 Zvejza ! xoémza Z%aiza! [agl zu(a)ba] Gas QT

(on iki) w 12 Zvdwa ! xodaea z%a*a! [w{l}ba ju(a)pa] G a5k
As against today’s forms, Evliya’s Abkhaz numerals for “11” and “12” are arranged in
reverse internal order, viz. “one-ten” and “two-ten” instead of “ten-and-one, ten-two”;
cf. already BEICHSTEINER (105: 11). | have no sources that indicate Evliya’s combina-
tions as possible variants; even BarosLlR in the first Abkhaz Grammar&tnografija
Kavkaza |, Tiflis 1887, p. 98) gave only today’s forms. Cp. the Ubykh and Megrelian
numbers too.

gel Js  “come” u-aj yaau W-'a:-i wa‘(e)y st
Evliya’'s ‘aynwritten above theelif seems to be correct, because “to come”, afi—pa
a:y-ra, contains the sound /a:/, writte@alltoday, which is assumed to have deve-
loped by the loss of a voiced intervocalic pharyngal fricative similar to gegm Cp.
the spelling of the numeral:'ba “eight” above. Note that the wordLs imale “flexion”
is written above the, yUin this entry which might indicate a higher articulation of
the vowel denoted by thieasra; cp. the first Georgian entry for this. — The form given
here is possibly contained in Evliya’s Megrelian specimen, too, as a borrowing.

git =S “go” u-Ca, u-ca yném (?) w()-c a-i (?) uc(é)y(?) =2
| do not see a reason for-ain this form (inf. “to go”: a—ma—pa a-ca-r'a), unless it be
the “suffix of categoriality” as, more probably, in the following item. The form would
have to be read asc’e-i or uce-y (yue—u) in this case, th&kasra perhaps denoting a
close pronunciation of thee-, which is due to an “umlaut” caused by theitself. A.N.
GENKO (O jazyke Ubyxov; in: Izvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie Gumanitarnyx
Nauk, 1928, 242) pointed to the Bzyb variamda, i.e. uc ‘a, with a palatal affricate,
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for Evliya’'s spelling; together with the suffixedi, this would yield uc Ve-i as G.
HEwITT states (letter dated 22.7.91; the grammar of the “Bzybskij dialekt abxazskogo
jazyka” by X.S. BsAzBaA, Thilisi 1964, is not available to me so far). Companacin
“don’t go”, below. Note that there is sukun above the final, Y[

otur s, “sit”  u-fve yreé-m  wig)-t*'a-i ut(u)wey(?) 555
The vocalization mark above the [{fullin this word seems rather to be camma
than afatha, Evliya thus probably denoting the labigf°-. In addition, the wordmale
is noted above the, [yOagain; this might indicate the raised pronunciation of the
root-internal-a- (cf. the infinitive a—tea—pa a-t°a-r'a) as-e- due to the following-i
which will be the so-called ¢ybdukce kareropuunoctu”, cf. the Grammatika abxaz-
skogo jazyka, Suxumi 1968, p. 117.

galq S “get up” u-ggl  yreua w()-gal uql NEA

gitme  «s  “don’t go” u-m<en ymuan W@)-m-Ca-n  umgin(?)  yee
Compareug(€)y above. BEICHSTEINER gives an-g- in the “Prohibitiv” instead of the
radical -a-, but the Abkhaz Grammar (118) has the foyam-ia-u u-m-ca-n for “ne
xomu” only. Evliya’s -i- is clear, however; possibly, there is an additiokasra below
the = [l So this may rather be a variant as used in the Bzyb dialect again, where
a form ym ' g1a u-m-¢ “a-n is possible according to G.#wiTT (I.c.). — By the way,
all imperative forms so far have rmasculine agent indicated.

oglan ¥, “boy” arpazba  apmeic ‘arpas arp(is !
As against Evliya’s notation, which well represents today’s standard fonra|CB-
STEINERS arpszba which he obviously owed to N. WRR's Abkhaz dictionary (Ab-
xazsko-russkij slovar’, Leningrad 1926, 71: gptba “onoma”), is enlarged with a
suffix -ba otherwise used in building family names, and derived fraga ap'a “son”
according to the Abkhaz grammar (47)ei&o (l.c.) points to the Bzyb varianfreas,
i.e. ‘arps’, once again to cope with Evliya's. [$L]

giderim pooxS  “Igo” $-C-ap’ cran scap’ s()cab NHE
This is a future form, better translated as “I shall go”; cf. alreadgIBHSTEINER (105:
19). Note that Evliya writes it with a final bUinstead of a_ [pL]

‘avret o, “wife” a-phws, a-phwS amxoric  apx®ss  apxw(i}, g
According to my sourcegpxapic apXx°as means bothkena” and “xxenmuna”. — As
for Evliya’'s  [$0] GENKO (l.c.) points to the Bzyb variant again, which ends in a
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palatal-s *; cp. ‘arp’as “boy”.
gitmem S “l don't go” $-Kvo-C-am
ceirpiryam (?) - ‘(e)-c-w'a-m(?) sik{i}¢c(w)am(?) PIER

In today’s literary Abkhaz, “I don’'t go” would bemom sg)-c‘o-m in the present or
cuapeiM S-Ca-rg-min the future, the latter may be from earlies-€a-m As against these
forms, Evliya’s entry contains an additional elemekit which must be some kind of
infix. BLEICHSTEINER (105: 21) obviously thought ofky- -k*(g)-, meaning “up”, but

the new dictionary Amcya Obi3iiga axkaap / Slovar abxazskogo jazyka, Wkya /
Suxumi 1986, 375) gives the transitive meaningotste oTkyma-u.” for a—kynapa

only (as well as MRR, 94: “orrousaTs”). The same holds true far-kamapa a-kacar'a
“yrousaTs” (Axaap, 304 / MARR, 111). Perhaps we have here the elemgrit “at all”,
which is regularly found in negated forms in Abaza. The insertion of this element into
a Bzyb negated present would produseg’-c’ *-wa-m for “I'm not going”. Alterna-
tively, we could note BIRIKBA’S suggestion that, since the speakers of the Askiear
dialect of Abaza were still resident in Abkhazia during Evliya’s time, this form could
be Abaza. Today the same element appears in Abaza regularly in a reduced form to
produce such corresponding words @s-re-iiy-m $-g ‘-C’a-w-m for the present and
CBI-Th-LIa-PEI-M $5-g '-Ca-r's-m for the first future; cf. A.N. GNKO, Abazinskij jazyk,
Moskva 1955, 160 and K.V.&MTATIDZE, Abazinskij jazyk, in: Jazyki narodov SSSR,

4, Moskva 1967, 136.

nicln gitmezsi oglan? o) SusaS s “Why don’t you go, boy?”
u-z-m-Co-z-uej arfpzba y3bIMII031 | -3eH APThbIC
Wo-Z-m-Ca-wa-ay / -zay'arpas uzumcoz[iw]iy arp(8, il g gl shee s

Evliya’s -ziwiy seems to mean today’s interrogative suffix -zy / -3eu -zayfor which
cp. the Abkhaz grammar (120); Evliya’sv- is not clear like this, as BEICHSTEINER
remarked (106: 22). Foarpas see above.

ben bilirim b cp “l know” sara i-z-er-vejt’
capa U3IbIPyeuT sara \o-z-dar-wa-yt séra izdirwey(t) 5033 s
According to the meaning (better: “I kno’), this must be a finite form which has the
suffix -yt’ today. If Evliya’s spelling is correct, he either didn't hear the fir@lor it
was not (yet) present; cf. alreadyLBCHSTEINER (106: 23) as well as 8vko, who

explained the lack of a finait’ (or, at least, its missing explosion) as a feature of the
Bzyb dialect (l.c.). The non-finite equivalent aBnripyeut, as the present absolutive
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meaning “I knowing it ..” or the like, would besnripya yo-z-dar-wa today; there may
be some confusion with the forms discussed in the third entry to follow too.

sen ne bilirsy <l L « “what do you know?” uara i-u-cbr-va
yapa uyasipya war'a yo-w-dar-wa ora yudirva PSEPIPRY

We should expect one of the interrogative suffixes,-ay, -3u -2y, -3eu -zay, if this

is really a question; according to G.EWITT (l.c.), one way of saying “what do you
know?” would bewar'a yo-w-dar-wa (0)-z-a-K°a-we-y, lit. “that which you know, what
is it?”. yapa uyasipya alone would be the non-finite form again (“You knowing it ..”
or “[that] what you know .."). Cf. already BEICHSTEINER (106: 24). — Note that
the wordimale is written above the first, [E0in this entry again.

canim g6zim P35S il “my soul my eye” u-xad si-p'ss
?? ?? w{i}xag fissi = El s

The words in question seem to hexa¢rr a-xa€’s “face, mouth” anda—-mcrer a-p'sa
“soul”. wxag,then, could mealyxag¢nsr W()-xa€’s “your face”, andfissi, y—mcbr W(g)-

p°s, “your soul”. This would lead to a reading(1)xa¢ (wi)psi. BLEICHSTEINER who
read uha; ksi (106: 25), presumed-xa& as “fur dich”, lit. “for (-2) your head \{b-
X-)", and -p°, “my soul”, which seems to be more understandable, but it is hard to
believe that Evliya denoted aby  [¢L]

benim bildigim (b o “what | know” sara i-z-Gr-va
capa A3asIpya sara ya-z-thr-wa serd izdirva 05533) oLy

The expected form would besneipya meaning either “(that) what | know” (this form
called “participle” in Abkhaz grammar, “Relativform” by UBICHSTEINER or “I
knowing it ..” (called “absolutive”), depending on the word accent; as BwHT states
(l.c.), we will have the former here, which is accentggtz-cbr-wa. Note that Evliya
writes analif above the final. [AC] surely in order to indicate ara-sound; if he had
heard an-e, the form could mean “What do | know?” as a question which would be
u3npIipyeu yo-z-dar-wa-y.

baja yeter L &SL “(it) suffices me” sara i-®-zx-ejt, i-5-zx-ejt
capa MChI3XEUT sara yo-$-zxa-yt séra isizqe(y)t R

Evliya seems to have noted a so-called “aorist” form here which would have to be
rendered as “it sufficed me”. The present would tagi3xout y5-$-zxa-wa-yt today.
There is no need of reading aa- in the ending, if thefatha can represent are-
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standing for the diphthongey- as developed from /-ay-/. If we had to reayt instead,
we could think of the Abaza equivalent of the Abkhaz aorist, endingiti with verbs
in -a-, but this is excluded here because the Abaza presentifosmxbanl y(@)-%-zya-
p’ “it suffices me” (cf. e.g. the Russko-abazinskij slovarYpsrms-ab6aza ciaoBaps,
Moskva 1956, 545 s.vxBatuts) shows that the verb is “statical” in this language so
that we cannot expect an aorist endingtihat all.
bdyle nigin soylersi &MJL}“, s ai’s “Why do you talk like this?”
ar§ i-z-uh'a-z-uej *apuc usyxoosu / -sem  *arays yp-Z-w-h°a-wa-zy / -zay(?)
aris izth[ulwaz[iw]iy (535 o533 oo
A word corresponding to Evliya’'sris is not attested in today’s dictionaries, but it
would be the regular adverbial form built frompu arsy “this (here)”; cf. already
MARR, Dictionary 6 with ag || ars *raks, csaxs”, and BLEICHSTEINER (107: 28).
Today’s normal word for “so” would bec as The verb form rather represents the
present uzyxoo3(e)u Yo-z-w-h°a-wa-2/,y “Why do you say it?” than the aorist
u3yxoazeu Yo-z-w-h°a-z2/,y meaning “Why did you say it?”; for Evliya’s spelling cf.
the fourth entry to follow. For the interrogative suffix see above.

sayiglar misin ;. ,Li,L “are you raving?’j-u-b-va-ma/ j-u-b-va/ j-u-b-va-zii (??)

?? ?? wawbuzwa o 5ss
According to BEICHSTEINER “das fragliche Verbum ist sichea-ks-ra, ‘sehen’, but

this is a mere guess. G.BM/ITT (l.c.) proposes to see a verbal compisay-va-s-ma
(yeusricma) here which looks as though it means “Did you pass beside each other?”
(from a-Bc-pa 'a-\ws-ra “to pass by”), though this cannot be the case as the subject is
singular; the reciprocal elemerdy- is thus devoid of its basic meaning, and the form
colloquially means “Are you mad?”. However, this is still quite distinct from what
Evliya wrote. The actual Abkhaz verb meaning “to rave (sc. because of a fever or the
like)” would be amarapa a-p’ata-ra (cf. e.g. theAypric-Amcyato 2Koap / Russko-
abxazskij slovar’ by X.S. BAZBA, Akya / Suxumi 1964, 62 s.\OpeauTs).

ne sbyleyiyorurr], SYTRRIEREY “What am | saying?” i-s-h'a-z-uej

ncxoo3u / -3eu ya-s-h°a-wa-ay / -zay isiwaz(iwley NTSRT
This is most probably the present foniexoo3u / -3eu ya-s-h°a-wa-2/,y “What do |
say?” as against the aoristxoasu / -3eu yo-s-h°a-2/y “what did | say?” again; cp. the
second entry to follow.
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ben bilmem ol o “I don’'t know” sara $z-tbr-am
capa MChI3IbIpyaM sara yb-$-z-thr-wa-m serd isizdir(w)am PEELW e

This is obviously the so-called “potentialis”, lit. “I cannot know this”, which according
to G. HEwWITT (l.c.) is the obligatory way of building negated forms of the verb “to
know”. A waw seems to be missing, but cp. the fifth entry to follow.

senp soyledigh <Iab g oo “what you say” uara i-u-h’-ua
yapa myx.o0 war'a ya-w-h°a-wa ora yi[ulwa S99 5h oy
This seems to be the presengxoo ya-w-h°a-wa“(that) what you are saying” rather
than the aoristiyxoa ya-w-h°a “(that) what you said”, as Evliya’s spelling with double
s (Wi after the - [h0 indicates. According to G. EWITT (l.c.), we may have a
feature of the Bzyb dialect here again, where the present form is “contractgts-1oe
h°-wa Having this at hand, we can assume a present form lying behind Evliya's

spellings in the last but one and last but three sentences too. Note that Evliya writes an
alif above the final [(h(Jagain.

sen bilirsy ool oy “you know” uara i-u-cbr-va
yapa uyjasipya war'a yo-w-dar-wa ora yudirwa o505 o))

This, again, is more likely to be the non-finite form “you knowing it .., as you know”
or the “participle” “(that) what you know” than the finite present which would be
uyasipyeut Yo-w-cbr-wa-yt today; cf. already BEICHSTEINER (107: 33).

amma senk ‘agliy yoqdur ., Slic Kb “but you have no sense’axa uara u-g-ovp
axa yapa yxaroyim axa wara we-xaga-w-ff  aga ord ugaxoub L, &bl il e

While axa axa “but” and yapa war'a “you” are clear,ugaxobshould in my opinion
rather be identified withy-xaroym, we-x'aga-w-g, “you are crazy, wicked” (from
a-xara, a-Xaga, “cymacmrenmuii”), than with BLEICHSTEINERS aga .. u-q-ovp“du bist
ein Dummkopf” (108: 34), in spite of the unexpected spelling of tbe Note the
combination ofalif and. [h(lin ord, again.

allahim ve xaldhaqqlyglng si- 31 ,.@IJ\ “for the sake of my God and the people”
anca-g’s a-ovo-g's a-d-rss AHIIPArbbl ayaarbbl PHBIC
anc®a-g ‘s awa:-g's rmos anc(wa)gi aviag!i [iJrni g’ s é‘;ﬁi o

In the form noted here, the formula would mean “by God and men”, literathyipa
an*'a “God” is perfectly clearawa- fits well with ayaa awa: “men, people” (plural of
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ayaebl awd®s “man, Mensch”; for-aa- see above), andsbr .. -TbbI -g '3 .. -9 ‘9 is the
conjunction “as well .. as ..”. For the rest, this leavess the marker of a third person
plural possessor (“their”), anehis seems to stand for the wordasn-nes used in swea-
ring as noted in MRR’s dictionary (64; the word is kept distinct froerrew = a-upImb
a-nas® “nmomka” and a-Bia = a-HEIIE a-Nas® “zemis” here); cf. also BEICHSTEINER
(108: 35). According to the new dictionary (488:mric a-nas), this is a verb
(“akam[ap6a]”’) meaning ‘kmsictecs”; it constitutes idioms such asxkomap pHbIC
az°lar rres “by the people!” exactly matching with what Evliya has here. The single
. 8in the final position is a little bit exposed and is possibly intended as a correction
for the  $0) Evliya thus trying to cope with a palatal pronunciation of &1 as
denoted by MRR's -s. Note thatanmoea “god” originally was a plurale tantum in
Abkhaz, so that the plural possessive markeris correct in the following entries too
(cf. already &NKO, l.c.). — In the Turkish equivalent, we certainly readlq, not
maxblgati as in DANKOFF's treatise (Glossary, 121).

bir sey bilmem vadihi sty byt s “| know nothing, by God”
akls $-z-cbr-om ancingé aKTbbI CBI3IBIPYyaM, aHIQA PHBIC
akyg ‘s s-z-der-wa-m an€a r-ngs  a(k)gi sizdir(w)am, ang(w)amsi, s st r’593?“ !

agi obviously representsk-rebr, ak-g ‘s, meaning “one (thing) even”; forszgerpyam

$-z-dar-wa-m “l cannot know” see above. As for the formubkng(w)arng, cp. the

preceding item; thefatha seems to belong to thg (gL (where it should belong)
rather than the, (Al

incitme baa yaziqdir 85 4 sl “Don’t hurt me, it's a shame”

usuxXa $-rachovp YCMBICBIH Xy4bI cpbiuxari (?)

Wa-s-ma-$-n XU ' ‘9 seracthap (?) u(smnsin qug()) sirtgb (?) o e b ol
If usin really stands forycmreicerH, We-S-mo-$-n, “Don’t hit me!”, as G. HEwWITT
proposes (l.c.), we have to assume that Evliya’s spellisgn is haplographical; this is
in any case more probable thameBCHSTEINERS usuxa “hilf mir”. sirishab obviously
contains aprinxa—, a-rac’ha- “6egusira, mecuactubin”’, Which in connection with
xyup1, XU g, “small, little” could mean something like German “ich bin (doch) nur
ein armer Schlucker”. With BEICHSTEINER (108: 37), we should expect a present form
ending in-oup’ here; Evliya’s spelling may represent a dialectal variant of the Abaza

type instead, where the present of a static verb with a stera iends in-a-p’. For
Abazapsrixla racha “6enusik, aumui” cf. the Abaza-russkij slovar’ A6a3a-ypseIiis
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axsap by V.B. TuGov, Moskva 1967, 327.
ya ben birsey mi sdyleyiyorum a5 obsw i 2 o & “Am | saying anything?”
sara akre u-sh’-wan capa akpIp yc MCX20H (?)
sara akK'ar was -s-h°a-wa-n (?) séra aqir [a]wis (i)$won? TR g g

In the way indicated here, the sentence could mean something likapi) said @c—
x00H) something 4xwip) thus §c)”; the latter word, which is proposed by G.EMITT
(I.c.), is the better choice as againaatc a:*ss “aside” which would fit quite well with
Evliya’s spelling. Note that there is neither a marker of interrogation nor one of nega-
tion, cp. B.EICHSTEINERS translation “ich sprach beinahe zu dir’. Possibly, the
assertive form could be used in interrogations without additional markers, exceptionally.
For Evliya's spelling of the verb in question, cp. the Abaza variant which would be
neicxIByH Yo-S-h%-w-n.
vallahi abaza garnim acdir .1 g oLl s “By God, Abaza, | am hungry”

ancines apsua amla sp’svojf aHIIPa—pHBIC, aThCya, AMJIa CHITHCYECUT

anc’a r-rngs, ‘ap'swa, amla 9-p‘'sg)-wa-yf

anc(wa)rns, ap[i]s(wa) amla sips{i}w(e)y(t) S 95 Ll gl sty
For ang(wa)rng, see above. “Abaza” should baxncya, ap'swa, which seems to be
defective here if it is not simplapis reflectingamcsr, ap’sa, “soul” (or aprpeic ‘arpas

“lad” again, as G. BHWITT [l.c.] supposes)amiia ceipcyeuT amla 9-p°se)-wa-yt
means “I am dying (of) hunger”, literally; cf. already.BCHSTEINER (109: 39).

giderim pasta yerim o alala po okS “I am going to eat psta”
$Cap’ p’asta jufvam cuamn, nacta uydapem / -ma (?)
se)c’ap, pasta iufasm / -ma(?) s{ijcab, p&ta yuf(a)rim(a)(?) PSPS bl b

While cuan s-Cap’ is clearly the future form “I shall go”, the second verbal form,
yufirm, is hardly anything like “(in order) to eat”; the prefixu- rather indicates a
second person singular, which would lead to the negatixpapsim, iufaram, “you will
not eat it”, or, more probably, the interrogativgdaprima, iufarsma, “will you eat
it?”, although Evliya’s vocalization is not in favour of this solutionLEBCHSTEINERS
present formjufvam “du i3t (keine Pasta)” is less likely. — The following items were
not known to BEICHSTEINER



21

tasagim ye o pslel “Eat my testicles” CBBIPTYBI Uyd

sg-r-g°@) Yo-w-f sigirgu  yuf PP
This is one of the words for “testicle(s)”, which are not present in today’s dictionaries,
given to me aga-)gp-r-g°@) by G. HEWITT (l.c.) — the other isa-q®alt'as according
to him, this is a compound consisting @-)g “penis” (cp. MARR’s dictionary, 89 with
a-® “id.”), and r-g°s, lit. “their heart” (cp.a-rysr a-g°s in the new dictionary, 169),
which implies that the word for “penis” is “singular for plural” in Abkhaz. In Evliya’'s
sigirgu, we have the compound combined with a prefix being the first person
singular marker of inalienable possession what is what we expect with parts of the body.
As for the imperative “eat (it/them)”, Evliya’s form is also correct, as GewWHIrT
confirms, becausé-da-pa 'a-fa-ra “to eat” belongs to those Abkhaz verbs which in the
imperative lose their (unaccented) root vowel.

anayl sikeyim <. “Let me fuck your mother” yaH JBICKYBICT
w-an e-s-k"gs-t wan disqus s g iy

For this entry, too, the correct analysis is provided by GWMAT (l.c.). yau represents
w-an “your mother”, Evliya’s-dis belonging to the following verbal form as the prefix
complex of a first person singular agers{ combined with a second person singular
feminin patient ¢-). The verb must baxycpa a-k®ss-r'a as given in M\RR’s diction-

ary with the meaning “coitus” (48a-ksrd). This has to be preferred tkpa a-k-r'a
which means “to hold, to grasp” generally, but which a secondary meaning “coire” is
attributed to in the same dictionary (49). The form in question must be the aorist
mbICKyBICT Og-S-K”as-t “I fucked your mother” although we have to state a modal and
temporal difference as against Evliya’s Turkish translation like this.
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Ubykh:
II: 258b, 26 o \_,Tz,_,M uL..X ,,
Sl s G o) Us K 5 g N a2 L e 5
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The phonological spelling follows the same principles as with Abkhaz. In addition, apical
sibilants and affricates are marked by a dot above @.gnd pharyngealized consonants
by a stroke above (e.) as in DUMEZIL’s notation.

Turkish meaning DMEZIL phonolog. reading

(bir) ) 1 za (za) wa? o
ProVASI (0.c., 310), expectinga as the normal form of the numeral “one” in Ubykh,
assumes a misspelling with Arabi¢c (Wl instead of ; [Z0as did BEICHSTEINER
(111: 1) and, implicitly, mEziL (59: 1). But note that in the numeral “eleven” too,
awaw appears.

(iki) Y 2 t'g™a t'g™a t{ulg(w)a 3

(Ug) Y 3 sa sa sa s
In this word, BEICHSTEINER (111: 3) and DMEzIL (59: 3) had to cope with an
internalk which is not present in the autograph at all; cRad®Asi (312: 3.) too.

(dort) ¥ 4 P°A%S Pt%s pl e
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(bes) o 5 Sre $'x's [e]s(x)u 5l
(altr) £ 6 f.ong) f-ore fon RYS
According to DUMEZIL (60: 6) this is the numeral for “six” in the instrumental, not in
the oblique case asLBICHSTEINER proposed (111: 6).

(yedi) v 7 bls blo [1]pli S
(sekiz) 4+ 8 r°a y°a [ulg(w)a B
(doquz) a 9 by'a by 9 0feXe] S
(on) v 10 Z% Zz% Zu 'y
(onbir) » 11 (z%5-za) €%za) [wézu] ‘95 o8
(oniki) w12 (z%-t°g™a) (2%t°g™a) [t{u}g(w)azu] ol s

As with Abkhaz (and Megrelian), Evliya’s Ubykh numerals for 11 and 12 are arranged
in reverse internal order, viz. “one-ten” and “two-ten” instead of “ten-one, ten-two”; cf.
already A.N. &NKO, O jazyke ubyxov (lzvestija Akademii Nauk SSSR, Otdelenie
Gumanitarnyx Nauk, 1928), 239, BICHSTEINER (111: 11/12), and DMEZIL (60).

ekmek <51 “pbread” ?? sBba?s%bqa?caxX.qa? ?? saxa s

Evliya’s notation yields no new arguments foeciding between the three words as
considered by DMEzIL, meaning “bread”, “smear”, and some kind of “pie”, resp.

o “meat” ya ya ga &
su 5o “water” bz bz b{1}z S
peynir “cheese” fa(€3) (?) fa (?) fa @

DumEzIL (60: 16) was surely right in proposing that the normal word for “cheese”,
fa€ *g, is a compound, Evliya'da, which is confirmed by the autograph now, repre-
senting the first member alone; cfR8vAsI (313: 16) who points to the doublet
faCsbza / fabs, both denoting “jus de fromage”. S.EICAN proposes to see some
kind of haplography here, because the following word starts with [@lJas expected

in fa¢ *5 (personal communication).

yogurd s %s  “yoghurt” Ca-t*a.(gfa? ¢ ‘*a-t@a(g)'a ca(t)waa oy @

In Evliya’s notation, thealif seems to be added later. — For the structure of the Ubykh
word to be analyzed as meaning “milk having become sour” as proposediagzD ,
compare the Circassian entry for “yoghurt” below.
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armud Sgell “pear” Xa x'a Xa «

Uzim p535) “grape” mesS%s mes°a musuw g
enar ! “fig” lax-msq®  lay *-mq ™ laxmagq i)
kesane  «<k.s  “chestnut” a-Syo §'x% [e]sxu “srms)

That Evliya’s alif reflects the definite articlea-, as B.EICHSTEINER (112: 21) and
DUMEZIL (61: 21) presumed, is hardly probable. In Evliya’s notation, we should expect
a prothetic vowel before a word-initial consonant clusteg &s'- in any case, for which
compare the number “five” above. Note that the autograph has the exgeltielr.

tuz Sab “salt” lag'a ? lag *“a laga &
That Evliya heard not a word for “salt” blaq *“a “stone” as BREICHSTEINER (112: 22)
proposed, remains probable. “Salt"jss in Ubykh according to H. WGT (Dictionnaire
de la langue oubykh, Oslo 1963, 233 sq.).

gel Js “come” wo.y.Ka  we-y-ka weyka oy
otur BYUN “sit” Wo.t%%4s ve-t°°as ut(w)as 5
galg S “get up” we.daty  we-dat®s udatuw 5 o)
gitme S “don't go” we.m.Ka ws-m-k*a umka o)
giderim  .is s, “Ishallgo”  s.y.K0  y-ko:  siyk[awa X

If this is really a future form “que jaille, je vais ou dois aller” matching the Turkic
“aorist” as B.EICHSTEINER (113: 27) and DMEzIL (62: 27) proposed, we have to note
Evliya’s spelling of the final vowel with doubléatha for which compare the second
entry to follow.

nereye gidersin S & o “Where are you going?”
saba ve.y.K’a.n sa:ba wo-y-k 'a-n sabuykarf? repey

According to BEICHSTEINER (113: 28), DUMEZIL (62: 28) and RoOVASI (313: 28), this
does not mean “where do you go?” but “why you come” as a non-finite form. In
Evliya's writing, the first vocalization mark seems to bedammaas in the second
syllable rather than &asra,requiring a readingubuykan

isim var giderim po odS Ll ptd “l have something to do, | am going”
s°wa s.qd 4y, sb).K0 §°wa s-da-y ss-k o: s[alwuw sqd s{i}kwa ,:.J (v:q..; I

This sentence has to be rendered as “ai une affaire, que je m’en aille” according to
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DumEzIL (62: 29). Note that the first letter in the second word is,alslwith a
sukun, matching the expected sound of an rather than a [30as in the printed
edition. The vocalization of the first word is strange, if it really represents Ulsyla

bir qiz getir FEgE “pbring a girl”
za-pxacbk® wg za-gy “adbk® wo zathaduquw 55 o
For this sentence, which was omitted in the printed edition but was available through J.
VON HAMMER'’s, Evliya's autograph exactly reveals the reading expected I5idBI-

STEINER (116: 37) as against EBkO's (241, fn. 1). According to DMEzIL (65: 37),
the imperativens means not “amene, getir” but “emmene, gotur”.
giz bulmadim amenbir oglan getirdim P25 G 5 Bl pd gy 53
“I didn’t find a girl but | brought a boy” za-pxadk® (a.)la.ny.t za-nayis°®-sayt (?)
za-gy “abk® la-ma-t° za-narp we-y°ada (?)

zathadug{u}lam(i)t zanani uxad X 55 el g5 au3

This sentence, too, was omitted in the printed editionmMBzIL translated it as “il n’y

a pas de jeune fille, c’était un jeune homme” (65: 38); trying to cope with the spelling
zeni for the word for “boy”, nayrs®, he proposed that a pronunciatio®’s® with a
nazalizeda could be reflected here. As against this, Evliya’s autograph presents a clear
reading with a double, MOJin the word. ROVASI reads it as fMfnsy[] ou (30 est
écrit avec un long trait au lieu de la formg ce qui est usuel dans les manuscrits”
(313: 31). In my opinion, the position of the dot of the secomd] makes this
reading improbable; if we reag;;- zananiinstead, this can possibly reflect a stem
nana as assumed as the basisndfyrs° regarded as a compound byReziL himself

(66: *nang)-5° with -5° “petit”). As for the last word, Evliya'ss - uxad can hardly
represent DMEzIL'S “copule suffixe d'identification”, zayt, as FROVASI correctly
states; as against his own propposalzy°aws.yt’ “je I'ai trouvé”, BLEICHSTEINERS
u-xod “kaufe!” (116: 38), to be corrected img.x°add according to MEZIL, is still

very much nearer to Evliya’s spelling except for the finaldlbearing asukun. As

for the sense of the sentence, seeming “étrange” tvH2IL and FROVASI, we can
compare one of Evliya’s Georgian phrases where “boys” are the object of “buying” too.

gel eve gidelim J ..s o145 “come let's go home”s-faya §.kK°a.no [we.y.K4]
s-fay'a §'-k a-n-0: wo-y-k a  s{i}ffaga s{ijkicuw wiyk(a) Sy S acles,

As against MEZIL’s interpretation, to be rendered as “allons chez-moi, viens” liter-
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ally, we have to note that in Evliya's spelling, the second word has an injtiabl)
not . [80J) that the vocalization mark of its second letter ikasra, not a fatha, and
that its third letter is a clegg [€L) not a., hL] Compare the following entry too.

gideriz eve oyl 3y oS “We are going home”
§.k°a.no -dak’a?  $'-ka-n-o: so-daka ? sikan@ suwka? Sy fiy S

Here again, Evliya has g, [S0instead of the ; [80 expected. DMEZIL'S -
dak’a presupposes that Evliya erroneously wrotg avlinstead of a. [dCwhich is

not impossible; cf. RovAsi (314: 33) too.

ne avladyiz BreRUNIpY “What did you hunt?”

sa-z°y°aws.yt’ (PROVASI) sa-z°y°'anp-yt’ sazxod 3y
Both BLEICHSTEINERS sa-sox-ot’ “Was wird euch gehéren?” (114 sq.: 32) andNE-

ZIL's $d.o s°.x5.ya, a Circassian sentence meaning “qu’étes-vous devenus?” (63 sq.:
32), were based upon the reading oldunuz‘what did you become?” for the Turkic
equivalent. As RoVAsI correctly states (314: 34), we have to depart from the question
ne avladyiz meaning “What did you hunt?” instead, to which the following entry repre-
sents a good answer. Evliya’s notatisAzxodmay then reflect a second person plural
preterite form, combined with the interrogative prefia- “what?”, of the verb-y°aw-

“to find, trouver”, which is contained in the following sentence, too, in the first person

plural. With RRovAsI, we have to realize, however, that Evliya’s spelling of the verb
is quite different in both sentences, and that the usual plural marking is missing.

bir domuz yedik S ssegd “We ate a pig” x°a Z.y°aws.yf a.8.6.yt
x°a z'-y°’ans-yt’ a-§ '-fa-yt X0 jgawid &fid wasl 548 5o
As against BEICHSTEINER (115: 33), DuMEzIL (64: 33) was right in identifying two
verbal forms in this sentence, which thus means “nous avons trouvé du cochon, nous

'avons mangé”. The last but one letter may in my opinion well be read ag3&[]
instead of & [Hg-Uas RRovAsi did (310: 35); compare the last Ubykh entry for this.

domuz semiz mi idi gt g 390> “Was the pig fat?” aw.fa.me.t So-x’a? ?

x°a dzqamid ja xo o5 aalil
Here again, BEICHSTEINERS (115 sq.: 34) and DMEzIL's (64: 34) considerations are
based upon a wrong Turkic equivalent: Insteadlomuzumuz-mi yedneaning “did he

eat our pig?”, Evliya’s question was whether “the pig was fat”; cf. alreadpVAsI
(315: 36), who seems not to be sure about this, because for him, therthsrdnissing.
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In any case, all assumptions that the verbal form to be seen here could belong to the
root f- “to eat”, are unnecessary, all the more since the word contains a ¢lé&(]

not a s ] We cannot decide with certainty, however, whether the second letter is
a; z0or a , MOwith a sukun above. Thus, the actual verb form, which seems
to contain the negative infixm-, remains unclear. The same holds true for the element
Zza which can hardly represent a first person plural possessive marker because it

is written with an undoubtfufatha above; besides, there is no need for a first person
plural marker in this sentence at all. Should it reflect the interrogative pagi@éy) as

in the fourth entry to follow?

xirsizlga gideriz 50 oS & s, “We are going to do a theft”
woc:ay:la §.k°a.no wscayla $'-k *a-n-o:  wig(a)ylas{i}kanaj F3<s alarg

According to DUMEZIL, the exact meaning of this sentence would be “allons voler de
nouveau, completement, allons poursuivre et terminer le vol” (64 sq.: 35).

nereye gitdjiz 558 4 “Where did you go?”
ma:k’as°.K’a.qa.na(-y) ?? nala s{itkagadid sk s d &
DUMEZIL'S proposal is the attempt to reconstruct a sentence meaning “ou étes vous
allées?” and thus matching the Turkic equivalent. ABORASI states (315: 38), this is
not further supported by Evliya’s autograph, because it shows a secaiidas the
final letter as against the ambiguoudhClof the printed edition; can this be a reflex
of the preterite markeryt®? — The following four sentences have been omitted in the

edited text, probably because in the autograph, they are divided from the rest by a page
break; these sentences were dealt with Bp¥si for the first time.

Aridler vilayetine gitdik a5 «xVy o) “We went to the country of the Arids”
ard-ya-s s°g).K°a.qa.n(a) ardgass $ '-k “aqa-yt' (??)
arnd x&s s{i}kagadd suk oS [ o)

As against RovAsi (315 sqg.: 39) who proposed that Evliyalh®SCIcould reflect the
locative postpositionya combined with the interogative particke the present word

may well represent Ubyklqasa meaning “village” (cf. \OGT, Dictionnaire, 172) as an
equivalent of Turkishvilayet Like this, the sentence need not be recognized as a
question “étes-vous allés a Ard” but may well be the reply to the preceding sentence.
The verbal form may then be different from the one of the question before; as we have
to assume different personal prefixes in both cases, Evliga’smust represent the
second person plural prefis°- in the first and the first person plural prefi’- in the
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second one. The verbal ending, here written with tigo the first with asukun above,
remains unclear; can it be a preterite-yt’ again? — The locality named here must be
today’s Annep, which according to Evliya was neighbouring with the “SatUbykh
(on this, cf. already GN\kO, O jazyke ubyxov, 237 andLBICHSTEINER 125).

ne getirdpiz 5o S @ “What did you bring?”
sa-y.z°.\w.yi-Sa(y) (?) sa--y-z°-wg-y#--S ‘a(y) sayuwzilsa Lo J) gt

For this entry, ROVASI's proposal (316: 40) is convincing: The initiah- reflects the
interrogative particle “What?” again, the fingh represents the enclitic interrogative
particle $ 'a(y), and the verbal form is a second person plural preteritgoefs- “to
bring” (cf. VOGT, Dictionnaire, 216), the whole sentence meaning “qu’avez vous appor-
té?”. This is confirmed by the following sentence to be regarded as an answer to it.

bir sigir getirdik So S o “We brought one cow”
za-gdma (a.)y.Zwe.yt’ za-gdma y-z'-wo-yt’ jaguma ijwid 5,5 <83
Here again, ROVASI's interpretation (316: 41) can be sustained, Evliya’s notation

exactly matching with what has to be expected for “one cord-g5m'a, cf. VOGT,
Dictionnaire, 129) and “we brought it'afy-Z-ws-yt’, cf. VOGT, 216: yo-Wo-).

neylediiz 350 abo “What did you do?”
sa-y.s°.§.a.nd.yi sa-y-s°-§- -yt ?? sayujdil Ja35 s

PROVASI's sa-y.s°.s.a.nd.yt “que faisiez-vous” fits exactly with the Turkic translation,
but it bears some problems in comparison with Evliya’s spelling, as the author himself
states: First, Evliya wrote a clearly distinguishable [[Ifor the interrogativesa-

here, which may be tolerated. If the verb in question is reghg ‘- “to do” (cf. e.g
VoGT, Dictionnaire, 215), the second person plural marker must be regarded as
assimilated to thes*- (as against WGT's ays°s'an “vous faites”), the resulting sound
being written with a3 [Z[) which would be noteworthy at least. For the plural
marker-na- represented by a [d[] PROVASI points to the same phenomenon in the
last but four entry, which does not speak in favour of a mere misspelling; can we
assume that Evliya heard a different morpheme in these cases?

yedik S5 “we ate” aSfoyt’ a-§'-f-yt’ isfid !

With ProvAsI (317: 43), this obviously represents the Ubykh verbal faar®-f-yt°
meaning “we ate it”. Note that the initialif has akasra, not thefatha expected. The
last but one letter may be the expectedf-Uas against RovAsI's x [glagain.
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Georgian:
II: 320a 20 >,<,<">T)L/ f _;D/)C«»L.z)ul..l ) o ,\{ JL.J
= )‘p .XJY \- ﬁ A v o v rﬂ ,« |

\,Jy,b _:’..ob')/. o _)\‘! J//y ._»J FATIORGIVoA D\ w

_,{_,’J/ /\J u)\a u»» '-_)JJ ,«l( JLJ .\,-/T f é/

FUih oS agi S ,..__.4.»\) Jr‘-’/y.;-“-.ém’r SIS FORgs”

\J‘LM)”) uy\.&)/).b) R\‘A’—de.)w —'(/ J-" )J’J }

)JL_))\) ’T' T /‘ JM‘)J/J\J)JLJT /L..rdu{)q e

= et I

BN ufy e Aet iy T 2 hs)

JN/T W/Y.JNJ &:J;‘—;“’\ _/)’-"\J—D\S/\p" -—f/_}\ ..J/ \J)‘L

AR R eO°F S8 o NS SO SE
‘)

Basipeld s s J-y\\_bw//ﬁ\i ER/ IR

= W

/L.[/-é,o/‘lw )o\) ——\T /)\JMJJ\ /N)X&J'\J*'Alh

'

In the phonological spelling, aspirated consonants are marked digttalized ones by.

Word accent is not indicated. In the “Turkicizing” transcription of Evliya’s notations,
necessary additions (mostly of vocalizations) are given in round brackets, whereas necessary
deletions (mostly of prothetic or epenthetic vowels and the like) are given in square
brackets. In addition to ENKOFF's transcription of the vocalization marka,is used for

a fatha plus alif representing Georgiag, and € for a fatha representing a high vowe§

is used for datha plusalif standing for a Georgian. When other corrections are necessary,

an asterisk is used.

Turkish  meaning  BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) o1 erti 9600 erti ert(i) o)
As against BEICHSTEINER (91: 1), the vocalization intended by Evliya was clearly not
1 (alif-maddg or 1 (alif with kasrg but 1 (alif with fatha). The final -i of today’s
nominative form is missing, anyway, unless it be indicated by the notatiomalg, lit.
“flexion”, written below the .. [[] the meaning of this word, a verbal noun of the
Arabic root mala “to bend”, in grammatical literature is described as “giving to fatha
a sound like that of kasra” (cf. e.g. FTENGASS Persian-English Dictionary, London
1977, 97 b). For the lack of a final in some of Evliya’s Georgian forms, Winfried
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BOEDER (letter dated 17.9.91) thinks of a Megrelian influence. Could Evliya’s informant
for Georgian have been a Megrelian bilingual?

(iki) \ 2 ori 60 ori ori 3
(Geg) v 3 sami Lsdo sami sami I;m
(dort) ¥ 4 othi monbo otxi otxi &5
(bes) o 5 huti bmmo xuti huti ey
(altr) s 6 ekwsi 9J3b0 eKvsi ek(w)si {
(yedi) v 7 Swidi 33000 Svidi sudi (g
(sekiz) & 8 rvaj ©35(c) rva(y) rjujway L

Evliya’s form clearly indicates a final consonantglas against today’s standard form,
rva; cf. already BEICHSTEINER (91: 8). This is attested as a feature of the Gurian
dialect (West-Georgia) by S.GENTI (Guruli kilo / Gurijskij govor gruzinskogo jazyka,
Tpilisi 1936, 58).

(doquz) a9 chraj b6s(0) cxra(y) c[i]xray ! S
For the final-y, cf. the preceding item.

(on) e 10 at’i SMO at’i ati &

ekmek <51 “bread” p’uri 3960 p’uri puri o5

su s “water” c’qali (goemo c’qali c¢[1]qal(i) JLQ

Note that there is no indication whatsoever of the nominative endimgEvliya’s form.

et e “meat” horci beatr(zo XOrci XOrci T
In contrast to the preceding form, this one has a finahdicated by akasra below
the - [¢Ll

saab i+ “wine”  gwino  30bc gvino g(w)ind s
kiraz 31,5 “cherry” bali dagmo bali bal(i) J
BLEICHSTEINER (91: 15) was right in postulatingal- instead of the printed fornbak
cf. already S.S. BKIA, Evlija Celebi o mingrel’'skom i gruzinskom jazykax, Sovetskoe
jazykoznanie 1936/2, 123, according to whom the manuscript Pertay 48 which he
used has the wrong spelling, bak too. Thed [kK[Jseems to have arisen out of the
combination oflam with sukun. — Note that the nominative is missing as irc’g’al-.

armud 5. “pear” pshali  ggbbsemo  p°sxali pli]sxal(i) Jl,._»
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As BLEICHSTEINER correctly stated (91: 16)p°sxali is a dialectal variant of the word
for “pear” in Georgian, the normal form beingsxalias in K. TSCHENKELI, Georgisch-
Deutsches Worterbuch, 2, 1970, 845; according to &Nzl, the form is familiar to
the Gurian dialect of West-Georgia once more (Gukiid, 247). — As in all words with
a stem ending in(a)l- so far, the nominativei is missing here again.

gabag sl “gourd, pumpkin®  kKwahi g3sbo  Kvaxi - glulwax(i) ¢fyss
This is a dialectal word, too; cf. SCHENKELI, who quotes it for the Imereti, Ra"and
LeCxumi dialects (1, 575), or AGLONT_|, according to whom it is Gurian, too (Kartul
kilo-tkmata siqvis kona, Thilisi?1984, 285). — There seems to be no indication of a
final -i in this form, either.

enar ol “fig” legwi  go30  legvi legly o

tzim ..,  “grapes” qurdeni  gg®»d— qurgeni qgurzeni @3;,‘3
gbo

findig swe  “hazelnut” thili obogmo  txili [i]txili sl

gavun .t “melon” neswi  bglgo nesvi nesfulw(i) | e

Here again, there is no marking of a nominative DZIKIA read the word asmeswu
(120: 21).

nar Jb “pomegranate” broceuli 3éefgmemo broceuli plu]roco[g]uli s on
garpuz ,, 55 “watermelon” harbuzal bs®dxbsjo xarbuzaki  xarbucaqi BT
dud o “‘mulberry” bzola dzjerem0 bzoli p[i]zoli 5133?

The formbzoli with a nominative in-i and a consonantal stem is Gurian ancAan as
against BEICHSTEINERs bzola(92: 24) which is Imeretian, R#&n and Lexumian; cf.
GLONT_l’s dialect dictionary, 86. Evliya’'s material is clearly exposed as Southwest
Georgian, like this. Note that ZIA’s manuscript has the expectedZ[J1(126, I. 10
from below).

qiz 58 “girl” gogo amam gogo goqo 9948
gari g4 “‘old woman” Kali Jomo Kali gal(i) N[E
Again, the nominativei is missing after a stem ending #al.
gel aglan ekmek yeyelim ol 4o SV GYe ) S “Come boy let’'s eat bread”
ak modi bc’o puri €amos(?) s 3m(0), dogm, 316(0) Fsdemls

ak’ mod(i), bt, pur(i) Camos  aq[i] mod(i) bico pur(i) camos (.5l S5 s 354
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BLEICHSTEINER (93: 28) was right thatamosis a third person singular optative, “he
ought to eat”; cf. IKIA, too, who translated the form asycrs kymraer xae6” (120,

fn. 2). Note thatp’ur as the direct object has no nominative endingndicated,; if it
were present (as in the fourth entry to follow) one could think of a pagsiweic’amos
“bread should be eaten”. — THeasrain aqi as rendering Georgias) ak “here, hither”

is unexpected unless we have a dialectal varakit here which could have been in-
fluenced by MegreliaraKi, aks (W. BOEDERS proposal [l.c.]; for the Megrelian word
cf. e.g. I. KPSIDZE [QIPSKE], Grammatika mingrel'skago (iverskago jazyka s xrestoma-
tieju i slovarem, S.-Peterburg 1914, 197 f.)ZIKA’s manuscript seems to have a
sukun, instead. But cp. the fourth entry to follow.

otur oglan oY ol 55k “sit boy” dayed bico
X dogem  daged bico daceéd bico PENERE
sggeo dac’edi must be a misprint fofsxgeo dagediin DZIKIA's list (121: 29). The

form without -i is a morphological variant within Georgian. Note that today’s standard
form is dazeK(i) (with -k- in analogy to-deK(i) “stand”).

valideyi kelbler siksin S SLIST S ol “May dogs fuck your mother”
dagima deda mdgnas(DEETERY  dom(e)ds g dmaoigbsls (?)
zag(l)ma deda modig’nas (?) cagma deda moq(i)t(q)[a]n(a)® lee 03 03 daii

As against BEICHSTEINERS own analysis who took the sentence as two entries (93: 30-
31), seeing in the last word an equivalentsgfksen'80” instead ofsiksin DEETERS
solution as quoted by IEICHSTEINER has to be preferred; cf. alsozIxiA, 127.
According to DEETERS the verbal form is a third person singular optative and must be
read asmofg’nas As BLEICHSTEINER assumed, in the context given here a fammogi-
t°'g’naswith a second person singular objective marker (“to you”) would fit better. Both
proposals do not match completely, however, with Evliya’s spelling, esp. in his vocaliza-
tions. Taking his form as it is, we should expect it to be a third person singular of the
Old Georgian iterative (endingis), meaning “the dog used to fuck your mother”, but
this should have nea- in the root,-t°g’n-, either. Maybe this is a dialectal variant not
attested elsewhere. — For the missHiigin cagma“dog” cf. ZGENTl, Guruli kilo, 55;

in any way, in the Georgian sentence, the “dog” is singular as is the verbal form.

gitme yabana <L 4w “don’t go out” ar c’awides fisam)?
56 Faog009b sdoesd (?) ar c’avides akdam (?) ar sawides xitnan{?) ple g

BLEICHSTEINER (94: 32) was surely right in interpretingr sawidesasar c’avides “he
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should not go out”; @IKIA made the same proposal (121: 31). The last word, however,
remains unclear, although the readtnamis better than BEICHSTEINERS hSamwhich

was “unverstandlich” to him; BKkIA read \’L“ , as well, and to him it was
equally “wenmonsitno” (123). Taking “out” as the sense to be looked for, we would
expect one of the adverbs ending-tamsuch assignidam“out from inside” or, rather,
aKidam “out from here” orik‘idam “out from there”. Possibly, Evliya'x- is a reflex

of the -k*- in one of the latter two words, the aspirated pronounciation being perceived
as a spirantization. In any way, Evliya’'s form would lack the first vowel, and the
consonant clusteitn- is not what we would expect as a transcription of the Georgian
-d-. Maybe we have the reflex of an older variant of the forms here, which can be
restored agakit-gam(o)and *ikit-gam(o), resp.

gel aga ekmek yeyelim b4 ST gs “Come sir let’s eat bread”
ak bat'ono puri’amos sJ dsBmbem 3mM0 Fedmls
ak batono puri ¢amos aq[1] patoni puricamos Lol o 0t G

As above, Georgiang aK “here” has a final-i indicated. Instead of the expected
vocative ending;o0, Evliya’s patoniclearly shows the nominative ending;, | have no
indication that the substitution of the vocative by the nominative is regular in any
Georgian dialect, but this may be due to Megrelian influence again as G¥DER
proposes (l.c.). As for the first consonant in this word, note that Evlipa’may well
represent the older form of the word which wgtat’ron-i originally (a borrowing from

a Romance language); in this case, the dissimilatiop™t* to b-t- must have occurred
later than Evliya’s time, at least dialectally, unless ffiebe due to Megrelian influence
again as G. HwITT presumes (letter dated 22.7.91; for Megreligiatoni cf. e.g.
KiPSIDZEs Grammar, 297). — Fop’uri €amos lit. “he should eat bread”, cf. above.

eydir L. “itis good” iri  Gogbgs (??) rigzea(??) (r)ibzéa(?) S

In the form written in the manuscript, this can hardly be a Georgian word, not even a
dialectal one; @iKIA, who rendered it as (126, I. 6 from below), stated that this
“one word or sentence allows for a decibherment neither in the Georgian text nor in its
Turkish translation” (121, fn. 3). Given the spelling in the autograph and the meaning
of Turkish eydir, we could think of@oa%gs rigzeg meaning “(it) is in order” which
could lie behind Evliya's spelling if his (alif) stands for a, WL if the final o [0

can be read as ara-vowel, and if Evliya’'s_ [blcan represent the Georgiag-.' For

the latter proposal, cp. the worditnam above if it means(a)kitgam As it is,
Evliya’s form strongly reminds one of the Abkhaz word for “goodigsuna a-bzia,
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which we would expect in a finite form such as63uoyn i-bzioup “it is good” to
match with Evliya’s translation. Whether Evliya can have heard an Abkhaz word within
the Georgian context is not clear to me. — RANBOFF (letter dated 3.7.91) wonders
whether the Turkish word could beder“he makes”, perhaps in the secondary sense of
“he fucks”, instead okydir; but this would not help for the Georgian word.

gel gitme WS JS “come don'’t go” akK mod(i), ar cawides
5] o0, 96 fogogl  ak mod, ar cavides aq[i] mod(i), ar sawides g S 550

As for the final-i indicated inaqi, see above. Note thar c’avidesis a third person
singular form “he should not go”, again; cf. als&ZIRIA who translated the clause as
“mnm croga, mycth He yunet!” (121, fn. 4).

otur aga E) s ol “sit sir” dajed, bafono
%90, d33)mbm dazed batono daced paton(o) Vgl axs

Here, the word for “Sir" seems to have no ending although we should expect the
vocative-0 again. If this is not due to Megrelian influence, it could be explained by a
writing problem here, because the [mlitself did not fit into the line anymore, so
that the vocalization marker might have been omitted; but cp. the next entry too.
DZIKIA’s manuscript seems to have kasra below the , 0nl] again (126, I. 6 from
below). For thep-, see above.

aga bir iki oglanim var durur alirmisin e M sos0 N Py S o L

“Sir, | have one or two boys, stay, will you buy?” paton ert(! ...)

3s)be, 9Mm0 e dogo dgsg(l) sxge agoemb (?)

batono, erti ori biti mgav(s), daed, igidos (?)

paton(o) erti ori *bice mxav(s) dacédd(i)dos(?) e INE NI o g0yl @ SPe
BLEICHSTEINER had the first two words only (95: 38); 2KIA saw three single senten-
ces here, the first one ending winti, the second one witimgavs As for paton the
-nis clearly marked as final, this time, by sukun again; so this may indeed be a
(dialectal) variant of the vocative expected. The word for “boy” shouldbidd in the
nominative, notbi¢e, but this may be a dialectal (or “Megrelized”) variant, too (see
below). The-m surely belongs to the following verbal form, which, according to the
context, should bengavs,“l have (with me)”, xar being a second person singular “you

are” only; DZIKIA positedmdqavs, too (121: 37). If Evliya did meammqgavs, he must
have confused, WOand ,, TJin his notebook, which is easy to assume, and must



35

have omitted the finals which is a general feature of today’s colloquial speech as W.
BoeDER underlines (I.c.)dacid might be the imperativelazed “sit down” once again
(cp. DzIkIA: 121, fn. 5), better transcribed atacédas in the preceding clause; it
corressponds to the Turkdurur. The last word is problematical. If we assume the sense
of “will you buy”, we expect the verbqid- which means “to buy” as well as “to sell”,
depending on preverbs and “versions”. The form that comes nearest to Evliya’s spelling
would be ogoemb igidos which means “he should (or will) buy”. If this is the form
needed (for the third person, cp. some of the preceding sentences), EVlifait
maddg must be corrected into(alif with kasrg and hisgaynshould have &asratoo,

no sukun. As a different solution, we could think of Evliya'sreflecting the Georgian
negative particlear; the word would thus have to be interpreted as a questioh
()qg(i)dos “won’t he (you?) buy”. In this case, Evliya must have omitted thg, with
sukun) as present in the third entry to follow.ZixIA did not try to identify the word
(121: 38).

bagayim kucik mi PCTUNE “Let me see, is he little” akK im pafaria
g, 08(9) 358)(s)dse—s  akK, im(e) pat(a@)ray-a ag-im(e) pat(a)raya S

As against ZIKIA who gave no solution foaqim (121: 39), BEICHSTEINER may have
been right in separating it intak plusim, the first word being the adverb “here” (95:
39). im would be the obliqgue form of the demonstrative pronaginigi “that (one)” in
standard Georgian, which is unexpected in a nominal sentence like “he is small” or “is
he small”, though. So it may rather represent an abbreviated form of the interjective
ime, which TSCHENKELI notes as a Gurian word in his dictionary (1, 525), attesting it
the meaning of “ei! nicht mdglich! ja was!” in German. The whole sentence could be
paraphrased as “here, (look,) how small he is!” like this. As a different solution, W.
BOEDER (l.c.) proposes to separasgim into aki, the variant of standard Georgiak’

we had in several sentences before, and the first person singular promeuimere
being used as an equivalent of standard Geordamtvis “for me”; the sentence could
thus mean “is he (too) little for me”. — The predicative adjective in the form Evliya
spells it isp’atra- as against standanofat’ara-, “small, little”; the “syncopated” form

is listed in GLONT_|’S dialect dictionary (436), but not for Gurian. Note that Evliya
clearly records a nominative ending before the short copula.

yoq buyukdir i85, 55 “NO, he is big” didi aris
0o 360l didi aris didi aris "Uu:;\ g

There is no equivalent of Turkisyoq in this sentencedidi aris meaning “(he) is big”
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simply.

almam L3 “l won't buy” ar hdos(?) s6 ogoel  ar iqi- ar (i)gidos
dos

The kasra written below thegayn clearly excludes BEICHSTEINERS ar hdos“er soll

nicht (ab)nehmen” which is improbable from a semantic point of view, too, a8

stated (128). Instead, we should look for a form of the wgits- again. “I shan’t buy”

would bear vigido, which seems to exclude itself, however. As it &, gidos could

representar gidos “he should not sell” or, ratherar ig’idos “he should not / won't

buy” as, perhaps, in the last but one entry; the latter form is preferredZmA) too
(122: 41).

eske O

vallahi eyi ajlandir BEOPIN gehxj “By God, he is a fine boy” /
@300l ds(em)ds, 350 dogg(e)s gvtis mad(l)ma, ki bi¢e(y)a
(gw)tis madma q(a)y b(i)ceya Low & Lo (5

This entry was omitted in BEICHSTEINERS treatise.tis medmamost probably repre-
sents the common formulgvtis madimalit. “(by) God’s mercy”, the meaning of which
is given as “bei Gott” in BCHENKELI's dictionary (I, 705); cf. ZIKIA, too, for this
solution (122: 42). For the missindr in mad(l)ma,cp. the notation ofag(l)ma “dog”,
above. Less probable is the formugaertma ifs or, rather,icfis gmertma“God
knows”, because the rendering of the affricate by a @Jwould be curious as well
as the missingr-. Other proposals are still less probable, take, €yis dedama
“God’s mother” (in the ergative) which we should expect with a finite verb begjge.
is k’ai, the shortened form ok’argi “good” as in the following entry. Note that the
word for “boy”, bi€’i, has a stem ire indicated once again, which speaks in favour of
this being a dialectal variant.

eyi degildir femdir sLs LS ' “He is not good, he is badk’arg(i) ar aris, glaha-a
350 o6 sé0ls, aemabss  Kai ar aris, glaxa-a  qai araris q[i]laxa(a) Buls £yl <t

As against BEICHSTEINER (95: 42), the first word is the shortendchi, again, not the
full stem K’argi; cf. already ZIKIA, 128. Note thaiglaxa-a “he is poor, bad” has no
nominative-y indicated as againgfatra-y-a, above.

at <! “horse” cheni babo cxeni cli]xén(i) e
There is a clearsukun above the final, MOin this word, excluding the expected
nominative formcxeni.

gatir b6 “mule” jori X0 30ri cori o9
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esek K “donkey” wiri 3060 Viri wiri 809
kopek yaramaz Sbl e ebsS “the dog is naughty” dagli k°udiani
domeo 310005605 zagli k’udiania cagli qudyan(ia) obogd Sl

If Evliya really meant a sentence “the dog is naughty” herglyanmust represent the
form Kudiania “he is naughty” (lit. “geschwanzt”, fronk’udi “tail”), but there is no
indication of either the nominativa or the shortened copulaa. Note that there is a
compositezaglik’uda, lit. “dog’s tail”, in Georgian too, which denotes a bad person; cf.
T. SAXOKIA, Kartuli xatovani stqva-tkmata, Thilisi?1979, 833 sq. For BkIA, these
were two entries, the second being the simple adjedtiudiani “xutpsii, mypHaon”
(122: 48). Note that in his Turkish translation, Evliya ugégek not kelb, here, which
could point to the meaning of an invective as KRISER suggests (personal communi-
cation).
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Megrelian:
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Today’s forms are given according to LIASIDZE (QIPSKE), Grammatika mingrel'skago
(iverskago) jazyka s xrestomatieju i slovarem, S.-Peterburg 1914 (Materialy po jafeti-

ceskomu jazykoznaniju, 7.). The principles of the phonological spelling and of the “Turkici-
zing” transcription are the same as with Georgian.

Turkish meaning BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) ) 1 arti S0 art’i arti o
(iki) y 2 Ziri 060 Ziri j(@ri 6 5%
(Ge) vy 3 Sumi(!) bndo sumi sumi

Fes
I. KIPSIDZE (321) and REICHSTEINER (98: 3) quoted Evliya for the Megrelian number

“three” in the formSumi, which would match well with RvoN ERCKERTS Sumi(Die
Sprachen des Kaukasischen Stammes, Wien 1985, Repr. Wiesbaden 1970, 28) with
against today’sumiwhich might be influenced by Georgiaami This cannot be main-
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tained, given the clear reading . sumiin the autograph. In the case oREKERT'S
notation Sumiis put besidesurﬁihere), there may be doubts, too, as to whether it can
be relied upon, because the older word-lists have salyisuch as J. GLDENSTADT'S

(cf. the edition of G. GLASvILI, Giuldensedis mogzauroba sakartvelosSi / PuteSestvie
Gjul'denstedta po Gruzii / Johannes Gueldenstaedtius, Peregrinatio Georgica, Il, Thilisi
1964, 305), and JVON KLAPROTH's (in: Kaukasische Sprachen. Anhang zur Reise in
den Kaukasus und nach Georgien. Halle u. Berlin 1814, 270; quoted iNnOSENR
Uber die Sprache der Lazen, Berlin 1845, 11). In “Asia polyglotta” (Paris 1823, 122),
KLAPROTH has Megr.Sumi(and “Suanisch”Sem) as against GeorgiaBami,but hiss
means just a word initial voiceless.

(dort) v 4 othi mombo ot’Xi otxi o)
(bes) » 5  hufi b0 xufi xuti 5
(altr) s 6 (amsw) 53330 amsvi (a)p[i]skuy $5Sy

Cf. already BEICHSTEINER (98: 6) for a discussion of this word. That tHe is not due

to an influence of the following numeral but is an authentic feature, is indicated by the
form apch’schui (= apx3v) given in the list of Megrelian numerals in LKPROTH'S
“Kaukasische Sprachen”, 270.LKPROTHS Megrelian form is quoted aapxhuui in

his own “Asia polyglotta” and aapchéuiin G. RoseNs “Uber die Sprache der Lazen”,

11. GULDENSTADT, however, had today’smschialready (&LASvILI's edition, 305).
Taking KLAPROTH'S form as granted, we can interpret Evliygiskuy as *ap°Sxvi or,
rather,ap8kvi. For S.S. Iikia (Evlija Celebi o mingrel’skom i gruzinskom jazykax,
Sovetskoe jazykoznanie 1936,2, 113), the was still unexplainable o Bcskom

cilydae IPUCYTCBUE B DTOM CIIOBE & Temeph He OOBSICHUMO”).

(yedi) v 7 SKwit’ 33000 SKvit‘i [[]8kati Erey
This numeral is given aschqgwithiin KLAPROTH'S word-list (270) and asqwithi in
ROSENs (11). Evliya’'si- is a prothetic vowel provoked by the consonant cluster; cf.
already ZIkIA, 123, according to whom this is a normal feature of Turks starting to

speak Megrelian (or Georgian).UGDENSTADT'S skwiti (with s- instead ofsch: 305)
may be an error.

(sekiz) A 8 ruo e ruo ruwo 5950

(doquz) a9 choro BB ¢xoro ¢[o]gor(o) sk g
There is a cleasulun above the finatr, but the-o vocalism of today’s form must be
authentic. @LDENSTADT givesrua “8” and tschchora*9” with a final -a, but this is not
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attested elsewhere.

(on) ye 10 Wit'i 3000 Vit'i w(iti &9

(on bir) 0 11 witaarti (I) (zomssérmo vita arti) [art w(i)t ] 9 &)
As BLEICHSTEINER pointed out (99: 11), Evliya notes the numbers 11 and 12 in Cauca-
sian languages universally with reverse order of their elements. As for Megrelian, this
“error” was first mentioned in K¥SIDZEs grammar (XXIIl). GILDENSTADT had the
“normal” form witarti, already (305).

ekmek St “bread” Kobali  Jmdsmo K'obali  kobal(i) (?) (9) JLsS
This word is hardly legible in the autograph. If there is really no indication of a final
-i, we can compare Evliya’'s Georgian words with a stemah Cf. KIPSIDZEs gram-
mar, already, for a discussion of this word as attested in the published text of Evliya’'s
travel book (XXIV). As against BEICHSTEINER Megr. kobali cannot be identified
etymologically with Georgiarp’kvili “flour” but rather with Georgiarxorbali “wheat”
(cf. Am. CikoBAvA, Canur-megrul-kartuli Sedarebiti leksini, Thilisi 1938, 175,
quoting I. 3AvAXISVILI ). Cp. KIPSIDZE, who denoteskobali as ‘mrennna” as well as
“mmennvab Xxab0s” (345), and GLDENSTADT who has Megrxorbali for “triticum”
and tschkomifor “bread” (309/310). Curiously, KAPROTH noteskobali as the Megrel-
ian word for “Kuh” in Asia polyglotta (117); this must be due to a confusion of
Georgianp‘uri “cow” and p’uri “bread”.

ates = “fire” dachiri Bbomo  dalxiri  dacxir(i) s
In the autograph, Evliya seems to have corrected himself with respect to the medial
¢ X0 so that it is not completely clear whether there ikaesra below both the, &Ll
and the, i0or whether there is on&asrg only. The final , Oillseems to have a
sulun, too, which would exclude a nominative. GULDENSTADT has datschche
for “ignis”, but the lack of a finalr must be a mistake.

galgan i “shield” p'ori (DEETERY gméo ?  p'ori 2 por(i) e
Cf. BLEICHSTEINER (99: 14) for a discussion of this word. It is true that the regular
sound equivalent of Georgigpari “shield” would be p‘ori in Megrelian as [BETERS
assumed, but this is unexpected in an Iranian loanword unless the Megrelian form be
remodelled after the Georgian according to rules of interdialectal sound correspondances
as W. BOEDER proposes (letter dated 17.9.91: “dialektale Umsetzungsregeln”). The
word seems not to be attested in any one of the older sources.

goyun 098 “sheep”  $huri b0 sxuri [u]sxuri S9!
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Note that there is a clear indication of a final (hominativielp this word (as against the
two preceding ones). — The initial (alif with damma seems to be a “turkicizing”
prothetic vowel (to be read as for the sake of vowel harmony) to avoid the consonant
clustersx-

qusaq Gle g “waistband” ort’gq’ap’u

(om) meB gz (?) (do) ortg’ap’u (?) *dortgap(u) (?) B
Cf. already REICHSTEINER (99: 16) for an attempt to join Evliya's spelling with the
Megrelian word for “girdle”,ort°’q’ap'u. The initial d- might be the remnant of an older
form with a prefix do- building verbal nouns instead of todayds or, more probably,
the reflex of Megr.do “and” contracted with the word initiab- as W. BOEDER proposes
(I.c). If we can assume that Evliya changed the final@Jfor a . [pUand that
the medial-t>- in the verbal rootrt’g’ was lost due to a simplification of the conson-
ant cluster-rt’g>~, we can well assume today’s form as lying behind Evliyd&rqat.
Note, that there is a cleaukun above the final letter which is more easily explained if
this representedp’u. We cannot exclude, however, that Evliya’'s form stands for a
different word such as, e.g.,dtrt(u)gi or the like; cf. DzikiA (113), who grouped
=5 In the words koTopbsie coBceM He YMTAIOTCS WJIM YUTAIOTCS, HO TIPEICTaBIIsI-

IOT HEMOHSTHBIA KOMILIEKC 3ByKOB”.

bas ke “head” dudi 70 dudi dudi éfjl
odun os  “wood”  diSKa ©0dgs diskKa digka oo
This word is noted aslischchain GULDENSTADT's word-list (310: “lignum”).

kdpek o8 “dog”  jogori xmeméo  zogori  ¢ogor(i) Byeyes
There is no vocalization mark at all for the finaldlJin this word.

sigir ro “cattle”  hoji  Bb(m)y  Cx(o)u  clulxu 5 9>
According to BEICHSTEINER (99: 20), Evliya must have confused the punctuation
marks of - [élJand - XUin this word if he really meantexo xozi “steer”. For
the clearly indicated rounded vowel in the final position, we would have to assume an
-0 due to progressive assimilation to match with thexpected. Much more probably,
Evliya’'s word is Bby Cxu, however, which meanskoposa” according to KPSIDZE
(368); KIPSIDZE has the variant€xuu for the Eastern (S= Senak-) artkou for the
Western dialect (MZ= Sa-Murzakan / Zugdidi). For this equation cf. alreadi®
(115 and 128). GLDENSTADT haschodji, already, for “bos” (308, fn. 14)xmbem 70X0
would mean “name” in Megrelian (KSIDzE, 416: ums); according to G. BwWITT
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(letter dated 22.7.91) the dialect ofc@itira hasjoxo only as a verbal form meaning
“X'is called Y” (Georgianhkvig), whereas for “name” it has the Georgiaaxeli

buzag S$Us  “calf” geni, gini agbo /3060 geni/gini  gin(i) oS

According to KPSIDZE, geni belongs to the Eastern dialect (S), whgai is the form
noted in the West (MZ: 215). As Evliya normally denotesi-aby kasra, he will have
heard the latter one (but cp. the second entry to follow)LEENSTADT hasgeni (308:
“vitulus”) as well as KAPROTH (Kaukasische Sprachen, 267).ZIRA read .5
[giinClin his manuscript (128).

tuz b “salt” 7imu X004 zimu [[lcim(u) per!

at

domuz D509 “pig

For the unexpected initialalif cf. already BEICHSTEINER (99: 22) and ZIKIA (128).

That this is a combination withe “that”’, as B.EICHSTEINER presumed, is hardly
believable; according to IXIA, there is &kasrabelow thealif in his manuscript, which
would render BEICHSTEINERS solution even less probable, but there iskasrain the
autograph. Anyhow, as in the following word, the initialill rather be due to a simplifi-
cation of a word initial consonant (cluster).U@ENSTADT has Gumi (311, fn. 4)
which shows the reverse order of the vowels as against today’s form. Evliya’'s spelling
of the finalr. with sukun may mean today’smurather than GLDENSTADT'S -mi.

o “horse” cheni  (bgbo cxeni  [ilexen(i) !
For the initialy, see the preceding word. Megreliaixeni, which is surely a borrowing
from Georgian, is attested inABLAS’ edition of GULDENSTADT's word-list, but not in
GULDENSTADT's material itself, cf. GLASVILI'S edition, 308, fn. 15. KAPROTH (Asia
polyglotta, 118) haZcheni.

9" ggi  wmgxe g gac() s
As there is no variant likgagi attested anywhere, Evliya's-, clearly indicated byalif
plus fatha, is unexpected. Even @&DENSTADT hasGedji alone (309, fn. 5), as well as
KLAPROTH (Asia polyglotta, 119), who writes Bedxci. Thesukun above the final (g0

IS quite faint in the autograph.

esek st “donkey” girini, garani gotobo / aa¢obo girini / garani *gir()ni o 35

Of the two forms as given in IRSIDZEs grammar (218), the first one belongs to the
Eastern dialect (S), the latter to the Western dialect (MZ), again (butzkid, 112,
according to whonpoéobo girini is not met with in Eastern Megrelia at all). Evliya
must have confused. [ and , MO here if we presume today’'s form. Theaf
written above thekaf is perhaps meant to indicate a non-palatal pronunciation which
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could point to the Westers instead of the Easterin GULDENSTADT hasGirin (308), as
well as KLAPROTH (Asia polyglotta, 113).

ayl & “bear” tunti  ormboo tunti tut(i) e
Evliya's form is nearer to the Laz equivalents of Megreliianti, viz. t‘uti and
mftuti, than to today’s Megrelian word itself. As th@- is regarded as a secondary
element in Megr.t'unti (and similar cases; cf., e.g., K.H.c8viDT, Studien zur
Rekonstruktion des Lautstandes der sidkaukasischen Grundsprache, Wiesbaden 1962,
89 sq.), Evliya may well have heard an older form.

peynir = cheese” ‘wali, ‘wai p3semo, pgso  “vali, ‘vai  qol(i) Js
As against today’s form, Evliya’'gwal seems to represent an older stage as attested by
Laz g’vali, which still has the initialg®, agreeing with Georgian’veli. GULDENSTADT,
too, hasKwali for “caseus” (310). For the rendering of today'¢a- by , Wlwith
damma cf. DzikiA (128), according to whom this must be reqdl; is this a dialect
variant? For the missing, cp. kobal(i) above.

yogurd ERyes “sour milk”  marcweni
doé{73960, ds@{jg0bo  marcveni, mardvini marcwan OVer

Evliya’s vocalization is unexpectedABR.AS, in his edition of GILDENSTADT'S word-
list, gives Madsonias the Megrelian word for “lac coagulatum” but this is clearly the
Georgian word; the same holds true forAPROTH'S Maconi (Asia, 117).

zeker S5 “penis”  puci gho p°uci fuc(i) 79
BLEICHSTEINERS proposal that this is Megreliap‘u¢i (= Georgianp‘ici) meaning
“oath” would be quite convincing if we could assume that Evliya asked s zeker
which is likely because of the following words (and, agidA stated, because Evliya
never asked abstract terms at all: 128), but tlvatzikr was understood by his inform-
ants (in the sense of “invocation of God’s namg”). That Evliya rendered the aspirated
p° as = @0would not be surprising. | do not see, however, that Megrefiag’i can
have the meaning of “penis”; as GEWITT (l.c.) reports, there is a Megp'u€i which
“is used of agirl’s private parts when talking to children — i.e. it's less suggestive than
curi [for which see the next entry]. But it can’t be used of a penis”. — A different
solution is offered by RKIA who reads the word ag . [qudJand interprets this as
Megrelianpzsxo Vazi meaning fyxckoe simuko” (115, fn. 1; cf. KPSIDZE, 418, who
gives the meaningifiyastHoe sumo”, i.e. “testicle”). That Megreliar® was heard as
a g’ by Evliya is further suggested by the word for “cheese” above; the same holds true



44

for the rendering ofva- by ;; (waw with damma. As for the missing-i, we can cp.
gac(i) “pig” in any case.

ferc t* ‘vagina® Curi AR Curi cur(i) e
For the missingi, cp. cogor(i) above.

tasaq sl “testicles” [/ beoeo (?) xodi(?)  xodi 35
| cannot verify this word in the published material, EBCHSTEINER omits it. It is pbssi-
ble, that Megrelian once possessed a wrodli, equivalent to Georgiamvadi “male
(animal), male dog, stallion” etc.; cp.¥SIDzE (405) who notes a verbal rootod-
meaning “coire” which he compares with Georgaradi too. For XIKIA, it is just this
verb in the imperative, equivalent to Latin “coi”, not a word for “testicles” (115, fn. 2);
cp. several entries below for this. That Evliyaledi conceals a variant of the normal
word for “testicle”, pgsx0 *vasi, as discussed in the last but one entry, is less probable.

gel Js “‘come” (morti) gso (?) vai (?) way <'s
BLEICHSTEINER in regardingway as an interjection, obviously thought ofiRSIDZES
gso! meaning “woe!” (‘oii, o rope!”). Possibly, this is the Abkhaz word for “come”,
yaau wa:i, borrowed into Megrelian as some kind of interjection, in this sense; cf.
already ZIKIA (115 and 123) for the same assumption.

adam r‘j “man” Cas(Svan. ?) {og ? Cie ? cay? <l
BLEICHSTEINER Was right that there is no Megrelian word meaning “man” which would
match with Evliya'scay (100: 32). It is highly improbable, however, that Evliya heard
the Svan word"ag here, because the same form is recorded several times in the same
spelling in clear Megrelian sentences, later oA\ (116) proposes Megrelidjng cie,
instead, which meansmanpunk” according to KPSIDzE (378) and which seems a
better solution, though not without problems. Note that in contrast to the preceding
item, cay is written with asukiun above the final [y

otur osbg “sit” dohod mbmeo  doxodi daxod(i) S s
Cf. BLEICHSTEINER (100: 33) for the right analysis. Surprisingly, Evliya spells the first
-0- with fatha plus alif (cf. already ZIkIA, 124), which may be due to an influence of
the frequent Georgian preverta- equivalent to Megreliando-. According to G.
HeEwITT (l.c.), this word is problematical in Megrelian “because of the association of
do-xod-iwith the meaning ‘fuck X!'”. This is why “the meaning ‘sit down!’ is usually
represented by a doubling of the prevedusdo-xod(-i)(assuming the politelo-zos(-i)
is not used), thougldo-xod(i)can still mean ‘sit down!.” Maybe, the “Georgianization”
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of the preverb was another way to avoid the conflict.

git =S “go”  melaud (?) dgmgnemp 7 melewy 7  melawlh Sk
As against DNKOFF's edition (Glossary, 122), the Turkish equivalent in the aIJtograph
is clearlygit “go”, not the negativegitme“don’t go”. Like this, we could easily assume
a verbal compoundnhele-uy meaning “you go over there” here, consistingnoéle-“mo
Ty cropory” (KIPSIDZE, 278 s.v. 2ng and the second person singular present form
ub/u “you go” (KIPSIDZEs root 2I, 264). In this case, BEICHSTEINERS proposal
(100: 34) that we have a reduced form of today’s prohibitive partigles plus elaub
“geh nicht vorbei!” here could be disposed of. The identification of Evliyaslawh
with the positive Turkishgit is problematical, however, because the same Megrelian
form corresponds to the negatigitme in two other sentences below. So we have to
face the possibility that Evliya’s Turkish form was misunderstoodgédme by his
informant and that his answer is a negative form anyhow. In this case, we can accept
an explanation given by G. ®vTT (I.c.), according to whom the form represents a
Megrelian mele-“over there” plusva “not” plus ul/u “you go” which would fit well
with Evliya’s writing.

qiz 58 “girl” tena  oobs tina tina o
BLEICHSTEINERS proposal (100: 35) that this is not a word meaning “girl” but a
demonstrative pronoun “diese” is quite convincing, although one should piafar
“that one” to t’ena “this one”, because of Evliya'&asra below the. [ cf. DZIKIA,
too (128). We can not exclude totally, however, that Evliya’'s spelling means the
Megrelian word for girl, jocs Cira, instead, the, Mbeing used erroneously for a
, 0and the. drepresenting &', as in Evliya'stis if this represents Georgiaia‘is
(cf. the Georgian specimen for this).

yeyelim (L < “let's eat” o-w-Ck'om-at «gsmd(o) (?) ockom(i) (?) ogqom(i)  asixry
BLEICHSTEINERS form (101: 36) would be the exact rendering of “let’'s eat” in Megrel-
ian, but he himself wonders whether this can be represented by Evliya’s spelling. His
proposal that we have-C’k'om-u“das was zu essen ist” here, instead, is not convincing
either. A better candidate seems to be the fa@k’omi which is the second person
singular aorist “you ate” and which would be used as the imperative “eat!” as well; this
solution is preferred in BKIA (116, fn.2) too. The finali might have been omitted in
spelling as in many other Megrelian words listed here, or it was absent due to morpho-
logical variation comparable to the Georgian aorist; according to 6wiFr (l.c.)
such vowels are generally lost in the Megrelian dialect @aXira which speaks in
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favour of the latter solution. Cp. the second entry to follow too.

gel adam r‘j Js “come man” (waj Cai) gso (og ?? vai Clie ?? way cay b T
For both words, see above. Note that there isubun above the yUin the latter
word only, again.

buraya L “hither” aso morii +3y dmedmo a% morti as() mort(i) = s f
As against BEICHSTEINER (101: 40) it seems easier to presume that Evliyagsepre-
sents Megra% thanasq both meaning “here, hither”; cp. the second entry to follow
too, where the same word is written with a fingllillJ As for the imperativemorti,
the final -i seems to be missing again, but cp. the second entry to follow. Note that the
sentence means “come here”, not just “here, hither” (cpki@, 116, fn. 3).

gitme adam pol ansS “don’t go man” (na]mo elaub cai)
(3gemg—g5—memy, Fog ?7?) mele-va-g clie ?? mélawli cay gl Jol
For both words, see above. Note tlgaty has asukun above the [yUagain.
pasta var gel baba LL JS 1y alasly “There ispasta, come father”
a%® morti, wai mamaw 88y, dme0, 350 ? dsdsg ?
a% morfi, vai ?? mamav? as! *mor[iJt(i) way *mamaw Sl (ghy LR

Cp. the last but one entry for the first two words. As fmorti, it is obvious that
Evliya confused ., ] and . [J in the final position here; possibly, th&asra

noted below the, [dJstood below the final. [[] originally. As for way, note that

this word has asukun above the final ¢ O] this time. With respect to Evliya’s
mamad BLEICHSTEINER was right in statihg that this must be the Georgian form of the
word for “father”, mama,as against Megrmumaor mug and that it must show a
reflex of the Georgian vocative particleg/-v, the , [dl0being written for a, (WL
erroneously; cf. RIKIA (124) for the same assumption. Megrelian has no vocative of
its own. Note that the sentence means “come here, come, father” and that there is no
equivalent for “there ipasta”’ at all (cf. already ZIKIA, 116, fn.4).

gel anauf Js “come mother'wai dias! gso ? 0osl ? vai ? dias ?way diyas &5
way has asulin here, once again. As fdtias this is not the expected form, the word
for “mother” beingdia (or dida) in the nominative. BEICHSTEINER (101: 41) presumes
that this is the dative case instead, provokedway which he interprets as an inter-
jection, the whole sentence meaning something like “weh, Mutter”. Such a syntactical
behaviour of the interjectionso vai is not attested anywhere else, howevezZiKin
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seems to doubt thes too, rendering Evliya’s entry asvaay os (?)".
bir domuz yeyelim b @ Sshg n “let's eat a pig” arti geji oc’k’omu

G0 mgXo mgzmd(o) arti gesi oC’k'om(i) arti gac(i) ocqom(i) o e 0
As against BEICHSTEINER (101: 42) this will be the second person singular aorist =
imperativeoc’k’om(i), again, a sentence like “ein Schwein (ist) zu essen” hardly repre-
senting normal Kartvelian syntax; cf.ZIXIA, again, for the right solution (116, fn. 5).
Besides, | am not sure whethet’k‘'omu*“das was zu essen ist” does exist in Megrelian
at all, because IRSIDZE gives oC’k’'omali as the deverbal noun in this sense only (391).
If Evliya’s ocgomis the imperative form “eat!”, instead, the nominative objexti gesi
is exactly what we have to expect. Note that the word for “pig” is written \aith plus
fatha again.

kelpler angi ve babai ve seni yefallesin o dlles, s 5 Sbb g SbI LIS
“May dogs fuck your mother and your father and you” yogori (! ...)
XO0m6] 0s=lgsbo dogodsbme(sl) ?7? 30gorK dia-skani migiSaxod(asP?
cogor(k) diyaskan(i) migia[y]xod(as)?? 5y gle e Ol el Dss e

BLEICHSTEINER (101: 43) treated only the first word of this sentengegori “dog”;
DZIKIA (117: 44) read it axmmmco ©oslgdsb dogo.. zogori diaskan miki.. but did not

try an explicit interpretation. Taking Evliya’'s translation as a basis, we can arrive at the
following suggestions: The verb in question must-ked- for which see above; this is
obviously contained in Evliya’s, -xod- In the modal sense of “May he do sth.!” we
would expect a third person optative (= aorist subjunctive), which woulddmkas

The subject of this form must be in the ergative case, which woulgdoger-K “a dog”

in the singular orzogor-ep-k™ “dogs” in the plural. The object “your mother” would
have to be in the nominativajia-skani, which may well be preserved in Evliya's
diyaskan If the verbal form were not an optative but a subjunctive present (or future),
it would have to be something likeod-uén-das; we would expect the “dog(s)” in the
nominative then fogori / yogorepi) and “your mother” in the dativedfas-skang. It

is clear that this solution can be excluded. As it is not likely that Evliya could have
overheard the optative endings we have to think of a third possibility. This is offered
by G. HEwITT (l.c.) and W. BO)EDER (I.c): As HEWITT states, “one sometimes finds the
simple Aorist where you would expect a subjunctive expressing a wiskyeefmbo—]
cm—6—bzsd—ls [goront-k® do-r-xvam-ef‘God blessed you (PI.) for expected ‘God bless
you!’ = pm—»—bgsd—sb [do-r-xvam-aiff’ (cf. KipSIDzEs grammar, 0139, § 146 and W.
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BOEDER, “Uber einige Anredeformen im Kaukasus”, in: Georgica 11, 1988, 12 for the
same phenomenon). Like this, Evliyassid could be a third singular aoridimo(—y)
xod(u) simply, the final-u being omitted as otherwise. — In any case, we are left with
the two wordsmiki say which can hardly be identified with “your fatherfnua-skani,

and “you”, si. Instead, | would prefer to see a complex of verbal prefixes here, such as,
e.g., mi-gi-Sa- This could consist of the compound prevarti-Sa- meaning “into the
middle, in between” (cf. ¥SIDzEs grammar, 0120), and the objective marker of the
second persongi-, “for you, to you”, which would be coreferential to the notion of
skKan- “your” here. There is a difficulty, however, in the fact that the normal order of
the elements would bmiSa-gi- but as KPSIDZE admits, objective markers “sometimes”
(“unorga”) are met with in an intermediate position within compound preverbs too
(Grammar, 0106, § 111 and 090, 8§ 1Gdpumeuanue). G. HEWITT (l.c.) makes two
further objections to this analysis: first, the marker of the objective version would be
pleonastic, when a possessive pronoun is present, and secondy- thiethe “would

tend to disappear within a verb form, and, because of syncope in verbs, it is unlikely
that migiSaxod(as) even if it ever existed, would have been so pronounced” (l.c.). A
different solution would take Evliya's; [yUin say as the marker of the so-called
“subjective version”, meaning “for himself” as correlative to the subject of the action,
which would excludeki- as an objective marker. In this case, | could only think of an
inversed complexki-miSa- Ki- being a phonetic variant of the perfective partikie-

as in Ki-miSa-mi-bogi “build a bridge for me in the middle” (KSiDze, Grammar,
0121, § 120). | wonder, however, whether the verb in question could have a subjective
marker at all. G. BwITT again thinks of the second person objective markgr,
reduced toi- within a complexmikKi-Se-(g)i-xod(-u)*X fucked Y inside for you”, with

miki “all around” (variant ofmuki “kpyrom”, cf. KiPSIDzE, 280 / 283), which would

fit quite well with Evliya’s notation. The problem of the “pleonastic” objective marker
persists like this, however.

dilerim haq senitas eylesin glan sigir o ¥l el U-;lL s G poko
“I wish God would turn you to stone, boy steeSeni tawi nacw(l)adhatma Kwa ..(?)
Bsbo dogm, Jmsem dspme, dogm Rbme ? tani biCo, kuat mauagu, bico ¢xou
tani yawo(?) bicowo hatmagafa bicowo c[u]xu? JEEGPPTIITe S gsk 55

This sentence was regarded as Georgian IBIEISTEINER but his interpretation, which
was obviously invoked byhatma identified with the Georgian ergativesat-ma
“the icon”, is quite improbable, at least because of the renderingvaf‘stone” by gfa
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and because of the readimgc(w)lad“instead of” for “bajwad’, which turns out to be
the vocative bico “oh boy”, spelt ass. by Evliya. Although this vocative is
Georgian, the whole sentence may be Megrelian as was the casemaitiav“oh
father” above; but it remains hard to analyze even so. Starting from Evliya’s translation
(note that we haveylesin,not etsiinas in DANKOFF's “Glossary”, 122), again, we may
presume ini: «3- a combination of the word for stone, beik@ua in Megrelian as

in Georgian, in the adverbial case (enditgwith a vocalic stem), and the verbal form
mauapu < *maguapu, meaning “he/shelit will be as a stone for me” (for the adverb-
ial case, cp. German “er wirdu Stein werden”). The second person singular would
be mauapu-K “you will be for me” (for the verbal forms, cf. KSIDzZEs grammar,
099). The third person would be right if the first word ttani “the body”, which has

no equivalent in Evliya’s translation, however. The second wgalyo or the like,
remains unclear in any case; we should expect something meaning “I'd beg God”.
There is but little chance that Evliya’s first word represefits, which means “right,
righteous” in Megrelian and which could be a literal equivalent of Evliyes. It is not
certain even that we are right in reading tani, because there seems to be a second
o <tOinstead of a., MOrather. DPIKIA’S transcript of his manuscript has.. Sati,
even (125, I. 2 from below). — “I'd beg” would bpitxia, “to wish” would be-ndom-

or -natr- in Megrelian, none of which seems to lie behind Evliya’s notation. — The last
two words, clearly representingc’o “oh, boy” and¢xou“cow”, again, seem rather to
belong to the following phrase, asZIA’s notation supposes (117: 45-46).

seni kesem N g “I'll cut you (?)” /
35 (6)g0bemwa va (n)gixodi wangi xodt S

This sentence was omitted INLBCHSTEINERS treatise. ZIKIA added the preceding
two words as well as the followingxmgscemo azgvardi (?) but he did not give an
interpretation of the whole phrase, translating onigpens, 661k Te6s ..”, “boy, a bull

.. you”. There is a difference, however, in his reading because his second word is not
cxou “cow” but bemxo xozi “bull” for which see above; this reading can now be ex-
cluded, the autograph showing a cleas- to be read ag[u]xu. As for the following
words, we may look for a verbal form of the roetod- again, as in the last but one
sentence. We would come very near to Evliya’s spelling if we could presagxodi
which would give the whole sentence a meaning of “boy, | did not fuck (your cow)”,
gi- being the objective-possessive marker “for, to you”, again, \ambeing the regular
negation particle. Evliya’sn- would have to be a secondary phonetic element developed
before the-g- in intervocalic position, a phenomenon, which is styled “frequent” in
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KipSiDzE's grammar (07: 8§ 3f) but which | have not noted in a verbal complex like this,
so far. Note that thekasra must belong to thes [K[] not to the ., 0] if my
solution is right. — A different analysis could interpret the first word as the wetia“to
damage” in the first person singular presewysk’, meaning “I (will) damage” (cf.
KIPSIDZE, 285, s.v. 2n). As this verb is intransitive in Megrelian (a so-called relative
passive), we should expect an indirect object in the dative, which woulékbaesfor
“the cow”. This interpretation would leaveudi unexplained, however, unless it could
be a noun meaning “membrum virile” or the like, as was proposed before. This solution
seems to be excluded if the “cow” really belongs to the same sentence.
sikdiler esegimi domuzumi sikdigtan o) Ao eighg0 aKsl LS

“They fucked my donkey, the boy fucked my pig” /

90999, (d0)bero aa@obo 9??gX0 gogdy gbemws dogem ?7?

ete$ (mi)xodi grani, e ??gezi ete$ vxoda, bc’o

acgiwadi[ri] girin(i) ye gac(i) *aggiwad bico P gireesl °EL1'= G oS 699\3%7
This sentence was omitted INLBICHSTEINERS treatise too. RIKIA attributed the first
word to the preceding sentence; his interpretation was limited agaian ‘uiu cBuHBS
... mapenp”, “a donkey or a pig ... boy” (117: 47). This rulegrin = goran(i) “don-
key”, ga¢ = gez(i) “pig” and bic’o “boy” out. As the last word is in the (Georgian)
vocative again, it cannot be the subject of the verbal form expected, which, according
to Evliya’s translation, should contain the reabd- once more. This may be concealed
behind the spellingssise and L, (if Evliya confused . [dl and , [0 here), but
the difference as against the usual spelligg deserves an explanation anyway, all the
more since the remaining elements such as the endingthe doubleag- and the
conjunctionalye are far from being clear either. My proposal is theg- renders a
colloquial form of the coordinate conjunctioefeSis ... efeSib meaning “wie ... so
., “rak ... kak ...”, and thatye represents an elemeat meaning “thus”. The whole
sentence could mean “In the way you fucked (my) donkey, in this way | shall fuck
(your) pig, boy”, if the first verbal form were an aorigbdi “you fucked” or mixodi
“you fucked for me” and the second were an optatixeda“l shall fuck” or gixoda“l
shall fuck for you”. “They fucked for me” would benixodes and “he fucked for me”,
mixodu. — Several different solutions are possible; for examade could represent the
preverbsfm/p— acok- meaning “forward” (Snepenu, mpous”. KIPSIDZE, Grammar,
0118), and the verb in question could bevad- “to meet” which, in comparison with
Georgian-xvedr; may well have had a root finat- earlier ¢-xvadr-), matching with
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Evliya’s notation.
gel adam yagitme goyun ekmek yeyelim ol ST s anS LL r‘j Js

“come man lie down don't go let’'s eat sheep and bread”

wai Cai, doryira [nu] midauls, shuri, Kobali oc’k'omu

390 {Jog ? @abX 06 dgmg—gs—nm b0 Jmdsemo mgimdo

vai c’ie ? dinzir, mele-va-u$, Sxuri, Kobali ock’omi

way cay dén[e]cir mélawli [u]S[e]xuri kobal(i) ocgom(i)

ol QU3 gogiest il s (g s

According to DZIKIA (113), s» is @ misspelling for > oxo® dizir “moxuce”. As
the ,, (M0is perfectly clear in the autograph, this may ratherdaesir, which would
be a second person singular aorist = imperative “lie down” too, although Evliya’'s
vocalizations suggest the transitidengire “lay (sb.) down”. B.EICHSTEINERS dongira

would be the action noun “lying down”, which he seems to analyze as a complement of
“midaub” (= melawli for which see above) “geh nicht”; but as in Georgian, this would
be no normal syntax in Megrelian. The imperative is more probable because of the

following entry too. For the other words, see above. Note that Evliya seems to have
confusedfatha and sukiun twice.

gel adam ¢ur peynir ekmek ygurd yeyelim ol @ o5k g SV iy Hsbg) a0l S

“come man sit let's eat cheese bread yoghurt”

wai Cai, () ‘wali, Kobali, marcweni c’k’omu

30 G0y (?) @mbmo, pgemo, Jmdsrmo, ds@f3960 mgsmd(o)

wai clie (?) doxodi,vali, Kobali, marcveni a’k’'om(i).

way cay daxodi qoli kopal(i) marcwan(i) ocgom(i) Pyl oo e JGss J $ 55 15 b (sl
For all words appearing here, see above. The verbal form will represent the second
person singular imperative “eat”, again. Note thatodi“sit down”, which is missing

in BLEICHSTEINERS treatise, andjoli = “vali have a clearly indicated final, and that
kobali “bread” is written with a_ [pUinstead of a_ bl

don beri 6p beni babay basiygin olsun O8N Gemmesl ASLL o O o 03

“Turn this way, kiss me, by your father’'s head”
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gadmobrunde / damikodg) mama(w), da(h)lr congu(r)

2903361960 s 3330939, 3535 sa(0)Ohgds—m ?7?

gadmobrunde da makc’e, mama dag(igeba-0??

gadmobrundé damagoce mama *dagérceg (¢ im SToLL a5ss 4l G 5 9a k5

As BLEICHSTEINER (102: 47-48) and BiKIA (124) correctly stated, this sentence is not
Megrelian but Georgian. IEEICHSTEINER was right in identifying the first verb agad-
mobrunde‘turn this way”. The second part of the sentence, however, can hardiigbe
mikoce,because the verb in questiofk’oc- “to kiss”, has an-n- following the root
when it has the prevertia- plus an objective version marker attached to it; the folan
mi-Koc-n-e would mean “kiss (sc. feet) for me, kiss my (sc. feet) several times”. As
Evliya wrote the second syllable with fatha plus . [A[J not with akasra, we should
rather presume the vowel of the superessive version here. As the verb in this version
does not take the prevertha-, this may be the conjunctioda “and” instead as G.
HEWITT suggests. — As for the third formula,ZIXIA was right that BEICHSTEINERS
interpretationmama(w) da(h)lar congu(r) “Vater spiel die Zither” is far from being
probable. ZIKIA’S own proposal (128) was the Georgian blessingma dagicés lit.

“may (your) father be sustained for you”, which is convincing semantically in the given
context. A crucial point remains, however, in Evliya’s spelling of the last word to be
rendered aslagercepgu. One solution | see is that we have not an optative (= aorist
subjunctive) here but a future subjunctive which would dag(i)réebodesand which
might have been spelt..s> S5 in Evliya's notebook (for the_ [pUinstead of a

- Ocp. the preceding sentence); this subjunctive would fit as well with the given
meaning. The final ,. S0would be missing in this case, anyhow. WOBDER (l.c)
proposes to explain this by assuming that the person referred toadmya“father” is
identical with the speaker so that the verbal form could be a first person singular
dagirCebode®ich, dein Vater, mdge dir erhalten bleiben” (for such cases, cf. his paper
“Verbal person marking, noun phrase and word order in Georgian”, in: Configuration-
ality, ed. L. MarRACz / P. MUYSKEN, Dordrecht 1989, 178)— A second, perhaps more
probable solution, would take the word in question as a third person singular future
dagirceba“he will be sustained for you”, additionally marked with a suffixal as a
marker of indirect speech, the whole sentence thus meaning “.. kiss me (with the
words) ‘your father will be sustained for you™. For the hiatus between the fmaf the
verbal form and theo-marker rendered byg-, cp. Evliya’s writing puro¢cduli of the
Georgian word for “pomegranatebyroc’euli.
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Circassian:
VII: 157b, 26
A:; y’\:J MTJ Ujmh»vu vL«u,) _/\J\/){)owy}.ly?udﬂr/y

(ﬁuuwuy Ay »J.».u 1 /J» -fwd-w ) AR .A:,-’?

LJ s ',/,L_)é\.o._...w //'.v)vobu /vﬂw\ 6Vax \Z—J/" /— ;—/-)-W/ /\»\u
/f))w\u)’ {x}_,_g) __;,.»J\/)..w ,.‘»1-_0\);‘4__)—-9_,; M,f‘—“‘ ,/r‘.“'"v’)" _/f

v/, A

k) PP BNV TS f/oo»w 2SO ,,\\/,w Gl
:’Ny RN M(\w‘ : b\w IR A \.—{r..w_u)/t: B
E \r"}av_u) //J)/;_;:h_/,\a .)}\u«.oﬁ \.&\)J “r/uu’u..bx \ Nﬂw«"’-})

W. k—u \:ug' > Jy)ﬂum\,«u/ﬂw’ me&ﬁ;\u -\:Jﬂ V»‘U\—

l

The phonological spelling follows the same principles as with Abkhaz. Kabardian forms
are normally noted for single words only, and only if they differ from their Adyge equival-
ents. In addition to BNKOFF's transcription of the vocalization mark$, is used for a
fatha representing a high vowel.

Turkish meaning  BEICHSTEINER today phonologically reading

(bir) ) 1 72 3Bl ) zI 3
3bI 2 is the attributive form of the numeral “one” in Adyge and Kabardian. E\}Iiya’s
spelling could also represent the quantitative numesale “once”, cf. already BEICH-
STEINER(119: 3), but the vocalization of this and most of the following entries speaks in
favour of the cardinal number.

(iki) y 2 t'u, tu Tly t™a tulqu G
Evliya’s spelling obviously represents an earlier or dialectal variant of today’s Adyge
and Kabardian standard forms; cp., e.g., A.Kacfov, Etimologiéeskij slovar’
adygskix €erkesskix) jazykov, [lIIl:IT-I, Moskva 1977, 86 f. who notesilkalyur, i.e.
t'gwe, as the form of the Xakea-dialect. Cf. already EEICHSTEINER (119: 2), who
quotes ERCKERTS) Abadzex and Sapsgdforms. There seems a secot@mmarmark of
u-vocalization as expected by the authentic forms to be present abowe |#ter. —
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“Twice” would berlo / Tley, i.e. t'we / few.

(Ug) v 3 £2) IIIBI % sl -
“Three times” would bamns s'e.

(dort) ¢ 4 p‘A% Il b pts pi]h[h] oy
“Four times” would benals p#e.

(bes) o 5 tfu TdbI / TXYBI tfa / tx% t{u]ffe (?) e
Here, Evliya’s material is clearly recognizable as Adyge (West-Circassian), not Kabard-
ian, because of the regular correspondance between Adygd Kabardiax®. — “Five

times” would berds / Txys tfe / tx°g which could be indicated by Evliya'se (fatha
plus final h) if this is intended.

(altr) s 6 e XBI X9 Sl (o
As BLEICHSTEINER pointed out, h erinnert stark ars’. He possibly thought of the
characteristic sibilant of the Pashto language in Afghanistan, which is something
betweery and y, too, and which is sometimes spelt g&)kh- as in the name of the

language itselfRPakkhtg. — “Six times” would bexs xe.

(yedi) v 7 blo OJIBI blo b1 ok
“Seven times” would b&mu» ble.

(sekiz) + 8 I, jo u Vo yI &
“Eight times” should beyein both written languages but the form is not contained in the
dictionaries.

(doquz) a 9 bgu orpy / 6reyer  bg% b[u]gu 555}
“Nine times” would be6rwo / 6reys bg°e which, again, seems to be excluded by
Evliya's spelling usingdamma only.

(on) » 10 pS5 mmler / mmler  pEY / pSih p[i]s! -
“Ten times” would bemmils pe / mmls p’s “e. Possibly, Evliya’s . [30is a mis-
spelling for ; [SL] The Turkish equivalent is clearly the numeral'10”, not v. “20”
as in DANKOFF's treatise, the horizontal stroke not belonging to the first digit but to the
Circassian word above askasra — BLEICHSTEINER discusses the wordg...! & allah
ismi “der Name Gottes” following after this entry with no Circassian equivalent and
states that “God” should be something likKea. Possibly, Evliya meant the wontkisr
pS ‘9 “kusas3w” here, which surely, notably in the expressicabery-ya-mu “mercy, o
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Lord”, could be used as an address of God, too (the expression as a whole was borrowed
into Ossetic, cf. V.I. BAEv, Istoriko-etimologiceskij slovar’ osetinskogo jazyka, 3,
1979, 219:tabuafsi Compare Russiarnacu-6o[r]). If Evliya meant this word, he

could have added it to the numeral “10” because of its similar sounding. But note that
there is enough space for a Circassiheor the like betweempisi andallah ismi.

ekmek <51 “bread” ¢ako klakwy / milakxbwys € *aqb / §*ad°e caqu il
Today’s usual word for “bread” in Adyge isbansirsy habg’s.

su e water” PSS TIChI P’ p[i]s! O
et ot “meat” ) u-n1 ?wi-n ? il ?29-1 7 [l 2] ? J!
If Evliya really wrote Ji = ill here (the reading is not sure), this must be a possessive

form of the word for “meat”, the stem of which is simplyr lg in the written lan-
guages. This could be-i il or s1-1t o, both meaning “his, her, its meat”. The difference

in both forms lies in the distinction of alienable and non-alienable possession. Preferab-
ly, Evliya’s form is the non-alienabler-1 al. The spelling withtasdded | is note-
worthy, but cf. the third and fourth entry to follow.

peynir = “cheese” do(j)) xwyae / xkxpyen Q°aje/ d°e;j goye &'sd
xinar R “pig” g0 kB0 / KXBYD g°e / g°e qo K}
goyun oss  “sheep” mel MBI mel mell[l] Jo
kegi S “goat” pten musmm / 6xxsm  pE “erp / bzen p[ilcen[n] oPm

The spelﬂling with-nn reminds one of the doublein the preceding words.

quzu . “lamb” $ne mreemd / mipiEd Hne / S'sne  sine P
at =\ “horse” % IITbI 2 Sify] o
esek <Lyt “donkey” S mpinel / mern $'ade / $d sidi e
gatir L& “mule” kadr ? xBbIIBIp-X3 ?  Gpdor-xe ?  gadirge al,ol

The -ge, whose meaning was “unerfindlich” toLBICHSTEINER could be the plural
morpheme-xe. As for the word-final vocalism, there is no difference in marking as
against, e.g.sine“lamb”, the -e being written withfatha plus . (h(Jin both cases. The
first vowel in the word is clearly indicated as anby fatha plus 1 alif, so that this
might represent an older form of the word, vigadr, still closer to Turkishqatir
which is assumed to be its original; cp. J. VLARROTH'S “Kaukasische Sprachen”,
237, who notekadir as a “Tat[ar]” loanword for Circassian.
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kiigik domuz 445 55,5 “piglet”  qolou sy lew lew )

The form is not “verstimmelt” as IEICHSTEINER meant (120: 23). Both the Adyge-
Russian dictionary Anpira63sm u3sxad ryuisilamrs / Tolkovyj slovar adygejskogo
jazyka, Majkop 1960, 390) and the Kabardian-Russian dictionary (Kabardinsko-russkij
slovar’ / Kea6spuen-Ypric ciaoBaps, Moskva 1957, 245) contain a worchy with the
meaning ¢BuHbsi, mopoceHok”, the Kabardian form being marked as obsolete
(“yem.”). BLEICHSTEINERS Kabardiang‘olou, which he obviously owed to L. &pPA-
TINSKIJ's Russko-kabardinskij slovar’ (Tiflis 1890, 12§0on), Is likely to be a com-
poundkpwo-n3y °e-lew“pig-piglet”, cp. go above.

bir ta’amdir kim aa abazalarsjlxirgi dirler Ao ks L ST WS Sl
“a food which the Abkhazians cadlilxirci” gomil
I'BOMBLT / TBYDMBLID g°emal / g°emnale gomil J@s

Adyg. reombrn g°emdl is “nuima, mpomoosnscTBue” in general as well asfoposkuas
numta” in particular (Tolkovyj slovar’, 71). Kabardiansysmuns g°emle is “nposua-
Ht” according to the Russian-Kabardian dictionary (Russko-kabardioskieSskij
slovar’ /' Ypeic-kb309paen-mapaKac cioBapb, Moskva 1955, 636; the form is missing
in the Kabardian-Russian dictionary).

(edepde) araq filan edeyim po ol oY b oyl “(begging pardon) I'll fuck the mare”

$bz-ha juwaka ? I1bI1036I / TIBIO3 .. ? $bz / Hbz..

sibzi ¢ixa yuwal@’ E5150 b g 5o

Except for the word for “mare”msp16361 b2 / 116163 $Hbz no part of this entry can
be verified in the published dictionariesLBCHSTEINERS proposal that ¢ha’ has to be
identified with msx®ss $'ye / mxss $'he “head” is not convincing. His assumption
that the verbal prefixes point to a second person agent and that the egdimgrks a
preterite form is right, however. Note that the secatiflin yuwakay is very faint.

yogurd ., “yoghurt” §'e-geptag(e) (DEETERY mpresmmlars / me mnla

$'egepcag / Se péa segebcay gl Lo

From the Adyge and Kabardian forms given here (taken from the Russian-Adyge dictio-
nary, Russko-adygejskij slovar’ ¥pwic-anpire rymieilaas, Moskva 1960, and the
Russian-Kabardian dictionary, s.apoctokgarma) it is clearly the first one which is
represented by Evliya’s spelling. As against his own guessesiICBSTEINER quoted
D(EeTERY for the right analysis: The form has to be divided ingde “milk” and
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gepcag as the participle form of a verb. The verb in question means “to let sth.
become sour” and is given in the preterite form mssanulars a-gepcag in the
Adyge-Russian dictionary (92); so what we have here is the preterite participle, not the
present participle as with LIBEICHSTEINER The Kabardian form contains the same verb,
albeit not in the causative (with Adyge preiix»- ge) but as an intransitive “to become
sour”; the meaning is “milk that has become sour” as against the Adyge “milk that has
been let become sour”.

bal Ju “honey” Sowu meoy / do S°ew /fo so[w]u[w] 599
Note the regular sound correspondance between Adyge 5° and Kabardiand f.
Evliya’'s form is clearly recognizable as a West Circassian once again.

getir = ‘bring”  (Ko)  xma ? ga? ga &
The Adyge Tolkovyj slovar’ (271) givegsa ga not only as a verbal prefix meaning
“hither” (croma) but also as a separate word meaning “giveta) which might be
identical with the prefix, cp. German “her (damit)!”. The explicit form for “bring!”
would be xseicaT gpsef (lit. “bring-to-me”), used as an equivalent ékwa in the
dictionary. BEEICHSTEINER erroneously thinks of the verb “to go” (confusing Turkish
getir and gider).

nerede idj Sal e o5 “Where were you?” tode usiag
TeIfe yibilares-a / s ympllan-a tode -3 '5°a-g-a / dene w-8 '5°a-5'-a
téd(e) w(1)aqa(?) (i 95

In comparison with the following item, the verbal form present here seems to be
vocalized in the way that there is a fina which can easily be explained as the inter-
rogative markera used in the literary Adyge language; cf. elgB. Porasa / 3.1. Kl»-

PoII® (KERASEVA), Anpira63sm urpammatuk / Grammatika adygejskogo jazyka, Kras-
nodar/Majkop 1966, 354 with examples such assime xk®Boklbirs-a tade qe-Bg-a
“where did it (the snow) arise from” showing that this particle is even used in connec-
tion with interrogative pronouns such asigs “where”. In the verbal form noted by
Evliya, this would leave the as a reflex of the verbal endings -g to be expected in

the preterite. As against today’s form of the verb “to be, to live”, Adygalsu $ ‘5%en
there seems to be no indication of the glottal stop forming the central consonant of the
root. It is less probable that in Evliya’'s form, theg could substitute the radical
although some scholars think that the glottal stop here reflects anwoidger.e. g’ cp.
SAGIROV's etymological dictionary, where dialectal forms are discussed too (2, 150).
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In Evliya’s notation, the consonant of the verbal prefixsi- -S ‘- seems to be indicated
by . [80plus fatha rather than by ;. [S0without vocalization.

evde idim pel a0 “l was at home” t-un se-sag
TUYH® ChIbIlars / quyHs chisla t-une 9-$ '9°a-g / di-une 8-S '9°a-§*

tiwne ss(1)aq(i] e

As against BEICHSTEINER the correct form for “our house” is ndt-une but Tuyme
ti-une here clearly indicated by &asra below the .. [[] because a house is an
alienable possession.LBCHSTEINER was right, however, in assuming that (in his
transcript,-se which is not better) should be part of the following verbal form, viz. the
first person singular prefix. For the spelling with cf. the preceding item as well as
the following one. The final vowel mark could indicate the remainder of a foraan

the preterite suffix yieldingrs, i.e. -§ < *-ge as it is generally assumed in Adyge
grammar, cf. RGAVA / KERASEVA, 181. By the way, we should expect the oblique
case,ruynaMm tiiune-m,for “in our house”, but then seems to be missing.

(edepde) sek filn etdim (domuz) Smg pst U8 Kl oy
“(begging pardon) | fucked the donkey (pig)” $d $-pic*-og IIBIABI CHITIIDCHITD
Hb B-pes-g sidi spesiq[o] Gy Ly

As misigel S “donkey” is clear, the finats of sidisshould be regarded as the verbal
prefix belonging to the following verbal form, cf. already.BCHSTEINER (121: 31).
The verb itself, given ag‘ic’ by BLEICHSTEINER after TRUBETZKOY, cannot be verified
in the published dictionaries. Starting from Evliya’s spelling, we could thinkué-s1a
pasen “to sit (upon)” or mac-piH pPESsn “to sit (before)”, both being used in a meta-
phorical way; cp. German “besteigen”. According to GEvHTT (letters dated 11.9. /
15.9.91), the actual verb ig’esan, however. The form in question then must d&e-
nlacu-re(3) S-p’esg(e) Compare the fifth entry to follow, too. For the preterite
suffix, cp. the preceding items; the vocalization mark seems to danama,here. —
Note that Evliya adds the wordomuz“pig” after his Turkish sentence; R. ANKOFF
(letter dated 3.7.91) proposes that Evliya understood the fiiads the word for “pig”.
BLEICHSTEINERS explanation that thisomuzrepresents the comment of a scribe cannot
be maintained anymore.

xos geldi SalS s “welcome” Sa-fa-sap-$

rlydacamnmu (?) §°%-fes-a-pSay ? sufasapli]s(i) ? U,JL»lsy
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For this entry, BEICHSTEINER quoted TRUBETzZKOY according to whom this is a
complexSa-fo-sap-& meaning “euch sei gutes Gliick” and containing the second person
plural markerSsg, i.e. Adygemsy- S$%- (as against Kabardiasi- fs-). Neither TRu-
BETZKOY'’s translation nor the grammatical statement can be taken for granted, how-
ever. On the basis of today’s sources, we have to start from a gvaralnmu fesags ‘i
given in the dictionaries witlipuseTcTBre “greeting” as its Russian equivalent (cf. the
Tolkovyj slovar’, 596); theAnsirs-ypeic rymeilans / Adygejsko-russkij slovar by
JK.A. III'bAYK'BO (SAaov, Majkop 1975) translates it even withi$6po moxxamosats”,

i.e. “welcome” (360). The question is, how this word has to be analyzed itself and
whether it can be combined with a second person plural prefixrasaTzKOY proposed.

| don't see that it can mean something like “gutes Glick” as it is, which would be
Haceinbinly nagpas®s instead (given with the meaningYactauseiii” in the Tol-

kovyj slovar’, 420). This consists of the word for “luckljaceim nagp®, which is
hardly anything else but Arabiaasib “portion, (good) fortune”, and the postponed
adjectiverly $%5 “good”. For dacammu, we have to compare a second word meaning
“mpuset, mpuBetrctBue” instead, namelymlydsc S°sfes (to this word, my attention
was drawn by W. BEDER [letter dated 17.9.91]; it is mentioned e.g. in the Tolkovyj
slovar’, 663). This is clearly a compound consistinguofy “good” and an elemenfes
identical with the first part othacammu. Although fesis not attested as a single word
anywhere — Adygebsc meaning “fez” excludes itself, of course — we can suppose that
it is a substantiveibacanmu may then represent a syntagma comparable to the ex-
pressionradery-ya-mimu “mercy, o Lord” as mentioned above. | wonder whether such
a syntagma could combine with a second person plural marker, verbal or possessive, at
all; in the latter case, we would even have to accept that the possession were inalien-
able. So | propose that Evliya'sifegapis represents a wordnlydacammu instead,
containing not the simplefesbut the compoundailydac. As for Evliya’s entry, it is not
clear whether he intended to write the last syllable,aspis or as ; -psi(y)

gidelim J..s “lets go”  tok'on  Teklon to-k*e-n tfulgon e
BLEICHSTEINER was right in positingtsk’on as the first person plural of the second
future of the root klo- -k™e- “to go”. There is but a minor problem in Evliya’'s spelling
of the first syllable where au-vowel is clearly indicated bydammaplus , <wll As
no preverb-u- seems to exist in Circassian, this must be due to some kind of sporadic
“umlaut” caused by the followingk’o-; such “anticipations” of labial vowels are often
present in Evliya’s notations.
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gitmem s “l won't go” se-kon-efj ceiklomanm se-k*e-ne-p siqonep i .

(edepde) sek filn ediciﬁgi N Ll oy “(begging pardon) one who fucks donkeys”

$d-C'e pic’e mbims 3p1-mlacer ? b 2-p'ep ?  sidi s(1)-pesr o e

As against BEICHSTEINER the final -s of sidisis more easily explained as the prefix
of a relative agent in a so called participle form, meaning “who (does sth.)”. This
requires the verb to be transitive which is true for the vekd®n as G. HEwWITT con-
firms (letter dated 11.9.91%d “donkey” has no plural marker so that a translation
“one who fucks a donkey” would fit better for the Circassian sentence.

pust i Catamite” guasa ? ?? ?? wast ?

sl
BLEICHSTEINERS proposal to think of a word for “whore” is not convincing, all the

more since for hisguada, better g°as’e (ryamps), only positive meanings such as
“KHSI3KHA, CBEKPOBB, cympyra” are given in the dictionaries.

edebde alideyi filan edeyim ol Y8 Sty ol
“(begging pardon) I'll fuck your mother”u-jane gud $-wak ysu» (?) rynsr (?) ca- (?)
Ws-jane gug s-e-(?) uyane gudi sewéfR) S5 g5 Gy

uyaneis not the usual form of “your mother” in Adyge today; cp. the Tolkovyj slovar’
which givesusr ng for “mother” (422), leading toyn un for “your mother”. But the
same dictionary hagu yan for “his mother” (678), too, which might have begane
earlier; cp. Kabardiarmas ane “mother” (Kabardian-Russian dictionary, 18). Maybe
uyanereflects this form marked with the second person possessive prefix additionally.
As for gud “cunnus” cf. TRUBETzKOY apud BEICHSTEINER (123: 37); the form
cannot be verified in today’s printed sources but appearsLsPKOTH's “Kaukasische
Sprachen” (236) in the forrgut sewékmay represent the same verbyasvakay above,

but with a first person singular agent prefig-( si-) and in the present, not in the

preterite. In this case, Evliya’s spelling with kasra instead of afatha in the root
remains noteworthy.

senden gorgarmiyim nigin séylemem o gt o e BlgE Sl

“Should | fear you? Why shouldn'’t | say?” (u-)$ha s-$na, 9d Kaosnp'va
by daCIIbIHA, ChI GIcMBIKBlyars? (?) §%-fe-s-S'9n-a, 9d fe-s-m-q*a-g? (?)
sufaginas)d fesmuaog (?) flcd do Lrles

BLEICHSTEINER was probably right in analyzingina as s-$na, i.e. c-mpina s-§'ana
meaning “do | fear” in a question. The first word, now to be readséf instead of
8ga, cannot besha “head” but is rather the “versional” prefigs fe combined with the
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marker of a second person plurakey- $%-, thus meaning “for you” or, in the given
context, “from you”.sid must becein $5d “what”, the s- being due to a (perseverating?)
misspelling rather than a dialectal variant, cp. Kabardéam, st, too. The final
verbal form is not completely clear. As for the root, this seems to be a variant of
Adyge -b- -*e- “to speak”, namely a form like Xalad xsl{su gen given in \GI-
ROV's etymological dictionary (2, 159). This would yield usmug& as a preterite form
-s-ny-g*a-g “I did not speak (it)". fe- could be the “versional” prefix again, which in
connection with the interrogative pronoun could have meant something like “what didn’t
| speak it for”; but DEETERS (apud BEICHSTEINER 38) was right in expecting a
participle construction likar ssda afasnak’versr for today, to be paraphrased as “what
(is it) that | should not speak that for?” If the construction as proposed here was
possible at Evliya's times, we still keep missing the modal component.

edepde avragh filan edeyim o o) G Kol o
“(begging pardon) I'll fuck your wife”  u-§5z $-pfic’ yIIey3 carlac ?
Wo-S9z s-e-fes? (W)usiz sepé® e S 505

Note thaty-mrey3 Wo-S%z “your wife” has the marker of inalienable possession. For the
verb which seems to be in the present tense here, see above; @stiaavritten below
the  [pL] cp. sewékabove.

nigiin boyle yava soylersin xirsiz Sy orrbis ogl aigh oy go
“Why are you swearing like this, thief?” sda p‘va tegu ceima dookslya (?) ThIrBY
$d-a fe-we--a (?) t9g9% sida fewga tgu Sl

ceima S$dais a variant ofcern $5d “what” as above, enlarged with the interrogational
-a. For fe-we-{°-a cp. fesmuqg, above; here, we expect a present form, second person
singular agent, with a second interrogative particle attached, meaning “what do you
speak for, thief’ or, rather, “why do you say ‘thief”. For uncomposedrsy tog°%,

the dictionaries give the meaningdposcTro”, not “Bop”; but SAGIROV in his etymo-
logical dictionary seems to considegop” as the original meaning. Maybe, this was
still preserved in Evliya’s time.

cadi kopek eti yeq di el oS &b “Witch, eat dog meat” udehel 3o
yIbl, Xxp2JI(bl) X6l ?  Wadb, he-lg) $x ? udé xél (1)&,? AR

While yaer wads “witch” and xeaa he-16) “dog meat” are clear, the verbal form should
be mxsr $¥% “eat”, possibly written as only. Unlessle- be a prefix or the like — the
reading is not beyond doubt —, it could be due to some kind of liaison with the preced-
ing xpa11, €.g. in a formhelg)Sxg) where the medial vowel could be the remnant of
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the original final vowel ofaer la “meat” normally lost in composition. But cp. the
following entry:

kdpek etin sen yersin ba ye dersin s 6 o o o ol g sS
“You eat the dog meat, you tell me to eat” o hel uge, d se o Rsuva
o xbda omxsl (?), cein coyrymeilarsa (?)  we he-l w-e-8%, $d se-w-g8s ‘5°a-g-a (?)
we xel we_ séd[1] s(e) wa(u)s(a)xa(?) bty ot s S

The initial , we is the second person singular pronoars we, and has to be separated
from xel = hel “dog meat” for which compare the last entrywes must represent a
verbal form meaning “you eat” in the present for which we should expeoctsr w-e-S¥

“you are eating (it)”; as for the spelling of the roatix- -$x- cp. the last entry. The
rest of the sentence is more problematicalsétl-represents the interrogative pronoun
ceizi(a) $d(a) once again, as IEICHSTEINER assumed, the followings must belong to

the following verbal complex as the first person singular prefix. According to the sense,
this must be the oblique object marker, the subject of the verb being the second person
singular. In the way proposed here, the whole complex wouldslge coyrymeilars-a

$d se-w-g8s ‘v°a-g-a, i.e. “what (or: why) did you say (that) to me?” If this is correct,
there are some different readings necessaryk#sea should not belong to thed- but

to the-s, whereas thed- should have &ukun, not thes. The vowel sign above theaw

in the second word should not befatha but adamma giving it the sound ofw)u-, and

the -s- with sukun (;,.) should be as- (w) The finalxa seems to represent the preterite
marker, 5 -g, plus the interrogative particlea again. BEICHSTEINER thinks of the
other word for “speaking”, -lo-, which we had iiesmuqg andfewqa,above, but this
leaves at least th&ys- unexplained.

nicln baa pust dersin (0 sy 1K ¥ g “Why do you call me a catamite?”
Sdb-sha Kusdva cell ??KBBICOOKBlya? (?)  d ??gp-se-w-e-fa? (?)
sid ushh (?) qusew(u)ga (0 b, Lab ‘cj K"

As against BEICHSTEINER usihh is not likely to be a reflex ofusxss She “head”
because the parallel he had foundsiiifa above has to be dismissed. Instead, we have
to look for a word for “catamite” here; can we think ofceires- “age “pacmoiro-
xusmmnics”? The word final consonants seem to be a ligatdhe = rather thantas-
dided -h- 7> Which does not help. The verb can hestys- -g*e- “to say” once again,

as in fesmuqg and fewqga above, with an additional prevenbssi- - “hither”, the
whole verbal complex meaning something like “(why) do you say .. in my direction?”.
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